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FOREWORD 

In many archaeological projects the emphasis is placed on discovery, recording and 
publication. The archive, vital for future interrogation, can all too often be neglected, poorly 
curated and inaccessible. In fact the archaeological archive is the corner stone of any project, 
containing as it does the irreplaceable data and material record of a site which may no longer 
remain extant. The importance of the archive in the archaeological process and the 
contribution it makes to the heritage cannot be over stressed. As we look to the future, it 
becomes even more apparent that exciting developments in digital access to information and 
the growing impact of the Government’s e-agenda will combine to allow the archive to be 
explored in ways never before imagined by local communities and by people around the world. 

This report details the challenges posed by the current situation in the documentation and 
deposition of and access to archaeological archives, and sets out the action English Heritage 
and its partners intend to take in order that present and future archives can live up to their 
potential. 

We are indebted to the people and organisations who have contributed their time and opinions 
to this project, and without whom this report could not have been written. It is with pleasure 
that we anticipate working with them again in order to deliver on the important objectives 
outlined in the report. 

Chief Archaeologist 
English Heritage 

©English Heritage, 23 Savile Row, London W1S 2ET 



‘The purpose of archaeology is to achieve, for the benefit of society, an 
understanding of the human past through the study and interpretation of 
its material remains. Therefore, at the core of archaeology lies the long-
term preservation of the past for present and future benefit: this 
preservation occurs in situ or as an archive of finds and records in an 
archive repository’. Society of Museum Archaeologists, 1995. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The archive is a key product of any archaeological investigation, however it is beset with 
challenges in many areas. Previous attempts have been made to address some of the key 
issues, but the completion rate is not high and there is a lack of integration and cross 
fertilisation that is disappointing. This situation can and must be tackled and the important 
potential that is locked within the archaeological archive resource should be exploited to the 
advantage of both the public and the profession. 

This aim of this report is to synthesise the evidence from the survey and to develop a plan of 
action to deal with the most pressing challenges. The rapid survey collated information on 
archaeological archive initiatives and priorities from lead bodies, specialist groups, and other 
key representatives in the discipline, and also drew recommendations from two workshops 
held in the autumn. The project was confined to the situation in England, however it is 
recognised that many of the issues have a much wider currency, both within the UK and wider 
into Europe. 

The report will be widely disseminated in both printed and digital forms, in order to raise the 
profile of the issues involved and to stimulate debate and feedback. It has been agreed that the 
principal stakeholders will seek out opportunities to present the findings of the report, and the 
initiatives that follow, at appropriate fora within the wider discipline. 

An immense will exists within the discipline to address these challenges and there is a great 
deal of support for this initiative, therefore it is vital to keep the momentum going and to 
move rapidly to the next stage of implementation. It is essential that current and new 
partnerships are fostered and that all the lead players are involved in the debates, decision-
making processes and projects that will follow. It is proposed that the next phase of this work 
sets in motion a number of key initiatives and partnerships which will solve some pressing 
problems, make a real long term difference to the way archaeology is conducted, and also 
eventually provide the basis for workable resource centres. 

The following is a summary of main recommendations for action, the specific actions for 
which appear in the final chapter of the report. 

• Communication and procedures 

One of the key threads to run throughout the survey and the workshop sessions was that 
communication between archaeologists and the wider discipline could be strengthened. 
Procedures and responsibilities, especially in relation to post excavation archiving, would 
benefit from more transparency and effective monitoring. 

This can be remedied in two ways, through more effective communication pathways, and 
through the development of standards guidance and training. A key element in this process 
must be sign up by the wider discipline. 

• Archaeological collections 

We need to reach agreement within the wider discipline as to what we should store, where and 
how we should store it, and how the funding should operate. This will be essential information 
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for any resource centre business plan, but in addition we need to address the current storage 
crisis. 

• Monitoring standards 

The cultural perception that the report is the end product of a project must change to 
incorporate a wider view of dissemination, including deposition in a public repository. Project 
briefs and agreements must specify this end, preferably by means of a performance indicator, 
which should be monitored. 

Standards documentation produced as a result of this project should also be monitored and 
agreement will need to be reached on how to achieve this to best effect. 

• Wider professional forum 

The success of this venture will depend on the co-operation of the wider discipline therefore in 
the medium term it will be essential to retain the forum instigated at the workshops. These 
initial consultees, and other key bodies as appropriate, will be invited to nominate 
representatives to sit on an archaeological archives forum which should operate during the 
lifecycle of the developing projects. The need for the continuation of the forum should be 
reviewed near the end of the project programmes. 

In order to engage a wider audience it will be beneficial for the archaeological archives forum 
to host a web page which should be linked to a number of related sites. 

It is essential that whilst developing the prioritised initiatives, the importance of other key 
issues, such as digital archiving, is not forgotten. The need to keep abreast of, endorse, 
encourage and facilitate such initiatives should be a primary function of the forum. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Archaeological archives are a key product of any archaeological investigation, and should 
share equal importance with the publication or dissemination stage. However they have been 
the poor Cinderella of the archaeological world for too long, and as a result are beset with 
challenges in many areas. Attempts have been made to address some of the key issues, but 
although a number of initiatives have begun, the completion rate is not high, and there is a lack 
of integration and cross fertilisation that is disappointing. This situation can and must be 
tackled, and the important potential which is locked within the archaeological archive resource 
should be exploited to the advantage of both the public and the profession. 

It is important to clarify that archaeological archives do not follow the normal pattern in the 
way that archives are generally regarded and managed in other sectors. The term ‘archives’, as 
employed by archaeologists, can be misleading as what is actually referred to is a hybrid mix of 
archives and collections. In the wider world, the term archive normally refers to documentary 
records, whereas within archaeology, the term archive is used to describe all parts of the 
archaeological record, including the finds and digital records as well as the written, drawn and 
photographic documentation. Externally the differential is evident in the separation between 
record offices which curate paper and photographic archives, and museums which curate 
material collections. Both types of repositories follow well-defined collecting policies, which 
usually do not apply in any real sense to archaeological practice. The situation is exacerbated 
by the fact that archaeologists usually deposit their composite archives in a single repository 
type, normally the museum service, whose collections are mainly based around specific 
objects, rather than bulk and documentary materials. Furthermore, the museum sector 
possesses even fewer resources to deal with digital records, the use of which is now 
widespread throughout archaeology. 

Some of our current problems may in fact stem from this hybrid nature of archaeological 
‘archives’. It is now time for the archaeological world to develop solutions that are better 
tailored to its specific needs. 

Acknowledgements: 

Finally the author would like to thank the following people who were kind enough to devote 
time and consideration to the project and without whose assistance this report could not have 
been produced: 

Peter Addyman, David Allen, Kenneth Aitchenson, Mark Barratt, Dave Batchelor, Jonathan 
Bateman, Adrian Brown, Nina Crummy, Chris Cumberpatch, Maurice Davies, David Dawson, 
James Dinn, Justin Frost, Roy Friendship-Taylor, Ian George, Vince Griffin, Jenny Hall, 
Richard Hall, Mike Heyworth, Richard Hobbs, Claire Jones, Martin Jones, Sheila Keyte, 
Andrew Lawson, Edmund Lee, Simon Mason, Lorraine Mepham, David Miles, David 
Morgan-Evans, Sande Nuttal, Adrian Olivier, Sebastian Payne, Louise Rayner, Julian 
Richards, Damian Robinson, Fiona Seeley, John Shepherd, Jason Siddell, Matthew Stiff, 
Hedley Swain, John Walker, Angela Wardle, Humphrey Welfare, Lucy Whittingham, Tim 
Williams, Jan Wills, Peter Winsor 
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2. AIM 

This aim of this survey report is to synthesise the evidence and to develop a plan of action , 
which will tackle the most pressing of the current challenges in the field of archaeological 
archives. A number of these were highlighted in Swain 1998,1 the English Heritage agenda of 
EOP 982 and others were identified during the course of the survey and related research. It is 
extremely important to make progress now that English Heritage is beginning to emerge from 
a period of intense change which has involved regionalisation and restructuring, merger with 
the RCHME, and the creation of a new Centre for Archaeology at Fort Cumberland. 

However since the publication of the Swain report, there has also been significant change with 
regard to archaeological archives, particularly related to the continuing development of digital 
technology and web based access to information. The publication of Power of Place3 and more 
recently A Force for Our Future4 has also had a substantial impact on English Heritage 
priorities. It was decided to undertake a rapid position survey in order to update our 
information and to utilise the results to reprioritise English Heritage objectives in this field 
accordingly. 

This report is based on the results of the rapid survey, which collated information on 
archaeological archive initiatives and priorities from lead bodies, specialist groups, and other 
key representatives in the profession. The report made initial recommendations for action that 
were debated and approved at professional workshops in October, and further courses of 
action were outlined. The report concludes with a summary of recommendations for the next 
stage, which aims to develop a number of projects for implementation in 2002-3. 

1 Swain , H, Rennie, A, Suenson-Taylor, K, 1998, A Survey of Archaeological Archives in England, English 
Heritage and Museums and Galleries Commission 
2 English Heritage, 1998, Exploring Our Past 
3 English Heritage, 2001, Power of Place: the future of the historic environment 
4 Department of Culture, Media and Sport, Architecture and Historic Environment Division, 2002, The Historic 
Environment, A Force for Our Future 
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3. BACKGROUND 

The project design for the survey summarised the archive issues currently affecting 
archaeology as three major challenges: deposition, access, and documentation. Although the 
distinctions are somewhat artificial with obvious overlaps, they do provide a workable 
foundation for this report. The concerns highlighted here affect all sectors of the discipline, 
including planners, excavators, local authority and museum curators, as well as funding 
bodies, and they impact equally on the end user of the archive. 

3.1 DEPOSITION 

The first of these challenges centres on the scale of the physical archive, which has been, and is 
continuing to be, generated by fieldwork projects. Issues surrounding its use, storage, access, 
discard, and curation, continue to trouble the discipline and, although a number of initiatives 
have started, little progress has been made to date. Most recently the Museums and Galleries 
Commission (MGC) began a series of seminars, with the aim of tackling some of the issues 
arising from the Swain report on archaeological archives, beginning with access, but these 
seem to have stalled due to the major reorganisations resulting from the formation of 
Resource. (A new body formed from the Museums and Galleries Commission and the 
Libraries and Information Commission.) There can be problems gaining consensus on 
standards, perhaps resulting from restricted circulation of consultative documents, or even 
published documentation. For example, The Society of Museum Archaeologists published 
useful guidelines on selection, retention and dispersal of archaeological materials but the issue 
of discard remains a problem for archaeological practitioners. The importance of such 
standards to practising archaeologists, and how they should be taken forward, needs to be 
explored more fully. 

Four major concerns can be defined. 

•	 An increasing number of museums, the traditional place of deposit, have difficulty in 
housing new and especially large archaeological collections. Some stores are close to 
capacity and in some regions the redefinition of collecting areas caused by the creation 
of unitary authorities have left parts of the country without cover. This was highlighted 
in the Swain report, which recommended that it should be addressed as a matter of 
urgency, but the situation has not improved in the intervening two years. 

•	 Contracting units, whose stores are only meant as temporary holding areas, can house 
specific collections for many years. As the Swain report identified, this can result in 
physical deterioration, and longer-term conservation problems. It also restricts or 
inhibits public access to archives that should be in the public domain. 

•	 The archaeological discipline appears to be reluctant to address the critical issue of 
policies for selection and discard. Although a modified form of selection is applied in 
the field, by sampling strategies, there is rarely an equivalent selection during the post-
excavation process. As a result, with the exception of building materials and soil 
samples, once material collections are catalogued they are rarely discarded. Retention 
policies should be explicit, and tied into local, regional and national research agendas. 
The Swain report identified disposal/dispersal as a problem, but restricted its 
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recommendations to museum held collections, hence the conclusion that the costs 
involved in assessing collections might outweigh the long-term economies in storage. 
This situation would dramatically improve if the discipline could define general 
principles on discard, and detailed retention policies could be determined at the 
beginning of archaeological projects and re-assessed with each subsequent iteration of 
the project design. 

•	 The changing nature of archaeological archives, with information both held and 
captured in digital form, poses a challenge for the future of such archives. Due to the 
rapid changes in technology and the resource implications inherent in digital archiving 
it can be extremely difficult for museums to accept or curate this resource. The 
discipline must accept and embrace new standards for signposting, deposition, and 
curation of such archives. 

3.2 ACCESS 

The second challenge involves making the information about archive holdings, as well as the 
holdings themselves, more accessible to researchers and the public. Broadening access to 
historic sites generally is a key government aim, as clarified in A Force for our Future, and 
archaeological archives, which arise from work on these sites, are one of the key channels for 
increasing understanding. 

The issue of providing access to archaeological information is being pursued more 
enthusiastically by the discipline, as the potential of digital information to open up access to 
archaeology is enormous. This is a strong element in such initiatives as the Historic 
Environment Resource Network (HEIRNET), the On-line guide to UK museum collections 
(Cornucopia), and the On-line Access to the Index of Archaeological Investigations (OASIS) 
(see Appendix 1). However, these may need better co-ordination. In addition, these initiatives 
currently do not map the information held in older collections which have already been 
deposited. It is intended that Cornucopia will eventually do this in summary form and some 
museum databases are beginning to be mounted on-line. One challenge for HEIRNET will be 
to ensure the interoperability of these databases in order that information held both locally and 
nationally is made available. 

Enabling and encouraging access to archive holdings is a serious issue, and one of the major 
criticisms levelled at the discipline is that expensive, resource hungry archive holdings are little 
used, an issue identified in the Swain report (Swain 4.7). Some initiatives have picked up on 
these issues but again some of these have stalled. For example the provision of regional 
resource centres with all their accompanying benefits, such as expert assistance, research 
facilities, centralised access and information, was first mooted by the Society of Antiquaries in 
19925. This is included in the EOP 98 implementation plan agenda6, and addressed in Power of 
Place pp 38-39, but initiation has been delayed due to both a lack of staff resources dedicated 
to developing these proposals, and a lack of consensus within the profession that this is the 
best way forward. Some synergy will be forthcoming with the publication of the Resource 

5 Society of Antiquaries, (unpublished), Archaeological publication, archives and collections. Towards a National 
Policy 
6 English Heritage, 2000, Exploring our Past 1998, Implementation Plan, Programme 15.7 
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Stewardship strategy ‘Towards a national framework for collections management’ due out 
later this year, and the Resource Regional Museums Task Force Agenda, published in October 
2001. 

3.3 DOCUMENTATION 

Since the publication of ‘Management of Archaeological Projects’ (MAP2)7 the discipline has 
been made aware of the need for accessible archives, and the importance of good 
documentation in achieving this aim. However, there are still major strides to be made in 
documenting the product of projects, from simple issues (eg cataloguing), to more complex 
problems (eg agreeing standards for high-level archive description). The need for clear and 
standardised indexing becomes even more critical with the burgeoning use of digital recording, 
and the possibilities this opens up for the discipline in interrogating this material. The National 
Monuments Record Centre (NMRC) has taken a proactive role, and are making progress in 
this area, and the Forum for Information Standards in Heritage (FISH) is raising the profile of 
heritage inventories. Recently the Centre for Archaeology (CfA) produced a model of archival 
description, which received a good but limited response. In this field it is possible that the 
discipline needs to look at the wider picture and use existing skills outside the realm of 
archaeology, for example in partnership with specialists such as the Records Management 
Society, the Museums Documentation Association (MDA), and the Society of Archivists. 
Avenues for acceptance and enforcement of standards should be explored, with bodies such as 
Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers (ALGAO) and the Institute of Field 
Archaeologists (IFA). 

English Heritage, 1991, Management of Archaeological Projects 
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4. METHODOLOGY 

The mapping exercise was undertaken by conducting a series of interviews, based around free 
form discussion. Initially it was intended to use a simple questionnaire, with a form for each 
initiative, and to enter the resultant information on an Access database. However in practice it 
was discovered that the use of the questionnaires during the interviews artificially restricted 
information exchange and impeded debate, therefore they were abandoned in favour of one to 
one discussions. The database was refined to support more limited key information. 

This slightly changed the nature of the project to focus more on priorities and options rather 
than providing a simple map of current and past initiatives. However this accurately reflects 
the strength of feeling and the importance assigned to the issues encountered during the 
interview phase. 

Information about the project has been posted on the EH website, and feedback encouraged. 

Systematic contact and interview with relevant lead bodies and key groups followed an initial 
rapid literature and information trawl. 

Interviews have taken place with individuals drawn from the following organisations: 

CBA 
IFA 
Society of Antiquaries 
Archaeology Data Service 
Society of Museum Archaeologists (SMA) 
Museums Association (MA) 
Resource 
Museums Documentation Association (MDA) 
ALGAO 
Standing Conference of Archaeological Unit Managers (SCAUM) 
National Monuments Record (NMR) 
Medieval Pottery Research Group 
The Study Group for Roman Pottery 
Roman Finds Group 
Museum of London (LAARC Project) 
Museum of London Archaeology Service 
Piddington Roman Villa Project (Independent Museum) 

This report synthesises information gathered during the course of interviews, and further 
research carried out as part the project, in order to develop preliminary conclusions. 

These initial conclusions were further refined by debate with representatives of key bodies 
during workshops in late October. This process was regarded as essential to ensure a wide 
input into the agenda, and a common sign up and support for the final proposals from the 
wider discipline. A summary of the workshop recommendations, and the subsequent  refined 
conclusions of the original report form the final chapter. The report and its recommendations 
have been endorsed by two English Heritage Committees, the Historic Settlements and 
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Landscapes Advisory Committee and the Museums and Archives Panel, and all the principal 
stakeholders. 
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5. PRELIMINARY RESULTS 

The following reports are based on a synthesis of opinion and fact brought to light during the 
interview process and additional related research. Its does not represent an English Heritage 
viewpoint, but is presented in a manner intended to stimulate to debate and decision making. 
Related initiatives uncovered by the survey are mentioned where applicable throughout the 
text, and fully listed in the appendix. 

5.1 DEPOSITION 

5.1.1 Selection, Retention, Discard 

There was an almost universal acceptance amongst the interviewees that the issue of selection, 
retention, and discard of finds should be addressed. Arguably a large volume of archived 
material, and some awaiting archive, is of questionable academic value, and there does not 
appear to be any agreed mechanism for developing post-excavation or pre-accessioning 
selective discard strategies. It is widely understood that serious storage problems exist, and 
that a policy of collect all, keep all, is simply not sustainable, nor is it entirely justifiable on the 
grounds of research. 

However some specialist sectors are not in favour of discard for their own finds classes, 
preferring a collect all, retain all, policy. For example, to quote from the Medieval Pottery 
Research Groups minimum standards document8 ‘All pottery from archaeological contexts is 
retained for the benefit of future researchers, with the possible exception of kiln waste’. 

This issue requires an overview to be taken by the whole profession rather than an ad hoc 
approach via the differing specialist groups. It is important to define what should constitute an 
archaeological archive and to determine whether this should be the whole record or parts of 
the record. The issue of why, and for whom, we are retaining the material and documentary 
record should be addressed, and a critical eye should be cast over the archaeological product 
and its potential for the end user, whether this is a party of schoolchildren or PhD students. 
Costs should play a minor or end role in the discussion, as there is a danger that with 
developer funded contract archaeology, sampling could be used as an excuse to justify cheaper 
archaeology. It is important that the decisions, and the debate leading to those decisions, are 
based on academic merit. 

The onset of developer funded archaeology has certainly played a part in delaying this debate, 
as time and cost factors have crept into the equation. For example, it was highlighted during 
the survey that selection policies can be set too early in the process, and that the chance to 
refine retention policies as the need arises during the course of a project is minimal. Often as a 
result a developer will pay no more than was agreed at the outset, even if important 
archaeology is found. 

There is a definite groundswell of support for discard, but it seems to be on an individual 
basis, rather than through any noticeable co-ordinated effort. This statement is supported by 

8 Medieval Pottery Research Group, 2001, Minimum Standards for the Processing, Recording, Analysis and 
Publication of Post-Roman Ceramics 
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the distinct lack of discard standards produced, or in use, by the profession, with the exception 
of the brick and tile sector. The Society of Museum Archaeologists (SMA) standards, which 
define in some detail selection, retention and dispersal practices, have had little take up by field 
archaeologists. It is therefore important that any future standards carry full cross sector 
endorsement. 

Possible action 

•	 There is major recognition that it is vitally important to define a consensus on discard 
policies. The most strongly supported course of action is to establish a steering group 
of key bodies (ALGAO, IFA, SCAUM, SMA etc, together with special interest 
groups). This body should determine an overarching framework, within which 
individual projects could operate, with detailed procedural points constantly refined 
through project designs. The multi-logo umbrella would ensure consensual sign up. A 
point was also made that registration or grants could be tied to compliance with 
standards. 

•	 Discard and selection should be developed through the project design vehicle, and the 
research questions asked of the project. Rather than dig all record all, we should be 
asking the questions in the first place. 

•	 EH should give a higher priority to assisting the special interest groups in developing 
research frameworks for their subject areas, and from this basis, to go on to develop 
selection and retention policies. 

Whatever course of action is decided upon, it is important to note that the Resource 
stewardship strategy, to be published this autumn, will look at the topic of de-accession in 
museums. Therefore it should be seen as a key priority for the archaeological profession to 
develop a strategy in consultation with the museum sector, rather than strategies developing in 
isolation. 

5.1.2 Regional Resource Centres 

It is clear that in many cases there is insufficient space in museums to meet the real or potential 
demand for archaeological storage, and that in some areas there is no suitable repository 
available. Therefore there is widespread support for the idea of regional resource centres, 
although obvious disquiet about how such a move should be organised and financed. On a 
related note, PPG16 makes no mention of funding for long term storage, a problematic 
omission which should be addressed. 

On a national basis, the Swain report made some important recommendations, but little 
progress has been made so far, other than a paper presenting an options analysis for different 
storage9 which received very limited circulation. There is a general level of concern that 
Resource seems to have put museums on the back burner, and a worry has been expressed 

9 Swain, H, Suenson-Taylor, K, 1999, Models for the Curation of Archaeological Archives in England, Museum 
of London 
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that the agenda outlined in Power of Place represents a push for regional record centres 
without the facilities for material culture. Resource has said that when the stewardship strategy 
and regional museums’ task force reports appear, perceptions that Resource is biased will be 
altered, and a clearer idea of their priorities will be gained. 

Local initiatives are underway, although none, with the exception of the London Archaeology 
Resource Centre (LAARC) have gone further than initial studies: ­

•	 York has formed a consortium called the York Collections Access Partnership, 
consisting of all York Museums, EH Yorkshire region, and the Record Office. A 
feasibility study has been completed and the group are now developing a business plan 
and approaching funding bodies. 

•	 Kent has formed a steering group to tackle the serious storage shortage issue, with the 
aim of building a Kent Resource Centre. They have commissioned MoLAS to 
undertake an options study. 

•	 Northampton also commissioned the Museum of London to undertake a study of 
storage options in Northamptonshire. 

There were a number of opinions expressed about how such centres should operate. It was 
stressed on a number of occasions that the key questions were who were the intended 
customers, and how would the centres relate to the local museums. The London model was 
seen as pertinent, but not directly relevant, as London was viewed as a special case, due to its 
location in the capital and funding. The LAARC services the Museum of London whose users 
include PhD students, amateur groups, evening class students, school parties, and the general 
public. The latter groups are the largest and require the most servicing. The LAARC is mainly 
aimed at academic groups, such as researchers and archaeological societies, and is geared up 
appropriately. 

If resource centres are to work then their clientele must be clearly defined, and also effectively 
serviced, as it is not a viable prospect to spend millions just to cater for a small number of 
academic users. 

It has been suggested that regional centres should be research centres with links to 
universities, SMRs and HERCS, that education and outreach should be key priorities with 
regional learning support centres sited within the centres, and also that there should be close 
links with archaeology units. Training programmes and more public involvement in 
archaeology are viewed as essential. 

Opinion was divided on potential location, with a split between those who favoured regional 
sites and those who considered the areas involved to be too large, and that regional centres 
would only be used by academic researchers. It was also pointed out that demographically, the 
greater population and spread of archaeological work is in the south-east. All were agreed that 
the proposed centres should be strategically sited and that it was vital for good transport 
systems to be close at hand. 

It was felt that there would probably be resistance to local authority funding for such a 
regional initiative, and that the low potential use by the general public is contrary to current 
government thinking. There will inevitably be local political dimensions which could conflict 
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with the aims of a regional initiative, but nevertheless most respondents see some form of 
central facilitating role as necessary. 

Another proposed alternative to resource centres is low access deep storage centres, where 
archaeological material is prioritised according to access requirements. Material that 
demonstrates a lower rate of demand could be allocated to deep storage and the high use 
material allocated to easy access local storage. The possibility of using disused centres such as 
bunkers at Greenham Common, or old MOD sites for this purpose has been mooted. Only two 
or three such sites would be needed. 

There is a developing national perspective, partly due to Resource appointing a regional 
museums task force, which is examining how regional museums should operate in the national 
context. From 2004 the individual museum, library, and archive councils will be replaced by 
one single regional agency, and this should lead to regional storage and conservation policies. 
Resource will recommend that regional ‘hubs’ take responsibility in an area, including 
representatives of the larger museums. It will also recommend a national centre of advice on 
standards in the care of collections. The current governmental climate suggests it is an 
opportune time for regional resource centre proposals linked to this structure. 

Possible action 

•	 A steering group of lead bodies IFA, SMA, EH, MA and Resource should produce a 
proposal for submission to DCMS to obtain adequate support for regional resource 
centres. 

•	 The ad hoc development of localised centres should be welcomed, and should act as a 
spur to other initiatives. 

5.1.3 Archive procedures, roles and responsibilities 

There is a need to agree common standards for archive procedures, and the roles and 
responsibilities for the archive within the profession. 

It is apparent that archaeological curators have not sought a strong role on this issue, as most 
briefs only set out a general statement about the archive, and this is not monitored. EH takes a 
stronger line within its grant aided project programme, but similarly monitoring stops at the 
report stage and archive deposition is not followed up. 

However it is unclear whose responsibility it is to take this forward, should it lie with the 
contractor, the curator, or the museum? How do and should these roles work together? A key 
to this issue is that there is a fundamental lack of communication between museum and 
archaeology disciplines, and on the whole it is unclear to people where they fit into the picture. 
This compounds the problem of gaining consensus about standards. An example of this are the 
SMA guidelines, which are aimed in part at field archaeologists, many of whom have no 
knowledge that they exist or that they are applicable to their discipline. 

The situation is complicated by the fact that in many cases the modern archaeological archive 
is now very different from the traditional excavation record. For example, how does such an 
archive differ from what is included in the relevant SMR file? The situation is also made more 
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complex by the fact that the volume and nature of archaeological material currently prepared 
for deposition tends to be primarily determined by the development process rather than by any 
controlled collections policy. This situation should be and is changing with the welcome 
development of regional research frameworks. 
Possible action: 

•	 Some of the problem could be averted for the future by ensuring that archaeological 
training, especially within university courses, includes all the archaeological processes 
up to and including deposition. The MDA would have a vital role to perform here. 

•	 It is clear that all the relevant bodies need to establish a dialogue on this issue, and 
formulate areas of agreement. Consensual sign up to common standards is urgently 
required. This should be addressed through the main relevant bodies, EH, 
representatives of ALGAO, Museums Association, Resource, IFA, SCAUM. 

•	 A simpler but more limited solution is for EH, IFA and ALGAO to develop joint 
standards, in the hopes that this will influence more widespread agreement. 

5.1.4 Archive storage standards 

Registered museums must meet the storage standards laid down by the Resource registration 
scheme, and can also aspire to the higher standards laid down in the document ‘Standards in 
the Museum Care of Archaeological Collections10’. Resource proposes to develop new 
standards for museum registration, to include access and education as well as storage 
standards, and to revise the ‘Standards in the Museum Care of -’ series. This represents a 
definite move away from museums simply as holders of collections, towards becoming a 
community resource. The scheme will be extended from the museum services to cover libraries 
and archives, and will become part of a national registration scheme. 

However, there are no dedicated storage standards for the type of temporary storage 
undertaken by contracting units, with the result that storage standards range from excellent to 
poor, with consequent rates of deterioration in archives. The Swain report recommended that 
EH undertake an audit of the physical condition of archives held by archaeological contractors 
in order to assess the scale of the resource necessary to facilitate their transfer to repository. 
This study is in progress and due to report early in 2002. 

It is of prime importance to regulate matters, and for the discipline to agree a set of temporary 
storage standards as soon as possible. This will undoubtedly be affected by the Stewardship 
strategy currently in preparation by Resource, which covers collections care and management, 
storage, and retrieval. This document will encompass four key areas and is soon to go out for 
public consultation. Stewardship for the future will also include digital preservation, which 
must work within cabinet and PRO guidance. 

10 MGC, 1996, Standards in the Museum Care of Archaeological Collections 
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Possible action 

•	 The results and recommendations of the EH report on an audit of physical condition of 
archives held in archaeological contractor units should be used as a basis for further 
policy development for temporary storage standards for documentary, digital and 
material archives. 

•	 Minimum standards guidance for temporary storage should be agreed and endorsed in 
the IFA Standards and Guidance for Registered Archaeological Organisations. 

5.1.5 Box grants and charging policies 

The approach by museums to charging is often unclear, and varies widely between recipient 
museums. There is a need for a more consistent approach, or at least to ensure that differences 
are defensible and withstand a test of reasonableness 

There is a also a belief that charging is a dangerous precedent, and that it may lead to the 
developer opting out entirely of the museum option, in favour of personally retaining the finds 
or just disposing of them. 

A joint initiative between the MGC and EH to look at storage grants foundered with the 
recent major reorganisations experienced both by English Heritage and Resource. This 
initiative had begun to examine the role of the EH storage grant, and associated eligibility 
criteria. Opinion has been expressed that the EH storage grant could be better used as a 
general investment fund for long term storage needs, rather than as one off payments tied to 
individual projects. It has been suggested that this could take the form of charitable 
endowment fund, governed by charity commission rules. 

It is also clear that deposition costs, for both traditional and digital archives, must be built into 
post excavation project designs. 

Possible action 

•	 IFA could explore with the Society of Museum Archaeologists, the Scottish Museum 
Archaeologists (both SMA) and the Museums Association (MA) a common preferred 
approach 

•	 The EH storage grant procedures should be re-examined, and the proposal that they 
are used as a general investment fund for long term storage needs should be 
considered. 

5.1.6 Collecting areas 

No complete picture exists of museum collecting areas and policies. This must be addressed as 
in the current climate of change, it is vital if both archaeologists and repositories are to 
undertake their roles more effectively. Collecting policies and areas are still defined on an 
individual basis, which complicates matters further. 

English Heritage March 2002 15 



Recent examples demonstrate the changing situation. The Yorkshire museum has reduced its 
collecting area to encompass just the City of York as is the case with Northampton museum, 
which also intends to concentrate mainly on the boot and shoe industry collections. However 
archaeologists outside these counties will not be immediately privy to this information, and 
there is no overview that demonstrates the developing gaps in curatorial cover. 

Possible action 

•	 The SMA has proposed a very welcome project, which aims to fill this gap, and will 
provide the profession with a regularly updated resource detailing current museum 
collecting areas. It is hoped that the results this will also stimulate action to redress the 
geographical shortages in cover. 

5.1.7 Transfer guidelines 

The standards for transfer are confused, with different museums adopting wholly different 
policies. For example, the standards of packaging, charging and documentation may vary 
widely between recipient museums, and the responsibility for providing, and paying for, 
security copies may be unclear. In one case where a museum has prepared very thorough and 
stringent guidelines, these have appeared to scare depositing bodies off, and a situation has 
developed where depositing bodies have approached other museums with more relaxed 
policies. 

It does not appear that current SMA standards have had an impact, and it would be useful to 
try to deal with this complex situation. Once again some form of consensual sign up to 
commonly agreed standards is necessary. 

Possible action 

•	 The SMA should take the lead, in association with other relevant bodies such as 
Resource, the MA and IFA, to revise current documentation and gain consensual sign 
up to transfer standards. 

5.1.8 Museum resources 

There is a common understanding that museums are stretched in terms of staff and resources, 
and that there is a potential for archaeological archives to suffer as a result. It was noted that 
archives could be handed over in good order, and well packaged, but that understaffed 
museums can disorder and even mislay archives. It is also the case that if archives are handed 
over in a poorly packaged or catalogued state, the museum may not have the resources to 
redress this situation for some time. 

The Museum of London is using amateur groups to sort and repackage old archive under 
supervision. This will lead to a situation where some collections can be re-evaluated and 
possibly published. 

Possible action 
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•	 Amateur groups should be encouraged to become further involved in projects such as 
in sorting and repackaging old archives. See also 5.2.1 older archives and 5.2.5 public 
access and involvement. 

5.1.9 Digital archiving 

Digital archiving is an area in which the archaeological profession is making rapid progress, 
ably assisted by the ADS and the alliances it has formed with EH and the CBA amongst 
others. 

This situation will be helped by the launch of the Digital Preservation Coalition. This coalition 
is headed up by JISCC, and has a number of key partners including Resource and the British 
Library. One aim of the coalition is to produce a set of specifications for service providers, so 
that a proper contract can be drawn up where digital preservation is offered. A digital 
preservation workbook is in preparation. 

It is important that museums are not left out of the equation, as a situation is rapidly 
developing where museums are being left behind in the face of such rapidly developing 
technology. Better channels of communication must be implemented in order that all parties 
are kept appraised of developments and can have an equal say in changes. 

Possible action 

•	 The ADS has suggested revisions to the IFA Standards and Guidance documentation, 
which have now been incorporated, but it would be of benefit for IFA to continue to 
work more closely with the ADS to promote a standardised approach to digital data. 

•	 The ADS should develop closer links with the museum community. 

•	 Better channels of communication must be pursued in order that repositories are not 
left out of the loop. 

•	 A study should be undertaken within archaeological units and museums, in order to 
ascertain who holds digital archives, who is responsible for them, and whether they are 
being actively curated. 

5.1.10 Legal issues – ownership 

It is clear that it is very difficult to obtain transfer of title agreement from landowners, and it is 
almost impossible to persuade landowners to sign an open-ended commitment to transfer title 
at the beginning of a project. However as things stand we seem to ask the impossible of 
landowners, for which they receive very little in return. They usually have to pay for 
archaeological work, and if this work produces finds, they are asked to give them away to a 
museum. It may then follow that they are asked to pay the museum to keep the property that 
they had to pay someone else to give away. 

The situation is also muddied by the fact that neither repositories nor contractors are sure who 
is responsible for obtaining such agreements. Some museums will accept archives without this 
agreement in place. Some excavators feel that that this should be the responsibility of the 
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repository, and that once the excavator has identified the relevant repository the responsibility 
for agreement of title transfer should pass to them, and some museums believe that this is the 
responsibility of the excavating agency. 

Clarity and guidelines are necessary. 

Possible action 

•	 The SMA have proposed an initiative which will examine the legal status of 
archaeology, beginning with an assessment of the legal background, followed by a set 
of proposals, which will then be presented for debate and agreement. It is important 
that this issue is also addressed with the property developers, such as the British 
Property Federation, so that their industry can understand our needs and issue 
guidance to its own members, and that any agreement involves all parties, contractors, 
curators and repositories. 

•	 Consideration should be given to providing a better product or involvement for the 
landowner, and that the appropriate phrasing is incorporated into briefs. 

5.1.11 Legal issues - copyright 

There is a need for clear firm guidance, as at present a great deal of confusion exists in this 
complicated area. 

Currently, legal, ethical and documentation problems arise where the museum does not have 
title to the archive, or where ownership is unclear, and where excavators exercise copyright 
and intellectual rights restrictively. However, excavators often wish to retain copyright and 
intellectual rights, and find it difficult to negotiate title to the archive from their clients. 

Possible action 

•	 IFA is currently in discussion over a new set of guidelines, which it hopes will clarify 
(along with a wide range of other issues) that unless otherwise agreed: 

- The excavator will retain copyright and intellectual rights over their records.
- The excavator will grant a licence covering copyright and possibly intellectual rights

to the repository. 
- The excavator will transfer title to the records to the repository on deposition.

5.1.12 Disaster management 

This subject did not arise in the course of the interview sessions because it is essentially very 
low in the consciousness of most archaeologists. However it is a vital business need and of 
prime importance to the security of the nation’s archaeological archives. Very few 
archaeological units operate disaster management plans and it would be interesting to establish 
what the situation is like for repositories of archaeological archives. A model standard could 
be agreed which could be individually refined accordingly. 
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Possible action 

•	 Agree with IFA’s A model standard for disaster management plans, based on that 
recommended by the British Standards Institute. 

5.2 ACCESS 

5.2.1 Older archives 

It was recognised that older archives are a valuable resource and still contain much material of 
academic value with the potential to support new re-interpretation and reassessment. In 
reality, however, they often do not bear scrutiny for a variety of reasons (eg disorder, missing 
records, poor cataloguing, and difficulties of access). Some digital data held in older archives 
may now be wholly lost, as it is possible the software and hardware necessary to read it is 
obsolete, or that the discs are corrupted. The ADS hold an old hardware and software library, 
and offer a service that can retrieve ‘lost’ data. The potential therefore exists to retrieve and 
actively manage at least some of this digital archive. 

There is scope for two rescue programmes; one to unlock the resource currently held through 
a straightforward archiving programme, and the other to systematically rescue the digital data 
archived in the last 10 years. Neither of these programmes would be cheap, or particularly 
attractive to funding bodies, especially as we are unable to demonstrate any real demand for 
the product. However, the academic argument is compelling in that the archive is all that 
remains of destructive investigation of the nation’s heritage and we therefore have a 
responsibility to make it accessible and, wherever possible, to assess and utilise its potential. 

There are a number of possibilities, the Museum of London for example plans to employ its 
specialists to study the collections, and undertake thematic studies, in order to build their 
archive records and unlock the potential of the collections. More initiatives such as this could 
be undertaken, possibly as part of research framework resource assessments, or as specialist, 
national, regional or local thematic studies. 

There is also the potential to develop a targeted role for amateur groups and local societies in 
order to unlock the intellectual resource contained in older archives, and possibly also the 
backlog held within museums and contractor’s stores, for example through digitising old 
records. If this course of action were to be considered the MDA could be of great assistance 
in producing fact sheets for volunteers, which addressed the basic principles. 

Possible action 

•	 We need to consider how best to undertake a programme to unlock the resource held 
in older under-used archives, possibly as part of research frameworks resource 
assessments, or as specialist, national, regional or local thematic studies. 

•	 We should consider how best to rescue and manage the digital data which has been 
poorly archived in the last 10 years. The advice of the ADS and the NMR will be vital 
in this matter. 
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5.2.2 Re-use 

We need to consider the use and potential of archives, as at present it is evident that only little 
use is made of the resource by a small number of individuals. It is also true that professional 
archaeologists currently do not tend to go back to archives in store as much as they would 
like. This is due partly to time problems, which is at a premium in developer-funded 
archaeology, but also often due to the inaccessibility of archives. 

However the archaeological resource contained within the archive, as well as having an 
academic benefit, has the potential to provide a wealth of interesting information to the 
general public and we would make better progress by distinguishing, and catering for, the two 
different contexts. There is a distinction to be made between the curation of primary evidence, 
which is a long-term academic necessity, and the exploitation of its potential. We do not 
necessarily need the same organisation to undertake all the roles, as differing audiences require 
different levels of interpretation. For example there may be a large audience for Internet access 
of attractive pictures of buildings and their related artefacts, but not for the stored archives 
from which this information is drawn. The discipline needs to be aware of, and explain, these 
differences. 

Possible action 

•	 A study of the potential consumer and the related product is necessary. In this instance 
there is a clear need for the discipline to borrow from business practice and to look for 
means to market our resource more effectively and widely. Archaeological activity is 
not entirely restricted to the academic world, and by understanding the needs of all our 
potential customers and consumers of archaeological information we will be better 
placed to exploit and re-use the wealth contained in our archives. 

5.2.3 Access to the resource, expertise and assistance 

There are reports that the SMRs are often difficult to use, and that information is not easy to 
access. Concern was expressed over SMR charges and appointment systems. The considerable 
pressure on time and resources imposed by development control regimes probably means that 
most SMRs are not being used for all the purposes for which they were originally intended, 
such as local access to information. The seeming lack of professional archaeological 
involvement with the NMR, (with the exception of the microfilming programme) and the low 
awareness of the excavations index, is also of considerable concern. This warrants further 
exploration, as on no account must this survey be taken as fully representative. 

It is apparent that there are currently too few museum employees with an understanding of 
archaeological matters and requirements. The lack of skilled staff in museums is exacerbating 
the problem of overflowing collections, which lack effective management or exploitation. 
Public access to curatorial expertise in archaeology is diminishing, for example, museums have 
been known to disperse archaeological collections to museums where there is no professional 
assistance or advice available, and in some regions there are now a number of museums with 
no expert archaeological advisors. 
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Possible action 

•	 Regional resource centres could provide the focus for expert advice and assistance, a 
one-stop shop for access to regional and national archaeology with in-house links to 
the SMR and NMR. 

5.2.4 Digital access to the resource 

Digital access to the archaeological resource is already wide and continually expanding. The 
burgeoning use of the Internet has witnessed a plethora of archaeological related initiatives, 
from signposting of the resource to full Internet publication. 

A summary of the main initiatives is as follows: 

Oasis - The NMR provides access to high level information on archaeological projects 
through the OASIS project, which contains data generated by the Bournemouth 
Archaeological Investigations Project and the NMR excavations index, and also links to the 
data in the NMR microfilm index. OASIS provides information on archaeological 
interventions, and their related archives, held throughout England, including museums, the 
NMR, and record offices. The Oasis project is in its 2nd stage, which, in consultation with 
ALGAO and the SMRs, will see a move to on-line recording. The NMR in partnership with a 
number of contracting units is to devise and test an on-line recording form, which will feed 
data validated by the NMR direct to SMRs. This process underwent successful trials with the 
Greater London Archaeological Unit, Oxford Archaeological Unit and Wessex Archaeology 
last year. However there is a worry that not all SMRs are ready to receive such data. 

HEIRNET- is a web site set up by the CBA in 1998 which is devoted to providing links to 
archaeological information resources. HEIRNET started out by commissioning a project 
mapping the landscape of information systems. Following the publication of the project report, 
a Register of HEIRs was established and an initial web page has been created to provide 
details of Technical advisory services for archaeologists and others developing Historic 
Environment Information Resources. 

Digital archiving service - –provided by the Archaeology Data Service whose web site 
provides a gateway to the ADS digital archive holdings, and has a useful map based front end. 
It also contains links to other useful sites. 

Portable Antiquities Scheme – the database is on line, providing data on all voluntary reported 
finds, although a large amount of information remains to be input. 

Full Disclosure - The British Library heads up this mapping project, which intends to digitise 
catalogued material from museums, archives and libraries, and make it available on the 
Internet. This will include archaeological collections, and provide a high level index on line to 
all catalogued holdings. 

Cornucopia - Museum collections will also be made available through this project, which 
intends to provide access to the wealth of museum holdings via an on-line database. This web 
site is under construction. 
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Culture Online - The DCMS is aiming to bring the cultural resources of the country to the 
desktops of students and life-long learners, through a web based initiative, which aims to build 
a digital bridge between culture and learning. Its intention is to allow learners, both children 
and adults, to access the treasures and know how of cultural organisations. It is anticipated 
that this new resource will be established in 2002. 

However these initiatives are all quite disparate, and it is necessary to know where to look for 
the information. On the whole the process is still organised around conventional academic 
requirements, and we should be looking at ways to provide better access for other user 
groups, and the provision of links with museums and local communities. There is a need for a 
simple gateway into archaeology on the Internet, preferably period defined, linking to 
archaeology web sites, and the national curriculum. The CBA are considering the development 
of such a site, based on the CBA web site, which would lead the general public into the world 
of archaeology. 

Concern exists over the disenfranchisement of parts of society who cannot access computers 
and the Internet. It has been suggested that we utilise the public libraries, printing off Internet 
versions of web information and sending it out free to libraries. However the problem is self-
limiting, and will disappear over time as digital literacy becomes the norm. It is estimated that 
60% of the population now use the Internet. 

Possible action 

•	 The development of HEIRport, a one-stop web portal linking archaeology web sites, 
demonstrates the potential for improving access. We need to continue to support this 
and other initiatives, and learn from models such as the National Biodiversity Network 
and the 24 hour museum. 

5.2.5 Public access and involvement 

There is disappointingly little public use of archaeological archives. People may not know of 
the existence of archaeological archives, they may not be able to access or understand the 
archives, and there may be no one to help them access the resource. However it would also be 
useful to establish just how the public use of the archaeological resource compares to its use 
of archives in general as we have no comparative data. We need to determine who the 
potential users of the archaeological resource are, the public, the client or other 
archaeologists? We must ensure that the product of archaeological work, which includes the 
archive, is better geared to the needs of its consumers, and that there is a product worth 
promoting. For example, one Archaeological Unit is developing more public accessibility to 
information through the use of Genealogy as a front end to the data, using the expertise of 
local history librarians. 

Resource have published a draft learning strategy, linking access and learning, and intend to 
encourage the development of a learning support unit in each English region, initially with one 
learning support officer, by 2002. 

Local societies are heavy data users, and one of the key groups to consider if we are thinking 
about how data is used. Amateur involvement in archaeology has declined with the growth of 
excavations carried out in the context of PPG16, which has had a limiting effect on the 
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activities and involvement of the volunteer sector. It is essential to re-engage the amateur with 
the professional. 

Possible action 

•	 The CBA are considering an important initiative, which will define the current state of 
local societies in terms of status, members, outputs, issues, and future aspirations. This 
information should be very helpful in attempts to re-engage the amateur and 
professional archaeologists. 

5.3 DOCUMENTATION 

There is something of a culture gap about the nature of documentation between national 
archive holders, museums, and contracting units. The latter in particular often regard the 
archive as something which must be compiled at the end of a project, and essential archiving 
tools such as record classification, indexes, or thesauri have yet to gain popular adoption by 
the discipline. However a true archive is not just the final  product of a project, it is also the 
dynamic day to day record which constructed and used as the work proceeds. Therefore the 
implementation of finding aid mechanisms from the beginning of record construction will 
simplify the use of the project archive from the beginning of its active life in the field through 
to later interrogation once it is deposited. 

Documentation standards exist, for example, MAD 2, MIDAS and Spectrum, but they are 
mainly geared to professional archive holders. MAP 2 provides a general statement about the 
nature of an archive, and mentions indices, but assumes a level of awareness that can be absent 
in the field. Documentation standards are still viewed as a specialist subject, which has little 
relevance for day to day archaeology practice. This situation was highlighted by the lack of 
response from field archaeologists to the Centre for Archaeology authored Model of Archive 
Description11. However as the nature of the record moves closer to complete digital 
documentation, the greater the need for documentation standards, and also the greater the 
awareness that this is an important issue. 

There are two challenges. One is to produce accessible standards for archaeological project 
documentation, as opposed to just object or event record driven standards, and the other is 
how to ensure documentation standards are applied. 

Possible action 

•	 There is a potential for the MDA to extend the MIDAS approach to encompass an 
excavation level of detail. The most appropriate vehicle to drive this forward would be 
the Forum on Information Standards in Heritage (FISH), which contains 
representatives of the key bodies, and could provide a more encompassing data 
standard. 

11 
Brown, A, Perrin, K, 2000, A Model for the Description of Archaeological Archives, Centre for Archaeology 
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•	 There has also been a suggestion that standardisation of software may solve some 
problems, and that the discipline should settle on a core standard with the potential for 
add on modules at a later date as appropriate. 

•	 The PRO National Archive legislation is another important related initiative. Should 
archaeological archives be public records? If so, then potentially this would solve some 
documentation problems. We need to be ready to input at the public consultation 
stage, possibly 2002-3, to see if we can address the problem of the vulnerability of 
these records. Making archaeological records public records would give them statutory 
protection, and would focus minds more on the appraisal process. 
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6. SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY OPTIONS 

6.1 DEPOSITION 

6.1.1 Selection, Retention, Discard 

•	 There is major recognition that it is vitally important to define a consensus on discard 
policies. The most strongly supported course of action is to establish a steering group 
of key bodies (ALGAO, IFA, SCAUM, SMA etc, together with special interest 
groups). This body should determine an overarching framework, within which 
individual projects could operate, with detailed procedural points constantly refined 
through project designs. The multi-logo umbrella would ensure consensual sign up. A 
point was also made that registration or grants could be tied to compliance with 
standards. 

•	 Discard and selection should be developed through the project design vehicle, and the 
research questions asked of the project. Rather than dig all record all, we should be 
asking the questions in the first place. 

•	 EH should give a higher priority to assisting the special interest groups in developing 
research frameworks for their subject areas, and from this basis, to go on to develop 
selection and retention policies. 

6.1.2 Regional Resource Centres 

•	 A steering group of lead bodies IFA, SMA, EH, MA and Resource, should produce a 
proposal for submission to DCMS to obtain adequate support for regional resource 
centres. 

•	 The ad hoc development of localised centres should be welcomed, and should act as a 
spur to other initiatives. 

6.1.3 Archive procedures, roles and responsibilities 

•	 Some of the problem could be averted for the future by ensuring that archaeological 
training, especially within university courses, included training in the processes from 
field to deposition. The MDA would have a vital role to perform here. 

•	 It is clear that all the relevant bodies need to establish a dialogue on this issue, and 
look to formulate areas of agreement. Consensual sign up to common standards is 
urgently required. This should be addressed through the main relevant bodies, EH, 
representatives of ALGAO, Museums Association, Resource, IFA, SCAUM. 

•	 A simpler but more limited solution is for EH and ALGAO develop joint standards, in 
the hopes that this will influence a more common agreement. 
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6.1.4 Archive Storage standards 

•	 The results and recommendations of the EH report on an audit of physical condition of 
archives held in archaeological contractor units should be used as a basis for further 
policy development in temporary storage standards. 

•	 Minimum standards guidance for temporary storage should be agreed and endorsed in 
the IFA Standards and Guidance for Registered Archaeological Organisations. 

6.1.5 Box grants and charging policies 

•	 IFA could explore with the Society of Museum Archaeologists, the Scottish Museum 
Archaeologists (both SMA) and the Museums Association (MA) a common preferred 
approach 

•	 The EH storage grant procedures should be re-examined, and the proposal that they 
are used as a general investment fund for long term storage needs should be 
considered. 

6.1.6 Collecting areas 

•	 The SMA has proposed a very welcome project, which aims to fill this gap, and will 
provide the profession with a regularly updated resource detailing current museum 
collecting areas. It is hoped that the results this will also stimulate action to redress the 
geographical shortages in cover. 

6.1.7 Transfer guidelines 

•	 The SMA should take the lead, in association with other relevant bodies such as 
Resource, the MA and IFA, to revise current documentation and gain consensual sign 
up to transfer standards. 

6.1.8 Museum resources 

•	 Amateur groups should be encouraged to become further involved in projects such as 
in sorting and repackaging old archives. See also 5.2.1 older archives and 5.2.5 public 
access and involvement. 

6.1.9 Digital archiving 

•	 The ADS has suggested revisions to the IFA Standards and Guidance documentation, 
which have now been incorporated, but it would be of benefit for IFA to continue to 
work more closely with the ADS to promote a standardised approach to digital data. 

•	 The ADS should develop closer links with the museum community. 

•	 Better channels of communication must be pursued in order that repositories are not 
left out of the loop. 
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•	 A study should be undertaken within archaeological units and museums, in order to 
ascertain who holds digital archives, who is responsible for them, and whether they are 
being actively curated. 

6.1.10 Legal issues – ownership 

•	 The SMA have proposed an initiative which will examine the legal status of 
archaeology, beginning with an assessment of the legal background, followed by a set 
of proposals, which will then be presented for debate and agreement. It is important 
that this issue is also addressed with the property developers, such as the British 
Property Federation, so that their industry can understand our needs and issue 
guidance to its own members, and that any agreement involves all parties, contractors, 
curators and repositories. 

•	 Consideration should be given to providing a better product or involvement for the 
landowner, and that the appropriate phrasing is incorporated into briefs. 

6.1.11 Legal issues – copyright 

•	 IFA is currently in discussion over a new set of guidelines, which it hopes will clarify 
(along with a wide range of other issues) that unless otherwise agreed: 

- The excavator will retain copyright and intellectual rights over their records.
- The excavator will grant a licence covering copyright and possibly intellectual rights

to the repository. 
- The excavator will transfer title to the records to the repository on deposition.

6.1.12 Disaster management 

•	 Agree with IFA’s A model standard for disaster management plans, based on that 
recommended by the British Standards Institute. 

6.2 ACCESS 

6.2.1 Older archives 

•	 We need to consider how best to undertake a programme to unlock the resource held 
in older under-used archives, possibly as part of research frameworks resource 
assessments, or as specialist, national, regional or local thematic studies. 

•	 We to consider how best to rescue the digital data which has been poorly archived in 
the last 10 years. The advice of the ADS and the NMR will be vital in this instance 

6.2.2 Re-use 

•	 A study of the potential consumer and the related product is necessary. In this instance 
there is a clear need for the discipline to borrow from business practice and to look for 
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means to market our resource more effectively and widely. Archaeological activity is 
not entirely restricted to the academic world, and by understanding the needs of all our 
potential customers and consumers of archaeological information we will be better 
placed to exploit and re-use the wealth contained in our archives. 

6.2.3 Access to the resource, expertise and assistance 

•	 Regional resource centres could provide the focus for expert advice and assistance, a 
one-stop shop for access to regional and national archaeology with in-house links to 
the SMR and NMR. 

6.2.4 Digital access to the resource 

•	 The development of HEIRport, a one-stop web portal linking archaeology web sites, 
demonstrates the potential for improving access. We need to continue to support this 
and other initiatives, and learn from models such as the National Biodiversity Network 
and the 24 hour museum. 

6.2.5 Public access and involvement 

•	 The CBA are considering an important initiative, which will define the current state of 
local societies in terms of status, members, outputs, issues, and future aspirations. This 
information should be very helpful in attempts to re-engage the amateur and 
professional archaeologists. 

6.3 DOCUMENTATION 

•	 There is a potential for the MDA to extend the MIDAS approach to encompass an 
excavation level of detail. The most appropriate vehicle to drive this forward would be 
the Forum on Information Standards in Heritage (FISH), which contains 
representatives of the key bodies, and could provide a more encompassing data 
standard. 

•	 There has also been a suggestion that standardisation of software may solve some 
problems, and that the discipline should settle on a core standard with the potential for 
add on modules at a later date as appropriate. 

•	 The PRO National Archive legislation is another important related initiative. Should 
archaeological archives be public records? If so then potentially this would solve some 
documentation problems. We need to be ready to input at the public consultation 
stage, possibly 2002-3, to see if we can address the problem of the vulnerability of 
these records. Making archaeological records public records would give them statutory 
protection, and would focus minds more on the appraisal process. 
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7. SURVEY CONCLUSIONS 

The most positive result to come out of the survey was the discovery of the immense will that 
exists within the discipline to address these challenges, and the overwhelming support for this 
initiative. It is therefore vital to keep the momentum going and to move rapidly to the next 
stage of implementation. 

The survey covered a wide range of issues, establishing where progress was being made, and 
where it was most needed. The results were refined into prioritised areas for debate and 
action, which were addressed at the workshops held in the autumn of 2001. 

It is clear that the area in which progress is being made on a wide variety of fronts is that of 
digital development. Especially within the areas of digital archiving and web based access, the 
profession is rapidly moving forward and enormous progress is being made. Therefore it 
seems sensible to prioritise some of the mainly non-digital initiatives that are equally 
important, but currently lying dormant. Nonetheless, it is important to note that digital issues 
are inextricably linked to all forms of modern archaeological archives, as they have become an 
integral part of the record making process, therefore they will inevitably be part of all future 
initiatives whether their primary drive is digital or not. 

We wish to tackle some issues that have fairly straightforward ‘quick wins’ alongside the more 
weighty areas, as it is important to establish that action is possible on some of these seemingly 
intransigent problems, and to make progress on issues that have become increasingly bogged 
down. The following topics were selected from the section ‘deposition’ for debate at the 
workshops. 

• Selection, retention and discard policies 
• Regional resource centres 
• Temporary archive storage standards 
• Archive procedures - roles and responsibilities 
• Box grants and charging policies 
• Legal issues 
• Disaster management plans 
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8. WORKSHOP RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

Workshops for the wider profession, involving representatives of most of the key players 
interviewed during the survey, took place at English Heritage offices in York and Swindon, at 
the end of October 2001. Those attending comprised representatives from 

Institute of Field Archaeologists 
Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers 
Society of Museum Archaeologists 
Archaeology Data Service 
Council for British Archaeology 
York Archaeological Trust 
Kent County Council Planning Dept 
National Monuments Record, English Heritage 
The National Trust 
Medieval Pottery Research Group 
The Roman Finds Group 
The Museums Association 
Resource 
LAARC Museum of London 
English Heritage. 

Apologies were received from the Society of Antiquaries and the Standing Conference of 
Archaeological Unit Managers. 

After internal review, the draft report was circulated for debate at the workshops, and 
comment on the report was fed back by the group both before and after these meetings. This 
has been incorporated into the text wherever appropriate. 

The report and its recommendations were fully endorsed on both days, and unanimous 
agreement was reached that the prioritised issues chosen for debate and action planning for 
the future were appropriate. The pragmatic decision to leave to one side the main issues 
concerning digital archives was accepted by those attending, although there was a clear 
recognition that this was for current purposes only, and that the situation should be re­
examined in the not too distant future. 

Both workshops focused on six of the seven topics recommended for the next stage: 

• Selection, retention and discard policies 
• Regional resource centres 
• Temporary archive storage standards 
• Archive procedures - roles and responsibilities 
• Box grants and charging policies 
• Legal issues 
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Due to time constraints, a decision was taken to leave disaster management planning out of 
the discussions, as the need for such action was seen as a foregone conclusion and as relatively 
simple to achieve. 

Syndicate groups worked their way through each topic in turn, first clarifying the issues 
amongst the group, and then addressing possible means of action using the report’s 
suggestions as a baseline. The outcomes of these deliberations are outlined by topic below, 
and form a summary of the main action points as highlighted by the groups on both days. 

8.2 SELECTION RETENTION AND DISCARD 

There is a need for a statement of underpinning philosophy, for example that discard is just 
one part of a sampling process that begins with the selection of the site, and continues through 
fieldwork as an excavation and retrieval policy. It was felt that this would be best expressed at 
national level. Three tier guidelines were envisaged, with a high level national viewpoint, 
articulated more extensively at a regional level, and in turn underpinned by local strategies. 
Individual project designs would sign up to these guidelines and refine them again through 
their research strategies. 

It is essential that such policies are developed and implemented by a team with interests 
across the whole spectrum of archaeology, ranging from inception through to deposition. A 
recurring theme throughout the survey project and the workshops for the wider profession 
has been the need for greater communication and co-operation at all levels. There is a need to 
move away from the current sequential linear process, which sees disparate groups involved 
at different stages, to the adoption of a co-operative model which sees the actions and 
interrelationships better integrated and understood. 

A starting point to this process should be the implementation of a pilot study, which would 
undertake some basic assessment of what we hold now, how it is being used and what policies 
already exist. It should also look at ways of building selection and retention into the 
assessment stage of projects. This approach should be based on some radical thinking, and 
adopt an integrated approach to the archive and its processes 

Such strategies should be a core function of national, regional and local research frameworks. 
Guidelines for the production of research frameworks should include selection, retention and 
discard policies based on sound resource assessments of the whole resource (ie including 
archives) as well as research strategies. Funding criteria for research frameworks should 
include the requirement for such policies. 

There is a need to incorporate into project briefs and agreements the requirement for selection, 
retention and discard policies to be built into project assessment phases. 

A review of PPG16 is seen as necessary as neither long term storage requirements nor crisis 
management for unforeseen archaeology are addressed by this guidance at present. 
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8.3 REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTRES 

A business needs assessment should be undertaken in order to define exactly what a regional 
resource centre should be. We need to establish what should determine the geographical 
location of these sites, if in fact they should be regional at all. We should be clear whether such 
centres should be limited to archaeology, or whether it would be more appropriate for them to 
be multi-disciplinary. It is also essential that their function and client/consumer base is clearly 
established if any business case is to succeed. 

A study should be undertaken of the current situation, in order to compile data for the 
business case. This will examine the amount of material held in current storage, and its costs, 
compared to new centralised storage. It will also pinpoint areas where gaps in facilities exist, 
and no archaeological storage is available. These areas should be highlighted as prime 
candidates for any potential pilot studies. The study should build on the data compiled by the 
EH audit of physical condition of archaeological archives. 

The two should be combined into a business case to take to the DCMS under a multi-logo 
umbrella. 

At the same time the current growth of local initiatives should be welcomed and encouraged, 
as in addition to fulfilling a vital local need, these will help pilot further development. These 
schemes will also provide the learning curve for later models. 

PPG16 should be revised to include duty of care to long term storage of archaeological 
material and the responsibility for costs involved in its curation and storage. A rational and 
defendable policy of selection, retention and discard may well be a necessary prerequisite for 
this initiative to succeed 

The potential for adding a requirement for collaborative schemes wherever possible into 
funding stream criteria should be explored. Interoperability between these centres must be 
established at the outset. This should not be confined to mechanisms such as indices and 
metadata, but should also encompass resources such as staff and display materials. 

The discipline must capitalise on the current government climate, which encourages regional 
initiatives. The proposed development of regional cultural hubs could be utilised as a 
springboard for archaeological resource centres. Direct links to the evolving regional fora 
should be encouraged. 

8.4 TEMPORARY ARCHIVE STORAGE STANDARDS 

Minimum standards guidance for temporary storage should apply to both archaeological 
contractor storage, and also museum stores that hold pre-accession material to which normal 
standards do not apply. 

Standards guidance should be developed which enables a level playing field for contractors. 
Baseline guidance should be built on current standards rather than any attempt made to 
reinvent the wheel. These should be developed under a multi-logo umbrella. 
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There will be a need for standards monitoring, and this should be undertaken during the 
normal course of project work, by both EH and ALGAO, and also during routine IFA 
inspections. The possibility of this becoming a role for the EH Information Management and 
Collections Team was discussed. 

Project briefs and grant agreements should specify adherence to the new storage standards, 
and they should form part of the IFA registration criteria. 

PPG16 should be revised to include duty of care to short and medium term storage of 
archaeological materials, and the responsibility for costs involved in its curation and storage. 

8.5 ARCHIVE PROCEDURES – ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

There is a need to provide education and training to the whole discipline about the nature of 
the archaeological process and its complete integration with the whole trajectory of 
archaeological work from start to finish. There is a common lack of understanding and 
communication at all levels within the wider discipline as to the roles and responsibilities of 
others in this respect, and education is one tool with which to redress the balance. Training 
programmes should be devised, aimed at differing audiences and cross sector teaching. The 
MDA is an ideal body to take the lead in this initiative. 

Communication between the wider professional groups must be enabled. Local area forums 
involving contractors, museum and local authority curators, EH regional team representatives 
etc would have a marked impact. The Resource initiative to set up regional hubs for archives 
libraries and museums could serve as a starting point. 

The cultural perception that the report is the end product of a project must be changed, and a 
wider view encouraged. The dissemination of the project information in as wide a way as 
possible, to as wide an audience as possible, is the key aim and this will include the deposition 
of the project archive in a public repository. Project briefs, and grant agreements must specify 
the project deposition as a performance indicator, and this must be monitored. 

Standards guidance should be developed, under a multi-logo umbrella, which sets out archive 
procedures, roles and responsibilities for the wider profession. These should draw on current 
documentation, and form a set of model procedures, which can be adapted at a local level. The 
production of draft procedures must be followed by a wide professional debate in order to 
assure consensual sign up. 

8.6 BOX GRANTS AND CHARGING POLICIES 

The EH box grant is not used to best effect and should be reviewed. This should not be 
undertaken in isolation but should be linked to a review of storage funding as a whole. One off 
box grants, and one off storage charges for project dedicated archives are not appropriate, 
what is really needed is a source of sustainable funding. 

EH and Resource should review both the EH box grant, and museum charging policies. 
Options such as a developer tax, general investment funds, and alternative sources of 
sustainable funding should be explored. The need for investment in digital curation should not 
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be overlooked, nor should the need for identifying a funding stream for the rescue of old 
digital data languishing on museum shelves. 

8.7 LEGAL ISSUES 

This area is extremely complex, and clear guidance for the discipline is seen as an urgent 
requirement. There was general agreement that IFA should drive this forward and produce a 
guidance note, which should include model clauses for contracts. 

A longer term goal is a change in the law regarding the ownership of finds, preferably to the 
Scottish model. EH and Resource should seek to influence government thinking on this 
matter. 
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9. FINAL CONCLUSIONS 

The consultation process has resulted in a very clear mandate for action from all the key 
players who were involved and an overwhelming support for the continuation of this work. It 
is essential that these partnerships are fostered, and that all the lead players are involved in the 
debates, decision-making processes and projects that will follow. 

However, it is essential that any outputs are considered carefully, are implemented in 
consultation with our partners, and follow an appropriate chronological path. For example 
although the importance of developing regional resource centres is almost universally 
acknowledged, an essential part of the planning process will involve completing the necessary 
groundwork as outlined in the following chapter. A convincing business case must include 
evidence that the resource to be held within the centres is delivered in a professional manner as 
per contract, has the potential for long term re-use by a demonstrable clientele, and that all 
parties involved are clear as to their roles and responsibilities. At present we are unable to 
respond positively to these challenges. 

It is proposed that the next phase of this work sets in motion a number of key initiatives and 
partnerships, which will solve some pressing problems, make a real long term difference to the 
way archaeology is conducted, and also eventually provide the basis for workable resource 
centres. 

The following chapter contains a summary of the main recommendations for action. Although 
the report and the workshops divided the issues up into identifiable headings for practical 
purposes, many of the topics are inter linked, and can also be tied into other current or 
proposed initiatives. Therefore the recommendations which follow are grouped under more 
holistic headings. 
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10. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE NEXT STAGE 

10.1 COMMUNICATION AND PROCEDURES 

10.1.1 Standards guidance should be developed, under a multi-logo umbrella, which sets out 
archive procedures, roles and responsibilities for the wider profession. This should 
draw on current documentation and form a set of model procedures that can be 
adapted at a local level. The production of draft procedures must be followed by a 
wide professional debate in order to assure agreement and sign up. A steering group 
should be charged with this role, headed up by representatives of key involved groups, 
such as IFA, ALGAO, SMA, SCAUM, EH and Resource. 

10.1.2 Local area forums should be established which bring together the wider discipline. The 
Resource initiative, which intends to set up regional hubs for archives, libraries and 
museums, should be capitalised on as a stepping stone for wider forums. It is 
recommended that EH and Resource work together to examine the potential for 
expanding this initiative. 

10.1.3 Training programmes in archaeological archive processes for the wider archaeological 
discipline should be devised, aimed at differing audiences and cross sector teaching. 
The MDA are an ideal body to take the lead in this initiative. 

10.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL COLLECTIONS 

10.2.1 EH and Resource should review both the EH box grant, and museum charging 
policies. Options such as a developer tax, general investment funds, and alternative 
sources of sustainable funding should be explored. The need for investment in digital 
curation should not be overlooked. 

10.2.2 Standards guidance for temporary storage of archaeological collections should be 
developed for both museums and contractors. Current standards should be utilised to 
produce baseline guidance. This initiative should be linked to the review of the current 
museum registration standards proposed by Resource. The new standards should be 
developed under a multi-logo umbrella, including the SMA, IFA, ALGAO, Resource, 
and EH. 

10.2.3 EH and Resource should seek to influence DCMS and DTLR on the need to revise 
PPG16 to include the duty of care to medium and long term storage of archaeological 
materials, and the costs involved in storage and curation. 

10.2.4 The SMA initiative which will map museum collecting areas should be broadened to 
include collecting policies. The results should be used to inform the wider discipline on 
combining collecting policies with national, regional and local research agendas where 
relevant, and also where resources should be targeted to counteract gaps in provision. 

10.2.5 English Heritage should collate the views of all sectors of the profession on a proposed 
national framework for the selection, retention, and discard of archaeological archives. 
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The results from this study will be analysed along with the results of the SMA 
mapping project  (10.2.4), in order to draw up an overall position statement, which will 
be brought before the Archaeological Archives Forum (10.4) for endorsement. 

10.2.6 Disaster management planning guidelines for archaeological contractors should be 
drafted. These should be produced under the auspices of IFA. 

10.2.7 IFA should produce a guidance note on archaeology and the law, which should include 
model clauses for archaeological contracts. 

10.3 MONITORING STANDARDS 

10.3.1 IFA, ALGAO and EH should carry out a scoping project to review current grant 
procedures and model briefs in order to determine how new standards, which should 
incorporate a wider view of dissemination up to and including deposition in a public 
repository, can be implemented and monitored. 

10.4 WIDER PROFESSIONAL FORUM 

10.4.1 An archaeological archives forum should be instigated, which should consist of 
representatives of all lead bodies and specialist groups associated with archaeological 
archives. The forum should meet formally once or twice a year to advise on and 
oversee the development of key projects. EH should initially provide the secretariat for 
the new forum. 
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12. APPENDIX ONE  List of initiatives 

Initiatives List 

'HEIRNET' Internet register of heirs 

A Model of Archival Description 

A Survey of Archaeological Archives 
Archaeological documentary archives 

Archaeological Investigations Project 

ARENA Access to European research archives 

CIDOC 

Copyright and Intellectual rights 

Cornucopia 

Culture on Line 

DAPPER Digital Archiving Pilot Project 

Digital archiving strategy 

Digital Data User Needs Survey 

Digital Preservation Coalition 

Draft Minimum Standards for CBM 

Finding our Past, Portable Antiquity Scheme 

FISH 

Full disclosure project 

Guides to good practice 

HEIRNET Technical Advice Service 

HEIRport 

HWAP 

ICT Strategic Plan 

Inscription 

International Core Data Standard 

LAARC, London Archaeological Resource Centre 

Learning and Access Strategy 

Legal status of archaeology 

Licensing of NMR data to SMRs 

Local Societies Proposal 
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MDA Archaeological Objects Thesaurus 

Microfilming Archaeological Archives 

Microfilming programme link to ADS catalogue 

MIDAS 

Models for curation of arch archives in England 

Museum Collecting Areas Mapping Project 

Museum of London archive enhancement programme 

Museum of London archive repacking programme 

NAPEX 

NMR archaeological report library 

NMR/SMR Maritime Type standards 

No 1 Poultry archive project 

OASIS 

OASIS 2nd Stage Pilot Project 

PATOIS 

Place of Deposit 

Publication User Needs Survey (PUNS) 

Regional Collections 

Registration schemes 

RSAA project 

Selection, Retention, Dispersal 

Seminar on retention/dispersal 

SPECTRUM 

Standards in Action working with archaeology 

Stewardship strategy 

Thesaurus of monument types 

Towards an Accessible Archaeological Archive 

York Collections Access Partnership 
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13. APPENDIX TWO Breakdown of initiatives 

KEY 

Description A brief description of the initiative 
Type Deposition, access or documentation 
Status Current, past or future 
Stage In progress, not begun, stalled, complete 
Organisation Name of organisation undertaking the work 
Bibliography Bibliographical details 

Archaeological Archives: Deposition, Access and Documentation 

Initiatives by Type 

Type: Deposition 

A Survey of Archaeological Archives 

Description:	 A national survey of archaeological archives undertaken on behalf of 
English Heritage and the Museums and Galleries Commission. The 
purpose of the study was to examine the physical state of archives in 
museums; estimate the cost of collecting archaeological material for 
museums; the museum use of archives; future likely demand on museums; 
museum collecting strategies; the relationship between archaeological 
units and museums; and the extent to which museums can generate 
income for curation. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: English Heritage, Museums and Galleries Commission 
Bibliography: Swain H, 1998, A Survey of Archaeological Archives in England. A 

report prepared for English Heritage and the Museums & Galleries 
Commission, English Heritage and the Museums & Galleries 
Commission. 
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Archaeological documentary archives 

Description: Guidelines for the preparation, curation and storage of archaeological 
documentary archives. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: RCAHMS 
Bibliography: Ferguson, L, Murray D, Archaeological documentary archives IFA paper 

No 1, RCAHMS 

Digital Preservation Coalition 

Description:	 Organised by JISC, the Digital Preservation Coalition is to be formally 
launched in October. Current members are JISC, British Library, CLRC, 
Wellcome Trust, Public Records Office, Resource, OCLC, National 
Archives of Scotland, RLG, ULCC and CURL. The broad aim of the 
coalition is to develop and pursue a UK digital preservation agenda with 
an international context. Two of the key collaborative projects intended 
are ­
1. Archiving web based resources
2. Digital archive certification/specification/competencies 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Future 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: Joint Information Systems Council 
Bibliography: 

Draft Minimum Standards for CBM 

Description:	 Guidelines for the recovery, analysis and publication of recording ceramic 
building material. Aims of the guidelines are to assist planning and other 
archaeologists involved in the monitoring of archaeological projects; to 
help museum curators in the management of their cbm archives; to 
indicate adequate working practice to cbm specialists and to those in the 
archaeological profession who come across cbm in their work. 

Type:	 Deposition 
Status:	 Current 
Stage:	 In progress 
Organisation:	 Archaeological Ceramic Building Materials Group 
Bibliography:	 2000, Draft minimum standards for the recovery, analysis and publication 

of ceramic building material, The Archaeological Ceramic Building 
Materials Group 
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LAARC, London Archaeological Resource Centre 

Description: A Museum of London archaeological resource centre, housing all the 
Museum of London archaeological archives with provision for a number 
of years growth. Researchers rooms with terminals, access to specialist 
services and advice, full archaeological curatorial cover and good links 
with the archaeological unit. There are impressive plans for outreach 
work. The centre is designed to cater for the knowledgeable researcher 
rather than the general public. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: Museum of London 
Bibliography: 

Legal status of archaeology 

Description:	 Proposed assessment of the legal situation within archaeology as regards 
ownership, title, transfer etc, to be followed by a set of proposals for 
action. 

Type:	 Deposition 
Status:	 Future 
Stage:	 Not begun 
Organisation:	 Society of Museum Archaeologists 
Bibliography: 

Models for curation of arch archives in England 

Description:	 A research paper, authored by Hedley Swain and Kirsten 
Suenson-Taylor, Museum of London, and commissioned by the Museums 
and Galleries Commission in 1999. Based on recommendation 4 of the 
1998 Swain report. The report discusses in detail the different options 
that might be considered for the effective storage and curation of 
archaeological archives in England. It makes a number of 
recommendations, including - the publication of a statement of suitable 
provision for the curation of archaeological material, as laid out in part 2 
of the report - that the HLF should be approached with a strategy, based 
on the contents of the report, for the creation of storage repositories. 
This is seen as a mix of county provision, where it is currently working 
well, and where none exists, the provision of single regional repositories. 
This report and its recommendations has lain dormant since the demise of 
the MGC. 

Type:	 Deposition 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Stalled 
Organisation:	 Museums and Galleries Commission 
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Bibliography:	 Swain, H, Suenson-Taylor, K, 1999, Models for the Curation of 
Archaeological Archives in England, Research Commissioned by the 
Museums and Galleries Commission, Museums & Galleries Commission 

Museum Collecting Areas Mapping Project 

Description:	 A project proposal to map geographic collecting areas and responsibilities 
within the museum service, and to hold this information on a live 
database. To note especially gaps in service and bring this to public 
attention. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Future 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: Society of Museum Archaeologists 
Bibliography: Museum of London archive repacking programme 

Museum of London archive repacking programme 

Description:	 Museum of London using amateur groups to sort and repack old 
archives. This could lead to a re-evaluation of old archives and possible 
publication dissemination. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: Museum of London 
Bibliography: 

NMR archaeological report library 

Description:	 A move to discard archaeological reports after two years due to pressure 
on space in the NMR library. Justified by the fact that the reports are 
under used (SMR used more) and statistics have shown that the initial 
two years are the main user need. (users = AIP, local societies and odd 
researcher). There is a need to push the on-line proforma and to obtain 
all reports in microfilm rather than hard copy. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Current 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 

Registration schemes 
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Description: The original MGC museums registration scheme will be extended to 
cover libraries and archives and will also examine access and learning in 
addition to management and collections care. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Future 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: Resource 
Bibliography: 

Selection, Retention, Dispersal 

Description:	 Guidelines on the selection, retention and dispersal of archaeological 
collections, aimed at all who are involved in the creation, use and 
curation of the archaeological record. 

Type:	 Deposition 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Complete 
Organisation:	 Society of Museum Archaeologists 
Bibliography:	 1997, Selection, Retention and Dispersal of Archaeological Collections, 

Guidelines for use in England, Wales and Northern Ireland, Society of 
Museum Archaeologists 

Seminar on retention/dispersal 

Description:	 Prior to the creation of Resource, a set of seminars on key issues such as 
access were planned by the MGC. This was to include a seminar on 
retention and dispersal and the SMA still hold MGC resources for such a 
seminar. 

Type:	 Deposition 
Status:	 Future 
Stage:	 Not begun 
Organisation:	 Society of Museum Archaeologists 
Bibliography: 

Stewardship strategy 

Description:	 A high level strategy which covers national archive collections (not just 
archaeology). Covers collections care and management, storage and 
retrieval. The initial draft had 12 key areas, which the board asked to be 
narrowed down to 4. Stewardship for the future will include digital 
preservation, which must work within cabinet and PRO guidance. The 
document will go out for public consultation in the autumn. 

Type:	 Deposition 
Status:	 Current 
Stage:	 In progress 
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Organisation: Resource 
Bibliography: 

Towards an Accessible Archaeological Archive 

Description: Guidelines giving detailed information on all aspects of preparing an 
archaeological archive for deposition in a museum. 

Type: Deposition 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: Society of Museum Archaeologists 
Bibliography: Towards an Accessible Archaeological Archive. The Transfer of 

Archaeological Archives to Museums: Guidelines for Use in England, 
Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales, Owen J, 1995, The Society of 
Museum Archaeologists 

York Collections Access Partnership 

Description:	 The creation of a resource centre to accommodate the heritage 
collections of the City of York. Partnership members include the 
Yorkshire Museum, York Castle Museum, York City Art Gallery, The 
York Archaeological Trust, The Yorkshire and Humberside Museums 
Council. English Heritage left the partnership after negotiating a long 
term lease on new stores, but has recently rejoined. A feasibility study has 
been completed, and a business plan is to be drawn up. 

Type:	 Deposition 
Status:	 Current 
Stage:	 Not begun 
Organisation:	 York Collections Access Partnership 

Type: Access 

'HEIRNET' Internet register of heirs 

Description:	 HEIRS (Historic Environment Information Resources) are developing in 
numbers and complexity, stimulated by rapidly advancing technology and 
selective funding opportunities, but with a lack of mutual awareness that 
is stifling useful co-operation and co-ordination. In an attempt to address 
some of these issues, the Historic Environment Information Network 
(HEIRNET) was set up by the Council for British Archaeology in 1998 
as a delegate body representing UK organisations which have a direct 
interest in information systems within archaeology and the historic 
environment. HEIRNET started out by commissioning a project mapping 
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the landscape of information systems. Following the publication of the 
project report, an HEIRNET Internet register of HEIRS 
was established. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: HEIRNET 
Bibliography: www.britarch.ac.uk/HEIRNET 

ARENA Access to European research archives 

Description:	 The ADS are working with European partners on an initiative which will 
provide access to networked European research archives, and will 
develop some of the lessons learned in partnership. The UK leads the 
world in this field. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: Archaeology Data Service 
Bibliography: 

Copyright and Intellectual rights 

Description:	 Proposed guidance notes on copyright and intellectual rights for the 
archaeological profession. The IFA have provisionally approached 
Francis Grew of Museum of London, who has undertaken some work 
already in this area, to ask if he will draft some standards documentation.. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: IFA/Museum of London 
Bibliography: 

Cornucopia 

Description:	 Cornucopia - discovering UK collections is a Web based project from 
Resource, which aims to provide a complete picture of the wealth of UK 
museum collections through a comprehensive database provided through 
the website. This website which was due to launch in May 2001, is 
currently at a pilot stage, with two regions entered so far. It is also 
proposed to produce a link between the NMR and Cornucopia, noting 
archaeological excavator, finds and archive whereabouts. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
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Organisation: Resource 
Bibliography: 

Culture on Line 

Description:	 A DCMS initiative whose aim is to build a digital bridge between culture 
and learning, to allow learners, both children and adults, to access the 
treasures and know how of cultural organisations. Still under 
development, the project is currently going back to the treasury for more 
money to upgrade. Key aims are to develop a strategy linking digital 
learning materials spread across many organisations, so that they could 
easily be accessed and searched. It would develop a technology 
infrastructure, getting cultural organisations up to speed with digital 
technologies, and enabling them to market and disseminate their material 
as an interactive and dynamic experience. This should enable outstanding 
opportunities for public private partnerships and commercial spin offs. 
This initiative is a very real and relevant opportunity for both the 
archaeological and curatorial professions. 

Type:	 Access 
Status: 	 Current 
Stage: 	 In progress 
Organisation:	 Department of Culture Media and Sport 
Bibliography: 

Digital archiving strategy 

Description:	 An in-house strategy for managing the English Heritage Centre for 
Archaeology's digital archives. This strategy was written as part of 
current corporate initiatives, and defines procedures and standards for the 
creation and maintenance of active resources, evaluation and disposition, 
preservation and access. 

Type:	 Access 
Status:	 Current 
Stage:	 In progress 
Organisation:	 Centre for Archaeology 
Bibliography:	 Brown, A, 2000, Digital Archiving Strategy, Centre for Archaeology 

Finding our Past, Portable Antiquity Scheme 

Description:	 This scheme, set up by DCMS, encourages the public to report chance 
and metal detected finds which are entered on a national, web accessible 
database. It has completed phase 1, and is making a bid for HLF funding 
for phase 2. 

Type:	 Access 
Status:	 Current 
Stage:	 In progress 
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Organisation: Resource 
Bibliography: 2001, Finding Our Past Portable Antiquities Scheme Phase 2: England 

and Wales. Application to heritage Lottery Fund: Part 1 Outline of 
project, Resource The Council for Museums, Archives and Libraries, 
www.finds.org.uk 

Guides to good practice 

Description:	 A series of handbooks which provide practical guidance in applying 
recognised standards to facilitate the creation, preservation and re-use of 
digital resources. Some of the guides focus on specific methods used by 
archaeologist, others address broader archiving topics. Currently the 
guides cover, GIS, aerial photography and remote sensing data, digital 
archives from excavation and fieldwork, and geophysical data. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: Archaeology Data Service 
Bibliography: Gillings, M, Wise, A, 1998, GIS: A Guide to Good Practice, 

Archaeology Data Service. 
Bewely, R, Donoghue, D, Gaffney, V, Van Leusen, M, Wise, M, 1998, 
Archiving Aerial Photography and Remote Sensing Data: A Guide to 
Good Practice, Archaeology Data Service 
Richards, J, Robinson, D, 2001, Digital Archives from Excavation and 
Fieldwork: Guide to Good Practice, Archaeology Data Service 
Schmidt, A, 2001, Geophysical Data in Archaeology, Archaeology Data 
Service 

HEIRNET Technical Advice Service 

Description:	 Technical advisory project, which intends to help Historic Environment 
Information Resources standards. HEIRNET technical advisory officer 
being appointed soon. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: Council for British Archaeology and others 
Bibliography: 

HEIRport 

Description:	 Historic environment information portal. 
An internet portal to serve the needs of communities researching the 
historic environment 
developed following discussions between the ADS, RCAHMS, Portable 
Antiquities Scheme and 
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Type:

Status:

Stage:

Organisation:

Bibliography:


ICT Strategic Plan


Description:


Type:

Status:

Stage:

Organisation:

Bibliography:


the Scottish Cultural Resources Access Network with the University of 
Kent. Supported by 
HEIRNET, the vision is that users will be able to virtually search the 
geographically separated 
databases of partner organisations 
Access 
Current 
In progress 
HEIRNET 

This draft plan presents a strategic framework for the future of 
information and communications technology within museums, archives 
and libraries. In the words of the chief executive, Neville Mackay it 
'provides a bridge between strategy and action. The plan will be 
important in directing the work of Resource and in creating a 
communication channel with other key players in the sector. The first 
section of the plan lays down the principles and goals of ICT within 
museums, archives and libraries sector. The second part defines the most 
significant priority areas for each year.' The final strategy will be 
published in the autumn. 
Access 
Current 
In progress 
Resource 
2001, Information and Communication Technology and the Development 
of Museums, Archives and Libraries. A Strategic Plan for Action. Draft 
for Consultation. Resource 
2001, Information and Communications Technology and the 
Development of Museums, Archives and Libraries. A Strategic Plan for 
Action. Draft for Consultation, Resource 

Learning and Access Strategy 

Description: A draft strategy intended to assist museums, archives and libraries to 
'support lifelong learning, social change and community development, 
improve the quality and range of services provided; attract and sustain 
new users; provide advice on best practice for issues relating to, 
education, access, social inclusion and cultural diversity. It will also assist 
the sector to become partners in cultural and economic initiatives and to 
develop strategies, targets and outputs that are measurable and 
achievable'. The final report will be published in autumn 2001 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
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Organisation: Resource 
Bibliography: 2001, Using Museums, Archives and Libraries to Develop a Learning 

Community. A Strategic Plan for Action, Resource 

Local Societies Proposal 

Description: CBA proposes a survey project to examine where local societies are now, 
in terms of status, members, outputs, issues and future aspirations. Local 
societies are very heavy data users, and one of the key groups to consider 
if we are thinking about how data is used. Societies are not tapped into 
current scene, need to address ways of bringing them in, to interact more 
with professional archaeology. Re-engage the amateur with the 
professionals. 

Type: Access 
Status: Future 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: Council for British Archaeology 
Bibliography: 

Microfilming Archaeological Archives 

Description:	 Standards documentation on the reasons for microfilming archaeological 
archives, and guidelines for undertaking the process. 

Type:	 Access 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Complete 
Organisation:	 RCHME 
Bibliography:	 Handley, M, 1999, Microfilming archaeological archives IFA Paper No 2, 

Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of England 

Museum of London archive enhancement programme 

Description:	 The Museum intend to use the specialist staff to study the collections, 
undertake thematic studies etc, in order to build up the archive record 
and enhance the value of the collections. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: Museum of London 
Bibliography: 

No 1 Poultry archive project 
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Description: ADS and MoLAS in discussion over the production of the No 1 Poultry 
digital archive, where the digital publication and the archive merge into 
one entity. The specialists texts will lead into the data, and the whole will 
be linked to the Museum of London accession system. When the 
publication goes to peer review the intention will be to have the specialist 
reports available on the web at the time in order that questions can be 
asked of the data. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: ADS and Museum of London Archaeology Service 
Bibliography: 

OASIS 

Description: OASIS 'Online Access to the Index of Archaeological Investigations' 
An online index to the mass of archaeological grey literature that has 
been produced as a result of the advent of large scale developer funded 
fieldwork. The OASIS data capture form enables the flow of information 
from data producers, such as contracting units, through to local and 
national data managers, such as SMR's and the NMR. The information 
will be validated by the NMR and passed onto the ADS for inclusion in 
its online catalogue ArchSearch. 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: The University of York 
Bibliography: 

PATOIS 

Description: The production of www based tutorials for higher education students 
who are using digital resources, such as NMR, excavation records, 
electronic publication 

Type: Access 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: Archaeology Data Service 
Bibliography: http:/ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/patois 

Place of Deposit 

Description: Project proposal which hopes to examine the problems of signposting, 
completeness and place of deposit, associated with the deposition of 
multi-media archaeological archives. To be undertaken as an NMR/CfA 
collaborative project. 
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Type: Access 
Status: Future 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: CfA/NMR 
Bibliography: 

Publication User Needs Survey (PUNS) 

Description:	 A survey was commissioned from the CBA in 1998, which was to 
ascertain how people actually use archaeological publications, and what 
they expect of them. Coverage UK, Republic of Ireland, Isle of Man and 
Channel Islands. This was in reaction to perceived under use of 
publications and archives, and uncertainty about what archaeologists and 
lay readers expect. Analysis of the results revealed patterns with major 
implications for publication rational and practice. See 
www.britarch.ac.uk/pubs/puns 

Type:	 Access 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Complete 
Organisation:	 Council for British Archaeology 
Bibliography:	 Jones Dr S, MacSween Dr A, Jeffrey S, Morris R, Heyworth M, 2001, 

From the Ground Up, The Publication of Archaeological Projects a user 
needs survey, Council for British Archaeology 

Regional Collections 

Description:	 A discussion paper 'Regional Collections - Towards a Sustainable Future' 
December 2000. Examines the issues surrounding regional collections, 
but doubts there is a sudden crisis, rather than a gradual shift towards less 
money and greater demands on services. Offers a commitment to funding, 
but will carry out a consultation exercise between now and April 2002 in 
order to determine how the funds might be most effectively used. 

Type:	 Access 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Complete 
Organisation:	 Resource 
Bibliography:	 2001, Renaissance in the Regions: A New Vision for England's Museums, 

Resource 

Type: Documentation 

A Model of Archival Description 
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Description: Organisation and description of archives is a key element in making 
archaeological data accessible. The CfA model is based on two key 
concepts: firstly, that any archive can be described in an hierarchical 
manner, at varying levels of detail; and secondly, that the description at 
each level should be composed of a standardised set of elements. The 
model comprises three parts: A model of the conceptual organisation of 
the archive; A description of the component classes of material; A 
definition of the data elements required to describe each archival entity 

The document concludes with a discussion of the practical aspects of 
implementing the model, with particular reference to the CASPAR 
database system developed by the Information. Management & 
Collections team for this purpose. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Current 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: Centre for Archaeology 
Bibliography: Brown, A, Perrin, K, 2000, A Model for the Description of 

Archaeological Archives, Centre for Archaeology 

Archaeological Investigations Project 

Description:	 English Heritage commissioned Bournemouth University to undertake a 
detailed study of the nature and extent of archaeological fieldwork carried 
out in England. The project has completed the collection of data from 
throughout England during 1995-1996 and the resulting Gazetteers were 
published in March 1999. The project team have finished compiling data 
for the calendar years 1997-1998, and are currently collecting data for 
1999. The purpose of the project is to chronicle archaeological 
investigative work in both the planning and development control sector, 
and work undertaken purely within a research context. The project 
submits data to the NMR, and after validation this is transferred to the 
ADS. All the 1999 data is now on. 

Type:	 Documentation 
Status:	 Current 
Stage:	 In progress 
Organisation:	 Bournemouth University 
Bibliography: 

CIDOC 

Description:	 International guidelines for museum object information, produced by the 
International Documentation Committee of the international Council of 
Museums. The guidelines state what should be recorded for museum 
objects, how they should be recorded and the terminology control used. 

Type:	 Documentation 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Complete 
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Organisation: International Council of Museums 
Bibliography: 

DAPPER Digital Archiving Pilot Project 

Description: A joint English Heritage/Archaeology Data service pilot project on digital 
archiving, based on OAU and MoLAS archives. Final report going on the 
www soon. This project informed ADS practice and also the second 
edition of the 'Guide to Good Practice in Excavation Archiving'. Costs of 
digital archiving = 1-3% of project costs. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Current 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: English Heritage and Archaeology Data Service 
Bibliography: 

Digital Data User Needs Survey 

Description:	 A survey of user needs for digital data. Informed all the ADS work. The 
aims and objectives of the survey were to establish for British and Irish 
archaeology: the quantity of digital data in existence; types of digital data 
currently produced and their relationship to data in conventional formats; 
attitudes to the production of digital data (e.g. how many organisations 
now collect digital data, and how many expect to do so within the next 
two years) ; archaeological criteria for determining which digital data 
should be preserved digitally and for how long; existing approaches to the 
preservation of digital data; which digital data have secondary re-use 
value; which digital data have commercial value; ways archaeologists 
would like to access digital data; preferences for delivery mechanisms 
(e.g. CD-ROMs, diskettes, internet); the level of charging that would be 
sustainable for digital archiving; types of training that would be necessary 
to enable effective use of digital archives 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: Archaeology Data Service and English Heritage 
Bibliography: Condron, F, Richards, R, Robinson, D, Wise, A, 1999, Strategies for 

Digital Data. Findings and recommendations from Digital Data in 
Archaeology: A Survey of User Needs, Archaeology Data Service 

FISH 

Description:	 The Forum on Information Standards in Heritage (FISH) exists to 
promote and develop standards covering the compilation and 
organisation of archaeological and architectural 'inventories'. The work 
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takes as its starting point two complimentary standards, MIDAS and 
INSCRIPTION. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: Museums Documentation Association and NMR 
Bibliography: 

Full disclosure project 

Description:	 The British Library, PRO and Resource are heading up a project which 
aims to make information about the nation's library, museum and archive 
holdings available via the internet by digitising existing card catalogues. 
This includes all archive in record offices, libraries and museums. A new 
report and strategy called 'Full disclosure' aims to identify funding 
sources, and targets up to 80% completion of existing card records in 10 
years. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: British Library 
Bibliography: 

HWAP 

Description:	 Hadrian's Wall archive project. All unpublished paper archive pertaining 
to Hadrian's Wall. Included a side project which covered all the records 
held by the Cumberland and Westmorland Society. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 

Inscription 

Description:	 An initiative which provides a foundation for developing terminology 
control in monument inventories and related digital resources. It is 
particularly relevant in light of the Midas standards which provides a 
standardised recording framework in which these terms may be deployed. 
It is not a wordlist or thesaurus in its own right, so much as a definitive 
set of controlled vocabularies for a variety of purposes. To that extent it 
is the starting point for the concordance of diverse wordlists. 

Type:	 Documentation 
Status:	 Current 
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Stage: In progress 
Organisation: Forum for Information Standards in Heritage 
Bibliography: 

International Core Data Standard 

Description:	 1995 document, still in draft. International core data standard for 
archaeological sites and monuments. Should facilitate international 
exchange of information by encouraging standardised approaches to 
database structure. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Past 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: CIDOC 
Bibliography: 

Licensing of NMR data to SMRs 

Description:	 Free digital supply of monument and event data to those SMR's which 
have the capacity to accept it. From 1999, organised through SMR 
liaison. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 

MDA Archaeological Objects Thesaurus 

Description:	 In conjunction with EH and the Royal Commission on the Historical 
Manuscripts of England, the MDA have produced this thesaurus of 
archaeological object and artefact names. The goal of this thesaurus is to 
encourage access to, and reuse of, collections, archives and record 
systems, and to facilitate co-operation and data exchange between all 
individuals and institutions involved in the retrieval, research and curation 
of archaeological objects. (ADS 2001) 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: Museums Documentation Association 
Bibliography: 

Microfilming programme link to ADS catalogue 
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Description: Proposed link from microfilming programme to ADS catalogue. 
Type: Documentation 
Status: Future 
Stage: Not begun 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 

MIDAS 

Description:	 A manual and data standard for monument inventories developed by the 
Royal Commission on the Historic Monuments of England (RCHME) in 
1998. Produced to assist in the creation of monument inventories such as 
the SMRs 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 

NAPEX 
Description: New approaches to post excavation on complex sites 
Type: Documentation 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: University of York 
Bibliography: 

NMR/SMR Maritime Type standards 

Description: 	 A standard for recording coastal and underwater archaeology. Type: 
Documentation 

Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 

OASIS 2nd Stage Pilot Project 

Description:	 The second stage of OASIS is the move to on-line recording. A small 
pilot project successfully trialed an on-line form in Greater London, 
Wessex and Oxford last year. The next stage is a national trial, using a 
number of units based on EH regions. ALGAO and SMR's will 
co-operate in persuading units to trial the forms, via the ADS website. 
The form will then go direct to SMR and the Archaeology Investigations 
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Project (AIP). SMR will then validate the data prior to sending it to the 
ADS. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Current 
Stage: In progress 
Organisation: NMR, ADS 
Bibliography: 

RSAA project 

Description:	 Finished database of unpublished archives relating to archaeological 
fieldwork in its widest sense, from all record repositories in England. Bits 
held by the excavation index were taken out. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 

SPECTRUM 

Description:	 A documentation standards guidance for museum professionals. It 
contains procedures for documenting objects and the processes they 
undergo, as well as identifying and describing the information which 
needs to be recorded to support the procedures. 

Type:	 Documentation 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Complete 
Organisation:	 Museums Documentation Association 
Bibliography:	 Cowton, J, 1997, Spectrum. The UK Museums Documentation Standard. 

Second edition, The Museums Documentation Association 

Standards in Action working with archaeology 

Description:	 Guidelines for museum professionals, intended to enable the 
documentation of archaeological material using the procedures 
established in SPECTRUM 

Type:	 Documentation 
Status:	 Past 
Stage:	 Complete 
Organisation:	 Museums Documentation Association 
Bibliography:	 2000, Standards in Action Working with Archaeology Book 3, Museums 

Documentation Association 
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Thesaurus of monument types 

Description: Produced by the Royal Commission on the Historic Monuments of 
England (RCHME) in 1995. Actively updated by the NMR Data 
Standards Unit, this is a data standard for use with both archaeological 
and architectural information, and provided the profession with a 
standardisation of terms for use when describing archaeological sites and 
standing buildings. 

Type: Documentation 
Status: Past 
Stage: Complete 
Organisation: NMR 
Bibliography: 
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