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Introduction

This chapter aims to examine what is meant by the term ‘archaeological practice’, why it requires funding to take place, and to quantify the sources and destinations of this funding.  It covers a wide-ranging and complex set of arrangements through circumstance as much as by design, and so the author apologises for leading the reader through an untidy landscape of changing organisations and objectives.

No over-arching attempt to quantify archaeological funding, either across the UK in general or in England in particular, has been seriously attempted in the last decade.  This chapter seeks to identify and assess the sources from which archaeological practice in England was funded in 2000.

In the decade since the last quantification of archaeological funding (Spoerry 1992), there has been rapid change in the legislative and organisational frameworks within which archaeological practice takes place.  As this chapter will demonstrate, the bulk of funding for archaeological practice comes from private sources, primarily within the development industry.  State funding has very much taken a secondary role.

This chapter will outline how and why the practice of archaeology is funded in England today, noting that slightly different systems and structures elsewhere in the UK.  It aims to discuss the route that has led to the present-day pattern of archaeological funding sources and recipients (with reference to enabling legislative changes), to examine that pattern in detail and to examine the possibility of change in the near future.

As an initial caveat, the author must emphasise that many of the figures presented here are estimates based upon assumptions.  The reasoning behind using these assumptions and making these estimates is given in the text, but it is acknowledged that the results may be fragile.  To take this approach has been necessitated by the lack of solid figures available; it is to be hoped that the reader will accept that the figures presented will fall within an accumulated margin of error, but will acknowledge that this does not undermine the logic of the argument or the conclusions.

Defining Archaeological Practice

Archaeology is the study of the human past through physical remains.

The practice of archaeology is defined in this straightforward way by the Institute of Field Archaeologists (IFA 2000a), the national professional association for archaeologists.

At an early stage, it must be made clear that there is, in the minds of professional archaeologists, a great difference between ‘archaeology’ as defined above and the concept of ‘heritage’.

Writers such as Peacock (1998) perceive ‘heritage’ as being a representation of the past, and as such is something that can be produced and commodified.

‘A large proportion of artefacts was not originally produced with the idea of reminding future generations of their heritage, but as means for satisfying contemporary tastes, typically of rich aristocrats and of the Church, though there are exceptions such as War Memorials.  Artefacts become recognised as heritage goods usually by receiving the imprimateur of archaeologists and historians, officially recognised as those most competent to determine their historical significance’ (Peacock 1998, 3).

This patrician view demonstrates a quite remarkable failure to appreciate what archaeologists do and why they do it.  Archaeologists do not consider their job to be to recognise particular artefacts as ‘heritage goods’; archaeology is not restricted to the ‘prestige’ sites and artefacts that Peacock considers important.  Archaeological practice today is very much the study of the remains of everyday activities and routines, which allows a representation of human life in the past to be constructed.

This has allowed archaeological practice to progress from being the preserve of the enthusiastic, well-intentioned but sometimes ill-informed amateur to becoming a professional discipline, undertaken by skilled and dedicated experts.

And while this change has taken place, ‘heritage’ has become largely discredited as a way of understanding and appreciating the past.  Since 1997, national government has recognised the negative connotations of the phrase, with ‘heritage’ seen as something that was created by and belonging to the privileged few rather than something that has been created by all past generations.  Symbolically, the Department of National Heritage was renamed as the Department of Culture, Media and Sport in July 1997.

This change has been underpinned by society’s recognition of the importance that can be attached to the physical remains of the past, and the relevance of their preservation and understanding to the cultural activities of today.  Social attitudes have also allowed these physical remains to be seen as a component of the historic environment, a resource, which, like the natural environment, can be conserved or damaged.  Society’s responsibilities for its impact upon the environment are acknowledged and practised through procedures of environmental mitigation.

The historic environment differs from the natural in one key respect – it is non-renewable.  Conservation of the historic environment requires its preservation, and for preservation and understanding to be adequately undertaken, these physical remains must be studied – the practice of archaeology.  This practice cannot and does not exist in a financial vacuum; it has to be funded.  The development of funding sources has allowed a corps of professional archaeologists to become established, while also expanding public access, involvement and comprehension of the human past.

The Practice of Archaeology

Archaeological work, in material terms, is useless … it is a knowledge-based activity. 

As set out in the introduction, archaeology is the study of physical remains of past human activities and actions.  These physical remains range in scale from monumental structures to microscopic traces, and together they are the constituent parts of the historic environment.  The study and preservation of this environmental resource, which intertwines and is comparable with the many aspects of the natural environment, is archaeological practice.

Unless the preservation of this resource is valued, then, as the quotation above (from Baker, 2001) makes clear, archaeology can be perceived as having no material value beyond adding to the sum total of human knowledge.

Unlike the natural environment, the historic environment is non-renewable.  Once archaeological remains have been destroyed, they are lost forever.  It is through the prevention of such environmental degradation that archaeological work can be seen as having value that cannot always be defined in monetary terms.

And while it might not always provide monetary return, this work cannot take place without monetary investment.  For this work to be undertaken, the practice of archaeology must be funded.

Reduced to the simplest elements, archaeological funding has taken the form of professional archaeologists being paid to preserve, record and interpret archaeological remains, whether portable or monumental.

These are three key requirements of archaeological funding:

· money to preserve – both the physical preservation of sites and monuments and the preservation of artefacts;

· money to record – the surveying and recording of standing monuments, but also through the concept of preservation ‘by record’.  Archaeological excavation can be simultaneously the total destruction of archaeological remains and their permanent preservation, as excavations are controlled processes which require full dismantling of the remains to allow their complete recording; 

· money to understand – research into the information that these remains present.

The third of these requirements, money to understand, is perhaps a rather tangential category, as all archaeological work (as is made clear above) is research – it is adding to our understanding of human life in the past.

The role of archaeology in education will not be addressed in this chapter.  This is not intended as a devaluation of teaching and research, to suggest that work within educational institutions is in any way less valuable than the work of commercial archaeology, but the examination of this requirement would stand better within a wider assessment of teaching and research funding.  Accordingly, the funding of university teaching posts is not considered in this chapter.

Professional Archaeology

It can be argued that all professional archaeological work stems from the primary requirement of preservation.  ‘Curators’ work to preserve remains, on both a local or national scale.  If remains cannot be physically preserved in situ, then they must be preserved ‘by record’ – the remains will be described, recorded and interpreted by ‘contractors’ prior to destruction.

Museums are the repositories for the archives produced by the work of the contractors, both the records created and the artefacts recovered through this process; the museums are also the primary interface with the public, allowing the traces of the past to be presented and considered.

Universities have a role in this system by providing the education and some of the training that people will require in order to become professional archaeologists.

This is undeniably an over-simplification of the structure of professional archaeology in England today, particularly with respect to universities and research, but it serves to establish the basic principles of the practice.

Archaeological Funding to 1970

Historically, the primary source of archaeological funding was the national government, and the earliest example of this was the establishment of the British Museum (through the British Museum Act of 1753).  While this was originally done to house the collection of Sir Hans Sloane, it subsequently became an imperial curiosity cabinet, where artefacts from foreign cultures (whether antique or contemporary) were brought to London to be displayed.  The staff of the British Museum at this time were not museum curators in the modern sense in that their jobs involved safeguarding and presentation alone, rather than any attempt to analyse and interpret the Museum’s holdings in an analytical way.

The 1882 Ancient Monuments Act was a key landmark in the development of professional archaeology in Britain.  This extremely important piece of legislation (which has been revised and updated on several occasions since, the current legislation being contained within the 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act) established for the first time the government’s responsibility to preserve a selection of ‘nationally important’ archaeological monuments.  This led to the creation of a ‘Schedule’ of these monuments and the concept of ‘Scheduled Ancient Monuments’ as being legally protected remains.

The executive responsibility for the preservation of these monuments fell to the holder of the post of the ‘Inspector of Ancient Monuments’; in 1882, this represented the first true professional archaeologist in Britain.

Over the early years of the twentieth century, professional archaeology was undertaken by small archaeological staffs of state or quasi-state bodies backed by long-established statute or Royal Warrant, of which the Inspectorate led by the Inspector of Ancient Monuments was the first.  Any other research tended to be museological, seasonal, and carried out by the rich.

By the 1920s, two universities in Britain had established archaeology departments, but until the end of the Second World War, there were probably only thirty to forty professional archaeologists in the country at any time.

The emergence of alternative forms of archaeological practice, and alternative funding sources, did not take place until the 1960s.  At this time, responses were being made to the pressures of post-war development, particularly within English historic towns.

In 1961, the formation of a permanent excavation project at Winchester – the Winchester Research Unit – was an extremely important development.  This was provoked by increasing destruction of the remains of the important medieval and Roman town with prehistoric levels beneath.  Following Winchester’s lead, other research excavation programmes were established in Southampton and Oxford (the latter leading to the formation of the Oxford Archaeological Unit, which will be discussed further below).

The precedents set in these towns also led to small teams of professional ‘rescue’ archaeologists being established in towns such as Gloucester, York, Lincoln, Chester, Colchester and London.  These organisation were receiving financial support from the national government through the Ministry of Public Buildings and Works, local authorities and a small amount from sympathetic developers which allowed them to rapidly conduct entirely reactive ‘rescue’ excavations, allowing some recording of remains that would otherwise be entirely destroyed.

This situation led some local authorities to take stock of the damage being done to remains, and to begin to take action to control it.  This led to the creation of the first local government-funded archaeological posts, initially based within county councils.

Detailed, quantified accounts of the amount of work being undertaken and the amounts of funding being provided at this time do not exist.  But a system was crystallising, which would develop and evolve over the decades that were to follow.

Archaeological Funding, 1970 - 1990

RESCUE: The British Archaeological Trust carried out a series of surveys examining sources of funding.  The figures produced by these surveys provide valuable data on the changing pattern of archaeological funding until the 1990s.  These surveys covered the entire UK; separate figures for England were not available.

	
	
	1976-7
	1977-8
	1978-9
	1986-7
	1990-1

	Central Government
	£2,099,132
	£2,251,844
	 £2,800,000 
	 £6,450,000 
	 £9,427,000 

	Manpower Services Commission (to 1978-9, Job Creation Programme)
	£233,098
	£1,451,928
	 £1,238,000 
	 £5,532,000 
	 £0   

	Local authorities
	£788,144
	£896,936
	 £1,098,000 
	 £3,368,000 
	 £5,450,000 

	Developers
	
	-
	-
	 £58,000 
	 £3,336,000 
	 £15,570,000 

	Other
	
	£535,182
	£421,089
	 £506,000 
	 £1,090,000 
	 £640,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	£3,655,526
	£5,021,797
	 £5,700,000 
	 £19,776,000 
	 £31,087,000 


Table 1.  Archaeological Funding 1970-90.  Extracted from Dennis 1979, Plouviez 1988 & Spoerry 1992.  No separate figure for ‘Developers’ in 1976-7 and 1977-8; forms part of ‘Other’.

These figures are the raw data of changing patterns, onto which must be sketched an outline of the events that led to these changes.  While the overall pattern displayed in Table 1 is of increasing funding over time, historically the major aspect was the relative increase in funding from developers.

Building from the examples set in the 1960s and discussed above, a network of locally or regionally based archaeological field units developed in the 1970s, although the establishment of this network and a steady expansion in the work they undertook was only possible because of an increase in central government funds.  In the 1970s, block grants were made to units which essentially underpinned the costs of the organisation.  Work was focussed on certain agreed projects, whether survey, excavation or post-excavation analysis of results.

Governmental Funding in the 1980s

This pattern was to change when the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (the final piece of legislation passed by the Callaghan government) reframed the Department of the Environment’s powers to relate to specific projects, and to exclude generalised funding of posts or establishment costs.  This meant that government funds could only be used for specific pieces of work and not to pay directly for the maintenance of institutions.  

The Department of the Environment stated that its archaeological funding in the 1980s would be based upon a strategy taking account of particular priorities, of which the two key elements were:

· Sites and Monuments Records (SMRs): the compilation of records of identifiable sites was recognised to form an essential database for preservation, management, and excavation policies. Increased resources would be directed towards SMRs in order to facilitate a programme which would preserve a representative sample of the features which make up the historic environment.

· Project funding: in 1980 the Department of the Environment replaced the existing system whereby core activities of individual organisations were given funding support with one in which projects would be funded from inception to completion.  Annual reports were published which analysed in detail the nature of the projects supported (EH 1991, 4-5); these are discussed below.

With regard to the first of these key elements, Sites and Monuments Records, the Department of the Environment (subsequently English Heritage) made pump-priming grants to local authorities to employ archaeologists who would directly advise Planning Departments.  The numbers of archaeologists so employed rose from around 20 in 1980 to about 100 in 1990, by which time all English counties had a Sites and Monuments Record with full‑time professional staff to maintain it.

As a result of the increased availability of professional archaeological advice to local authorities and other bodies, archaeological sites became a material consideration in both urban and rural planning.  The formal and legal recognition of the importance of county Sites and Monument Records in the planning process was first given in the Town and Country Planning (General Development Order) 1988.

“The expression site of archaeological interest means for the purpose of [this order] land which is a Scheduled Monument (but excluding its setting), is within an Area of Archaeological Importance [defined in the 1979 Act] or which is within a site ‘registered in any record adopted by resolution by a county council and known as the County Sites and Monuments Record’ (article 1(2))” (Cookson 2000, 409-410).

These legal developments followed European Council Directive 85/337/EEC, which requires the environmental assessment of certain projects and specifies that the historic environment (defined as ‘cultural heritage’) is one of the aspects that the impact of projects upon should be assessed.  This was transposed into UK national law through the Environmental Assessment Regulations 1988, from which stemmed the Order above.

The second key element of the Department of the Environment’s priorities was project-specific funding.  Through the 1980s, government funds remained the major source of revenue for rescue archaeology, whether from grants, the Manpower Services Commission (MSC) or local authorities.

National funding for archaeological work was granted selectively by the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (established by the National Heritage Act 1983 and now generally known as English Heritage).  Applications were made on a site-by-site basis for money to fund excavation, post-excavation analysis of excavation results and survey work.  This inevitably led to only a fraction of the requests for rescue archaeology funding being met by central government.  Projects that did not receive grant-aid resulted in archaeological sites being destroyed unrecorded.

As an example, data from Milne & Sheldon (1985) is included here as Table 2.  This study assessed the requests for grants and the allocations of those grants, by value and number of projects for the financial year 1985-6.

	
	
	
	Projects and Grants Requested
	
	Projects and Grants Accepted
	

	
	
	
	Bid £m
	%
	Projects
	%
	Grant £m
	%
	Projects
	%

	Excavation
	
	
	3.8
	     43.7 
	153
	     27.1 
	0.3
	       7.9 
	33
	       10.4 

	Excavation / Post-excavation
	0.4
	       4.6 
	20
	       3.5 
	0.2
	       5.3 
	7
	         2.2 

	Post-excavation
	
	3.5
	     40.2 
	261
	     46.3 
	2.7
	     71.0 
	220
	       63.0 

	Sites & Monuments
	
	0.3
	       3.5 
	34
	       6.0 
	0.2
	       5.3 
	24
	         7.6 

	Survey
	
	
	0.6
	       6.9 
	73
	     13.0 
	0.2
	       7.9 
	33
	       10.4 

	Science & Air
	
	0.1
	       1.1 
	23
	       4.1 
	>0.1
	       2.6 
	21
	         6.4 

	Reserve
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.4
	
	
	

	1985/6 TOTAL
	
	8.7
	    100 
	564
	    100 
	4
	    100 
	338
	      100 


Table 2.  English Heritage archaeological grants 1985-6.  From Milne & Sheldon 1985.

As shown in Table 2, English Heritage supported post-excavation analytical work on most of the projects requesting grant-aid, but very few excavation projects.  33 excavation projects were given some element of grant-aid (of 153 requesting it, 21.6% of the projects), receiving £300,000 in total (of £3.8 million requested, 7.9% of the requested finance).

The pressures made clear above were forcing changes on the pattern of funding. Lawson (1993, 153) quotes English Heritage (EH, nd) in making it clear that following its establishment in 1983, ‘the role of HBMC [Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England] is that of joint funder of individual projects … participating in discussions with other sponsors where this can be helpful’ (EH nd, 1).

By 1988-89, funding from developers had overtaken central government’s contribution; English Heritage contributed £7.1m, while developers contributed an estimated £14m (HBMC 1989, 20).  While developers were making such a major contribution, this was not yet on a formal basis; this was to take place through the publication of the most important document in the history of English professional archaeology on 21st November 1990, Planning Policy Guidance note 16: archaeology and planning (DoE 1990). 

PPG 16 and Archaeological Funding Today

The publication of Planning Policy Guidance note 16: archaeology and planning (PPG 16) was the defining point in the creation of the system of archaeological funding that is in place today.  This document has had a huge impact upon archaeological funding and practice.

The Chief Archaeologist of English Heritage has written that 

‘… I would argue that the adoption of PPG 16 was the most significant event in English archaeology in recent decades.  It has led to the creation of new commercial groups in archaeology and to some extent, improved business practices.  It has made archaeology the responsibility of developers and local authorities.’ (Miles 2000, 16).

PPG 16 contained advice to developers, planning authorities, archaeologists and other interested parties.  It emphasised the importance of archaeology and illuminated the need for serious consideration to be given to the preservation of important remains, by placing archaeological work formally within the planning system; to explain this requires a brief account of the legislative basis of this system.

Archaeology and Planning

The basis of the system is that a prospective developer of land must first obtain permission for that development (section 57(1), Town and Country Planning Act 1990).   ‘Development’ is tightly defined by section 55(1) of the same Act as ‘the carrying out of building, engineering, mining or other operations in, on, over or under land or the making of any material changes of use of any buildings or other land’.  Section 55(2) expressly excludes the use of land for agriculture or forestry from the considerations of the Act.  Furthermore, work undertaken by utilities companies as statutory undertakers (although the environmental impact of any such work is legally regulated by similar provisions to those made in PPG 16), under the provisions of specific Parliamentary Acts (such as the Channel Tunnel Rail Link Act 1996), ecclesiastical developments and the Crown estates are all exempt from the provisions of the Town And Country Planning Act.

These applications for planning permission are determined according to relevant development plans; formal documents prepared by all County, Unitary and National Park authorities (as Structure, Local or Unitary Development Plans) which set out planning policy on a local basis and which reflect ministerial advice, circulars and planning policy guidance notes (PPGs).  The legal obligation on local authorities to conform planning decisions to their development plans was formally established in the Planning and Compensation Act 1991, which inserted a new section (54A) into the Town and Country Planning Act requiring applications to be determined in accordance with the development plan ‘unless material considerations determine otherwise’.

If the local planning authority wishes to grant planning permission that conflicts materially with the development plan, the Secretary of State for Transport, Local Government and the Regions may ‘call in’ the application.

PPG 16’s role in planning is thus that it has to be taken into consideration in the preparation of the local development plan.  It states that ‘…it would be entirely reasonable for the planning authority to satisfy itself before granting planning permission that the developer has made appropriate and satisfactory provision for the excavation and recording of the remains’  (para 25).  It is not explicitly stated what ‘satisfactory provision’ means, but this is taken to mean arranging for financing of the required work.

Colcutt (1997, 814) notes that ‘Archaeology is an idiosyncratic planning consideration, in that projects are enabling works with no direct link to land use and, more importantly, in that the subject is inherently uncertain – the material is commonly buried out of site under the ground!’

A key point which always has to be considered is that ‘…PPG 16 does not have mandatory force.  It is itself a material consideration, albeit a persuasive one, to be taken into account together with all other material considerations by local planning authorities’ (Cookson 2000, 439).  The legality of a planning decision made on the basis of PPG 16 has never been challenged in the courts, but, as this point makes clear, because it does not have statutory force it is possible that a challenge might arise one day.

There are, legally, two mechanisms by which developers can fund archaeological work.  Voluntarily, under agreements / obligations made under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, or through planning conditions.  These ‘negative conditions’ on planning permission are conditions prohibiting the carrying out of works until such time as works or other action, such as an excavation, has been carried out by a third party.  PPG 16 presents a model condition.

Elsewhere in Britain, very similar guidelines are in place in Wales and Scotland.  PPG 16 (Wales) Archaeology and Planning appeared in November 1991, and is now superseded by WO Circular 60/96 Planning and the Historic Environment: Archaeology and paragraphs 134-140 of Planning Guidance (Wales) Planning Policy.  In Scotland, the equivalent planning guidance was published in 1994 as National Planning and Policy Guideline 5: archaeology and planning with a supplementary Planning Advice Note 42: archaeology – the planning process and Scheduled Monument procedures.  In England, PPG 16 has been supplemented by PPG 15, relating to planning and the wider historic environment (DoE 1994), under which some archaeological work also takes place.

PPG 16 was first reviewed a year after its publication (Pagoda Projects 1992).  This report concluded that at that time almost all local planning authorities in England had established procedures to ensure that archaeology was given appropriate consideration in determining planning applications.  In 1995, a second review was undertaken (Pagoda Associates 1995), which went beyond the areas covered earlier to include issues such as the post-approval monitoring of planning conditions and it quantified for the first time the extent to which archaeological considerations impinge on the planning process. The main findings of the review were that:

· with a very small number of exceptions every local planning authority in England was implementing PPG-16 in a way that ensured archaeology was given appropriate consideration in determining planning applications 

· out of approximately 450,000 planning applications made in 1993, only 8148 (1.8%) were archaeologically significant (i.e. an archaeological recommendation was made on the application). 

· of these 450,000 planning applications, archaeologists in local authorities recommended that a pre-determination evaluation should be undertaken in just 1677 cases (less than 0.4% of all planning applications) 

Olivier (1996, 1) considered that ‘the conclusions of the [1995] review are therefore very encouraging and underline the success of PPG-16 whilst rebutting any claims that the burdens it places on developers are excessive’.

PPG 16 has remained formally unreviewed since that date, and unrevised since its publication in 1990; this is notably unusual, as most PPGs are revised frequently, and PPG 16 is now the longest-standing unrevised PPG.

PPG 16 has meant that the primary source of archaeological funding has crystallised as being from developers.  Government, both central and local, also continues to contribute, and these sources are now discussed in greater detail below.

It must be noted that an attempt was made by RESCUE: The British Archaeological Trust in 1996 to carry out another of the surveys of funding sources discussed above, which provided valuable data on the state of the archaeological economy in the seventies, eighties and early nineties.  The survey was only partly successful, as respondents (professional archaeological practices) became, for the first time, cautious about disclosing quantities and sources of funding (Spoerry 1997).  Thus no comparable dataset exists for the mid-90s.

The Funders

Archaeological investigations – whether excavations, evaluations or surveys, and desk-based assessments – can be separated in terms of their origins and objectives.  Some investigations stem from the planning process (via the mechanisms of PPG 16, and thus are almost invariably funded by developers) and some do not.  These non-planning related projects are research projects and those from the voluntary sector.

Darvill & Hunt (1999, 16) have quantified the numbers of such projects, and conclude that by 1996 92% of all archaeological investigations were planning–led.

Such an overwhelming domination illustrates the importance of developers as funders of archaeological fieldwork.  However, central government and local government remain important funders of other aspects of archaeological practice, if not of direct investigations. 

Central Government

Public expenditure from national sources on archaeology is disbursed through several routes, but central governmental funding for archaeology in England is primarily distributed through English Heritage.  

English Heritage

Since 1989, annual summaries of the English Heritage’s spending on archaeology have been published, and are presented in Table 3 below.

	
	1988/89
	1989/90
	1990/91
	1991/92
	1992/93
	1993/94
	1994/95
	1995/96
	1996/97
	1997/98

	RES 
	£5,477,964
	£6,058,417
	£5,550,837
	£6,881,077
	£6,911,551
	£5,840,167
	£7,513,681
	£5,355,699
	£4,875,535
	£4,895,975

	AML
	£625,176
	£745,376
	£678,298
	£772,675
	£927,961
	£913,972
	£1,038,096
	£996,670
	£1,083,289
	£1,372,323

	PIC
	£655,835
	£989,430
	£973,848
	£885,914
	£593,591
	£1,157,708
	£1,086,375
	£758,458
	£619,816
	£661,473

	MPP
	£534,094
	£658,741
	£440,713
	£215,365
	£184,622
	£244,937
	£304,557
	£263,773
	£209,120
	£237,094

	PUB
	£255,495
	£211,055
	£241,341
	£220,776
	£201,678
	£195,729
	£242,849
	£250,260
	£372,709
	£452,993

	STO
	£67,713
	£28,248
	£51,566
	£133,427
	£72,294
	£37,228
	£91,856
	£24,762
	£89,241
	£4,498

	BAC
	£173,880
	£195,338
	£100,209
	£71,456
	£40,442
	
	
	
	
	

	C&F
	£475,591
	£497,107
	£341,432
	£306,281
	£121,395
	£54,312
	£65,977
	£108,697
	£97,594
	£81,182

	OTC
	£21,000
	£25,124
	£27,540
	£25,000
	£26,000
	
	
	
	
	

	CEU
	£133,931
	£140,185
	£132,036
	£116,181
	£177,678
	£188,278
	£127,683
	£100,275
	£230,491
	£303,521

	AMB
	£256,361
	£259,568
	£165,296
	£301,133
	£229,099
	£332,982
	£336,570
	£234,159
	
	

	GLS
	£289,000
	£333,123
	£339,929
	£286,786
	£214,317
	£177,156
	£253,488
	£322,032
	£288,547
	£224,969

	HAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	£277,530
	£262,813

	CON
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	£144,498
	£178,068

	Total
	£8,966,040
	£10,141,712
	£9,043,045
	£10,216,071
	£9,700,628
	£9,142,469
	£11,061,132
	£8,414,785
	£8,288,370
	£8,674,909

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source
	Wainwright
	Wainwright
	Wainwright
	Wainwright
	Wainwright
	Olivier
	Olivier
	Olivier
	Olivier
	Olivier

	
	1990
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1999


RES: Rescue grants (from 1993/94, Archaeology Projects).  AML: Ancient Monuments Laboratory contracts.  PIC: Properties in Care: archaeological recording (from 1993/94, Historic Properties: archaeological recording; from 1996/97, Historic Properties Department, archaeological recording).  MPP: Monuments Protection Programme.  

PUB: Publications.  STO: Storage grants.  BAC: Backlog report grants.  C&F: Consultants and fees.  OTC: Oxford training course.  CEU: Central Excavation Unit (from 1991/92, Central Archaeology Service).  AMB: Ancient Monuments and Historic Building recording.  GLS: Greater London SMR (from 1991/92, London Planning and Advisory Service, from 1996/97, Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service).  HAR: Historic Advice and Research Team.  CON: Conservation Department archaeological recording.

Table 3.  English Heritage Spending on Archaeology 1988/89 – 1997/98.

These figures show that through the period for which these data exist (essentially the final decade of the twentieth century), English Heritage’s overall total archaeology budget remained roughly static at around £9 million; in real terms, this meant a year-on-year reduction as inflation decreased the value of this spending.  The element of the budget that was spent on funding archaeological investigations (formerly Rescue Grants, now Archaeology Projects) also remained similarly static at around £4 - £5 million, decreasing in real terms.  But while the state contribution has relatively diminished, the growth of developer funding has freed up English Heritage monies for strategic pump-priming, synthesis and research.

It is again worth making clear that expenditure on archaeology is a very small component of all of English Heritage’s outgoings.  This was acknowledged by the then Minister for the Arts, Alan Howarth, in a public meeting on 14th March 2001 (text online at http://www.britarch.ac.uk/info/hustings.html), who said that he was anxious to improve upon this situation.  Table 4, below, details English Heritage’s full outgoings for 2000.

	Conservation
	
	 £ 67,016,000 
	

	Managing Historic Properties
	 £ 55,596,000 
	

	Education and Outreach
	 £ 11,874,000 
	

	Corporate Services
	
	 £   9,440,000 
	

	Restructuring
	
	 £   5,838,000 
	

	Notional Cost of Capital
	 £        18,000 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	 £149,782,000 
	


Table 4.  English Heritage Consolidated Expenditure Account 2000.  Extracted from EH 2000b, 42.

Spending on archaeology then forms two constituent parts of the Conservation budget, in grants paid and other expenditure, as shown in Table 5 below.

	Grants Paid
	
	

	Buildings and Monuments
	 £   8,719,000 

	Conservation Areas
	
	 £   6,284,000 

	Churches
	
	
	 £ 10,169,000 

	Cathedrals
	
	
	 £   3,089,000 

	Archaeology
	
	 £   5,104,000 

	Other
	
	
	 £   1,688,000 

	Total Grants Paid
	
	 £ 35,053,000 

	
	
	
	

	Listing, Scheduling and Surveys
	 £   8,629,000 

	Archaeology
	
	 £   5,838,000 

	Regional Conservation and 
	

	Administration of Grants
	 £ 10,858,000 

	Central Conservation Policy and 
	

	Advisory Work
	
	 £   6,214,000 

	Major Rescue Projects
	 £      424,000 

	
	
	
	

	Total Conservation Expenditure
	 £ 67,016,000 


Table 5.  English Heritage Conservation Expenditure 2000.  Extracted from EH 2000b, 49.

These tables demonstrate that English Heritage spent a total of £10.94 million on archaeology in 2000, 16.3% of English Heritage’s conservation expenditure, and only 7.3% of the body’s total expenditure.

Clearly, spending on archaeology is a very low priority for central government, and even a relatively low priority for English Heritage (where, for comparison, grants to churches and cathedrals total £13.26 million).

Central government also funds archaeology in other ways; indirectly, through the block-grants to local authorities to supplement their income from Council Tax, which they then decide how they wish to spend (which can include archaeology and is discussed below), through the maintenance of the National Museums, the distribution of the Heritage Lottery Fund and through agri-environment scheme payments.

National Museums

Grant-in-aid to the National Museums totalled £228.7 million in 2000 (DCMS 2000).  Two of the National Museums (the British Museum and the National Museums on Merseyside) employ archaeologists and undertake archaeological work.

In 2000,  £34.721 million was granted to the British Museum, but a detailed breakdown of this figure, in terms of the amount spent on archaeology, cannot be specified.  The Museum’s website does state that the Museum undertook or contributed to 37 excavations, but does not quantify those contributions.  

In Profiling the Profession (Aitchison 1999b), this author calculated that spending on salaries of the archaeological staff of the National Museums in England totalled £2.4m.  Allowing for overhead costs of 100% of salaries, this gives a rough figure of around £4.8 million being spent on archaeological practice by the National Museums in 1998.  

The national average salary at the time of that survey was £19,167 (ONS 1997); for 2000-1 it has risen to £21,800 (ONS 2000), an increase of 13.7%.  If this is used as a multiplier to calculate the amount spent in 2000, the sum arrived at is £5.5 million for spending by National Museums in England on archaeological practice as defined in this chapter. 

The Museum of London is funded jointly by the Corporation of London and the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, each providing half the annual costs.  Figures detailing the spend on archaeological practice were not available to the author.

Heritage Lottery Fund

The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) grants monies to projects to preserve and enhance, or widen public access within five categories, one of which is archaeology.

This has had relatively little impact on archaeological practice in England; while the HLF ‘can support projects involving the acquisition, survey, recording, presentation, conservation or publication of artefacts, sites and monuments of archaeological importance’ (HLF 2000), it has not become a major funder of archaeological projects.  HLF grants are inevitably secondary sources of funding, as the Fund will only provide supporting, rather than primary, funding for projects.

The Fund gives priority to five main categories of project for which archaeological work is the primary aim (HLF 2000):

· fieldwork of all types in connection with individual sites which are threatened by, or in the process of, environmental erosion

· the non-destructive recording of vulnerable, little-known or poorly understood heritage of local significance, such as ancient hedgerows 

· the enhancement of existing Sites and Monument Record services 

· syntheses of the results of small, unpublished, earlier fieldwork exercises to throw light on the history of local communities and their landscape contexts 

· the completion of analysis and publication of large earlier fieldwork exercises of the highest archaeological significance in cases where the original excavator is no longer practising within the discipline. 

The duty on applicants to directly involve the wider public in projects has made it difficult for commercial archaeological organisations to exploit this funding source; some money has gone to local authorities, with regard to the third of these objectives, more to charitable organisations but very little to commercial organisations.  The Heritage Lottery Fund’s website does not precisely quantify the amounts being spent on archaeology, and so the only available estimate is that published by Kennedy (1999) of £5.0 million being spent on archaeological practice.

Agri-Environmental Funding Schemes

The fourth strand of central government funding for archaeology is through agri-environmental incentive schemes.  Agriculture and forestry are exempt from the provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, and thus from the PPG 16 procedure.  Dormor (1996, 13) considers that, ‘outside specially designated areas such as National Parks, the archaeological resource on agricultural land, which in Britain extends to 18.4 million hectares (or 80% of the total surface area) is largely unprotected, apart from specific sites scheduled under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Area Act 1979’.  This is potentially the single source of central government funding where there is scope for increase in the near future.

Central government has introduced some mechanisms which can assist in the protection of archaeological remains.  These are fundamentally incentive schemes, whereby farmers and landowners receive grants in return for the positive management of land that includes features of archaeological importance.  However, with the exception of Ancient Monuments Grants which are awarded to landowners with Scheduled Ancient Monuments on their property, the specific options that exist for archaeological protection are unclear and tend to be combined with broader ecological objectives.

These incentive schemes frequently take the form of financial compensation for profits foregone.  The schemes fall into three categories: revenue payments, capital grants, and tax incentives.

Revenue payments are normally linked to management agreements, and compensate farmers either for removing archaeological sites from cultivation altogether, or for changing their farming practices in order to minimise damaging impacts upon them.  These provide a tangible form of income to farmers.

Capital grants offer payments tied to specific objectives, and are considered by Dormor (1996, 20-1) to be, in terms of archaeological protection, superior to ‘simple prescriptions of management agreements which occasionally result in instances of “benign neglect”’.  Unlike revenue payments, these typically are one-off payments.

The third category of incentive scheme is through tax incentives, such as the waiver of Inheritance Tax liability in return for a landowner committing to a long-term management plan prepared in conjunction with the Countryside Commission and English Heritage.

The most important revenue payment scheme, in terms of archaeological protection, is the Environmentally Sensitive Areas Scheme.  This was established through the Agriculture Act 1986 (in response to the Commission of the European Communities’ Structure Regulations [CEC 1995]).  This Act was particularly important, as Section 17 required provision to be made for:

‘a reasonable balance between the provision and maintenance of a stable agricultural industry; the economic and social interest of rural area; the conservation of the natural beauty and amenity of the countryside (including its flora and fauna and geological and physiographic features) and of any features of archaeological interest there ...’

Section 18 introduced the concept of Environmentally Sensitive Areas as a new land designation which made conservation initiatives available to a wide range of farmers in order to encourage a return to extensive farming practices aimed at securing positive management of wildlife habitats and historic landscape features.

Payments under the ESA scheme totalled £7.6m in 2000 (MAFF 2000).  Foley (2001) estimates that (in Northern Ireland) 2% of ESA money is spent on archaeology; using the same percentage for England, this represented a spend of £0.2m in 2000.

ESAs only operate in specific areas within England; outside ESAs, the Countryside Stewardship Scheme (CSS) has become the Government’s principal grant scheme for the protection of the wider countryside (among a total of fifteen nationally administered incentive schemes [Dormor 1996, 19]).  CSS is a capital payment scheme which aims to improve the natural beauty and diversity of the countryside, enhance, restore and recreate targeted landscapes, their wildlife habitats and historical features, and to improve opportunities for public access.  It is English Heritage’s preferred scheme for the preservation of archaeological potential (Dormor 1996, 26).

To 1999, there had been 8614 Countryside Stewardship Scheme agreements made.  Of these, 526 (6.4%) related to ‘historic landscape and features’ (MAFF 2001b).  No indication is given as to how this has changed over time, or whether the value of CSS grants varies by differing landscape types.

The government aims to expand the CSS agreement programme, with an announcement of a massive increase in funding for the programme (MAFF 2001a), from £35.5 million in 2000-1 to £126.0 million in 2006/7.  In 2000, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries funded the posts of four advisers within the Rural Development Service (Middleton 2001), providing archaeological advice on the implementation of agri-environment schemes.  As funding for the CSS programme increases, the number of advisers is also scheduled to increase (these advisers have now been transferred to the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs). 

If the relative proportion of management agreements including an element relating to ‘historic landscape and features’ has remained constant, then the spending for 2000-1 on this scheme represents a total of £2.3 million being granted to landowners who have agreed to positively manage such features.  It must be noted that any such agreements will not solely relate to the positive management of archaeological remains, as the agreements tend to combine a series of environmental management issues.

While other incentive schemes can represent funding for ‘archaeological preservation’, CSS and ESA are the most significant.  Quantifiable figures for the other schemes are not available.  An estimated total of £0.2m is used for other schemes, giving an overall total from agri-environmental schemes of £2.7m.

Central Government funding for archaeological practice in 2000 can be summarised in Table 6 below as follows:

	English Heritage


	£10.9 million

	National Museums
	£5.5 million

	Heritage Lottery Fund
	£5.0 million

	Agri-Environment Schemes
	£2.7 million

	
	

	Total




	£24.1 million


Table 6.  Central Government Funding for Archaeology in England, 2000.

Local Government

Local government spending on archaeology is primarily to maintain ‘curatorial’ services.  These curatorial services are normally maintained by County Council or Unitary Authorities, although occasionally they also exist at Local Council level.  Local authorities may also support in-house archaeological contracting units, but these will be primarily be funded from developers rather than the public purse (see below).

Sites and Monuments Records

The curatorial services provided by local government are the Sites and Monuments Records discussed above.  These are repositories of information relating to all the known archaeological sites within the geographical area covered by the authority, and the specialist archaeological staff required to maintain, update and interpret these records.

The core role of the archaeological staff of local governmental archaeology services is to ensure that local authorities are able to protect the archaeological remains through the planning process.  This stems from the governmental policy set out in PPG 16 and discussed above.  The archaeological staff undertake this role by providing advice to planners and developers on the likely impact of developments upon archaeological remains, and the appropriate responses that should then be contained within planning conditions or agreements.

In addition to their planning functions, local government archaeologists also provide specialist advice on urban, rural and maritime issues relating to activities such as agriculture, forestry and recreation.

It is difficult to quantify the amounts spent on local authority archaeology services.  Not all authorities maintain their own service; the norm is for the service to be maintained at County or Unitary level; very few exist at District level, some contribute to joint services (as happens with the unitary authorities within the former County Council areas of West and South Yorkshire), while others have been privatised (such as has happened in Berkshire) (Baker & Baker 1999).  Curatorial services in Liverpool and Bootle are provided through the National Museums on Merseyside, and a single service for all of the Greater London boroughs (with the exception of the London Borough of Southwark) is provided through the Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service, maintained and funded within English Heritage.

The most recent usable source of data relating to the funding of local authority archaeology services comes from the Profiling the Profession survey (Aitchison 1999b).  The relevant data from this survey comes from salary details, and it was calculated that £8.70 million was spent in 1998 on the salaries of local government curators in England.  Allowing for overhead costs of 100% of salaries, this gives a estimated figure of £17.4 million being spent on local government curatorial services in 1998.  

If the increase in national average salaries since that survey is used as a multiplier to calculate the amount spent in 2000, as in the discussion of National Museum expenditure above, the sum arrived at is £19.8 million. 

Figures from Spoerry (1992) show that in 1990-91 a total of around £5.45 million was being spent on local authority archaeology in England.  This then represented 17.5% of the overall spending on archaeology in Britain.  The Profiling the Profession figures are not strictly comparable, but they indicate that 12.9% of spending on archaeological salaries in 1998 went to local government archaeologists, suggesting a relative decline in the proportion of all archaeological funding being received by local authority services.

Local Museums

Some local authorities also maintain local museums, which also form the final repositories of the archives produced by archaeological work, both in terms of the documentary records and any artefacts recovered from fieldwork.

Again, it is difficult to quantify the financial amounts received by these museums, and in particular to identify the amounts that relate to archaeology rather than the other functions of the museums.  Profiling the Profession calculated that £2.30 million was spent on the salaries of archaeologists working in the ‘local authority other’ category in England.  This organisational category was defined as non-planning related organisations, and related primarily to local museums.  Again allowing for 100% overheads, this suggests a total spend of around £4.6 million on archaeological practice in local authority funded museums in 1998.  Using the same multiplier as above, this gives a figure of £5.2 million for 2000.

As noted above, The Museum of London is funded jointly by the Corporation of London and the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, each providing half the annual costs, but detailed figures for 2000 were not available to the author.

It has been reported that pressures on local authority budgets are affecting some local government archaeology services (Aitchison 1999a).  While development control services can still be delivered – planning applications being checked for any impact on known archaeological sites – funding for proactive work, such as interpretation, education and Sites and Monument Record enhancement has often been cut.  A report for the Association of Local Government Archaeology Officers (Baker & Baker 1999) on Sites and Monuments Records has shown that these records, which are at the very heart of local government archaeology services, are being deprived of funding and are not able to provide the services that they could.

The Institute of Fiscal Studies has produced a report on local authority expenditure (Emmerson, Hall & Windmeijer 1998) which found that cultural and environmental services – such as museums and planning – are being hit disproportionately hard by budget limitations.  Local authorities are legally obliged to fund their major services, such as education, fire, police and social services to certain minimum levels, but the provision of museums and archaeological services are not subject to any statutory minima.  This has meant that as local authorities try to keep down Council Tax increases, small, specialised and non-statutory services are seen as available targets for budget cuts.  Part of this problem stems from local government reorganisation.  Where small authorities have been carved from previously existing larger bodies, services have become fragmented and in some cases too small to remain viable.

There is potential for this situation to change.  The Culture and Recreation Bill had received a second reading in the House of Lords before it was dropped from the statute book in the run-up to the 2001 General Election.  The opposition introduced an amendment to this Bill that would place an obligation on planning authorities to maintain SMRs and curatorial services, which was subsequently supported by the three main political parties (reported by Lord Redesdale, Liberal Democrat, to the Annual Conference for Archaeologists on 12th April 2001), and so scope remains for such legislation to be introduced in the future.

In conclusion, archaeological funding from local authorities can be summarised in Table 7 below as follows:

	Curatorial Services
	£19.8 million

	Local Museums
	£5.2 million

	
	

	Total
	£25.0 million


Table 7.  Local Government Funding for Archaeology in England, 2000.

Developers

Waller (1999) reported that: ‘ …since 1990, the number of archaeological digs has rocketed from 600 to 4,000 last year [1998]’.  Waller quotes Dr Geoffrey Wainwright, the former Chief Archaeologist of English Heritage: “My profession over the past decade has been revolutionised.  There’s been a huge explosion of archaeological activity, and the cost of this across the country is £50 million a year to developers.”

It is now recognised, and discussed above, that the great bulk of archaeological funding today comes directly from developers, and this is largely directly due to the introduction of PPG 16.  When developers wish to undertake work in an area that has been identified as being archaeologically significant, they are obliged to fund archaeological work to remove the threat of unrecorded destruction of the archaeological remains.

The Process of Developer Funding

The advice given by the archaeological staff of or advisors to the planning authority (the curators) will determine what form of archaeological work is required, as a way of mitigating against the unrecorded loss of archaeological deposits.  Most commonly, where a planning application is recognised as having potential archaeological impact, the developers will be required to conduct a further assessment of the site.  The may be a desk-based assessment of documentary sources, a field evaluation (involving non-invasive survey or targeted trial trenches to assess the preservation and potential of any sub-surface remains) or a combination of both techniques.

The results of the assessment and/or evaluation may then determine any further archaeological requirements.  There can be four possible outcomes: planning permission will be refused; permission will be granted, but the archaeological remains will be preserved in situ; permission will be granted but the developers must ensure that the remains are excavated, recorded and thus destroyed but preserved by record; or permission is granted with no further archaeological input required.

A frequently used condition is the requirement to be undertaken under archaeological supervision, a so-called ‘watching brief’.  Any condition will have to be undertaken to a required level set by the planning authority’s curators, and will also specify that the work has to be undertaken by an archaeological organisation that is acceptable to the curators.

It is very rare that the curatorial archaeologists will actually undertake any of this work that the developers are required to fund.  The work will normally be undertaken by archaeological contractors.  Curators, as impartial local government advisors, should not recommend particular contractors to developers.  However, it is recognised that most developers will not have had to work with archaeological contractors previously, and so do not necessarily know how to contact any.  To this end, many curators hold lists of contractors who they consider to have worked to an acceptable standard in the local area.  

The concept of curatorial lists is a contentious issue within professional archaeology.  Curators may be acting illegally if they refuse to allow particular contractors onto this list, as it thus implicitly favours any other contractors that are on the list.  This would equally apply if a contractor were to be removed from a list for carrying out sub-standard work, unless it was to be proved that they had not been working to a professional standard.  Allegations of professional misconduct would involve the full disciplinary procedures of the professional association, the Institute of Field Archaeologists, an event that has only taken place once since the Institute was founded in 1982.  Accordingly, some curators refuse to hold such lists, referring developers instead directly to the Institute of Field Archaeologists, who maintain a separate list of peer-reviewed ‘Registered Archaeological Organisations’.

Developers will generally seek to carry out the work as cheaply as possible, and so will often obtain prices from more than one organisation to undertake the work that they require to fund.  This process of competitive tendering has become the accepted norm within archaeological practice.  The developers may contact several contractors, providing them with the details of the brief issued by the curators.  The contractors then respond with a detailed project design specifying how the work will be carried out, and a price.  The developer would then be free to appoint any archaeological contractor who has provided a project design that is deemed to be acceptable to the curators.  The developers then almost invariably choose to go with the cheapest price that they have been offered.

The contractors then carry out the work and provide a report for their clients, the developers.  This is also provided to the curators, who review the report and may have also monitored the work in the field.  Following review, the curators may advise the planners of any further work that is required, or that the development needs no further action regarding the archaeological remains.

Weaknesses in the Developer Funding Procedure

The system is far from perfect.  There are several weaknesses, and they principally stem from PPG 16 not having statutory force.  Curators advise the planning officers of the local authority; they do not actually make the planning decisions.  Nor do the planning officers; they in turn advise the elected council members.  Councils can (and sometimes do) disregard the advice they have received, and while it might contravene PPG 16 (and thus the authority’s development plan) planning permission can be granted that leads to the lawful unrecorded destruction of archaeological remains. 

A second weakness is that developers might undertake work without having full permission.  Anecdotal evidence for this taking place abounds within archaeology, where development (such as construction, but frequently mineral extraction) has taken place following the application for permission, but before it has been fully granted, or even without application even taking place.  In theory, planning authorities are entitled to place a ‘stop order’ on any development that is not following the planning procedure, or even (in rare cases) to demolish structures that have been constructed without full permission.  But these are not remedies for the destruction of archaeological remains; once the finite and non-renewable remains have been destroyed, they cannot ever be reconstructed.

Developer Funding Quantified

No detailed assessment of the amount of money spent by developers on archaeology has been prepared since the RESCUE survey of 1990-1 (Spoerry 1992).  It was considered that developers spent £15.6 million in that year.

Darvill & Hunt (1999) state that the number of archaeological investigations in England rose from 1228 in 1990 to 3210 in 1996, a factor of 2.61.

As discussed above, the Pagoda Associates report on PPG 16 (1995) states that 450,000 planning applications were made in England in 1993, 8148 of which were archaeologically significant (1.81%).  Clearly, not all of these required archaeological investigations as defined by Darvill & Hunt.

In 1999-00, there were 526,000 planning applications (DETR 2000b).  1.81% of this total suggests there were 9520 archaeologically significant planning applications in 1999-00.

Table 8 below summarises the number of planning applications in particular years over the decade to 2000.  It also includes the number of archaeologically significant applications in 1993 identified by Pagoda Associates (1995) and the numbers of archaeological investigations undertaken in 1990 and 1996, reported in Darvill & Hunt (1999).  

Figures are then calculated from these; numbers for archaeological investigations undertaken in years not detailed by Darvill & Hunt are calculated by assuming that the percentage of planning applications that required an archaeological investigation continued to increase at the rate that they suggested (a factor of 2.61 over 6 years, or .334 per annum).  The figure for 1998 fits closely with the figure for the number of excavations carried out in that year given in Waller (1998)

The amount of spending that these investigations represents has then been calculated on the basis of the amount of spending and number of investigations being known in 1990, and multiplying the number of investigations by that factor to receive an overall total for each year.

These figures do not include any increases for inflation.  This would then suggest that the amount being typically spent on each archaeological investigation has remained constant, falling in real terms.  This is supported by anecdotal evidence from the chair of the Standing Conference of Archaeological Unit Managers (John Walker, pers. comm.) which has suggested that, over the decade, while projects have become more common, they have also become relatively cheaper.

This gives a final figure for the amount being spent by developers in 2000 as being estimated to be £68.3 million.

	
	
	
	1990
	1993
	1996
	1998
	2000

	planning applications
	
	530,000
	462,000
	456,000
	505,000
	526,000

	archaeologically significant applications
	
	8148
	
	
	

	investigations
	
	1228
	
	3210
	
	

	calculated investigations
	1228
	2161
	3210
	4350
	5359

	excavations
	
	
	600
	
	
	4000
	

	spending
	
	
	£15.6m
	£27.5m
	£40.9m
	£55.4m
	£68.3m


Table 8.  Developer Funding for Archaeology in England, 1990-2000.

Archaeological Consultants and Contractors

This money has flowed from developers to commercial archaeological consultants and contractors.  As discussed above, part of the total income for commercial archaeological organisations will have been funded by English Heritage grants for specific projects, but the bulk will have come from developers.

While some developers do directly employ archaeological consultants, most rely on external subcontracting as discussed above.  As developers will generally seek to have work done as cheaply and quickly as possible, the system of developer funding being paid to contractors is far from perfect and is open to abuse.  The Chief Archaeologist of English Heritage, David Miles, has written that:

‘Unfortunately, not all clients are concerned about quality.  Some prefer the cheap, quick and nasty – and some archaeologists will provide it.’ (Miles 2000, 16).

Any such behaviour would undoubtedly contravene Principle 1 of the Institute of Field Archaeologists’ Code of Conduct: “The archaeologist shall adhere to the highest standards of ethical and responsible behaviour in the conduct of archaeological affairs” (IFA 1997, 1).  However, disciplinary action cannot be taken by the professional association without formal allegations having been made, which have been extremely rare to date.

Another contentious issue within commercial archaeology is the charitable status of some of the contracting organisations.  As discussed above, since the introduction of PPG 16 developer-funded archaeological fieldwork has essentially been open to competition between professional contractors.  Less than 100 organisations are listed in the IFA’s Yearbook and Directory of Members 2000 (IFA 2000b) as archaeological contractors, undertaking archaeological fieldwork on a commercial basis.  Seven of these are registered charities (from a total of 318 charities listed in the Register of Charities with the words ‘archaeology’ or ‘archaeological’ in the title or object of the Charity [CaritasData 2001]), and participate in the competitive process, some very successfully.  All of these charities may profess to carry out some work that is of public benefit, normally through educational objects, but on occasion is it only a small fraction of their income that is spent on these purposes.  In competition with other archaeological contractors, commissioning such organisations may prove to be financially advantageous for developers by virtue of the contractors’ charitable status.

These commercial advantages are not universally recognised, and may be balanced by disadvantages.  These are being currently examined, as the Charities Commission is undertaking a review of the Register of Charities (Charities Commission 1999), examining charities with objects relating to preservation and conservation.  A report is expected to be published in 2001. 

Other Sources

The single non-governmental, non-commercial body funding archaeological practice to any significant degree in England is the National Trust.  In 2000, the National Trust’s annual income was around £192.2 million (NT 2000, 30).  The amount spent by the Trust on archaeological practice is not precisely quantified in the Trust’s accounts, but the amount spent on ‘conservation and other advisory services’ was £4.9m (NT 2000, 40); within this figure, this author estimates an actual spend on archaeology of £1.2 million.

A relatively small amount comes through the Church of England via the ecclesiastical process, and is principally disbursed by Diocesan Advisory Committees.  Some amateur archaeological societies also expend funds on archaeological practice as defined in this chapter.  No estimates are made for either of these sums.

Conclusions

The figures for archaeological funding in England obtained through researching this chapter can be distilled into Table 9 below.

	Central Government
	£24.1 million
	20.3%

	Local Government
	£25.0 million
	21.1%

	Developers
	£68.3 million
	57.6%

	Others
	£1.2 million
	1.0%

	
	
	

	Total
	£118.6 million
	100.0%


Table 9.  Archaeological Funding in England in 2000.

Through this, it can be seen that developer funding dominates archaeological practice in England at the start of the twenty-first century.  

The processes that have led to the development of this pattern have been traced over the last thirty years, resulting in the weakly-regulated system of market-led activity described above, which has accumulated a series of problems.

Many working within archaeology today are dissatisfied with the present system, which some see as archaeological remains being treated as a form of site contamination which ‘specialists’ are brought in to ‘clean up’, rather than as a resource of information about the ways that people lived in the past.  Furthermore, many also see the system of competitive tendering as divisive, reducing co-operation between archaeological contractors and fragmenting the profession.

A writer in RESCUE News (anonymous 1998) suggested that commercial pressures have led archaeologists to shy away from protesting about the destruction of the remains of the past in which professional archaeology can be complicit.  This article may have over-dramatised the situation, discounting the value of ‘preservation by record’, but nonetheless made very valid points, particularly regarding the unease of practitioners working in a system where the polluter has become the client.

A separate problem with the PPG 16 system has been the reluctance of local authorities to enforce planning conditions after construction – in some areas, developers can renege with impunity over their commitment to fund analysis and publication. 

Competitive tendering in archaeology, discussed above, was introduced along with PPG 16 in 1990.  This followed the political dogma of the national government of the time, which presented tendering as the method by which developers would obtain a ‘fair price’.

While competitive tendering has undoubtedly led to some benefits, the greatest of which has been the professionalisation of archaeology, there have been many drawbacks.  It has been widely argued that this has led to a separation of price and quality (Biddle 1994, Symonds 1995, Walker 1996, Chadwick 1999 & 2000).  Developers see the obligation upon them to fund archaeological work as onerous, and something which will only cost them time and money with no tangible benefit to their project.  Accordingly, they want the job done as quickly and cheaply as possible.

Walker (1996) suggested an alternative system, whereby franchises to undertake archaeological work would be awarded regionally.  Walker essentially calls for a series of local monopolies, based on county boundaries – a resurrection of the pre- PPG 16 system of county units.  The growth of archaeological contractor organisations, in number, size and geographical range, following the introduction of PPG 16 means that this would have been an unrealistic possibility in 1996 and even more so with every passing year since.

Another alternative to the system whereby developers fund specific projects has been proposed by the pressure group RESCUE in the organisation’s ‘Manifesto for the Millennium’ (RESCUE 1997, following Graves-Brown 1996).  This proposal involved a hypothecated development tax, separating the link between the developer’s financial goals and the adequacy of archaeological recording and preservation.  Rather than developers specifically funding the archaeological work that was required by their particular project, all developers (whether they were developing a site with archaeological potential or not) would be obliged to pay into a collective ‘pot’.  Such a tax might appeal to developers, giving them a predictable and fixed cost, as the level of taxation would be proportional to the scale of the development.  This would also reduce the burden of funding projects on small developers, charities and individuals who may not be able to afford archaeological work at all under the present system.

A decision would then be made independently from the developers on how the archaeological work would be undertaken, and by whom.  These decisions would be made by the local planning authority curatorial archaeologists, strengthening their role in the process, and allowing these decisions to be made on the basis of quality rather than price.  Archaeological contractors would prepare tenders, as now, but these would be prepared to a pre-set budget, changing the primary consideration to be the quality of the work proposed, rather than the price.  Presently, tenders must only be ‘acceptable’ to the curators, in terms of quality; the developers are then free to choose any contractor who has prepared an ‘acceptable’ tender they wish to subcontract the archaeological work to; this decision is almost invariably made on the basis of the quoted cost.

This proposal has had little public discussion; one forum in which it was debated was the ‘Devolution and Desire’ meeting, held in Edinburgh in January 1999 in the run-up to the establishment of the Scottish parliament.  This meeting brought together historic environment professionals with the objective of formulating proposals relating to archaeology and the historic environment in the changed context of devolved political power which would be presented to the new Executive.  As reported by Fraser (1999,13), the concept of a development tax to fund archaeological work was debated, but the principle of a hypothecated tax was generally considered to be too contentious.  Most abstained from voting on the motion, and so it was decided by the meeting that this would not be pursued with the policy makers; the majority of those that did vote supported the motion.

To this author’s knowledge, the crucial requirement of simultaneously retaining the principle that ‘the polluter pays’ while breaking the direct link between the polluter and the archaeological contractor has never been seriously discussed by policy-makers in this country.  In France, however, late in 2001 or early in 2002, a new law will be enacted which will compel developers to pay a hypothecated tax to fund archaeological survey and excavation (Audouze 2001).  While the French model differs from the system in England in that private contractors play no part in archaeological practice (this law will create a state archaeological service which will undertake all the work), the clearly defined and algebraic manner in which the levels of taxation are defined may provide a valuable framework for consideration in England and the rest of the UK.  

A key motive force for change may stem from the publication of the Governmental White Paper ‘Planning for the Communities of the Future’ (DETR 1998), which set out a commitment to changing the physical pattern of development in the UK, aiming to reduce the amount of development on ‘greenfield’ sites, while increasing the proportion on previously developed land, ‘brownfield sites’.  This has now been formalised through a planning policy guidance note on housing, PPG 3 (DETR 2000a).

PPG 3 states that (para 23) ‘the national target is that by 2008, 60% of additional housing should be provided on previously-developed land and through conversions of existing buildings’.

The definition of such land used in Annex C of PPG 3 is:

Previously-developed land is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure (excluding agricultural or forestry buildings), and associated fixed surface infrastructure. The definition covers the curtilage of the development. Previously-developed land may occur in both built-up and rural settings. The definition includes defence buildings and land used for mineral extraction and waste disposal where provision for restoration has not been made through development control procedures.

Excluding the areas defined by PPG 3 as relating to areas of mineral extraction (quarries), the phrase ‘previously developed land’ could also be used as a way of defining that a particular site has archaeological importance.  The physical remains of previous developments are the archaeology of that site.  As discussed above, PPG 16 makes it clear that all archaeological sites are important, and should be preserved, either in situ or by record.  Effectively, every single brownfield development will require an archaeological assessment to be undertaken, with a high likelihood of further archaeological work being subsequently required.   This is not an issue that is widely appreciated outside the archaeological community (IFA 1998, 10). 

The Institute of Field Archaeologists has investigated this issue further, in a report commissioned by the Housing Corporation South East Regional Office (IFA 1998).  This report made it clear that Housing Associations, developers and archaeologists were all agreed that increased development of brownfield land would lead to increasing numbers of archaeological issues being raised through the planning process, and that this was a significant factor in terms of the cost of a development.

Developers will become increasingly aware of this, as they are squeezed between the encouragement of PPG 3 and the planning conditions required under PPG 16.  The idea of a predictable cost will become increasingly important and financially desirable.  The lobbying muscle that the development industry can bring to bear is considerable, and, while it might be unlikely that a hypothecated tax will become their chosen vehicle, it might yet become the solution that best suits all parties –government, developers and archaeologists.

Government, and government agencies, are showing increasing concern for the historic environment.  This was demonstrated when, in March 2001, the Training Estate Business Unit, an agency within the Ministry of Defence, advertised for Archaeologists to become part of their teams managing the Ministry’s estates (The Guardian [Society, 34] March 7th 2001).  In Power of Place: the future of the historic environment (EH 2000) English Heritage have set out their objectives and requests to the government for the ways that the historic environment should be managed and curated.  That document presents an agenda for legislative change; furthermore, in 2000, the UK ratified the revised European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (Council of Europe 1992), which came into force on 20th March 2001.  The formalisation of the mechanisms by which this Convention will be enforced and elements of the agenda presented in Power of Place may be introduced into a re-drafted Culture and Recreation Bill (discussed under local government funding above); if wide-ranging changes are to be made in the near future to the legislative background to archaeological practice, then the issue of funding must rest at the heart of any debate and decision-making.

The author would like to thank Peter Hinton, Mike Parker-Pearson, Harvey Sheldon and Jim Symonds, all of whom of whom commented on earlier drafts of this paper.
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