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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the development of Sites and Monuments Records
(SMRs) and their transformation into ‘Historic Environment Records’
(HERS), paying special regard to their role as research tools. The study
draws on extensive surveys of policy, recording standards, and operational

practice. Detailed surveys have been carried out in order to characterise

the use of SMR and HER information by researchers and other user
groups.

SMRs and HERs have captured a vast unrivalled source of information
about the historic environment, for which there is an established and
increasing demand. Nevertheless, they are resources that are generally
under-exploited for research and education purposes. It is argued that both

the lack of use, and poor use, of SMR and HER information represent lost

opportunities for interpreting our past, and seriously affect the integrity of
current archaeological research.

The delivery of HER enquiry services using World Wide Web tools is
fundamental to their future development and wider appreciation. Examples
of Web-enabled HER and related services are reviewed. One of the main
challenges faced in the development of online HER services is to embed
Intuitive assistance within the search process, so that users can more
easily select data that matches their research needs. An equally important
concern is the ability of current HER recording structures to represent non-
monument thematic data (particularly landscape-scale concepts) and
interpretative ideology. HERs must respond to these issues in order to
engage more closely with the dialogue of archaeological research.

The use of metadata to extend and complement core HER records is

explored, along with enhanced search tools, such as those exemplified by |
the Archaeology Data Service’s Common Information Environment

demonstrator and its use of techniques drawn from faceted classification. A
main case study concerning Fenland archaeology and its research

potential is used to test a model for a user-extensible Historic Environment
Record.
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INTRODUCTION

Sites and Monuments Records (SMRs), now more often known as Historic
Environment Records (HERS), are the descendants of the archaeological
monument inventories developed by the pioneers of landscape
archaeology, archaeological conservation, and the Ordnance Survey, our
national mapping agency. They were developed primarily in order to assist
archaeological advisors to Local Planning Authorities, and have sought to
become comprehensive inventories of the archaeological resource within
the administrative areas that they serve. Despite their continuing non-
statutory status as a required local authority function, SMR and HER
services are now well embedded within national and local planning policy
and wider archaeological resource management practice. They routinely

inform strategic development plans, day-to-day planning decisions,
conservation initiatives, and survey projects.

The first SMRs comprised collections of indexed record cards allied to
Ordnance Survey paper map sets and overlays, on which the locations of
sites and monuments, with associated reference numbers, were plotted.
The use of computer databases for the management of core information is
now universal, and most SMRs and HERs make use of Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) to manage a range of spatial information (Bell &
Bevan 2004, 12). SMRs and HERs are dynamic information resources that
are continually updated as new archaeological work generates more data.
Their database entries, libraries of fieldwork reports and other
documentation, and collections of photographs, etc. (Baker 1999, 15-20:;
Newman 2002c) often comprise the most comprehensive source, or only
source, of information about specific archaeological sites. SMRs and HERs
have been able to accumulate information at a level of detail and at a pace
that cannot be matched by traditional archaeological publication methods,
or the national archaeological inventories.

The change of name, from Sites and Monuments Record to Historic
Environment Record, has been brought about by the expectation of an

expanding remit. Archaeological conservation and research now embraces
a wider range of historic features than the first SMRs were designed to

record. Better integration with other environmental databases is now
considered desirable (Baker 1999, 19-20; Newman 2002c, 10). The term
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‘Sites and Monuments Record’ does not accurately reflect these ambitions,
so the term ‘Historic Environment Record’ has been enthusiastically
embraced as the preferred alternative (for example, Department of Culture

Media and Sport 2004, Davis 2005). Many SMRs were renamed HERS
during the course of this study.

HERSs are sub-categories of a wider class of ‘Historic Environment

Information Resources’ (HEIRS) that seek to record various aspects of the
archaeological resource and historic environment. The term HEIR also

encompasses inventories such as the three National Monument Records
and the database of the Portable Antiquities Scheme.

SMRs and HERs do not only support localised planning and conservation
functions. Collectively, the English SMRs and HERs have become the

nation’s most comprehensive and up-to-date source of information about
archaeology in the environment. As such, they have informed the national

selection of monuments for designation as Scheduled Monuments, and

provide information for other nation-wide and regional archaeological
conservation initiatives.

The development of national data standards and the general
encouragement and financial assistance provided by the national heritage
agencies, have not yet produced a truly integrated national network of
SMRs and HERs. The national community of SMR and HER services,
each of which is maintained by separate organisations (usually one of the
tiers of Local Government), under various management arrangements,

displays significant diversity in structure, recording practice and user
services (Baker 1999; Newman 2002c).

Nevertheless, the first important steps have been taken to make

comprehensive aggregated HER information accessible via the World
Wide Web.

13



Thesis aims

SMRs and HERs are highly successful tools for archaeological
conservation and development control. They are also used to assist local
studies work, education projects, and academic archaeological research at
local, regional and national levels. There is a widespread perception,

however, that SMRs and HERs have fallen a long way short of fulfiliing
their potential in these regards.

The failure of SMRs and HERS to fully engage with and inspire academic
research is particularly worrying. It raises questions about the integrity of
the academic exploration of our nation’s past, and has serious implications

for the future management of our environment. It represents an appallingly
wasted opportunity.

My research has been instigated in the belief that HERs, as means to
investigate aspects of the nation’s archaeological resource within a range
of contextual spatial environments, represent a crucial research resource.

| have sought to investigate how SMRs, during their transformation into

online HERs, can become better research tools. What do researchers want
from HERs? How should HERs develop in order to make a greater

contribution to archaeological research effort? How can information and
communications technology help achieve this aim?

The thesis examines the historic legacy of SMR development, in terms of
information content, data structures, management policy and practice. The
character of enquiries presented to SMRs by different users is analysed.
The use of SMR and HER information in published research and within

student work is characterised. The informational needs of higher level
researchers are investigated.

The thesis then explores the ways in which developing information and

communications technologies offer hitherto unobtainable opportunities for
the networking and dissemination of HER information. How can HERs
harness this potential, and what are the potential pitfalls?

14



| also seek to examine whether current monument inventory information
structures and enquiry tools, the building blocks for future HER
development, are suitable for research purposes. Do they allow
archaeological evidence to be presented and interpreted in a variety of
different ways? Do they encourage intelligent and participatory dialogue
with research users, so that new perceptions of the historic environment
can be captured and disseminated?

Background to this study

| began this study as part-time MPhil research during 1999, but my various

experiences of Sites and Monuments Record services extend over a longer
period.

My first introduction to an SMR occurred in 1989. The SMR concerned,
covering Cambridgeshire, comprised a series of old 1:10,560 and 1:10,000
scale Ordnance Survey map sheets marked (in varying degrees of
neatness and accuracy) with small crosses and site numbers. Crop mark

plots were reproduced by hand on the base maps, or on transparent
overlays for each 1:10,000 map sheet.

The database of site information was held on the County Council's
mainframe computer system. The limited tools of the text editor made
creating, formatting and changing SMR records tortuous. Launching
searches for various forms of information and printing results was not
straightforward. Text pfint jobs (there were no graphics or images) were
collected from a slow dot matrix printer in a distant part of Shire Hall.
Enhancing and searching the SMR database were not inclusive processes.
They were 'black arts' known to only one or two people at a time.

Over the next few years, though mainly involved with excavation projects, |
was occasionally seconded to various survey and SMR enhancement

projects. These involved taking bundles of SMR entry print-outs and maps
into the field, checking the veracity of information and the current status of
sites, and generating new SMR information. The advantages of a dynamic
iInventory were readily apparent. So too was the necessity of ensuring that
the inventory reflected the situation in the field. Sometimes | would | arrive

15



at a site to find that it had been built on or quarried several years before, or
was surrounded by unfamiliar development. These important modern

contextual landscape changes were not represented on the increasingly
out of date Ordnance Survey base maps.

As development-led fieldwork increased and divisions between 'curatorial’
and contractual services were defined, we established a contracting field
unit. | became a consumer of SMR information for commercial
archaeological projects. | routinely submitted requests for SMR information
to assist the production of project designs and cost estimates, and to
inform contextual discussion of project results. | could not contemplate
planning a fieldwork project without first appraising SMR information and
supporting sources. Though always appreciated, it was not always
available as quickly or as comprehensively as | would have liked.

During the early 1990s | was able to introduce electronic surveying
equipment and mapping software into the contracting unit's activities. We
experimented with rudimentary Geographic Information System functions,
such as site mapping and the intra-site analysis of artefact distributions.
Although now fully immersed in contract archaeology, | was also called
upon to review options for new SMR database software and to help steer
the introduction of the first GIS facility for the county's SMR. During the
course of this work | was able to further explore the various ways that

different SMR services interpreted the business of recording archaeology
In the environment.

Taking an MA in Archaeological Heritage Management at the University of
York in 1992/1993 exposed me to some of the more theoretical issues that
underpin landscape recording, the creation of record systems, and the use
of GIS. | also became a student research user of SMRs for the first time,
basing course work and part of my thesis on SMR information.

In 1998 | left contractual archaeology to become the archaeological

advisor (‘curator') to a new Unitary Authority, Peterborough City Council.
The role required the establishment of a new SMR service, partly using
information that derived from two existing SMRs (one of which was entirely
paper-based and had not been actively maintained for some years), and
the implementation of suitable database and GIS applications. Again, this
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provided me with an opportunity to consider the various options then

available, albeit with an emphatic awareness of operational constraints.

Since then | have been responsible for promoting the use of SMR and
HER information for various purposes, and responding to thousands of
information requests from a wide range of different users - members of the
generally-interested public, museum colleagues, planning colleagues,

students, teachers, researchers, farm managers, conservation agencies, .
archaeological contractors, consultants, media companies, etc.

In parallel with my main jobs in contractual and curatorial archaeology, |
have had the opportunity to undertake some part-time teaching. | have
designed and delivered short courses and sessions for certificated extra-
mural University programmes, undergraduate and taught post-graduate
programmes, and schools and colleges. This has enabled me to introduce

many students to SMRs and HERs, and to encourage and guide their use
of SMR and HER information for project work.

This multi-faceted experience of SMRs and HERs has undoubtedly
assisted my research for this thesis in various ways. Accessing the
professional networks (contributing to meetings and forums) has probably
been easier for me as an 'insider’, than it might have been for many
postgraduate students. | have gained many useful insights into SMR and
HER management issues, and how Information Technology and
information standards are applied in practice. Dialogue with a wide variety

of users over several years has helped me to appreciate their perceptions
of SMR and HER services and information.

| have long been convinced of the value of SMR and HER information to
research and many other applications, and | am confident that systems

and management arrangements can adapt to meet the changing demands
placed upon them.

Nevertheless, | have remained conscious of the need to take a step back

from my own experiences and impressions. | have attempted to gather
information about SMRs, HERSs, and related systems, to form a solid well-
documented platform, from which suggestions for further HER

development can spring. My survey methodologies, therefore, ally
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quantitative analysis with the qualitative impressions of others.

Methods

It is important first to understand the historic and current context for the
development of Historic Environment Records, in order to discuss their
potential for future development. The first section of the thesis draws on
published works by academics and practitioners, professional technical
papers, guidance notes, policy statements, and existing survey information.
It appraises the practical and theoretical issues that have shaped SMR
development, under a series of thematic headings (Chapter 1).

Future HER developments should be based on both a thorough
understanding of the present research uses of SMR and HER information,
and an impression of potential future informational demands. Potential
audiences for SMR/HER information, within which education and research
users figure prominently, have long been defined (Lavell 1985; Fernie &
Gilman 2000; Grant 2002; Grant 2003). Very little detailed analysis,
however, has been carried out across the SMR community of the actual
use of SMR information and the informational needs of various SMR users
(Grant 2002, 3; Chapter 1; Chapter 2). It has recently been observed, with
regard to online Historic Environment Information Resources (HEIRs), that
"...the user community has not yet been fully understood, nor do we
understand in detail what users do with resources once obtained” (Brewer
& Kilbride 2006, 1.1.2). This statement is equally applicable to earlier

stages of SMR development as it is today. Now, however, SMRs stand on

the threshold of their transformation to networked online HERS, and the
anticipation of much wider use.

‘The second phase of my study, therefore, focused on creating and

applying methodologies for analysing HER enquiries and their relationships

to different user groups, and characterising the extent and nature of HER
use for research purposes.

Chapter 2 incorporates the analysis of around 1,700 real enquiries that had
been presented by extemal users (i.e. other than SMR staff and other
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curatorial staff) to differing SMR services, the English National Monuments
Records, and the Archaeology Data Service catalogue.

Chapter 3 complements the findings of Chapter 2, by focusing on the
character of SMR and HER use as expressed in the products of research.
Around 1300 articles from representative journals (such as Britannia,
Medieval Archaeology, and Northamptonshire Archaeology) and student

dissertations were appralsed in order to examine the contributions that
SMR/HER information makes to education and research study.

These surveys provided good quantitative and qualitative benchmarks.
They did not reveal much, however, about researchers' impressions of
SMR and HER use, or their aspirations for future use. Frustratingly few
written statements could be found that reflected research users’

experiences of SMRs, or their thoughts on directions for future
developments (Chapter 1, section 1.4).

Therefore, | assembled a focus group of ten researchers from various
universities, with different research interests, and varying degrees of SMR
experience. The focus group members helped me to examine the gaps
between what SMR and HER services are currently able to deliver, and the
actual informational requirements of various forms of higher-level research.
The focus group was also able to assist with the assessment of the main
data standards and structures already in place, and their appropriateness
for research purposes. Its members also provided some very useful

opinions regarding the key issues for future HER development. Chapter 4
and Appendix 4 present the findings.

Case studies, using real SMR datasets and research problems (Chapter 4,

section 4.5; Appendix 5), helped to further explore the process of extracting
meaningful research data from SMRs and HERs.

There are obvious attractions to researchers and other user groups in

being able to obtain vast quantities of aggregated HER information
remotely. The Internet and World Wide Web offer the best prospects for
disseminating networked HER information, and there are now a variety of
models that HER services could adopt for Web-delivery of their
Information. A representative selection of these has been reviewed
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(Chapter 5; Appendix 8). The combination of the search techniques that
they offer, and the data standards concepts that underpin HER

development, have been assessed in relation to research user needs and
preferred search strategies.

Despite the undoubted strengths of the various systems and an increasing
number of creative ways to enable database searches, important
shortcomings and issues for future development were revealed. The
available online systems seldom provide sufficient search assistance, or
appropriate contextual information, to ensure integrity in search results.
They are not able to respond to research enquiries in the same helpful,

intuitive ways that the best manual SMR/HER enquiry services are able to
achieve.

Chapter 6, therefore, investigates some of the established and emergent
knowledge and information management techniques that could provide a
basis for an intelligent HER search interface. The type of system
represented by the Archaeology Data Service Common Information

Environment demonstrator is found to fulfil many of the defined criteria for
a more responsive HER search interface.

In order to develop and respond to ongoing research efforts, HERs should
also seek to assimilate concepts deriving from research, rather than simply

presenting themes and relationships inherent in established monument
recording data structures.

Chapter 7 comprises a case study that helps to explore some of these
issues further. The Fenland historic environment and its research potential

are used to examine the complexities of representing the historic
environment in HERs.

Chapter 8 presents a model for a user-extensible Historic Environment
Record that is able to capture research concepts and landscape-scale
interpretations, and embed them within its structure alongside traditional

SMR recording subjects. Examples are drawn from the Fenland historic
environment case study.
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The thesis mainly considers the experience and development of English
SMRs and HERs, but references are made to related systems further afield
and to wider information systems theory and practice. In accordance with
its widespread usage and its official acceptance, the term 'Historic
Environment Record' ((HER") is used to describe future Sites and
Monuments Record development throughout this thesis. The term 'Sites
and Monuments Record' ('SMR') has been retained to describe historic

SMR development and those inventories that were still known as SMRs at
the time they were studied.

Before reviewing the historic development of SMRs and HERs in more
detail, it is necessary to define their place within the wider discipline.

The wider archaeological context for the study of SMRs and HERs

The examination of SMR and HER practice embraces four interwoven

themes that are common to wider archaeological theory and practice:

‘the archaeology of places’ - the role that spatial relationships between

groups of cultural remains and their geographical contexts have to play in
understanding the past;

‘classification techniques’ - the collation of archaeological information and
its ordering by type;

‘resource management’ - the management of archaeological remains
within today’s society and for the future;

the dissemination of information’ - the provisioh of archaeological
information to assist appreciation, understanding and research.

The archaeology of places

The past can be considered a source of “values, self-understanding, and

identification” (Vaughan 1985, 6). Perceptions of the past may derive from
either theoretically structured academic work, or from an array of

alternative observations (Hodder 1991, 172-174). Collectively, as societies
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and cultural groups, and as individuals, we place values upon
archaeological remains that reflect our prevailing perceptions of the past

and our perception of them in the present (Lipe 1984, 2-9). In addition to
the values we ascribe to archaeological remains on the basis of our

perceptions of their temporal and cultural associations, our cognitive

connection to them is, in part, based upon their spatial associations with
each other, and with ourselves.

Provenance matters in archaeology. From the earliest days of treasure
hunting, dilettante collecting, cabinets of curiosities, and grand tours, the
collation of information regarding provenance, if only at a basic level, has
always gone hand-in hand with the observation, recording, and
accumulation of the remains themselves. The association of ‘place’ feeds
Into the symbolic or associative value (Lipe 1984, 2-9) attributed to
archaeological remains. It determines whether they represent the exotic or
familiar, and relates them to geographically bounded cultural entities. More
prosaically, it influences their economic value (Lipe 1984, 2-9) as a
reflection of the rarity of the remains within a specific context, and the
efforts taken to transport them from that context, or to visit them.

The developing discipline of archaeology, however, while remaining
attentive to symbolic (or associative) and economic values applied to its
subjects, grew from a desire to explain the past, rather than simply to
collect and marvel at its physical remains. ‘Informational’ value (Lipe 1984,
2-9) is archaeology’s primary concern. The careful scrutiny of

archaeological remains within their geographic context, and of their spatial

relationships with each other, is crucial to their ascribed informational
value.

A geographical or landscape-based approach to understanding the past,
building on preceding antiquarian approaches to topographic study, was
advocated and applied by people such as Haverfield, Myres, Crawford, and
Fox, during the early years of the last century (Trigger 1989, 249). Indeed,
archaeologists gradually came to recognise landscapes themselves as
artefacts through which human behaviour may be explored and explained;
not simply as terrain and soils upon which human behaviour occurred.
Hoskins' assertion that the English landscape “...to those who know how to

read it aright, is the richest historical record we possess” (quoted in Taylor
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1973), has been greatly reinforced by archaeological practice over the last
five decades. Firstly, by a close alliance between established
archaeological techniques (such as aerial photographic interpretation,
fieldwalking, earthwork survey) and certain aspects of social history
research (place-name studies, social geography, etc.), and then by the
development of various scientific techniques for palaeoenvironmental
analysis. The former is exemplified in the post-war examination of deserted
medieval settlements (Beresford 1983), land holdings (Bond 1979), and
field systems (Hall 1995). The latter borrowed palaeobotanical techniques
such as pollen analysis and soil micromorphological analysis, from areas
such as Quaternary studies, to create the sub-discipline of environmental

archaeology, which is now well integrated into standard archaeological
practice.

Landscape Archaeology, which draws on this battery of technical and
theoretical development (not least the relatively recent availability of
Geographic Information Systems), is now a mature sub-discipline. It has
moved from pure functionalist and structural concerns to the consideration
of themes commonly associated with Post-Processual theory. Perceptions
of landscape, the symbolism of landscape structure, and the effects of

Inherited landscape upon cultural development, are all embraced by
modern Landscape Archaeology.

SMRs and HERs are concerned with documenting aspects of past
landscapes and their manifestations in today’s landscape. Whereas the
term 'Sites and Monuments Record' implies an interest in discrete islands
of heritage within the modern landscape (‘'monuments’), the term 'Historic
Environment Record' suggests a more holistic representation of landscape
heritage. It implies promise of an information resource that is better able to

capture the history of places, rather than merely catalogue places of
heritage interest.

Classification

Classification, ’as a means of defining typological sequences and obtaining
relative chronologies, became extremely important with the establishment
of evolutionary thought during the nineteenth century. The development of
humans and their societies throughout our long prehistory could be
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understood only if their material remains could be placed in the correct
temporal order. Stukeley grouped monuments such as burial mounds into
types based on their form as a means to ascribe their construction to
specific peoples (Trigger 1989, 62). Cunnington and Colt Hoare also
developed a barrow typology during their Wiltshire fieldwork. But it was not
until the later nineteenth century that common typologies and dating
frameworks were agreed and developed. Thomsen advocated the ‘three
age’ system based on the use of stone, bronze and iron, and then refined
chronologies on the basis of artefact context and stylistic progression
(Trigger 1989, 73-81). Worsaae (sometime colleague of Thomsen and the
University of Copenhagen’s first Professor of Archaeology) and the Swede
Oscar Montelius, significantly refined Thomsen’s work (Trigger 1989, 73-
86; ibid 156-161). Classification grew in complexity with the development of
early scientific excavation techniques by archaeologists such as Pitt-Rivers

and Petrie, and the culture-historical analysis of archaeologists such as
Childe.

The systematic collection and ordering of large amounts of archaeological
Information, however, became pivotal with the advent of Processual or
‘New Archaeology’. The distillation of archaeological observations into
rational items of information, or data, in order to obtain interpretative truths
was a general feature of the positivist approaches of ‘New Archaeology’.
The 'systems theory' approaches of Binford and David Clarke, particularly
the functionalist interpretations, drew on quantitative methodologies
(Clarke 1968; Trigger 1989, 310) and the automated analysis of
Information to produce classified data (Lock 2003, 136). The adoption of
computer technology, as a means of number-crunching archaeological
interpretation from large bodies of information, demanded more rigorous
sampling and classification than had been necessary before.

Wholly scientific ‘New Archaeology’ approaches to the study of the past
have received modern criticism (Hodder 1991, 33-34) but classification

techniques, quantitative methods and computer data remain central to the
post-Processual discipline (Lock 2003, 12).

SMR (and now HER) recording practice has been moulded by wider
archaeological classification theory. It has been developed in consideration
of the experience of computerisation of other forms of heritage information,
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such as the management of museum collections. Past and current SMR
and HER recording standards also reflect theory adapted from wider

humanities and libraries models, and techniques adopted from Information
and Communications Technology practice.

Resource management

The heritage conservation movement, whereby historic remains are
systematically preserved and managed on the basis of commonly
understood assumptions about their value as sources of information or for
wider amenity purposes, is a modern phenomenon.

Until modern times, the protection of archaeological remains was highly
selective, unsystematic, and usually achieved only as a reflection of their
perceived symbolic value or monetary value. The protection afforded to
burial places by ancient Germanic societies, for example, was a reflection
of reverence for dead ancestors and their possessions in the afterlife
(Kristiansen 1989, 24) rather than a desire to preserve them as a dwindling
stock of monuments that could provide information about the past. The
acquisition of unclaimed ancient treasure by the Crown throughout the
medieval period, the basis of our current portable antiquities legislation
(Cookson 2000, 229-250), was primarily a fiscal measure rather than one
of philanthropic curatorship (Cleere 1989, 1).

Leland, as King’s Antiquary from 1533, played an important role in
cataloguing and rescuing ancient books and manuscripts for the English
Royal Library (Trigger 1989, 47). His work is often cited as the first
example of English state-sponsored heritage survey and conservation.

Despite the growing academic interest in antiquity and its physical remains
that had been encouraged by the Renaissance, however, systematic
offictal protection for field monuments was not equally forthcoming. The
English heads of State felt no need to implement the sort of protective
measures that fifteenth century Popes applied to ancient structures in their
domains (Triggér 1989, 36), or those that seventeenth century Royal
Proclamations afforded to field monuments and antiquities in Sweden
(Cleere 1989, 1; Kristiansen 1989, 25), for example.
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Symbols of heritage have long been appreciated as tools to support
national ideology and to lend legitimacy to ruling regimes and cultural
identity. However, the rights of private property ownership have often been
strong enough to inhibit direct state involvement in monument preservation.
It is notable that countries in which the landscape was used more
intensively, and where land tenure and ownership were devolved to
relatively small units with much autonomy, have tended to be slower to
adopt effective conservation legislation (Kristiansen 1989, 24-26).

It was not until 1882 that the British Government sought to intervene in the
- preservation of the nation’s ancient field monuments. The Ancient
Monuments Protection Act, which applied to both Britain and Ireland, fell
well short of its chief advocate's (John Lubbock) aspirations (Cleere 1989,
1), but nevertheless paved the way for the stronger legal revisions that
were introduced throughout the twentieth century. These culminated in the

present Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act of 1979
(Cookson 2000, 63-205).

The concept of a list or ‘schedule’ of monuments to which protective
measures should apply, was introduced with the 1882 Act. Inspectors and
Commissioners of Works were appointed to maintain the Schedule. They
had to employ increasing rigour and justification in selection as the
Schedule grew and responded to the developing interpretations of what
constituted nationally important archaeological monuments. Eventually, a
formal criteria-led system was developed to aid the selection of
monuments for Scheduling (Wainwright 1989, 16).

The Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (AMAA Act
1979) and the current list of Scheduled Monuments still form the main
legislative foundation for monument protection in England. However, the
practice of conservation of archaeological remains as part of the historic
environment now relies on the application and manipulation of a complex
web of legislation, planning guidance, associated built and natural
environment designations, and incentive-driven voluntary conservation

agreements (Hunter & Ralston 2006; Department of Culture Media and
Sport 2004, 5-8).
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Nevertheless, despite the plethora of approaches to managing
archaeological remains in the environment, it has come to be recognised
universally that comprehensive systematic inventories (the type of resource
represented by SMR and HERSs) form the basis for all effective
conservation measures. It is simply not possible to achieve defensible and
effective conservation without first compiling comprehensive

documentation regarding known archaeological resources, their location,
extent, character, and condition.

Today's archaeological resource management practice is still shaped by its
wider political, economic, and symbolic contexts, but it has also developed
its own influential theoretical and methodological framework (Grenville
2006, 158-176). HER practice occurs within the developing resource
fnanagement framework, and within these changing wider contexts.

Dissemination

The desire to disseminate the results of archaeological investigation
through traditional publication in specialist journals, meetings and lectures,
was a sign of the birth of archaeology as an academic discipline. It
distinguished serious archaeological study from its origins in treasure
hunting and cabinets of curiosities. Dissemination of archaeological

findings encouraged the peer review of information, and facilitated
explanation and debate.

The implementation of SMRs represents the later phases of a long-held
ambition to provide comprehensive quick-reference guides to local

- archaeological resources. This process was begun by many individual
antiquarians, local society journals, the Victoria County History series, and

the inventory volumes of the national Royal Commissions on archaeology
and historic monuments.

The delivery of HER information for education and public interest uses via
the World Wide Web is a now major consideration for their future
development. This sits within the wider developing context of dissemination

and engagement in archaeology that includes traditional publication, tours
and lectures, participation in fieldwork, education schemes, television
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programmes, magazines, e-publication, and an increasing variety of online
services (Hills & Richards 2006, 304-315).

The delivery of comprehensive, up-to-date, objective and useful HER
information to researchers (and all those with a legitimate interest in the
historic environment) is of vital importance to the health of archaeology as
a research-led discipline.
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CHAPTER 1 - A HISTORY OF ENGLISH SITES AND MONUMENTS
RECORDS

1.1 Sites and Monuments Record prehistory - mapping
archaeology in England

William Camden’s Britannia of 1586 provided the first topographic county-
by-county survey of Britain, incorporating discussions of documentary
history and descriptions of ancient remains (Trigger 1989, 47). Subsequent
editions of Britannia, produced throughout the next two centuries,
incorporated illustrations of field monuments, and the work of other
antiquaries (such as extracts from Aubrey’s Monumenta Britannica in an
edition issued by Edmund Gibson in 1695), to provide more
corhprehensive topographic and historic studies and monument
inventories. But it was the fieldwork of antiquaries such as William Stukeley
(1687 — 1765), Sir Richard Colt Hoare (1754-1838) and William
Cunnington (1754-1810), fuelled by interest generated by the aristocracy’s
‘grand tours’, that laid the foundations for a widespread blooming of

gentleman-antiquary excavation and survey during the late eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries.

This period saw the publication of many local, county, and regional
antiquarian studies (for example, Colt Hoare 1810; Artis 1828; Figure 1),
and the incorporation of antiquarian notes into wider topographical
publications that also dealt with aspects of the natural environment,

iIndustry, and documentary history (for example, Miller & Skertchly 1878).
Most English counties benefit from a large and varied, if uneven, selection

of such publications (cf Currie & Lewis 1997), but since 1899 a systematic
and authoritative addition to county topographic surveys has been
underway. The Victoria History of the Counties of England, begun to mark
Queen Victoria's Diamond Jubilee, was intended as a “historical

encyclopaedia of England county by county and parish by parish” (Currie &
Lewis 1997, 22).

In each county set of volumes commentaries on ecclesiastical history,
manorial history, industry, churches and settlement development, have
been complemented by improving considerations of historic secular
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buildings, local archaeological discoveries and monuments. Simple field
monument inventories accompanied by plans and illustrations have

appeared from the earliest volumes (for example, Serjeantson & Adkins
1906, 397-418).

Production of the Victoria History is now undertaken under the auspices of
the Institute of Historical Research at the University of London. At the time
of writing fourteen complete county sets, comprising over two hundred
volumes, have been published, and a similar number of county sets are in
progress (http://ihr.sas.ac.uk/vch/ ). These ‘VCH’ volumes (as they are
often known) have provided important sources of information and cross-

referencing for those Sites and Monuments Records whose areas are
fortunate enough to benefit from their coverage.

By the early twentieth century there was a growing interest in seeing
cultural activity in the context of its ‘natural’ environment. F.J. Haverfield,
the influential Romanist, for example, drew attention to the close
relationships between Roman settlement in Britain and various types of
geographical terrain (Trigger 1989, 249). Fox’s (1923) Archaeology of the
Cambridge Region provided the classic model for regional geographical
archaeological studies. Fox produced a series of distribution maps for the
region showing archaeological sites, monuments, and finds of each
general period (neolithic, Bronze Age, Roman etc.) against the backdrop of
terrain and broad interpretations of the contemporary environmental
context (Figure 2). His work, first submitted as a PhD thesis, was
undertaken to provide a basis “for the future detailed study, period by

period, of the archaeological remains of the district and of the many
problems connected therewith” (Fox 1923, xxi). He later extended his

methods to explain the role of landscape in the development of cultures
across Britain (Trigger 1989, 249).
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Figure 1. An extract from a map of Roman sites in the Nene Valley produced by
E.T. Artis (1828). Roman buildings are marked red. ‘Potteries’ are yellow. Original

in colour.

Figure 2. An extract from a distribution map produced by Fox (1923). Bronze Age
sites have been plotted against colour-coded terrain. Original in colour.
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In addition to the works of single authors, the proceedings and transactions
of local antiquarian societies and museum societies, many of which were
established during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Currie
& Lewis 1997), have provided invaluable sources of local sites and
monuments information. In common with the major national journals, such
as the Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society, Britannia, and Medieval
Archaeology, many local journals periodically publish indexes and annual
fieldwork summaries, which have proved immensely important to
researchers. Reports of archaeological discoveries have also appeared in

local newspapers; large runs of which have been retained in County
Record Offices and their equivalents.

On a national basis, from 1940, The Council for British Archaeology has
published catalogues of archaeological reports within the Archaeological
Bibliography of Great Britain and Ireland volumes. From 1968 this was
complemented by the publication of British Archaeological Abstracts
(Heyworth 1991, 15). Both services are now combined within the British
and Irish Archaeological Bibliography (BIAB) volumes, which are published
twice-yearly. The BIAB volumes seek to provide a comprehensive guide to
publications such as specialist reports, fieldwork reports, society
newsletters, and postgraduate theses, etc. References are grouped within

period and subject classifications, and under an author index, to provide a
very useful resource for researchers

(http://www.britarch.ac.uk/cba/biab.html). The pre-1992 BIAB information is
available over the Internet via the Archaeology Data Service (Chapter 2,

Chapter 5). From spring 2003 a structured BIAB database was made
available on CD ROM.

There have been other important developments in the digital capture of
project reports. The OASIS project was established to provide a dynamic
online index to the mass of 'grey literature' reports (reports produced in-
house and with limited circulation) continually produced by contractual and
other project-based archaeology (Hardman 2003, 6:

http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/ ). Fieldwork staff can complete online
forms that describe the nature of their project, its outcomes, and the

archive it has produced. The reports can be validated by local SMR/HER
staff, and then enter the National Monuments Record Excavation Index
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and Archaeology Data Service (ADS) digital catalogues. By 2005 there
were 140 contributors who had submitted a total of 1800 forms. Over 60

SMRs/HERs had registered with OASIS (Barratt 2005, 7). it is now

possible to append full digital copies of grey literature reports to the OASIS
records.

These combined sources of sites and monuments information have
provided, and continue to provide, an immensely valuable resource for
researchers. OASIS complements the traditional published indexes by

allowing a near instantaneous and continuous accrual of new information.
The benefits, with regard to the currency of information, over traditional

single publications or publication cycles, are obvious. Nevertheless, a vast
body of archaeological information does not generate any kind of formal

project report. Incidental discoveries, additions to knowledge about known
sites, and surveys and research which may be works in progress, may not
ment reports in their own right. Individually, these items may not represent
huge advances in knowledge, but corporately they are a large and integral

part of the sum total of our knowledge of the nation’s archaeological
remains.

Arguably, the most significant influence in the development of local Sites
and Monuments Records has been the historic work of the Ordnance
Survey. In fact, British archaeology in general owes much to the work of
the Ordnance Survey, both for its production of comprehensive and
accurate map coverage of these islands, and for its involvement in the
mapping of antiquities. William Roy (1726-90), the 'Surveyor-General of
Coasts and Engineering for Military Surveys', is credited with much of the

impetus for a national mapping programme and the creation of what
became the Ordnance Survey (Crawford 1960, 36). Roy, a keen

antiquarian, found tiime to survey and map notable monuments while
charged with building a military road network in Scotland. His study, The
Military Antiquities of the Romans in Britain, published by the Society of
Antiquaries after his death, was hugely influential within the emerging
discipline of field archaeology. This work, along with that of a few others
who produced county maps during the eighteenth century, drew attention

to ancient monuments as significant components of the landscape, thereby
creating a model which was taken up by the Ordnance Survey.
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The Board of Ordnance instigated a national mapping programme in 1791,
In order to assist the planning of the nation’s defences against
Revolutionary and Napoleonic France and her allies. Selected antiquities
were marked on the first one-inch-to-one-mile map sheets published from
1801 (Crawford 1960, 39). The remit of the Ordnance Survey, which
remained under military management until recent times, was necessarily
biased towards military mapping during times of threat, but otherwise
reverted to its national utility mapping projects. During these times the work
of the organisation was moulded by the interests of influential personalities
within, and by lobbying antiquaries without. Major-General Henry James
(Director during the second half of the nineteenth century), for example,
used the excuse of experimentation in printing procedures to produce
elaborate editions of many of the county volumes of the Domesday Book
(hitp://www.ordsvy.gov.uk/ ). The Ordnance Survey acquiesced to requests
for the collation and depiction of information on local antiquities during its
large-scale mapping programme (Figure 3), and drew on local antiquarian
advice to achieve these ‘aims (Crawford 1960, 39; O'Neil 1946, 65). This
ensured the prominence of archaeological sites and monuments on
Ordnance Survey maps, but their inclusion was prone to poorly interpreted
and edited information, the popular antiquarian mythology of the day, and
was skewed by regional biases (Crawford 1960, 39).

The growing popularity of cycling, rambling, and motoring after the First
World War led to the publication of maps aimed at the leisure market.
Historic sites and monuments, as significant and interesting features of the
landscape, were important elements in such maps. However, archaeology
was becoming increasingly sophisticated as a discipline, and many new
sites were being discovered or re-interpreted. The business of selecting
evidence for inclusion on OS maps was becoming more complex. in
response to public criticism of poor performance in this regard, the

Ordnance Survey decided to take matters further into hand (Ordnance
Survey 1963, 2; Phillips 1987, 97).
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Figure 3. Extract from an OS map sheet of 1886. It incorporates much information

supplied by much earlier antiquarian observations.

Director General Sir Charles Close appointed O.G.S. Crawford, “a forceful,
but distinguished and likeable archaeologist’, to head a newly-formed
‘Ordnance Survey Archaeology Division' (http://www.ordsvy.qgov.uk/ ).
Crawford vigorously set about defining the archaeological recording
practices of the new Division within an organisation whose initial attitude to
his activities has been described as “somewhat reluctant” and “indifferent’
(Jones 1984, 5; Hampton 1989, 14). Crawford's first publication for the
Ordnance Survey, the Map of Roman Britain (1924), however, was an
unexpected resounding success with the public. Encouraged by its

popularity, the Ordnance Survey launched a publication programme for

archaeological and historical maps, which continues to this day, and

persevered with its archaeological survey.

Crawford, however, was not solely concerned with drawing the touring
public’'s attention to Britain's field monuments. He was acutely aware of the
advantages that landscape context provided in the interpretation of
archaeological remains, and perceived the value of comprehensive
distribution maps in the interpretation of cultural groupings and their
influence (Crawford 1960, 40-42). The rigour in information gathering
demanded by these levels of archaeological interpretation drove the
Ordnance Survey's archaeological recording programme well beyond the

basic requirements of general public interest mapping, into the realms of
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landscape research. This is evident in Crawford’s pioneering work with
aerial photography, much of which concerned buried remains that are not

visible topographic features in a traditional mapping sense (Crawford 1924;
Crawford 1929; Phillips 1987, 37; Hampton 1989, 14). It can be argued

(and no doubt was argued by Crawford during the course of his work) that
it is not possible to attempt an honest representation of Britain's most
significant field monuments, or to represent the topography of Britain within

a general period, without first collecting and analysing as much of the
available evidence as possible.

The Ordnance Survey’s revision of Britain’s mapping system after the
Second World War provided the impetus for the reassessment of the
archaeological records it had collated. Further incentive for the revision of
its treatment of archaeological information was provided by the increasing
rate of development attrition suffered by archaeological remains (Phillips
1887, 109-110). The Ordnance Survey was conscious of the concurrent
detailed archaeological recording roles of the Ministry of Public Buildings
and Works Ancient Monuments Inspectorate, and of the Royal
Commissions on ancient monuments and historic buildings for England,
Wales, and Scotland. Consequently, the Ordnance Survey redefined its
own role as creating a “non-intensive record” (Phillips 1987, 109-110), or “a
quick basic record giving the most important facts about archaeological
sites, and particularly their precise location” (Ordnance Survey 1963, 2)
before they disappeared forever. The records created in this way were
hoped to “go far to offset the threat to archaeological knowledge made by
the activities of the modern world” (Ordnance Survey 1963, 2). This kind of
‘rescue mapping’ was assisted by the examination of existing written

sources, aerial photographs, and by field visits by Ordnance Survey staff.
But knowledgeable members of the public and archaeologists in other

organisations, in the form of honorary correspondents and informants,
were also invited to submit archaeological information, as they had been
from the Ordnance Survey's earliest days, and during Crawford’s tenure of
the Archaeology Division (Crawford 1960, 23; Phillips 1987, 97). It was a
data collection method that recognised the value of local input allied to
central editing, and one which can be traced back to Camden’s use of

regional correspondents during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries.
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C.W. Phillips, the Archaeology Division’s third leader, organised the
Ordnance Survey’s post-Second World War archaeological records into a
system of structured record cards (Phillips 1987, 110). Each five by eight
inch card contained information such as national grid reference, county and
parish, a summary description, an annotated plan (in the case of field
monuments), reference sources, and classifications of period and evidence
types. Each site or find record within a 5km square (a single 1:10,000 or
1:10,560 map sheet) was allocated a unique record number. Blocks of
cards representing 100km squares were stored sequentially, and these

blocks were in turn stored in alphanumeric sequence, following the coding

of the Ordnance Survey National Grid system (Leech 1986, 29; Phillips
1987, 110).

Despite the consistent structure of the record, Phillips remained concerned
about the quality of information achieved throughout the record, an issue
he felt was partly due to the Ordnance Survey's limited archaeological
recruitment policy (Phillips 1987, 111). Nevertheless, the records became

the most extensive inventory of British monuments. Helpfully, the record
cards were made available to visitors to the Ordnance Survey’s

Southampton offices. Interrogation of the record cards on a geographical
basis was simple, but a classified index to assist thematic searches was
never completed (Leech 1986, 29; Darvill & Fulton 1998, 59-60).

The Ordnance Survey archaeological records provided the basis for much
threat-led archaeological work during the 1960s and 1970s. These records,
laboriously copied and sent out to the counties, also provided the
backbone of many of the newly created local Sites and Monuments

Records (Benson 1974, 226; Clubb & Lang 1996, 53). During the 1970s,
however, the Ordnance Survey began to question its role in recording

archaeological remains, and eventually concluded that such tasks were
better suited to the three national Royal Commissions (Darvill & Fulton
1988, 60-63). The Ordnance Survey Archaeology Division was dissolved in
1983, and archaeological staff and archaeological records, including some
400,000 record cards, were transferred to the Royal Commission on the

Historical Monuments of England (Clubb & Lang 1996, 55: Darvill & Fulton
1998, 64).
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The Royal Commission on Historical Monuments of England (RCHME) had
been established in 1908 in order to “...make an inventory of the ancient

and historical monuments connected with or illustrative of the
contemporary culture, civilisation and conditions of the life of the
people...from the earliest times to...1700...” (RCHME 1926, xix). Similar
Royal Commissions were established for Scotland and Wales. The Royal
Commissions’ county inventories were begun during the first decade of the
twentieth century. The pre-Second World War volumes tended focus on
architecture and earthwork monuments. The post-war volumes were able
to draw on the increasing availability of aerial photographs and the growing
appreciation of crop-marked buried archaeological remains. The RCHME
inventory volumes provided the most authoritative survey of local
archaeology, but were prone to becoming rapidly out of date in an era of
increasing fieldwork. The growing mass of archaeological information to be
assimilated made for slow progress through England’s counties and
eventually, in 1979, the publication of county inventories was abandoned
and replaced by a thematic approach to survey and publication (RCHME
1999, 7). The National Monuments Record (NMR; formerly National
Archaeological Record) was then to fulfil the requirements of cataloguing
the nation’s archaeological remains. The shift away from traditional

publication allowed alternative strategies to be developed for the

dissemination of archaeological information recorded by the RCHME and
held in the NMR (RCHME 1999, 7).

The RCHME had gained responsibility for the National Buildings Record
(NBR) in 1963. It began as an independent record, which was initially
developed as an attempt to survey historic buildings threatened by enemy
action during the Second World War. The acquisition of the NBR, with
which RCHME had worked in close co-operation, combined with the
archaeological records to form the integrated National Monuments Record.
The NMR, already significantly boosted by the Ordnance Survey
archaeological record, was further augmented by the transfer of the
National Library of Aerial Photographs in 1984. The RCHME was then
established as the lead body for national archaeological survey and record

management, and the NMR was acknowledged to be central to its public
information services (RCHME 1999, 8).
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As early as the 1930s and 1940s, such notable archaeologists as W .F.
Grimes and Sir Cyril Fox had identified the need for a suitably staffed

national archaeological database to assist research (Lavell 1985, 95). The
establishment of the NMR finally approached this important aspiration.
Nevertheless, it was also recognised that SMRs could provide far more

comprehensive inventories of local archaeological resources for local
purposes.

A Royal Warrant in 1992 gave RCHME authorisation to establish national

standards for creating and managing heritage records (RCHME 1999, 11).
A computerisation programme for the monuments and buildings record
components of the NMR was initiated in 1985. The creation of an

integrated relational database was considered crucial to the fuilfiiment of
NMR roles, which included the production of gazetteers for the Ordnance
Survey's period maps and responses to research led enquiries (Leech
1986, 31, 33). An Oracle-based National Monuments Record database,
‘MONARCH’, was implemented in 1993 (Clubb & Lang 1996, 55). The
establishment of a headquarters at Swindon in 1994 brought together the

geographically dispersed elements of the NMR and allowed the
development of much improved user services.

The English Heritage NMR datasets now include around 400,000 records
pertaining to sites and monuments, the Excavation Index for England
(around 70,000 records of archaeological investigations), and the Record
of Scheduled Monuments (around 20,000 records). These datasets are
held in the '"AMIE' database and 'HSIS' Geographic Information System
(Fraser & Newman 2006, 25-29). The NMR Excavation Index is available

online via the Archaeology Data Service's 'ArchSearch’ facility (Chapter 2;
Chapter 5).

RCHME was given the responsibility for the lead role for overseeing SMR
development in 1989 (RCHME 1998c, 7), and it held this function until both
it and NMR were absorbed by English Heritage in 1999. Within the new
English Heritage structure, information and support for SMRs and HERs is

provided through the National Monuments Record Centre at Swindon. The
NMR, in partnership with the Association of Local Government
Archaeological Officers, seeks to provide leadership for the strategic
development of HER services by undertaking analysis of the HER
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community, providing guidance on standards, hosting HER discussion and
training forums, and acting as a broker for the exchange of national survey
information and software development (English Heritage National
Monuments Record 2003a).

1.2  The implementation and management of Sites and Monuments
- Records

Many Local Authority Sites and Monuments Records incorporated local
archaeological record sets and lists collated by individuals and societies
from earlier times, but none of these record sets could claim to be true

SMRs in their own right. It is widely recognised that the first Local Authority
Sites and Monuments Record to be created in England was that for the

Oxford region. Conceived during the period 1965-67 at the Oxford City and
County Museum, the Oxford region SMR was established to “bring
together divers and diverse sources of information about the physical
remains of man and his activities in the Oxford region into one manageable
index” (Benson 1974, 226). It was to be “locally accessible and
comprehensive” (Benson 1974, 226) and was intended primarily to provide
information to those interested in the “problems of the history and
archaeology” of the region (Benson 1974, 226). A remit to assist research
sat well within the aims of a museum service. Most SMRs were conceived
and supported, however, on the basis of their usefulness as tools to
manage archaeological resources; both to inform responses to local
development proposals and as part of a national information pool to assist
the selection of monuments for legal protection. Their development has

been very closely linked to the work of archaeologists employed to advise
Local Planning Authorities.

The great loss of archaeological remains through the extensive
development and re-development schemes of the post-war decades was
highlighted by many depressing, infamous, and often well publicised cases
throughout the country (Jones 1984). Threats to specific types of
archaeological environment (urban archaeology, lowland river valley
prehistoric archaeology, etc.), and to specific areas was examined in
detailed surveys and studies by organisations such as the RCHME and
Council for British Archaeology (for example, RCHME 1960; RCHME 1969;
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Heighway 1972). Lobbying based on the evidence of catastrophic

destruction they described and the rescue excavation campaigns that they
inspired, helped to draw attention to the need for a robust framework for

the management of archaeological remains within the development
process.

The Government’s own investigation into the measures for the protection
for ‘field monuments’, the ‘Walsh Report’ of 1969, also drew attention to the
general failure of the systems then in place to safeguard supposedly
protected ancient monuments. Significantly, the Walsh Report
recommended that Local Planning Authorities should make use of
archaeologiéal record systems; staffed by archaeological officers to provide
local advice (Walsh 1969). Whilst many of the Walsh Report

recommendations were not readily adopted (Jones 1984, 52; ibid 143) this
latter recommendation gradually had some effect.

The first archaeological post within Local Government had been created
during the early 1960s in Lancashire (Jones 1984, 26), but during the
1970s 'County Archaeologist’ posts became increasingly common. There
were nineteen by 1976. Most were initially based within or closely linked to
planning departments (Jones 1984, 26-29).

The Town and Country Planning Act of 1947 had established the first
comprehensive mechanism for the control of development through Local
Planning Authorities (District Councils; Borough Councils, County Councils,
etc.), and had also introduced Listed Building controls (Saunders
1989,152-154; Cookson 2000, 334). Subsequent replacement Acts,

supplementary Acts and guidance, have provided a framework for the
protection of other aspects of the historic environment that might be

adversely affected by the planning process. The protection of
archaeological remains became crystallised as a legitimate “material
consideration” in the planning process during the 1970s. A planning appeal
case in 1975, prompted by the refusal of planning permission for a quarry
development on the grounds of its inevitable destruction of an ancient
monument, had much greater consequences than might have been
anticipated at the time. Hoveringham Gravels Ltd contended that the
protection of archaeological monuments should not be a consideration in
the determination of the planning permission (Cookson 2000, 399). The
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appeal findings went much further than many expected by stating that a
Local Planning Authority could indeed legitimately consider the effects of
development on Scheduled monuments, and also on non-Scheduled

monuments (Pugh-Smith & Samuels 1996, 37; Cookson 2000, 435-436).

Now that LPAs were assured that the Secretary of State would uphold well-
considered planning decisions regarding archaeological remains, many felt
able to give greater consideration to these issues. If an LPA deemed that it
was not feasible to prevent the destruction of archaeological sites and
monuments in specific cases, it became incumbent on the LPA and its
archaeologists to at least try to record them before their destruction.

Archaéologists based in Local Planning Authorities, and those based within
external organisations such as Trusts and museums to whom some LPAS
looked for advice, were able to apply for LPA support, Government funding
and goodwill developer contributions for investigations and rescue
excavations. Their work embraced development that fell within the remit of
the local planning process (housing, mineral extraction, etc.) and
development undertaken under other auspices (pipelines, major road
schemes, etc.). Most archaeologists responsible for providing development
advice quickly realised that a local Sites and Monuments Record, a
comprehensive dynamic inventory of the archaeology within their
administrative area, would form the primary tool for informing their work.
Setting up an SMR became an imperative. Many Local Authorities
recognised that their archaeological officers had to draw on a readily
accessible and rational record of the local archaeological remains, rather

than disparate collections of archaeological information, and supported
SMR work accordingly.

Further encouragement to implement, maintain and enhance SMRs was
often provided through grants from Government and its agencies, for data
capture, technical development, and for archaeological support staff. Such
posts often were initially jointly funded, with a gradual withdrawal of central
government funding (English Heritage 1991b, 5). The implementation of
SMRs, and Local Authority archaeology services generally, also benefited

from the low cost and voluntary labour provided by individuals engaged on
central government employment schemes (Manpower Services

Commission, etc.), and students keen to gain some work experience.

42



SMR information gathering drew heavily on the historic archaeological
information sources described above (section 1.1), and was accelerated by
its devolution to a local level. SMRs’ proximity to locally interested parties,
the individuals and societies immersed in local archaeological work, and
their physical proximity to the archaeology in question, assisted the
relatively rapid accessioning of information.

Cambridgeshire County Councili
Primary Archaeological Record Card

Item/Site (brief description)

m--.l

lﬂ

Med. Kiln
Windmill (PM)

Period Med
Racord Tyt 34,54,47 ,4

Geolog ra.vel clay skir
-'-

lndUse  Windmill - -

frecent}

Rol: pepc. Vol xkni 1a2¢
P26 H-C Hghay . !

Remarks {fuii description)

Extensive burnt area with limestone fragments,
bone, large quantity of 14th century pottery.

A kiln site, Slight mound. Site of recent
windmill,

| I L T e e —

SR RS A YA LR e N o OGN e g e 8 1 T <3 SR AN Y g B e Y .

Figure 4. A typical SMR entry record card. Many thousands of these were
compiled by SMR services before suitable computer databases became available.

The reverse of the card has space reserved for management information, such as
the monument's condition and the owner’s address, and for recording the

existence of further primary sources such as aerial photographs, correspondence,
elc.

SMR services sought to capture information such as the boundaries of
Scheduled Monuments, areas of earthwork remains, extents of excavated
sites, crop marked remains, historic buildings, and the find spots of
significant artefacts, etc., either directly on to Ordnance Survey base maps,
or on film overlays (Figure 5). SMR maps have also often incorporated

some associated environmental and conservation information, such as the
boundaries of Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Conservation Areas and
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Listed Buildings, Parks and Gardens, etc. SMR services have also
compiled libraries of fieldwork reports or supplementary documentation ana
plans relating to the record entries, and have maintained collections of
slides and photographs of aerial evidence, excavations in progress,
monuments, and buildings (Baker 1999, 15-20).

During the 1970s SMRs began to make use of computer systems 1o
capture basic text record information. The digitisation of this information
increased dramatically with the availability of personal computers and
easily customisable off-the-shelf database software. A typical SMR of the
1980s and 1990s comprised “....a computerised text database, supported
by mapped depictions of monuments on a paper or film modern OS
(Ordnance Survey) base map. The computer records are normally
supported by secondary paper records, photographs, copies of historic

maps and other material...” (‘Brief for SMR Assessment’ as reproduced In
Baker 1999, Appendix 1).

Figure 5. An extract from a SMR map on a 1:10,000 scale OS map base. Site

centre points are plotted with their primary record number alongside. Scheduled
Monument boundaries are marked in bold. Cropmark information is retained on a

separate transparent film overlay. Such maps became cluttered and worn as
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information was added and their use increased. The paper OS map bases became
increasingly out of date as new development altered the landscape.

It is estimated that the total retrievable records within all SMRs increased
by 117% between 1983 and 1995. From 1983 to 1993 the number of
retrievable records in the National Monuments Record increased by about
43% (Darvill & Fulton 1998, 65-66). This disparity in record accessioning is
all the more marked when the number of accessioned records is
considered. There were 657,619 retrievable records in SMRs in 1995 and
less than a third of this number in the NMR in 1993 (Darvill & Fulton 1998, .
65-66). There are now around 400,000 primary site records in the English
NMR (Fraser & Newman 2006, 28) and it is estimated that more than
1,000,000 records are held by English SMRs/HERs (Fraser & Newman
2006, 31). Even taking into account the differences in database record

structure and recording practice, it is apparent that collective SMR data
capture outstripped that of the NMR considerably.

All but a very few SMRs have been able to digitise the vast majority of their
core card records and make full use of a computer database for basic
record management (Newman 2002¢, 14). The use of Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) in order to replace paper map bases and to
manage digital spatial data, has also developed considerably within the
SMR community over the last decade. GIS use is now widespread and
fundamental to HER services and their future development (Fernie 2000, 2;
Newman 2002c, 16; Bell & Bevan 2004, 12).

The value of the information captured by locally based SMRs had been
recognised in a joint report by the Council for British Archaeology and
RCHME as long ago as 1975 (CBA & RCHME 1975). At this time, a
distinction was made between “intensive” and “non-intensive” records held
at national and local levels (Clubb & Lang 1996, 54). By 1978 RCHME had
recommended that county SMRs should be “the major, detailed archive for
their areas” (RCHME 1978). The Department of the Environment (DoE
1981, 2) also recognised SMRs’ value as “essential and primary data
bases for the production of preservation and excavations policies”, and

collectively they came to be regarded as “the best national archaeological
database” (Wainwright 1989, 167).
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The NMR retains its guiding strategic role in HER development (English
Heritage National Monuments Record 2003a), and is currently involved in
initiatives to create a national network of HERs (section 1.5, below).
However, despite sharing many sources of data and the presence of
agreements for data exchange between the NMR and HERs, the National
Monuments Record remains an extensive and selective record that does
not seek to replicate the level of local detailed coverage found in many
HERs. The NMR now focuses on “...its own recording, fieldwork, and
archive collecting, the systematic trawl! of publications, enhancement
projects addressing identified areas of weakness and public access
initiatives” (English Heritage National Monuments Record 2003b).

Therefore, in addition to its local uses, detailed SMR and HER information

has remained pivotal to the success of national and regional conservation
Initiatives.

Accordingly, although SMRs were considered primarily to be “properly a
Local Authority responsibility” (DoE 1981, 2), they have been required to
play a crucial role in the strategic assessment and management of the
national archaeological resource. The selection of monuments for statutory
protection under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act
1979, for example, has relied heavily on SMR information (DoE 1981, 2:
Wainwright 1989, 167; English Heritage 1991b, 4).

The Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (AMAA Act
1979), which still forms the core legal mechanism for protection of
archaeological monuments in the United Kingdom, is the descendant of the
first Ancient Monuments Protection Act of 1882 and a succession of

replacement and supplementary Acts introduced during the twentieth
century (Saunders 1989, 152-153; Cookson 2000, 63-64). The AMAA Act
1979 introduced a formal notification process for allowing rescue

excavations in advance of development in designated Areas of
Archaeological Importance. This relied on an authoritative local source to
receive development notifications and to recommend excavation (a local
authority archaeologist supported by an SMR, or similar provisions),
nominated archaeological units to organise excavations within the
permitted window of opportunity, and grant funding. While this part of the
AMAA Act 1979 was never widely implemented (only five historic towns
were ever designated Areas of Archaeological Importance), it did pave the
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way for the later introduction of archaeological planning guidance. The
other provisions of the AMAA Act 1979 were more successful and have

had significant implications for the development of Sites and Monuments
Records.

The AMAA Act 1979 retained the concept of a national list or 'Schedule’ of
ancient monuments which had been present in the earliest Act. The AMAA
Act 1979 also strengthened the mechanism for obtaining consent to carry

out works on Scheduled monuments (Wainwright 1989, 166, Cookson
2000, 95).

The Schedule has always been highly selective and now is intended to
comprise only a representative sample of the nation’s known monuments -
the best-preserved and most significant examples. It came to be realised,
however, that the Schedule of English monuments had not kept pace with

growing numbers of known sites, and did not fully represent the range of
known monument types. During the early 1980s it was decided to increase
the Schedule from around 13,000 monuments to around 60,000
monuments, which was thought to represent around 10% of the nation’s
known monuments (Wainwright 1989, 167). This prompted a review of the
selection process and the introduction of a formal criteria-based scoring

system to aid selection judgement (Wainwright 1989, 164-170; Breeze
2006, 59).

The selection of candidates for designation as Scheduled Monuments
under the Monuments Protection Programme, came to rely on
comprehensive appraisals of all recorded monuments within the specific

monument classes under review. This required scrutiny of both National
Monument Record and local Sites and Monuments Record information,

and of course the comparison of monument information held by different
SMRs (Wainwright 1989, 167; Fairclough 2006, 258-261).

This provided an impetus to encourage greater consistency in information
content and structure among the growing number of SMRs. To this end, a
network of Regional Sites and Monuments Record Working Parties was

established early on and information standards guidance was issued by the
national agencies (see section 1.3 below). Copies of the newly

computerised national Ancient Monuments Records were made available
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to SMRs and information exchange with the National Monuments Record
was encouraged at the outset (DoE 1981, 2).

Potential for tension existed, however, between the development of local
Sites and Monuments Records as local information sources fit for local
needs, and as ‘cogs’ in the machinery of national archaeological

conservation strategy. A Local Authority that had implemented a Sites and
Monuments Record primarily for the purpose of planning advice and the
management of the local archaeological resource might be inclined to
review its role as part of a national archaeological service. This would be
especially true of those SMRs that were not lavishly funded and did not
benefit from significant central government grant-aid. Local Authority
archaeologists are forced to balance the resource implications of adopting
best practice national standards to form part of a national information
network, with the necessity of efficiently implementing and maintaining a
working local record system fit for local purposes.

Planning policy and legislation was introduced during the late 1970s and
1980s that helped to increase the profile of archaeological considerations
and SMRs within the local planning process. In addition to providing more
emphatic confirmation that Local Planning Authorities had a duty to
consider the effects of development on archaeological remains, the
planning system also began to address the importance of SMRs in helping
to reach well-informed planning decisions. The Town and Country Planning
General Development Order 1988, for example, defined a “site of
archaeological interest’ as a Scheduled Ancient Monument or Area of
Archaeological Importance defined under the Ancient Monuments and
Archaeological Areas Act 1979, or a site “which is within a site registered in

any record kept by a county council and known as the County Sites and
Monuments Record” (Cookson 2000, 410).

Despite the increasingly routine consideration of SMR information and
archaeological implications by many Local Planning Authorities, there
remained great variation in the approaches adopted throughout the
country. It was not until the 1990s that Government issued detailed

planning guidance to Local Planning Authorities regarding archaeological
remains.
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The publication of Planning Policy Guidance [note] 16: Archaeology and
Planning by the Department of the Environment in November 1990

(hereafter PPG16) has had a profound effect on archaeological practice in
England. PPG16 sought to create a more robust and consistent framework
for the treatment of archaeological issues within the local planning process.
It also shifted the primary responsibility for finding the resources for
archaeological mitigation from central Government (and its agencies), and
archaeological units, to the developer — the so-called ‘poliuter pays’
principle that is common in other environmental concerns.

PPG16 emphasises the importance of considering known archaeological
information and initiating early dialogue in order to avoid conflicts between
development and archaeology. It encourages Local Planning Authorities to
adopt archaeological policy within strategic Development Plans, and to

identify areas where archaeological remains may pose potential constraints
on development. It places archaeological evaluation (a limited sample-
based field investigation in order define the characteristics of a site) at the

heart of the decision making process (Department of the Environment
1990).

PPG 16 stipulates that Local Planning Authorities can seek the preservation
of archaeological remains in situ, or their excavation and recording
(‘preservation by record’) prior to or during development. The guidance
makes it clear that the provisions of planning legislation can be brought to
bear by Local Planning Authorities in order to achieve appropriate
archaeological mitigation, by applying specific planning conditions or
seeking voluntary legal agreements.

PPG16 recognises that the information contained within Sites and
Monuments Records (and now HERS), is absolutely central to the appraisal
of prospective development sites, and to the interpretation of the
archaeological value of sites within their local and national contexts
(Department of the Environment 1990, paras. 17, 19, 23, Annex 1, paras.
3-5). The guidance goes on to state that “...the SMR should have three
main elements; a list, description and assessment of all known ancient
monuments; a map record (commonly at a scale of 1:10,000) which
identifies the boundaries of the site, and an archive which contains detailed
records for specific sites, such as aerial photographs, survey and
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excavation reports, references and other written and graphic records”
(Department of the Environment 1990, Annex, para. 6).

Further validation of SMRs’ role within the planning process has been
provided by 'Planning Policy Guidance: Planning and the Historic
Environment [PPG 15] (Department of the Environment & Department of
National Heritage 1994, 26), within advice regarding conservation issues in

Local Plans (English Heritage 1993), and within the Hedgerows
Regulations (Fraser & Newman 2006, 29).

The widespread adoption of the principles of PPG 16 across England,
coupled by a sustained period of economic growfh In many regions, has
led to an increase in commercial archaeology and has altered the
character of archaeological practice (Lawson 2006; Darvill 2006; Collcutt
2006). It has also altered the character of Local Authority archaeological
services, which have had to act to avoid charges of conflict of interests and
uncompetitive practice. Local Authorities have tended to create internal
management divisions and careful post differentiation between staff
engaged in contractual fieldwork, and those involved with development

control and SMR/HER functions. Some former Local Authority field units
have been externalised altogether.

There have been several surveys of the state of the archaeological
profession over the years, but given the variable scope of the surveys and
the differing nature of the services that respond, it is difficult to provide a
detailed picture of the changing nature of ‘curatorial’ archaeology and SMR
services. Nevertheless, it is obvious that the last thirty years have
witnessed significant growth and diversification in archaeological
provisions. At the time of writing there are, depending on how tightly the
definition is drawn, around 100 locally-managed SMRs and HERs that
cumulatively provide complete geographical coverage of the England

(Baker 1999, 1; Newman 2002c, 7; Department of Culture Media and Sport
2006, 13).

They are usually managed by services within one of the Local Government
tiers (County Councils, Unitary Authorities, or District Councils). Local
heritage trusts and museums sometimes also provide HER services on
behalf of Local Planning Authorities. HERs are also maintained by National
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Park Authorities (which act as Local Planning Authorities), and by both the
National Trust and the Ministry of Defence for their respective national land
holdings. SMR services for one former Shire County Council that has been
reorganised into six Unitary Authorities, were at one time provided by an
engineering and environmental company on a contractual basis.

Exceptionally, English Heritage directly provides HER services for Greater
London (Baker 1999, 1; Newman 2002c, 8).

The picture of HER management throughout England is further
complicated by agreements for joint services across Local Government
boundaries, some apparent duplication in HER coverage, and the
presence of Urban Archaeological Databases (UADs). UADs are
archaeological information records that are specific to some historic towns.

They have been developed, with English Heritage support, in order to
address shortcomings in the traditional SMR representation of urban

archaeology. UADs usually include information about archaeological
deposit character and interpretations of historic urban form. These aspects
of the urban historic environment are often far more significant than the
definition of individual discrete monuments, which have been the traditional
subjects of SMR recording. UADs have been developed with a variety of
local partners, and may or may not be fully embedded within existing Local
Authority HER services, depending on local management circumstances

(Baker 1999, Figure labelled ‘Records Coverage in England’; Newman
2002c, 8).

By 1991, there were around 100 archaeological advisors to Local Authority
Planning Authorities in England (English Heritage 1991b, 5), and in 1999
around 135 posts were reported to be engaged on archaeological
'development control' matters (Baker & Chitty 2002, 14). At this time,
around 21 paid staff, some of who also benefited from assistant staff, were
reported to be fully dedicated to managing SMRs in England. For the
remainder of the 100 or so English SMRs, archaeological staff divided their
time (to greater or lesser proportions) between SMR duties and wider
curatorial duties. For example, 22 archaeological advisors to Local
Planning Authorities (including those often referred to as archaeological
‘Development Control’ officers), were also engaged in SMR work. A third of

them spent a third or more of their time undertaking SMR-specific duties
(all figures drawn from Baker 1999, 12).
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However, another survey during this period reported that a total of around
540 archaeological staff worked within English Local Authority curatorial

organisations, including the National Parks (Aitchison 1999, 12). Evidently
many of these staff were engaged in even wider curatorial responsibilities,
such as monument management and interpretation, in addition to SMR
work and planning advice. This figure also seems to include archaeologists
working within Local Authority contracting field units, who may not have

been routinely engaged in curatorial archaeology at all (Aitchison 1999,
12).

A more recent survey acknowledged returns by 96 “SMR Officers”
(Newman 2002c¢, 2). This must be taken to mean that at least 96 post
holders in England consider SMR (or HER) operation and management to

be their principal role, or at least to figure very prominently among their
primary responsibilities.

Localised political and economic environments inevitably lead to the
variable implementation of heritage functions by individual Local
Authorities. The provision of archaeological services, though encouraged
by central government and now fully embedded into planning functions,
has never been a full statutory responsibility for Local Authorities.
Consequently, archaeological services have been vulnerable to stifled
funding and budget cuts. The profile that archaeological issues gain in
Local Authority areas is as much determined by the nature and
vociferousness of the local heritage community as it is by the abundance

and importance of its archaeological remains in those areas. The
effectiveness of Local Authority archaeological officers in developing

archaeological services is to a large extent influenced by factors beyond
their direct control, but also relies heavily on their ability to engage their
senior officers, elected council members, and external interest groups. The
resources and internal advice that the archaeological officers have to draw
on, the presence and strengths of allied conservation services (buildings,
hatural environment, etc.) and internal technical expertise and support, are
further crucial determining factors in the success of Local Authority
archaeological services and Sites and Monuments Records.
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The distribution of SMR and HER community among different Local
Authority tiers and the fragmentation of services caused by the re-
organisation of Local Government have been suggested as other barriers
to the development of satisfactory services (All-Party Parliamentary
Archaeology Group 2003, 19). Modern administrative units often divide
regions that have some historic integrity and which may, therefore, serve
as better units for SMR and HER purposes. The periodic re-organisation of
these administrative units, such as the merging and splitting of historic
counties during the middle 1970s and the creation of Unitary Authorities
from 1995, resulted in the reorganisation of some SMR provisions. Such
changes may or may not result in better local SMR/HER management,
depending on the specific circumstances of each Local Authority. The

cumulative effect, however, has been a growth in the number of individual
SMRs and HERs (Darvill & Fulton 1998, 63; Baker 1999, 58).

The great variation in individual SMR and HER service provisions
throughout the country (Baker 1999; Newman 2002c¢) is a direct

consequence of both of their differing local operational environments and
the equivocal statutory status ascribed to them by central Government.

There ié little doubt that formal status for HER services as statutory
function of Local Authorities would considerably improve their standing and
should ensure their more even adoption and development across the
country. In fact, statutory status for SMRs was an ambition declared in the
1996 Green Paper Protecting Our Heritage (Department of National
Heritage & Welsh Office 1996, 46) produced before the fall of the last

Conservative Government. Following further supportive statements from
English Heritage (English Heritage 2000, 39), the promise of statutory

status was raised again during the preparation of the Labour Government's
Culture and Recreation Bill, which was then aborted at the time of the

following general election (Fraser & Newman 2006, 30).

The creation of an All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group (APPAG),
with a very wide MP membership, helped to keep the issue alive. The first
report of the APPAG, The Current State of Archaeology in the United

Kingdom, includes recommendations both for a statutory basis for SMRs,
and additional Central Government funding amongst its principal
recommendations (All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group 2003, 7).
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Anticipating a more rapid progress towards a statutory status for Historic
Environment Record services, a set of HER service benchmarks was

produced by English Heritage and the Association of Local Government
Archaeological Officers. Historic Environment Records: Benchmarks for
Good Practice sets out the standards necessary for individual SMR
services to be become officially recognised as adequate HER services.
The document defines a two-stage assessment for individual SMRs based

on categories covering ‘User Services and Access’, ‘Information Coverage
and Content’, ‘Information Management’ and ‘Organisation Management’

(English Heritage & Association of Local Government Archaeological
Officers 2002).

Meanwhile, however, the wider policy and legislation framework within

which HER services and archaeological planning advisory services operate
Is undergoing changes. These have provoked further delay in securing

statutory status and more pause for thought regarding the future shape of
such services.

The local planning system has changed recently with the declared
ambitions of creating processes that are both more streamlined for
developers and more responsive to a variety of strategic and local
development needs. At the same time, the new planning system is
intended to be more responsive to the views of local communities and
respectful of cultural issues, such as the conservation of the historic

environment (Department of Culture Media and Sport 2003b, 1;
Department of Culture Media and Sport 2004, 22-23).

Regional planning policy and decision-making has been introduced to
shape strategic and large-scale development. Local Plans and Structure
Plans are being replaced by Local Development Frameworks and Planning
Policy Guidance notes are being replaced with Planning Policy Statements.
At the time of writing, the Government is reviewing the entire national
framework for the protection of the historic environment in consideration of
these changes. Significant alterations to current mechanisms are
anticipated, requiring the introduction of new legislation and guidance
(Department of Culture Media and Sport 2003a).
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There were no specific references to the desirability of statutory status for
SMRs within the Government consuitation document Protecting Our

Historic Environment: Making the System Work Better (Department of
Culture Media and Sport 2003a). However, the creation of sub-regional
historic environment advisdry teams, one of whose functions might be to
maintain “Sites and Monuments Records on behalf of all the authorities in a
sub-region’, is suggested (Department of Culture Media and Sport 20033,
21). There has been much discussion within the profession about what
constitutes a valid sub;region. The document also contains an interesting
Freudian typing error that suggests the issue of statutory status had in fact
registered in its compilers’ minds: “there are now over a 100 Statutory
Monuments Records (SMRs) in England holding around 1 million sites”
(Department of Culture Media and Sport 2003a, 33)!

As part of this wider Heritage Protection Review, a separate consultation
paper specifically concerning Historic Environment Records was issued in
2003 (Department of Culture Media and Sport 2003b). The subsequently
published review findings (Review of Heritage Protection: The Way
Forward) did indeed recommend that “Government should require local
authorities to establish and maintain or have access to Historic
Environment Records” (Department of Culture Media and Sport 2004, 26).
This recommendation has been reiterated recently (Department of Culture
Media and Sport 2006, 13) but no firm timetable has yet been set for the
Introduction of primary legislation to implement this, and other
recommendations (Department of Culture Media and Sport 2004, 10;
Department of Culture Media and Sport 2006, 12-13).

The Heritage Protection Review also proposes other radical changes to the
present system that will place further responsibilities on Local Authorities
as custodians of the historic environment. If implemented these too will
effect the future character of HERs. Firstly, it is proposed to amalgamate
Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and Registered Parks and
Gardens, etc. within a “Register of Historic Sites and Buildings of England”
(Department of Culture Media and Sport 2004, 9; Department of Culture
Media and Sport 2006, 13). The Register will be compiled nationally, but it
will supplemented by local sections maintained by Local Authorities, that

contain a record of conservation areas, local lists and registers, such as
SMR/HER entries.
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However, it is intended that Local Authorities, not the Secretary of State or
English Heritage, will become responsible for the management of an
integrated consent regime for proposals affecting items on both the
national and local registers. The consent regime will also incorporate
statutory management agreements for selected Register items
(Department of Culture Media and Sport 2004, 10). These will rely on
holistic appraisals of the characteristics of the sites in question. The
ultimate effect of the proposed legislative changes will be to devolve even
more responsibility for the curatorship of the historic environment to Local
Authorities. This clearly has resource implications, and implies that
mechanisms will have to be found for the closer integration of traditional

Sites and Monuments Record type information with other environment
record systems.

It is surprising that Government has not paved the way to these proposed
far-reaching legislative and operational changes by providing emphatic
recognition of archaeological advisory functions within the national suite of
local government Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs). BVPIs
comprise a set of targets (often numerical) through which the performance
of council services, and therefore the adequacy of the council as a whole,
Is measured annually by the Audit Commission and compared with other
authorities (Comprehensive Performance Assessment; http://www.audit-
commission.gov.uk/performance/quidance.asp )

There are well-established BVPIs for Local Authority managed museums,

which remain non-statutory services (such as BVPI 170b, visitors per 1000
of population, BVPI 170c school group visits). Archaeological advisory
functions, however, figure only obliquely. BVPI 205, which refers to the
quality of planning decisions, includes the provision of specialist
archaeological advice within the planning process within its list of
performance measures. The BVPI 219b and 219¢ notes recommend that

Conservation Area appraisals should include scrutiny of HER information.

Individual Local Authority service plans, while necessarily responding to
the fulfilment of BVPIs and the requirements of Comprehensive
Performance Assessment, can also include locally adopted service
performance measures. These can legitimately include measures such as
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the number of HER enquiries dealt with annually, the number of HER
records generated and amended, and progress towards fulfilling the
suggested national benchmarks for HER services (English Heritage &
Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers 2002). While
these may be useful voluntary measures to help guide service priorities
and lobby for resources, they do not provide the firm impetus for
management support that statutory status should bring.

1.3  Developing information standards and Information Technology

In addition to adequate operational and management support, the
implementation of any ambitious record system requires the systematic
organisation of information and the application of classification, if
information is to be retrieved efficiently and used with any integrity. The
early manual systems adopted by SMRs (card files or paper records
related to maps) demanded at the very least a record reference number, a

short description of the remains in question, and standardised locative
information, such as a parish name and grid reference.

Model record systems for early SMR services were provided by the post-
war Ordnance Survey Archaeology Division, which employed an indexed
monument record card system (section 1.1, above) and the Council for
British Archaeology. The latter produced a monument record card
template, batches of which could be purchased to assist the collation and

conforhity of local records (Council for British Archaeology 1952, Appendix
1)}

If record collections were to permit simple searches for various types of
archaeological information (such as all Bronze Age barrows) using various
indices, rigour in classification and terminology would be required. At the
outset of SMR recording practice it was realised that such classification
might pose problems for a rapidly developing discipline that did not benefit
from a mature common vocabulary and standard terminology for all the
categories of evidence that it encountered. Nevertheless, hand lists of

keywords to describe monument types and evidence types were produced
for both national and local monuments records (Benson 1974, 232; Dok
1981, 1; Darvill & Fulton 1998, 60). By the middle of the 1960s, it was
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noted that 350 different field monument categories had been defined by
the Ordnance Survey index (Darvill & Fulton 1998, 60).

Archaeological information has to become data when captured by a
computer system. It undergoes an interpretative process that translates the
iInformation, or rather our perceptions of the archaeology in question, into
manageable data items. In order to process the data and to retrieve
information, ranges of acceptable data have to be defined and
relationships between data items made explicit. The greater the limitations

of computer memory and processing power, the greater the rigour that
must be applied in information classification and synthesis. The severity of
the transformations from information to data and back again, is proportional

to the computer system’s ability to represent both the range of source

archaeological information and the relationships between information
items.

The effects of the transformation from archaeological information into
computer data are not now as obvious as they were when computer
memory and processing power were limited and expensive. Early text
databases had to make much use of sets of simple codes and acronyms to
represent often quite complex information. There was little room for
introducing uncertainty or multi-faceted interpretation into the digital record.
There was no practical means to include digitised source material which
could assist database users in their own interpretation of the evidence,
such as full reports, site plans, and photographs. Database applications
are more powerful today, but still require the reduction of extensive,
complex and loosely-structured archaeological information into

standardised items of information, and ultimately into long strings of simple
machine readable code.

What we choose to record, how we choose to record it, how it is stored,
and the tools available for its analysis and retrieval, inevitably require
transformations of the source evidence and alter our perceptions of that
evidence. The advent of cheaper personal computing and database
software during the 1970s and 1980s presented opportunities for more

efficient monument record management, but it also required new recording
methods.
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The question of information standards for ancient monument records, for
example, was thrown into sharper focus by the desire to computerise the
Department of Environment’s Inspectorate of Ancient Monuments inventory
of Scheduled Ancient Monuments. Advisory Note 32, Ancient Monuments
Records Manual and County Sites and Monuments Records, set principles
for the transfer of paper Scheduled Ancient Monuments records to an Ohio
Scientific C3C microprocessor with a 26Mb hard disc (DoE 1981). The
need to restrict data capture to the limited contents of well structured
manual forms (AM7 - Ancient Monuments Record form; and AM12 Field
Monument Warden Report Form) was recognised immediately. Even so, a
new Ancient Monuments Record form (AM107) had to be designed to
better cope with the demands of computerisation. At the time it was hoped

that future developments would eventually permit the capture of a greater
range of information than the new system allowed (DoE 1981, 1).

The Advisory Note encouraged the adoption of the Ancient Monuments
Records Manual practices by county Sites and Monuments Records. It
noted that few SMRs possessed detailed operational manuals, but hoped
that where the Advisory Note principles could not be adopted immediately,
SMRs could “take them into account in their own plans for future
refinement and development” (DoE 1981, 2).

Advisory Note 32 also introduced the grammatical precision necessary for
successful data retrieval, such as consistent use of upper case text and
standard delimiters between information items. This and subsequent

guidance issued in relation to Ancient Monument Records (DoE 1983) also
ushered in changes in recording philosophy. Each separate ‘site’ was to be
assigned a unique Primary Record Number to avoid potential confusion,
because hitherto Scheduled Ancient Monuments had been assigned
numbers in a county series. The strict adoption of glossaries of standard
keywords for certain record fields was of prime importance in order to

make use of database search facilities. Periodic amendments of the
glossaries were envisaged (DoE 1983, 1).

The definition of what constituted a single archaeological ‘site’, already
acknowledged as a somewhat subjective judgement (DoE 1983, 1),

became an important issue. Contiguous or superimposed monuments (a
barrow inside a hill fort was the example given) were to be broken down
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into the constituent single sites. Complex sites, those sites that could be
adequately described only by using more than one keyword within the
fields *Site Type”, “Period-general”, “Period-specific’, and “Form”, could be
recorded using multiple field sets separated by semicolons within Section
13 of the record. An example given related to a medieval manor, part of
which was ruinous, part of which remained standing. It was suggested that

the entry might read: “Manor/Medieval/C15/Ruined building;
Manor/Medieval/C15/Roofed ruin”.

Another example related to the occupation of the same site spanning two
defined periods of time, and displaying evidence of several “Site Type”,
and “Form” definitions. The entry: “Hillfort/Prehistoric/lron Age/Earthwork;
Settlement/Roman/Romano-British/Finds” was considered acceptable. The
entry: “Hillfort/Prehistoric/lron Age/Earthwork; Beacon/Post-

Medieval/Elizabethan/Other structure™” was not. The latter demanded two
separate records.

The completion of the record, therefore, involved some interpretation of the
relationship between monument components; was the same site
continuously occupied? Did the nature of occupation change sufficiently to
merit re-classification under a separate record entry? Where uncertainty
persisted it was possible to define separate cross-referenced records or to
link records under a group number. A field for supplementary free text
descriptions also could be used to expand upon the nature of the evidence.
The actual application of this recording method, however, was dependent
on any individual SMR archaeologist’s preference for ‘lumping’ monument

element information together or ‘splitting’ it down into its constituent parts.

Such decisions were not quite so crucial in previous paper monument
inventories.

Whilst the suggested record structure was logical, given the available
computer databases at the time, it markedly differs from archaeological site
descriptions found in traditional published descriptions. The necessity of a
record distinction between ruined and roofed parts of a medieval building

complex, for example, is perhaps a desirable feature for conservation

management users, but the repetitive robotic nomenclature, forced by the
flat-file structure of the database, does little for the wider appreciation of
the monument. Severe limitations in computer memory led to the
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widespread use of codes and abbreviations instead of complete words and
phrases. These constraints perhaps created further barriers to the wider
appreciation of SMR data by those used to reading the flowing monument
descriptions contained in traditional publications.

The original keyword glossaries, especially the “Site Type” field, were
| augmented according to regional or local need. The “East Anglian Region
Sites and Monuments Record Wordlist” of around 1983, for example,
differed from the Department of the Environment standarad wordlist of the
time (Department of the Environment 1983, 15-19), which itself contained
amendments to the National Monuments Record thesaurus of the time.
The national agencies continued to publish updated thesauri in order to
guide consistency in terminology use throughout the SMR community

(RCHME & English Heritage 1989; RCHME & English Heritage 1992;
RCHME 1998b).

Recording England’s Past — A Data Standard for the Extended National
Archaeological Record (RCHME & ALGAO 1993) provided the next major
guidance on SMR data structure. The standard was drawn up in the
context of the ready availability of relational databases, the integration of
archaeological and architectural records within the new unified National
Monuments Record, and the implementation of Urban Archaeological
Databases (UADs). UADs are, in effect, specialised SMRs that have been
designed to deal with the particular problems of the conservation of urban
archaeological remains within the larger historic towns (RCHME & ALGAO
1993; Lang 1989, 41-49). The lack of guidance in the Data Standard
regarding the recording of monument complexes, spatial information, and
conservation or management information was acknowledged. So too was

the effect that developing software might have on the nature of future data
standards (Lang 1989, 3-4).

The unified RCHME National Monuments Record database (MONARCH),
implemented in accordance with the 1993 Data Standard, highlighted the
relational rather than hierarchical associations between monuments and
archives, field workers, and ‘events’ (archaeological recording activities)
(RCHME & ALGAO 1993, 2; Clubb & Lang 1996, 55). An ‘event’-led

structure had been adopted for the computerisation of the Greater London
SMR in 1983 (Clubb & James 1985; Charlton 1999, 4). The definition of
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‘monuments’ within urban deposits is very often a matter of interpreting and
relating various recording episodes. Thus an ‘event’-led, rather than
monument-led, record was considered better suited to the requirements of
this urban SMR. An ‘event’-based model was also adopted by the
predominantly rural Northamptonshire Sites and Monuments Record at its
inception (Foard 1978; Foard 1996). Until recent times, however, these
SMRs were exceptional in terms of the relationship between events and
monuments that was inherent in their structure.

The latest principal monument data standards guidance, MIDAS - A
Manual and Data Standard for Monument Inventories (RCHME 1998a),
was drawn up by the RCHME Data Standard Unit in association with the
Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers, British and Irish
Archaeological Bibliography, English Heritage, and the National Trust,
along with a large number of professional peer group reviewers (RCHME
1998a). It builds upon general principles and structures established by the
International Documentation Committee of the International Council of
Museums for archaeological sites and monuments inventories (CIDOC
1999). It also draws on the philosophy behind the SPECTRUM standard of
the Museums Documentation Association, within which the Museum
Documentation Association’s archaeological objects thesaurus is framed.

In many respects, MIDAS is less prescriptive than earlier sites and
monuments inventory standards, in that its aim is not to “control the content
of an inventory, but to provide a common framework within which

inventories should develop” (RCHME 1998a, 1). MIDAS does not require
the use of a specific word list or thesaurus, although it encourages the use

of established thesauri such as the English Heritage Thesaurus of
Monument Types.

MIDAS defines four main information schemes for an iInventory structure:

‘Monument Character’ - physical features that belong, or may be related to,
the present landscape; place-names, finds location, etc.:

‘Events’ - recording activities that help define the character of
‘monuments’);
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‘Bibliography, Documentary Archives and Objects’ - which has often been
abbreviated to ‘sources’ or ‘archives’ and which comprises information

about supporting resources such as reports, documents, photographs, and
maps, some of which will be products of ‘events’;

‘Monument Management’ - information about conservation issues for a

monument, such as planning applications and management agreements.

There are other information schemes, concerning ‘names and references’,
‘people, organisations and roles’, and ‘location’, that fit within the main
iInformation schemes. For each information scheme ‘units of information’,
the informational building blocks (or fields’) of the inventory, are defined.
Some are mandatory, others are optional (RCHME 1998a).

The MIDAS units of information reflect both the need to retain
administrative and management information about a monument (for
example, ‘Condition’, ‘Land Use’, ‘Management Proposal
Recommendation’, ‘Postcode’ , ‘Protection Status’, ‘Unitary Authority') and
include items that are likely to be useful in a research context (such as
‘Archive/Source Title', ‘Evidence’, ‘Monument Type’, ‘Period’, and
‘Scientific Date’ - RCHME 1998a, 71-105).

Importantly, MIDAS promotes a clear division between ‘Monument
Character’, which may be subject to iterations of re-interpretation, and the
reporting of individual recording ‘events’ (RCHME 1998a, 44). Events,
such as geophysical surveys, excavations, or watching briefs, are the

building blocks for the interpretation of a monument’s character, but they
are not themselves matters for interpretation.

MIDAS also introduced monument inventory compilers to the potential
uses of ‘metadata’, information about information (Miller 1998, 5;

http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue5/metadata-masses/ : Chapter 5), in order to
help users assess whether inventory contents are likely to be relevant to

their needs (RCHME 1998a, 38).

The promotion of information standards such as MIDAS and its

predecessors by the national agencies, led by the imperatives for
computerisation during the 1980s and 1990s, have gone a long way
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towards assisting cohesiveness in Sites and Monuments Record
information, not least by encouraging the SMR community to participate in
the development of those standards (DoE 1981, 2; RCHME 1993, iv; Clubb
& Lang 1996, 57; Foard 1996, 3; RCHME 1998a, ‘Acknowledgements’;
Ray 1998, 4; Bourn 1999a, 3-7). Nevertheless, the criticism that
“traditionally, local SMRs have not concerned themselves greatly with data
standards” (Clubb & Lang 1996, 57), can be levelled with some
justification. Many of the practical and psychological barriers to the
discretionary adoption of national standards have been persistent. For
example, while there was an early and growing consensus that the MIDAS
‘event-monument-archive/source’ model was appropriate for SMRs (Foard
& Catney 1999, 1; Bourn 1999b, 7), some dissent was still evident at

gatherings of SMR archaeologists. This was apparently partly fuelled by
the lack of real examples of MIDAS's actual application to monument
recording and by the anticipated heavy workload in recasting existing SMR
data to conform with the new standard (Catney 1999, 3).

It is worth remembering the wide range in information quality that many
SMRs and HERs have to accommodate. Many entries have been formed
from information gathered under the most exhaustive modern
archaeological investigation. Other entries are created from less secure
sources. | know of one notably vague SMR entry that contains only the
following information in its free text description field: “It is said locally that in
about 1930 a Major Munday found ‘caves’ at this place, into which a boy
was lowered to bring up ‘vases filled with grain™. A parish is named and a
six-figure grid reference is given, but no cross-references, or corroborating
evidence are cited. It is difficuilt to shoehorn such a record into the current

thesaurus terms (perhaps we should add ‘dangling infants’ to our
developing terminology for remote sensing events?), or MIDAS standards.
And yet, the judgement had been made that this information might just as
well reside in the SMR, in hopeful anticipation that further supporting
information will be forthcoming, or that formal archaeological survey will
eventually find something that explains the anecdote. After all, it is
information that is unlikely to be recorded elsewhere. Some SMRs have
been much less tolerant of this sort of ‘fuzzy data’ of course. All SMRs and
HERs, however, face the problem of placing real world archaeological

evidence into rigid information structures and standards that might not
quite fit comfortably.
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MIDAS, while containing some advice about constructing local thesauri and
wordlists, stresses the advantages of using established national thesauri
(RCHME 1998a, 109-114). Latterly, The Forum on Information Standards
In Heritage (‘FISH’, formerly ‘FISHEN'’ to reflect its original English remit)
has undertaken important work on the creation of data standards (Lee

1999, 8, http://www.fish-forum.info/ ). FISH is administered through the
English Heritage National Monuments Record, and comprises members
from the community of HER practitioners and academic institutions.

Thesauri and word lists either maintained or endorsed by FISH are

avallable via its website as part of the INSCRIPTION national heritage data
reference set. INSCRIPTION includes sets of terms for things as diverse
as building materials, historic aircraft, and marine craft and, of course,
includes the current Thesaurus of Monument Types. The thesauri and
wordlists are dynamic, and are updated as candidate terms are submitted
for inclusion. The ease of access of these terminology resources has

undoubtedly contributed to their widespread use and adoption by Historic
Environment Records.

Compliance with MIDAS data content standards and conformity with
INSCRIPTION thesauri and wordlists now form part of the ‘Information
Management Performance Measures' within the national HER benchmarks
(English Heritage and Association of Local Government Archaeological
Officers 2002, 7; DCMS 2003b; DCMS 2004, Appendix 2).

Important work in setting standards for digital archives resulting from
specific archaeological activities has also been undertaken by the
Archaeology Data Service. The ADS has released a set of good practice

guidelines covering subjects such as Geographic Information Systems and
digital excavation and survey archives

(http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/qoodquides/q2gp.html ).

RCHME, and latterly English Heritage, sponsorship of SMR/HER Audits,
has enabled individual services to assess their management structure and

resources, and to measure their information content and quality against

national standards. The audits are part-funded by the National Monuments
Record and follow a standard NMR specification (English Heritage National
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Monuments Record 2003a). Many SMRs have reported that significant
benefits arose from the audit process; not least in the preparations for data

migration to new computer systems (Newman 2001: English Heritage
National Monuments Record 2003a).

The hardware and software used by SMRs and HERs has been largely
determined by the systems preferred or tolerated by their respective
organisations (Fernie 1997, 2; Foard 1997, 3; Gilman 1997, 4; Condron et
al 1999, 62). Archaeologists have had to consider the Information
Technology policies adopted by individual local authorities, the availability

or otherwise of IT support within the authority, and the expense of
implementation in their decision to adopt particular systems.

The national agencies have made significant contributions to SMR
software development. Monument record software was produced by

English Heritage to assist initial SMR computerisation. The early ‘Version
1" software was later replaced by a ‘Superfile’-based system. RCHME
developed an SMR version of the Oracle-based MONARCH monument

database (Clubb & Lang 1996, 54). These systems came to be adopted by
many SMRs. Many other SMRs, however, have employed systems

developed ‘in-house’. Amongst these, ‘Dbase’, ‘Foxpro’, and ‘Access’
based applications have proved populér In recent years (Condron et al
1999, 62-63). A new SMR database package, ‘HBSMR’, the result of a
partnership between English Heritage and commercial software company
ExeGeslS SDM Ltd, was launched in 1998 and is now well-established.

The most important technical development for Sites and Monuments
Records during the 1990s was the introduction of Geographic Information
Systems. By 1998 around 30% of SMRs made use of a GIS application
that linked a relational text record database with a digital map base facility
(Baker 1999, 18). At the same time, a total of 67% of SMRs reported the
availability to their service of some form of digital mapping provision (Baker
1999, 15). In 2000, 75% of the 66 SMRs that responded to the SMR Users
Group Survey made use of GIS. Several other SMRs reported that they
were on the point of acquiring a GIS (Fernie 2000, 2). In 2002 it was
reported that 88% of SMRs used a GIS package (Newman 2'0020, 16).

This figure is now almost certainly in excess of 90% of SMRs/HERSs (Bell &
Bevan 2004, 12).

/
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GIS allows SMRs and HERs to archive their out-of-date paper Ordnance
Survey base maps and to view archaeological database information in
combination with a variety of off-the-shelf and customised digital map data.
At a simple level, SMR/HER GIS applications allow site centre points to be
plotted automatically on a variety of digital maps to create distribution plots.
They also allow SMR/HER database entries to be viewed and selected

from the GIS interface using a range of spatial searches (circle, rectangle,
polygon, etc.). Positional data verification is one immediate benefit gained
from the introduction of GIS applications to SMR and HER services.
Obvious errors and inaccuracies in recorded grid references quickly come
to light when GIS plots are generated from source databases. There were
also immediate benefits to researchers. For the first time, many SMRs and

HERs were able to generate up-to-date, customised distribution plots of
particular record entry types (Roman villas, Bronze Age barrows, etc.) -

something that was virtually unmanageable previously.

The categories of data now recorded as layers of points and polygons
within GIS HER applications is impressively wide. Scheduled Monument
boundary information, Conservation Areas, Registered Parks and Gardens,
historic landscape characterisation, event extents, and other spatial
Information in the form of layers of polygons, have been added as GIS use
has become increasingly embedded into practice over the last decade
(Figure 6; Figure 7). However, most SMRs and HERs still rely heavily on
point depictions of information that really should be represented in polygon
and line form. Furthermore, many important categories of spatial historic

landscape information have not been captured at all (Baker 1999, 15-20; |

Fernie 2000, 3; Newman 2002¢, 5; Newman 2002¢, 12-15: Bell & Bevan
2004, 15-16).
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Figure 6. GIS SMR layer depicting Scheduled Monuments as polygons on a raster

OS map base. Other layers of archaeological information have been suppressed.
Original in colour.

The more dynamic GIS SMR/HER applications operate directly with the
core SMR/HER text database and allow the alteration of the database
records from the GIS interface. Others require that the map interface

operates with an uploaded copy (or partial copy) of the core record
database, which can be read but not altered from the GIS (Fernie 2000, 3).
The national HER benchmarks (English Heritage & Association of Local
Government Archaeological Officers 2002) stipulate the use of a fully
dynamic link between the core HER database and GIS, but it seems that
this is not yet widely understood or adopted (Bell & Bevan 2004, 16).

Surveys of SMR/HER use of Geographic Information Systems and
Computer Aided Design packages for mapping, reveal similar variation in
software choice as is apparent in their text database systems. ‘Mapinfo’,

‘ArcView/Arcinfo’, and "Wingz', proved popular initially, although at least
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nine other products were in use amongst the 44 respondents at the time of
‘the first survey (Fernie 1997, 2). ‘Maplinfo’ and ‘ArcView/ArcGIS’ remain
the most popular GIS for SMR/HER applications by a large margin, but at
least eleven other products are also used (Bevan & Bell 2004, 12). Raster-
led GIS packages, such as ‘Grass’ and ‘Idrisi’ which are often used for
archaeological analysis, are not used as a basis for SMR and HER
systems (Bell & Bevan 2004, 13). Vector-led GIS tends to be more suited
to core HER tasks such as map making and the management of spatial
and text database information than raster GIS. Some vector-led

Geographic Information Systems can display raster images and
incorporate some limited spatial analytical capability.

The adoption of common HER standards for recording spatial GIS data is
far less advanced than that for text database information. MIDAS initially
did not include guidance on GIS Information (RCHME 1998a, 57), but has
since been supplemented by guidance on spatial standérds

(http:/www fish-forum.info/ ). A recent survey of GIS use noted that HERs

store spatial data in the formats of their respective GIS software and have
not developed specific data standards for receiving, storing, or distributing
spatial data (Bell & Bevan 2004, 16; Bell & Bevan 2004, 18). Some,

however, have developed in-house guidelines and house styles for the

digitisation of polygons, and adhere to Archaeological Data Service or

National Geospatial Data Framework best practice guidelines (Bell &
Bevan 2004, 30).
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Figure 7. SMR site centre points plotted with vector crop mark plots on an OS map

base. A search area has been defined as a polygon and relevant database entries
have been highlighted and retrieved automatically. This GIS application allows

spatial and text attribute search results to be exported in common data table
formats. Original in colour.

An important step towards SMR software conformity and further
encouragement towards the adoption of standard recording practice, has
been provided by the launch and on-going development of the ExeGesl|S
HBSMR package. This has been achieved through English Heritage's
partnership with commercial software developer ExeGesl|S SDM Ltd, and

has also benefited from the support and endorsement of the Association of
Local Government Archaeological Officers.

The ExeGeslS HBSMR product is based on Microsoft's ‘Access’ database

software with interfaces to ‘Maplinfo’ and ‘ArcView’ Geographic Information

Systems. HBSMR was launched in March 1998 and by June 1999 25
SMRs had purchased the system (Fernie 1999b, 12), enough to warrant

the establishment a user group (Bourn 1999b, 12). It has now become the

most widely used SMR database software package (English Heritage
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National Monuments Record 2003a). The system is MIDAS compatible. Its
implementation requires the adoption of the ‘events—monuments-
archive/source’ model; indeed its development fed into the development of
MIDAS (RCHME 1998a, 1). It incorporates the latest Thesaurus of
Monument Types (RCHME 1998b) and other thesauri.

One license for the basic HBSMR text database cost £1,330 in 2002. The
HBSMR ‘Consultations Module’ (a conservation advice management add
on) cost £600, and an image management add-on (‘Photo Library’) cost
£557. The HBSMR mapping modules for Mapinfo and ArcView GIS were
£815 and £970 respectively. The price including the aforementioned GIS
software was £1,505 and £2,137 respectively. Installation was charged at
£395 per day (up to one day for a single stand alone PC) as was data

migration. A check of data prior to migration cost £225. Annual support
fees for the basic text database cost £187, and combined support for

mapping modules and GIS software cost £323 and £626 respectively
(www.esdm.co.uk ). The total cost of installing a working system, therefore,
was somewhere between around £3,500 and £6,000. This is a relatively
significant outlay considering that the true costs of IT provisions are often.

not met by individual SMR services, but absorbed in corporate IT budgets
(Bell & Bevan 2004, 10).

The HBSMR package suffered a few of the initial teething problems typical
of software launched into a real working environment for the first time.
However, the partners have been committed to the long-term support of
the package (ExeGeslS SDM 2002), and the growing number of users has
helped to ensure its development remains viable. Several new versions of
the software have been released in response to feedback from the HBSMR
User Group, the availability of new data sets deriving from national surveys
and developing recording practice. New modules have been added, and a
web browser version has been developed (www.esdm.co.uk ).

The price of the package and the developmental emphasis on ‘Maplinfo’
and ‘ArcView’ GIS links, whose use is not supported by all Local
Authorities, might present disincentives for the adoption of this system by

some. Nevertheless, the development of the ExeGesiS SDM LTD HBSMR
package, its promotion and significant take up by the SMR/HER
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community, marks a considerable achievement and a significant step
towards levering in greater structural conformity to HER recording practice.

HBSMR, however, has rivals. Notable alternative HEIR applications have
been developed by Oxford ArchDigital, a company formed by Oxford
University that speéialises in computer applications and training for the
heritage field (www.oxarchdigital.com). Oxford ArchDigital's applications
are based on its Integrated Information Management System (IIMS), which
can be configured to accommodate the specific requirements of various |
applications. The lIMS is orientated towards the management of images
and spatial data, in addition to documents and inventories. It also has the
advantage of integrated Web-based functionality and easier multiple user
access. For these reasons, organisations that retain several operational
centres, but that want to share a single information resource, have been
particularly drawn to this system. The Ministry of Defence, the Welsh

archaeological Trusts, and the Portable Antiquities Scheme, employ Oxford
ArchDigital's products.

The fact that most HERs have now achieved computerisation of the
majority of their primary text records (Bell & Bevan 2004, 5), and are
converging towards MIDAS, should greatly assist the task of migrating
information to new systems. It should also improve the accessioning data
from other inventories. All data migration contains an overhead in terms of
policing and validating automated data re-configuration and then
undertaking the necessary manual editing. Nevertheless, achieving greater
coverage of information and consistency across the HER community,

theoretically, ought to be a lesser mountain to climb in the future than that
faced during the initial digitisation of SMR information from manual records.

However, in order to maximise the potential of automated accessioning
and dissemination of digital information, the development of national HER
recording standards has to keep pace with current survey recording
practices. Equally, the output of surveys should be designed to conform as
closely as possible to MIDAS and common HER recording practice. There

Is evidence to suggest that this is not happening (Bell & Bevan 2004, 18;
section 1.6 below).
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Significant progress has been made in the delivery of HER information via
the World Wide Web in recent years, although still only a few English

SMRs/HERs have Web-browseable database or GIS facilities (Bell &
Bevan 2004, 5). Two paths to Web-accessibility have been adopted. Some
HERSs have developed their own systems, usually with Heritage Lottery
funding or other external grant aid. Others have prepared and submitted
their core data to the Archaeology Data Service ‘ArchSearch’ catalogue, a
collection of Web-browseable archaeological information resources. The
resource implications of implementing such systems, both in direct costs
and in staff time, have bien cited as significant reasons why more SMRs

and HERs have not achieved a more ambitious Web presence. Web
access is discussed more fully below.

We are becoming a more ICT literate society. Internet use has grown
exponentially, and things such as multi-functional mobile phones and
Global Positioning Systems, that were once expensive gadgets for a few
enthusiasts, are now commonplace. The public generally does not want to
tinker with ICT in the same way that enthusiasts enjoy tinkering. Most
users expect their ICT to be reliable, appealing and easy to use. It must

deliver results quickly. HER services are not at all immune from these
expectations.

Although Geographic Information Systems, for example, are now very well
established in local government services and agencies elsewhere, | still
find that a demonstration of Peterborough’s HER GIS application tends to
greatly impress the public, councillors, mature students, local society
members, etc. They are amazed that the GIS is able to find their address;
that it can produce a variety of current maps, historic maps, or vertical
aerial photographs centred on their house; that it can plot a distribution
map of archaeological remains in the locality (according to multiple criteria)
and then produce descriptions of those remains. Increasingly, however,
students and yo/unger people generally, are not over-awed. Instead they
are somewhat surprised that all this information in its various configurations
IS not yet available to them at home via the World Wide Web.

There is now considerable pressure for HER development to keep pace

with wider ICT developments, and particularly with those developments

: : : \
that assist our presentation to the outside world. The use of ever more
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complex ICT by SMR/HER services has raised skills issues for staff, who
have to balance the benefits of installing new systems against the ‘learning
curve’ and general distraction to routine tasks inherent in their

implementation. There has been a paucity of formal SMR-specific training
for SMR officers in the past (Lang 1997, 8). This conforms to the
impression that more ICT training is needed across the archaeological
profession in this country (Condron et al 1999, 72), which in turn refiects an

identified ICT skills gap among archaeologists further afield (Eiteljorg 1999,
6).

Learning and maintaining the ICT skills necessary to manage Historic
Environment Record applications, must sit alongside the development of

the non-ICT skills necessary to run a publicly available heritage information
service. These include the need to maintain currency in general

archaeological and historical knowledge, obtaining detailed knowledge of
archaeological reference sources and investigative techniques, maintaining
comprehensive knowledge of local archaeology, understanding and
applying customer care policy, adopting freedom of information and
copyright policy, acquiring knowledge about the planning system, agri-
environment schemes, etc. Appropriate ICT training may mitigate the
tension between and acquisition of new ICT skills and other HER tasks.
The efficacy of such training, however, is to a large extent dependent upon

the aptitude of the trainee, and the sophistication of the applications in
question.

The frustrations that some SMR/HER archaeologists feel in the distractions
caused by new technology have been voiced at meetings and gatherings,
but have seldom been committed to print. The words of one SMR officer,
however, represent the thoughts of others. This SMR officer wondered
whether the profession was becoming too “bogged down in technology”
and was danger of “forgetting what it is there for® (Smith 1997, 8). At the
same time, she drew attention to the important consideration that some
ICT knowledge is necessary just to communicate effectively with ICT
support staff. Such thoughts probably reflect the fact that many
archaeologists did not take up SMR/HER positions to become ICT

technicians, but nevertheless concede that ICT awareness is an important
part of the job.
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About 70% of SMR services benefited from the availability some form of
relevant corporate ICT training in 1998 (Baker 1999, 13). In 2000, however,
only 62% of SMR officers reported that they had been offered training for
their Geographic Information System. Only 34% had an operators' manual
for their GIS (Fernie 2000). The situation seems to have improved over the
last few years, with HER services making use of internal and external
courses and manuals. Fewer than 20% of HER services now report the

absence of any form of GIS learning provisions (Bell & Bevan 2004, 10).
Though curiously few report the use of Web-based learning (Bell & Bevan
2004, 10). As far as wider technical support is concerned, a significant
number of HER services still consider that it is inadequate (anon. undat.
Heritage Gateway Evaluation of User Requirements Survey).

ExeGeslS SDM Ltd offers training programmes for purchasers of the
HBSMR product, and has sought accreditation under the Archaeological
Training Forum scheme (ExeGeslS SDM 2002). One-off courses designed
to plug the gap in the training of general aspects of SMR use also have
been arranged occasionally. The University of Leeds, for example,
implemented one SMR course within its series of Professional Archaeology
courses under the sponsorship of English Heritage in association with the
Institute of Field Archaeologists and the Archaeology Training Forum

(Newman 2002a). The Archaeology Data Service has arranged a variety

of courses and seminars covering use of its own services and the
management of digital archives generally.

The publication of a nationally-distributed manual of SMR management
guidelines (Fernie & Gilman 2000), was a further important initiative in
guiding SMR training, assisting system conformity, and setting aspirations
for those SMRs that found themselves at lower levels of development.
Informing the Future of the Past: Guidelines for SMRs (which covered
subjects such data standards, disaster planning, managing collections,
outreach, etc.) has undergone an extensive revision recently. The revised
edition has been released as a Web-based document that can be updated

regularly in consideration of changing technology and practice (Gilman
2003, 2; Gilman & Newman 2007).

Despite improving learning provisions, the future development of HERSs is
likely to pose further serious questions about skills provisions among HER
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staff. The traditional SMR recording subject areas continue to widen and
embrace aspects of related environmental disciplines and specialist sub-
disciplines (see section 1.6, below). The growing necessity for Web
delivery and the desire for interoperability between separate HERs and
related databases, have also brought in new skills considerations (section
1.5 and Chapter 5). There have been recent calls, for example, for HER
staff to make greater use of mark-up languages and data standards drawn

from wider humanities, geographic and scientific applications (Bell & Bevan
2004, 29).

Models for local HER management and staffing structures have been
suggested (Baker 1999, 4; Fernie & Gilman 2000, A.3.3; English Heritage
& Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers 2002), but it is

generally acknowledged that a single model does not suit the needs of all
local services.

Should future HER staff be interpreters of the full range of historic

environment information they curate? Do they need to be database

administrators, digital archive curators, GIS technicians, mark-up language
specialists, all of these things, or something else entirely?

One of the chief strengths of locally managed SMRs has been the ability of
staff to become thoroughly familiar with the datasets that they manage, and
the character of the local archaeology they seek to record. This type of
intimate individual knowledge cannot be replicated by staff in large
centralised services (Fraser & Newman 2006, 31).

The massive catalogue of digital information maintained by the
Archaeology Data Service, for example, is targeted primarily at
"knowledgeable” users, and at providing support for education and
research (section 1.5; Chapter 5). Its records are created and supplied by
various contributing specialist databases. The datasets are prepared for
integration within the catalogue with the assistance of ADS staff. However,
the records are not actively updated and edited by ADS staff in the same
way that SMR and HER staff are expected to maintain their records.
HEIRPORT (section 1.5; Chapter 5) links several different online

databases within one portal, which itself requires a minimal curatorial
overview.
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Local knowledge is clearly very important to the successful maintenance
and use of historic environment information, for many applications. It is

questionable, however, whether insular local management alone (even that
currently achieved by the largest SMR services) really provides a solid

enough basis for continuing technical development and standardisation in
an increasingly complex world:

1.4 A remit for education and research?

1.4.1 The policy framework

The very first SMR, that covering the Oxford region, was implemented with
research and public use firmly in mind. Although its creators considered
that an entry within SMR was not intended to be a “substitute for
publication®, they were keen for the SMR to provide a “starting point for
many aspects of research”, and to play an “essential role in answering
enquiries whether from members of the general public, local archaeological

and historical societies or professional archaeologists and historians”
(Benson 1974, 232).

Historically, much of the guidance and policy statements issued by the
national agencies to SMRs has greatly emphasised narrow resource
management functions, and has tended to consider research and

educational use as secondary considerations, or only as potentially useful

by-products of data gathering. Advisory Note 32, issued by Department of
the Environment Inspectorate of Ancient Monuments, for example, a

seminal document in the development of SMR data structure and content,
was driven by a conservation management initiative - the better
(computerised) management of Scheduled Monument information.
Advisory Note 32 sought to encourage SMRSs’ use of “academically
acceptable” monument definitions (Department of the Environment 1981,
1), and mentioned SMR use in helping to formulate excavation policy
(Department of the Environment 1981, 2). There were no references to
wider academic uses of the information, however, and the suggested data
fields were very heavily weighted towards the capture of management
information (Department of the Environment 1983, 3-4). In this respect, the
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‘AM107’ record structure adopted by the Inspectorate contrasts

significantly with the punched card-based record structure of the Oxford
Region SMR, which places much less emphasis on management
information (Benson 1974, Appendix).

Subsequent structural guidance issued to SMRs was non-committal on the
question of research needs and it is not clear how much academic input
was sought in the formulation of such guidance. Most individuals and

organisations who contributed to Recording England’s Past - A Dala
Standard for the Extended National Archaeological Record (RCHME &

ALGAO 1993), for example, principally were professionally involved in data
and resource management, rather than academic research.

Exploring Our Past — Strategies for the Archaeology of England (English
Heritage 1991b), was a bold attempt by English Heritage to provide a

concise summary of research and management objectives for English
archaeology. It was widely circulated among the profession, and has only
recently been superseded as a source of inspiration for research direction

in development-led archaeology, and as guidance to support project grant
applications. Exploring Our Past placed great emphasis on the

development of the SMRs’ conservation management applications, but
limited its statement on the wider uses of SMRs to the rather weak

“consideration should also be given to the means by which SMRs may be
made accessible for research purposes” (English Heritage 1991b, 48).

PPG16 (Department of the Environment 1990) has governed the form of

development-led archaeology in this country since its adoption, and has
had a profound influence on the development of archaeological practice

generally. It is a document that is principally concerned with the treatment
of archaeological remains within the local planning process, but also

mentions some wider informational uses of SMRs (Department of the
Environment 1990, Annex 1, para. 5). Despite its near universal

acceptance and appreciation among archaeological practitioners, the lack
of clear guidance within PPG 16 regarding responsibilities for archiving,
publication and research has been a source of much criticism and
dissatisfaction. Some have attributed a serious fracturing of the
relationships between amateur, academic, and development-led
archaeology directly to the implementation of PPG16. It is a criticism
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perhaps that would be less sustainable had the document placed greater
emphasis on the research outcome of development-led archaeological

work and the role of SMRs as inspiration for research and repositories of
original research results. Raising the profile of research ambition within
PPG16, however, might have made it much less palatable to developers,

who are conscious of the implied extra cost of research over basic rescue
recording.

Protecting Our Heritage, a consultation document issued by the
Department of National Heritage in 1996, proposed that the maintenance
of a Sites and Monuments Record could be a statutory obligation of Local
Authorities. However, although it recognised the importance of SMRs the
document failed to identify any functions beyond those of development
advice (Department of National Heritage & Welsh Office 1996, 46). The
Local Government Reorganisation — Guidance Notes for New Authorities
(Department of National Heritage 1995), encouraged the adoption of SMR
services by the new authorities. Although there are no specific references
to SMRs’ wider functions, the necessity of education, interpretation, and
public access to conservation and heritage source materials is noted

(Department of National Heritage & Welsh Office 1996, sections 24 and
29).

More recently, much greater emphasis has been placed on encouraging
SMRs’ amenity, educational and research functions. Unlocking Our Past
for the New Millennium (RCHME, ALGAO & English Heritage 1998) places
support for SMR development in these regards firmly at the heart of its
policy for co-operation between the archaeological agencies and their
partners. The English Heritage Archaeology Division Research Agenda of
1997 (English Heritage 1997), the provisional update to Exploring Qur
Past, paid more attention to the integration of SMR information and
research effort. The dissemination of SMR information through “regional
research centres” was envisaged (English Heritage 1997, 17), along with
the goal of SMR enhancement as a product of commissioned projects
(English Heritage 1997, 27). The success of creative SMR public access
projects in Cornwall and Wiltshire also was noted (English Heritage 1997,
32-33). Two subsequent important and wide-ranging national policy
statements and recommendations regarding the management of the
historic environment (Power of Place — The Future of the Historic
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Environment and The Historic Environment: A Force for Our Future) both
strongly encourage the use of the historic environment as a ‘life-long
learning’ resource and recognise the SMR’s role in this regard (Department
of Culture Media and Sport 2001, 15; English Heritage 2000, 39).

Proof that there is a strong public and educational demand for information
about the historic environment is provided by authoritative sources. The
MOR!I study 'Attitudes to the Heritage', was commissioned by English
Heritage in 2000 to help gauge public attitudes towards heritage and the

historic environment (www.english-heritage.org.uk ). The survey

established, amongst other findings, that:

- 98% of people think that heritage is important to teach children about

our past, and that all schoolchildren should be given the opportunity to
find out about this country's heritage:

- 96% of people think the heritage is important to teach us about our
past;

- 93% of people think heritage is important for giving us places to visit
and things to see and do, for encouraging tourists to visit, (94%), and
creating jobs and boosting the economy (88%):

- 16% of people agree that their lives are richer for having the

opportunity to visit and see examples of this country's heritage;

- 25% of respondents mentioned that improving the provision of

Information and advertising would make heritage more relevant to
them.

Gratifyingly, the public information and educational role of SMR/HERS has
also been recognised in the wide ranging review of heritage protection
recently carried out by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport
(DCMS 2003a; DCMS 2003b; DCMS 2004). The review recognised the

"volume of support” and “high regard” for these aspects of HER services
(DCMS 2004, 59).
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It declared that “one of the Government'’s key aims is to widen access for
everyone to the historic environment and develop the resources everybody
needs to enjoy and learn about our heritage” and further, “...to work with all
sectors to develop workable solutions that are flexible and responsive to
both current demands and those of the future, and to make these records

available to professionals, schools, colleges, and the wider public alike”
(DCMS 2004, 59).

It remains to be seen how the statements will be acted upon by central
Government. Nevertheless, they signal a strong desire at the highest level

to encourage the use of the wider informational potential locked in Historic
‘Environment Records.

1.4.2 The practitioners’ response

Encouraging statements are one thing, but practice is another. The
individual Local Authority management frameworks that have governed the
development of most SMRs have not been conducive to the fulfilment of
SMR education and research potential. Lavell, writing in 1985, for example,
noted the early success of SMR data gathering and their well-established
development control and conservation management functions, but drew
attention to the lack of emphasis placed on the development of the national
archaeological database as a research and education tool (Lavell 1985,
99). In consultation with three SMR officers and other archaeological
colleagues, she identified a wide range of potential users for a national
archaeological research database, including school groups, research
groups, and university departments (Lavell 1985, 96).

The imperative of conservation management functions and historic funding
shortfalls often relegated other, more public-facing, functions to the status
of resource-hungry luxuries that few SMRs had the means to develop
properly. Nevertheless, it may safely be assumed that most SMRs were in
fact implemented and developed with ‘external’ research and educational
use somewhere in mind. Many of the archaeologists involved in the early
days of what has come to be termed ‘curatorial’ archaeology, were also

iInvolved personally in research of one form or another, and thus receptive
to the possibilities for SMR research use.
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However, the domination of SMR use by those also involved with their
development, or those engaged in planning advice and resource
management (who were often in fact the same people), has undoubtedly
caused a somewhat introspective approach to SMR development. Today,
‘academic researchers’, the ‘general public’, ‘historical researchers’,
lifelong learners’, ‘professional or specialist researchers’, and ‘teachers’,
are now frequently named as target audiences of Historic Environment

Information Records of various types, including SMRs and HERs (Fernie &
Gilman 2000; Grant 2002, 16). The development of SMR services (and

now HER services) for specific external user groups, however, has not
been greatly assisted by formal studies or surveys of use or user needs.

The lack of a detailed analysis of SMR use and users was first identified as
a significant concern by the Inspectorate of Ancient Monuments

(Department of the Environment), and others, as early as the middle 1980s
(RCHME 1983, 2; Lavell 1985, 97). But since that time there have been
remarkably few formal studies of SMR use, or formal attempts to engage
academic opinion on the future directions for SMRs and HERs.

There is little evidence that the policy of integrating a comprehensive user
requirements study with SMR implementation, as advocated by David
Evans (1985, 65), for exahple, was ever carried out widely across the
growing SMR community. There are very few published mentions of the
means by which SMRs ensured that external user needs fed into their
development. The development of the Greater London SMR, however,
provides one example. The development of this SMR was guided by the
anticipation of a wide range of users, including academic researchers. It
drew on an Advisory Group whose members were representatives of
organisations that comprised potential users of the SMR. SMR staff worked
within local organisations who were both contributing to and drawing on the
record, in order to get a feel for its developmental needs (Jones 1989, 34).
The creation of the Humberside SMR was also led by consideration of
uses beyond those of planning advice. From its creation in 1984, a
programme of promotion amongst local interest societies ran alongside its
development (Wood 1989, 28-29). A rare example of a user survey that

was intended to guide service delivery was carried out by a commercial
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consultant for the North Yorkshire SMR (Bullen Consultants 1999). The
findings of this survey are considered in more detail below.

A detailed analysis of SMR use was beyond the scope of the important
1998 ‘Baker survey. Nevertheless, the findings regarding ‘Volumes and
Types of Users’, ‘User Access’ and ‘Outreach’, along with consideration of
various other factors within the management context of SMRs, provided a

very useful picture of the SMR community’s ability to accommodate
external users (Baker 1999, 14; 24-26).

There were 75 SMR respondents to the survey. The analysis of SMR user
profiles, however, was greatly inhibited by the lack of enquiry information
recorded by individual SMRs. Only 60% of responding SMRs kept some
kind of register of users (Baker 1999, 84). The results of the assessment of
‘relative volumes of users by ranking” must be seen in the context of

vagueness in the definition of user registers, and of the lack of definition or
guidance in the description of the user and use types. For example,
development advice consultation by colleagues in the same department
was registered as an enquiry by some SMRs, but evidently was not
counted as an enquiry by others. SMRs were permitted to state their
volumes of users in either absolute numbers, or as a percentage of total
enquiries. The latter implies some ‘guesstimation’ on the part of some
SMRs, but these figures were turned into “real numbers” for the purposes
of the assessment. An annual total of just over 34,000 enquiries was
estimated for the 45 SMRs that kept a register of use (Baker 1999, 84).

Despite severe problems in the definition of user categories and lack of
consistency in SMR responses, it is still possible to see from this survey
that SMRs considered that the bulk of enquiries that they received were
connected with development and planning advice, and conservation
management, rather than with research, or general interest and education.
The latter categories, under the survey’s figures, were estimated as
comprising around 14% of all SMR enquiries (Baker 1999, 84).

Evidently most SMRs were quite willing to offer some support for external
user enquiries (Baker 1999, 14), but found it necessary to interpose SMR
staff between the information and the user. Only 57% of SMRs had set
aside a table or desk for use by external users, and direct access to the
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SMR database was available in only 9% of cases (Baker 1999, 14)! 81% of
SMRs were unavailable outside normal office hours, and 40% required

users to make prior appointments for visits (Baker 1999, 14). On-line
access from public libraries was available in only three cases (Baker 1999,

24). 45% of SMRs apparently had no form of wider outreach at all (Baker
1999, 24).

The Baker report suggests that many SMRs experienced difficulty in

providing a satisfactory service for all users, and this is further amplified by
more recent statements from the profession.

Emails posted on SMRFORUM (now HERFORUM:

http://www jiscmail.ac.uk/lists/HERFORUM.html ), a discussion group for
SMR/HER practitioners, in January 2003, illustrate the diverse response of
SMR/HER services to enquiries from students and researchers. There is

evidence to suggest that SMR/HER services often find enquiries from
these user groups particularly challenging. Faced with a demanding
student enquiry that had generated a search result of 700 SMR database
entries (comprising 1000 printed pages), an SMR manager asked the
forum for its opinion on what constituted a reasonable service tb a student
user. The SMR had a policy to supply only up to 100 printed records for
postal queries. The student had questioned this policy, pointing out that
other SMR services were able to provide more records. Amongst other
things, the SMR manager wanted to know how other SMRs responded to

enquiries that generated a large general data set, which the student wished
to scrutinise at their leisure.

Some SMR managers suggested that for such enquiries the student should
make an appointment to visit the SMR, sit in front of a terminal and select
relevant records to print out there and then. Until a recent software

upgrade provided a more efficient facility, one SMR had a policy not to
answer student requests at all. Another (Scottish SMR) stated it would
redirect such requests to the National Monuments Record for Scotland. A
few SMRs offered remote access by emailing search results (as Excel
tables, Access database extracts, Word documents etc.) or posting

compact discs. Some preferred to provide guidance on how a student
could narrow their search.
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The facilities offered by the National Monuments Record (for England),
provide useful comparisons with non-Web enabled SMRs and HERs for
user demand and user services. The NMR’s remit is to “encourage the
understanding and enjoyment of the historic environment by providing
access to our archives and information sources”, and to “preserve unique
archives and data for future generations” (http://www.english-
heritage.org.uk ). Other national data sets of the former RCHME and
English Heritage, now under the management of English Heritage and
increasingly integrated within the NMR, are orientated towards national
conservation functions, such as Scheduled Monument and Listed Building
management, and the management of survey information generated
internally (Clubb & Lang 1996, 51-59). The NMR cannot be described
simply as an SMR for the nation. The NMR does not aim to provide the
same intensity of record coverage found in many SMRs, and does not
aspire to providing the definitive historic environment information resource
for Local Authority conservation purposes (Clubb & Lang 1996, 54, English

Heritage National Monuments Record 2003a; English Heritage National
Monuments Record 2003b).

However, the NMR's role as a public information service is very much more
firmly integrated into NMR policy.and practice than it appears to be in many
SMRs (RCHME 1999, 7-8, 10). This is apparent in both the facilities it can
offer users, the record it keeps of its performance in this regard, and the

preparation of detailed business plans for enquiry services (Donnie Mackay
pers. comm.).

Of the ¢.15,800 enquiries to the NMR recorded for the year 1997/8
(Mackay 1998, 29), “Public” and “Education” users (which broadly confor!m
to the user categories “General Public Interest”, “Research”, “Education -
puplls and students”, “Education — Teachers”, used by Baker (1999, 84));
accounted for 49% of external users (RCHME 1998c¢, 12). In the year
1998/99, there were 13,609 remote enquiries to the NMR and 4,296 visits
to either the Swindon or London search rooms. Of these, “Public” and

‘Education” users accounted for 58% of all enquiries (Donnie Mackay pers.
comm.).

Of the remote enquiries, 1,252 (9.2%) focused on archaeological records.
The remaining remote enquiries were concerned with historic and Listed
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Buildings records, the air photograph collection, or the maritime records. Of
the archaeology users, a similar percentage figure (64%) as for total NMR
enquiries, were identified as “Public” or “Education” (all figures supplied by
Donnie Mackay, Public Services Section, National Monuments Record).

These figures suggest that the measures for wider access to
archaeological information employed by the NMR, have indeed

encouraged relatively greater use by those beyond the heritage profession,

despite the greater amount of information and enquiries collectively
managed by local SMRs.

Happily, despite the continuing absence of direct central Government
resources or a solid legislative framework for local authority HER services,

the last few years have seen a number of initiatives to increase public
awareness and use of HERs.

Informing the Future of the Past: Guidelines for SMRs (Fernie & Gilman
2000), the first comprehensive national guide to good working practice for
SMR management, was distributed to all SMRs. In addition to giving advice
regarding recording standards and general operational management, it
incorporated useful statements on the delivery of a public information
service as an integral function of SMR services. The second edition,

released as Web publication, incorporates much enhanced guidance on
meeting user needs (Gilman & Newman 2007).

The draft HER standards document Historic Environment Records:
Benchmarks for Good Practice (English Heritage & Association of Local
Government Archaeological Officers 2002, 5; DCMS 2004, Appendix 2), is
another joint initiative between English Heritage and local curatorial
practitioners. The benchmarks, anticipating a statutory status for HERS,
were intended to under-pin the official recognition of the transformation of
individual SMRs into HER services. The benchmarks give some
prominence to the importance of providing a service to external users,
without specifically identifying the need to support academic research.

Many SMRs and HERs have found that winning external grant aid for

specific projects is the best route to enhancing user services. Some of the
most exciting new developments have been facilitated by project funding
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won through grant schemes such as the Heritage Lottery Fund and New

Opportunities Fund (Heritage Lottery Fund 1999; New Opportunities Fund
1999).

User surveys are often a prerequisite for successful applications for
SMR/HER Heritage Lottery Fund grants for public access Web-based
projects. There is questionable value, however, in requiring each separate
applicant SMR/HER to prove that there is a public demand for SMR/HER
information. There have been several plaintive requests for advice
regarding surveys from potential HLF applicants via the HERFORUM email
discussion group. These user surveys and applications tend to focus on

education and wider public access (for example, Grant 2002, 24), rather
than research or academic access specifically.

1.4.3 The research community and SMRs

The perception of SMRs among academics and the research community,
seems to be closely related to their attitudes regarding the value of ‘rescue
archaeology’, or development-led archaeology generally.

Historically, the research community appears to have been slow to
encourage and exploit SMR information. Cheetam (1985, 50) summed up
the possible reasons for low research use of the SMRs of that the as their
restricted availability for consultation, a general lack of awareness of their
potential, and a perception of their lack of reliability and credibility as
information sources for hard archaeological analysis. It is clear that despite
considerable SMR development over the last twenty years, such
perceptions still survive in some quarters. One eminent landscape
archaeologist has written of the publication of one of his detailed surveys:
“It thus seemed to the writer that, instead of consigning the newly
discovered plan to the dustbin...or depositing it in local or national Sites
and Monuments Records with much the same result, it was perhaps worth
publishing in these proceedings” (Taylor 1999, 81)!

There are examples of greater academic appreciation of the value of SMR
iInformation. The University of Leicester, for example, supported an
Initiative to make Sites and Monuments Record information readily

87



accessible to students. To achieve this, a custom-built computer

application to manage and analyse information from eight East Midlands

Sites and Monuments Records, had to be constructed (Martlew & Creaser
1989).

In a recent address to the Society of Antiquaries, Richard Bradiey of the
University of Reading, examined the cuitural differences between
archaeology as practised by academia and commercial archaeology
(Bradley 2006). He had initiated a project to write a synthesis of the
prehistory of the Britain and Ireland informed by the fieldwork that had
taken place over the last twenty years. The research involved the scrutiny
of ‘grey literature’ reports held at many different HERs and similar archives
(Bradley 2006, 18-21). Bradley started from a position of dejection that

commercial archaeology was producing little of value to research, and
scepticism that its work could be assimilated in this fashion. He then

became convinced that ‘grey literature’ represented a crucial reservoir of
research knowledge, declaring that “data from a decade of developer-
funded work is set to revolutionise the study of prehistory, and there is no
doubt that the same will apply to later periods too.” (Bradley 2005, 18).
Despite the caution that it was important also to talk to field staff, rather
than to rely solely on HER holdings for information about on-going work, he
concluded that important new information concerning fundamental national
archaeological research issues had been revealed by developer-funded

work, and was being captured in HERs and grey literature (Bradley 2005;
Bradley 2006).

Personal experience and discussion with colleagues suggest to me that
negative perceptions of the value of SMR/HER information amongst the
research community are far from universal these days. The information
seems to be generally well appreciated by researchers who choose to
consult it. Nevertheless, the profession as a whole has reported relatively
low levels of educational and research use and many practitioners are
disappointed by this. Rogerson and Hutcheson (pers. comm.), for example,
brought a recent regional conference's attention to the lack of academic
use of the Norfolk Portable Antiquities Scheme data collated by the SMR,
Norfolk SMR information generally, and the Norwich Urban Archaeological
Database. Low levels of research use across the country are suggested
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by the available national survey information (Baker 1999, 84; Bell & Bevan
2004, 14).

There are, however, significant indications that there is a growing demand
for SMR/HER information among the educational and academic
community. Useful information regarding the demand for SMR-type
information was provided by a survey of user needs in archaeological
digital data undertaken by the Archaeology Data Service - Strategies for
Digital Data (Condron et al 1999). The survey sought and obtained

responses representing the widest spectrum of archaeological
organisations and individuals within the British Isles — archaeological
consultants and museums, the national agencies and local government,
society members and school teachers (Condron et al 1999, 16-21). The

respondents indicated a widespread demand for the availability of SMR
and NMR data via the Internet (Condron et al 1999, 57), and an

overwhelming support for free access for educational and research
purposes (Condron et al 1999, 46).

In 2002 the Historic Environment Information Resources Network
(HEIRNET) commissioned a report on the users and uses of historic
environment information resources. The report drew on existing
documentation and data provided by evaluation exercises previously
carried out by individual historic environment records. Two focus group
meetings were also held. These were attended by a spectrum of HEIR
practitioners (Grant 2002). Although detailed information regarding user
profiles for HEIRs was hard to come by, it was established that there is “a
large and increasing demand” for HEIR information. There is evidence for a
shift towards greater public use of HEIRs, but, in line with the Baker report
findings, schools use was noted to be very low. Higher Education use,
however, was described as “widespread”’. Once again, significant user
preference for online access was identified (Grant 2002, 3). Importantly,

because little is yet known about the actual use of HEIR data by their user
constituency, it was recommended that steps were taken towards the

consistent formal recording and analysis of HEIR use across the sector
(Grant 2002, 3). The recommendations are discussed in more detail in

Chapter 2. Chapter 2, Chapter 3, and Chapter 4 provide case studies of
SMR use analysis that may be used as models for wider application.
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HEIRNET undertook another survey specifically directed towards users of
~ online Historic Environment Information Resources in 2005. The survey
determined that there is now a well-developed community of online HEIR
users, and that each of the HEIRs represented in the survey had a

dedicated group of frequent users. This survey, and other survey findings,
are discussed below (Chapter 2).

Even though we do not know the extent of SMR/HER use among the

research and education community, or exactly how research and education
users have used SMR/HER, we do at least know that some information is

being put to some use. But how should the products of current research
influence the content of HERs?

Research should be a two-way process. If HERs are to fulfil a meaningful
role in supporting archaeological research, the information they contain

must reflect current knowledge. Records must be added and modified in

order to maintain integrity and reflect current archaeological theory.

Therefore, in addition to dispensing archaeological information, HERs
require effective systems to accession current archaeological information.
This is straightforward for certain categories of information. Requirements
for the submission of summary reports or full reports for archaeological
investigations, can easily be written into ‘briefs’ and ‘specifications’ for work
initiated through the planning process. Indeed, the advice do to so given by
Association of County Archaeological Officers (1993, 12; now the
Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers) is firmly
embedded in local curatorial practice. SMRs and HERs accumulate ‘grey
literature’ reports generated by development-led archaeological work on a
daily basis, and create new database records accordingly. English
Heritage, the most important grant-aiding body for non-development-led
archaeological investigation projects, also recommends the submission of
project reports to SMRs and HERs as a condition of its grants (English
Heritage 1991a). OASIS, administered through the Archaeology Data

Service (Hardman 2003; http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/), provides
another mechanism for the submission of reports to SMRs and HERs.

Report forms can be filled in online by the archaeologist responsible for the
project and, after endorsement by the local SMR/HER, enter into the
Archaeology Data Service catalogue (Barrat 2005, 7). The completed
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OASIS reports can be exported to individual SMR/HER services in a
variety of formats.

Courtesy copies of papers, theses and dissertations are sometimes
forwarded to SMR/HER services by students and academics, especially
those that have drawn on the assistance of those services. There is a
widespread perception, however, that SMRs/HERs are missing out on
much of this material, and other information generated by non-contractual
archaeology projects (discussion on HERForum, October 2006:

http://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/lists/HERFORUM.html ). To quote just one
contributor:

“We sometimes find it difficult to find out what academic based researchers
are up to in our area even when we know they are researching in our area.
And there are probably a fair few we don't know about at all. This sort of
problem also applies to Local Societies sometimes. Often, we know they
are doing fieldwork, but don't always get included in the information loop of
what they have done and where. This might be because they may not
think we are interested, or just don't think to inform us. When we are
included, it is also sometimes difficult to get data in a way that makes entry
into the HER easy. All of this means it is difficult for us to manage the

Historic Environment as often we won't know something is there unless we
get a panicked phone call.”

The problem appears to be particularly acute in large counties, where

centrally-based HER staff find it difficult to keep themselves informed of all
the investigations and on-going research that takes place.

The licensing arrangements used by some SMRs have provided a
mechanism to help ensure that research results are fed back into the
system. In obtaining a license to use Northamptonshire SMR information,
for example, users agree to submit the results of their research to the
SMR, although in practice a low incidence of feedback has been reported
(Christine Addison pers. comm.). In general, a lack of formal report

production, or long delays in reporting new investigative work or analysis to
SMRs, are not uncommon phenomena.
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1.5 Towards a national network?

Until recently, all users who wished to gather regional and national
monuments information from SMRs had to make arrangements to consult
individual services.

The availability of comprehensive combined nation-wide HER information

through a single search interface would be useful to many researchers and
other users.

The increasing roles of regional government and regional agencies (for
economic development, planning, culture, the environment, etc.) and the
growing importance of cross-authority large strategic development
initiatives (such as airport expansions, large road schemes, and new
settiement development, etc.) also demand integration and assimilation of
HER information at a regional level. National conservation initiatives such
as the successors to the Monuments Protection Programme and agri-
environment incentive schemes (see below), could also benefit from the

availability of seamless comprehensive data from across Local Authority
boundaries.

Theoretically, with considerable time and a massive re-allocation of
resources, the multiple data sets of local SMRs and HERs could be
integrated under rigidly applied common standards within the National
Monuments Record. While this approach superficially appears highly
attractive and logical, it could jeopardise the close links between
SMRs/HERSs and their primary user group — Local Planning Authority
archaeology services. There is a widespread view that HER information,
most of which does not concern sites that are managed by national
organisations, or protected under national legislation, should be adopted,
supported, and fully recognised by Local Planning Authorities. These are

the bodies responsible for making the majority of decisions regarding their
management in changing environments.

For the foreseeable future, it is highly unlikely that sufficient resources or
the political desire will be found to create a single national Historic

Environment Record. Instead, all the recent national policy statements
envisage the creation of a network of multiple centres for historic

environment information, built upon existing SMR services (Department of
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National Heritage & Welsh Office 1996, 46; English Heritage 2000, 39; All-
Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group 2003; Department of Culture
Media and Sport 2001, 15; English Heritage 2000, 39; English Heritage &
Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers 2002;
Department of Culture Media and Sport 2003b; and below,

www.heritagegateway.org.uk ).

In 1987-88, only four SMRs operated within a computer network (Chadburn

1989, 14). English Heritage's strategy for English archaeology, however,
anticipated that the 1990s would see the “linking [of SMRs] under the aegis
of the National Archaeological Record to form a true national

archaeological record” (English Heritage 1991b, 48). This ambition was not
at all achieved during the 1990s (RCHME 1998c¢, 7), and remains

unfulfilled today. The fantastic development of the Internet and World Wide
Web during the late 1990s, however, has opened possibilities for

networking HER information and services that simply did not exist a
decade ago.

The creation of an email discussion group, ‘SMR Forum’ (now named ‘HER
‘Forum’) is one example of the professional networking that Internet
technology has brought to the SMR community (Fernie 1999a, 11;
http://www.liscmail.ac.uk/lists/ HERFORUM.html).

For the first time, éMR archaeologists, often working in physical isolation,
were able to communicate with most of their peers across the country and
participate in ad hoc mini virtual seminars as often as they wished.
Hitherto, the few annual regional and national meetings, followed by

national newsletters, provided the only means for SMR archaeologists to
get together to discuss policy and share experience. These meetings and
newsletters are still valuable, but HERForum has now become the primary
method for issuing news, initiating consultation on new documentation,
seeking information, sharing problems and solutions, and advertising HER-
related jobs. HERForum is complemented a by handful of related
specialised forums, notably the FISH forum

(http://www jiscmail.ac.uk/lists/FISH.html) which deals specifically with data
standards and recording practice.
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One of the most important practical demonstrations of the potential for
networking HER information via the World Wide Web, however, has been

provided by the Archaeology Data Service (see Chapter 2 and Chapter 9).
The ADS, which forms part of the Arts and Humanities Data Service

funded by the Joint Information Systems Committee and the Arts and
Humanities Research Board, “collects, describes, catalogues, preserves
and provides user support for digital resources created during
archaeological research” (Archaeology Data Service 1999Db, 8;
http://ads.ahds.ac.uk). As this remit implies, the ADS digital holdings, and
its links to digital holdings elsewhere, comprise a very wide range of
archaeological resources; from indexes to radiocarbon dates (Archaeology
Data Service 1999a, 5), to comprehensive digital excavation archives
(Archaeology Data Service 1999b, 7). The ADS digital catalogue also

incorporates a large number of records supplied by individual SMR/HER
services.

At the time of writing, HEIR datasets already available through the ADS
include, among many others, the National Monuments Record Excavation
Index for England, National Monuments Record of Scotland, West of
Scotland Sites and Monuments Record, the Sites and Monuments Record
for Northern Ireland, the Greater London SMR, the Shetland SMR, the
South Gloucestershire SMR, the Somerset SMR, the Northumberland

SMR, the National Trust SMR, and the Clywd Powys SMR. These records
are available to search online through ‘ArchSearch’ portal

(http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/catalogue/). The development of the ADS catalogue

and its search technology have important implications for the future

development of HERSs - especially their use of metadata. The ADS
catalogue is explored further in Chapter 5.

A different approach to networking HER-type information has been
employed by the HEIRNET (Historic Environment Information Resources
Network) consortium, led by the Council for British Archaeology and

several partners (http://www.britarch.ac.uk/HEIRNET/ ). HEIRNET provides
a comprehensive searchable online register of historic environment

inventories and related information resources, with links to those available
online. More importantly, however, its HEIRPORT portal employs

interoperability technology to allow simultaneous searches of several large
searchable online inventories from one interface. These include the
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Archaeology Data Service catalogue, the Portable Antiquities Scheme
database, and the Scottish Cultural Resource Access Network.

HEIRPORT, investigated further in Chapter 5, has demonstrated that it is
now possible to network online HER resources with different core data
structures, and still achieve meaningful cross-resource searches. Linking
all MIDAS compliant local HERs within one large national metadata

catalogue (Archaeology Data Service), or through a single search portal
(HEIRPORT), is now within grasp.

English Heritage, in partnership with the Association of Local Government
Archaeological Officers and the Institute of Historic Building Conservation
(IHBC) has now implemented the ‘Heritage Gateway’, a project to build a

“virtual national monuments record for England” (English Heritage,

ALGAQ, IHBC undat.). Currently this includes a register of local HERs and
UADs (accessible through a clickable map of England), the archives of

SMR/HER News, and some case studies. There are links to those HERs

with online searchable databases, and it is anticipated the more of these
will become available over the next two years

(www.heritagegateway.org.uk). Recently the Heritage Gateway has been
augmented with a trial portal for online cross-HEIR searching. Both text-

based searches and a simple map search interface are included. This
currently provides access to English Heritage datasets, such as the NMR
Excavation Index, Pastscape, and the Images of England database. It also
Incorporates access to the basic database records of three HERs -
Cambridgeshire, Essex and Norfolk. These all use ExeGesl|S HBSMR-

based online systems, but the trial is due to be extended to other online
systems in the near future (Cload 2007, 5).

The potential misuse of information and copyright and licensing issues
have all been cited as potential hazards to implementing online HERs

(anon. undat Heritage Gateway. Evaluation of HER User Requirements
- Survey).

Debate has raged within the profession about what constitutes appropriate
use of HER information, and whether systems should be designed that

deny some users full access in the expectation that they will misuse the

Information. There is justifiable concern, for example, that the availability of
detailed location information within site records will allow some metal
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detector users to find targets for looting far too easily. Obviously,
reasonably precise coordinates will enable rogue metal detector users to
find sites, but this information would be available to them anyway through a
visit to the local SMR/HER and manual searches of its holdings.

Some archaeological advisors to planning authorities are concerned that
archaeological consultants, contractors, and planners will be inclined to
bypass consultation with local SMRs/HERS, in preference to gleaning
information from a website. Approaches to SMR/HER staff often provide
the first notice of development proposals, and present an opportunity for
early dialogue between curatorial authorities and those representing
prospective developers. Digital SMR/HER resources are complemented by
a huge amount of non-digitised paper and photographic sources (Baker
1999, 15-20; Newman 2002c; Chapter 1, section 1.6) that may be crucial to
an appraisal of a prospective development site’s archaeological potential.
Developers or planners who do not choose to draw on archaeological
advice, or to consult the full range of available sources could easily
misinterpret archaeological data and expose archaeological remains to

unnecessary threat, or expose new development to unacceptable expense
or delay.

The Freedom of Information Act 2000 provides a right of access to

information held by public authorities. The Act requires public authorities to
implement a scheme that sets out the types of information that the
authority holds (for example, Peterborough City Council 2003). Anyone is
able to make a request in writing for information recorded by a public
authority. There are a few categories of information that are exempt,
notably (under the Environmental Information Requlations), information
which, if released, would prejudice the environment to which it relates
(Cuming 2002). There are differing interpretations about whether all SMR
and HER information is covered by this legislation. Nevertheless, it is
generailly accepted that SMR/HER information cannot be denied to certain

users, solely on the grounds that they might be inclined to use it for
purposes that archaeologists do not endorse.

Many HEIRs (including the NMR, ADS, and some local SMRs/HERSs) ask

users to sign up to a licence agreement that may help to discourage the
abuse of data. Strict enforcement is often problematic.
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Copyright issues present another potential minefield to navigate through on
the way to liberal information access. Database originators must secure

permission to disseminate bodies of information belonging to third parties
in order to avoid potential conflict. Most individual SMR/HER databases are
compiled largely from synthesised extracts or interpretations of third party
reports, and so often avoid too much copyright difficulty. Since 1998, the
Copyright and Rights in Databases Regulations 1997 have been in
operation. These permit the owner of a database control over copying and

dissemination of all or a substantial part of the database contents for a
period of fifteen years from its creation (Fricker 2002).

None of these issues have yet presented insurmountable barriers to the
dissemination of HER information via the Internet. A far more significant

issue is HER services’ ability to implement online provisions alongside their
day-to-day duties. Considerable resources are usually required to prepare
data for public consumption and to implement and manage projects that
result in an online HER facility. The process of putting together Heritage

Lottery Fund (and similar grant) applications often requires significant staff
time, and seems to be off-putting to many.

Progress towards widespread online access has been slow. At the time of
writing, only around fifteen SMRs/HERs have a searchable online

database facility. Since the first was created, typically fewer than three
have been introduced per year.

It is probable that the rate of implementation of online HER facilities will
accelerate over the next few years. It will certainly do so if the necessary
Web technology becomes cheaper and easier to apply, so that projects
can be corporately funded and are less reliant on large external grant
applications. Encouraging individual HERs to apply for and complete
Heritage Lottery Fund (or similar) projects to implement their own versions
of online services has been successful in promoting creativity and systems
that meet local requirements. These include some very good facilities that
have extended the use and appreciation of the HER data sets concerned
(Chapter 5). This path alone, however, is not likely to result in a
comprehensive national HER network within the next decade.
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The implementation of a national project that assists HERs to prepare and
submit metadata and core data to an existing provision, such as the

Archaeology Data Service catalogue, arguably would provide a faster and

more cost-effective path to achieving an integrated national HER
information network.

1.6 The elastic SMR - diversification and broadening remits

SMRs originated as simple monument record inventories, following the
models established by the Ordnance Survey Archaeology Division and the
Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of England. The range of
information captured by SMRs, however, has broadened in recent years.
This has occurred in the context of a broadening definition of mainstream
archaeological practice, which now considers subjects such as the military
remains of the recent past, gardens and several classes of post-1900
standing buildings that hitherto were only fringe concerns.

The ‘Defence of Britain Project’, for example, an unprecedented survey
coordinated by the Council for British Archaeology (Lowry 1995),
generated a huge database of twentieth century military sites. The project
and the subsequent incorporation of the inventory information into the
National Monuments Record and local SMRs, which had seldom previously

accessioned such information, demanded the creation of a new thesaurus

of suitable monument terms (http://thesaurus.english-heritage.org.uk/ ).

Specialist sub-fields in archaeological survey and analysis (many branches
of palaeoenvironmental research, geophysical survey, etc.), which were
minor considerations at the inception of most SMRs, have developed to
form important components of routine archaeological practice. A common
thesaurus and récording structure to describe scientific recording events

and palaeoenvironmental data, however, is only now being defined for
HER use (Boldrini 2005, 1-2).

The recording of single artefact finds and artefact scatters has always been
a problematic issue for monument inventories. Provision for describing

such archaeological evidence appears in both early and revised SMR
Information standard guidance (Department of Environment 1983, 21;
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RCHME & ALGAO 1993, 97), and many SMRs have a long tradition of
recording these things (Baker 1999, 20). The standardised detailed
description of artefact finds does not sit very comfortably within earlier

SMR recording standards or the MIDAS standard (RCHME 1998a, 82),

however, and there is considerable variation and a lack of consistency in
local recording practice.

The Museum Documentation Association Thesaurus of Archaeological
Objects is a helpful source of individual general indexing terms, but does
not help SMR/HER services to decide how thoroughly to apply and
integrate artefact recording within their systems. A single find could

indicate the presence of a ‘monument’, but might be nothing more than an
Isolated loss or deliberate deposition at a site that does not fit any

monument type (such as within topsoil on open land, or within a river or
pool). Most SMR services would think twice about attempting to list all

categories of artefact produced by a large-scale excavation or fieldwalking
event, preferring instead to index the records with monument and
component terms. Surface scatters of finds are often difficult to interpret as
‘monuments’, although helpfully ‘artefact scatter’ is now a legitimate

monument type (http://thesaurus.english-heritage.org.uk/ ).

Artefact recording practice as typically applied by SMRs throughout the
country did not meet the needs of the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS),
a national programme to record small finds made by members of the public
and reported through a network of Finds Liaison Officers (Portable

Antiquities Scheme 2005). Instead the PAS commissioned and maintains a
custom-designed database (Department of Culture, Media and Sport,
Buildings, Monuments and Sites Division 1999, 25). Finds Liaison Officers
around the country are now able to add detailed finds records to the

national database online (http://www.finds.org.uk/ ). Information from this
database then has to be transferred to individual HERs, and this process

has proved challenging even for HERs using the MIDAS-compliant
ExeGeslS HBSMR software (Sargent 2002a; Sargent 2002b ; Bell & Bevan
2004, 18). The insistence by metal detector users on maintaining secret, or
deliberately vague, location information in finds records has not helped the
transfer of this data, or its subsequent management by HERSs.
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The traditional SMR recording areas have expanded in other ways.
Archaeological resource management has come to take an increasingly
holistic view of its place within wider environmental management
(Fairclough 2006). There have long been recommendations to strengthen
links between SMRs and related environmental databases (Department of
National Heritage 1995, section 10; RCHME 1998c, 10-11; Baker 1999, 4),
and an identified need to increase SMRs representation of various non-
monumental aspects of the historic environment (Baker 1999, 19-20;
Newman 2002c, 10). The suggestion that SMRs should develop as one
strand of integrated “Local Environmental Information Management
Systems” (Baker 1999, 33) has been crystallised into the firm resolution
that SMRs should develop into Historic Environment Records (English
Heritage 2000, 39; Department of Culture Media and Sport 2001, 15;
Department of Culture Media and Sport 2003a: Department of Culture
Media and Sport 2004). It was envisaged that this transformation would be
underpinned by adherence to nationally-agreed benchmarks (English

Heritage & Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers
2002).

The new title reflects ambition in a more holistic and integrated approach to
recording, which has not yet been matched by the development of common
standards or methods for the enhanced record.

For example, established SMR/HER recording practice has not lent itself to
easy integration with other forms of environmental data, such as those
required by the Entry Level Stewardship agri-environment scheme

administered by the Department of Environment Farming and Rural Affairs
(DEFRA; Trow & Tunnicliffe 2005).

The scheme allows farmers and land managers to receive payments for
the beneficial management of the natural environment and historic

features. It requires that discrete areas of archaeological interest are
identified on land holdings and recorded as polygons with terse and easily
understandable text descriptions. After an initial trial with a handful of re-
worked SMR data sets in 2004, it was determined that it would not be
possible to assess, assimilate, and digitise as polygons all the potentially
relevant (non-Scheduled) monument information held by English SMRs.
Consequently, only selected monument information supplied 'by English
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Heritage appears as standard in the Environmental Information Base Maps
issued to applicants to the Entry Level scheme (English Heritage 2005¢). It
has been suggested that individual HERs can volunteer suitable datasets
when available, but resources required to do this have precluded their
voluntary participation.‘Applicants are informed that further information may
be available from their local HER (English Heritage 2005c¢), but this is a
poor substitute for having the information ready to hand.

The continuing absence of synthesised HER information within the
Environmental Information Base Maps has very worrying implications. It
means that the majority of the country’s archaeological remains and
historic features will not be recognised or considered as potential subjects

for positive management under the most widely applicable rural
conservation measure ever implemented.

The implementation of Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) projects
has also raised issues about local Historic Environment Records’ ability to
manage spatial information that does not relate back to simple monument
types. The prototype for the national programme of HLC projects,
supported by English Heritage, was provided by a project to characterise
the development of land use units in Cornwall (Cornwall Archaeological
Unit 1998). The Historic Landscape Characterisation programme is how
progressing through the English regions on a co