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1. Executive summary: 
 

1.1. This report examines the current situation facing local authority archaeology and wider historic 

environment services in England, particularly with reference to the role they play in fulfilling the 

requirements of the planning system. The report was commissioned by the Minister for Culture, 

Communications and the Creative Industries, Ed Vaizey, and has been undertaken by John Howell MP 

and by Lord Redesdale with the support of The Archaeology Forum. 

1.2. The report takes as its starting point the strong consensus of opinion within the archaeological sector 

that the provision of archaeological advice services and historic environment records are currently 

under severe financial pressure in the current economic climate and that in some areas of the country 

services are failing, or in danger of failing, to meet an adequate level of service provision. This review 

was conducted to assess options for potential solutions to these perceived problems. 

1.3. The review has gathered written and oral evidence from over 80 contributors who have provided 

insight, data, and suggestions for solutions. The recommendations set out below draw from this body 

of evidence and imagines a potential solution for some of the most immediate problems described. 

1.4. Fundamentally we concur that the adequate provision of archaeology services is vital to the 

functioning of the planning system and to its central aim of ensuring sustainable development. It is 

acknowledged that important public benefits also flow from it. A planning system which functions 

effectively in respect to archaeology has a strong economic argument underpinning it and will be 

better placed to deliver these wider public benefits.  

1.5. In this report we set out an incentive-based system for developing local government archaeology 

services so that they can function to a consistent standard as a basis for minimizing the risk involved 

in undertaking development. However, this report notes the opinions of the large majority of those 

giving evidence who favoured a statutory solution. 

1.6. The report sets out recommendations with the following aims: 

o To highlight the importance of local government archaeology services and to remind failing 

services of their obligations under the planning system; 

o To better support local authorities in rationalising current service models in pursuit of 

optimum availability and sustainability of skills and expertise and the achievement of 

economic efficiency; 

o To outline a mutually beneficial financial arrangement with the purpose of improving the 

effectiveness and reliability of archaeological services for developers and ease the financial 

vulnerability of services for local authorities; 

o To improve and strengthen sector standards and monitoring and provide reasoning in support 

of minimum service levels to be instituted and maintained; 

o To rationalise local authority advice charges, taking account of varying circumstances; 

o To ensure English Heritage/Historic England provide effective regional leadership to local 

authorities; 

o To rationalise the system for retention of archaeological material; 

1.7. It is to be understood that if the incentive-driven scheme outlined herein proves unsuccessful the 

government will also have to consider imposing a statutory duty to protect archaeology services. 
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2. Introduction and context: 

 

2.1. Archaeology services exist within local government authorities in order to provide expert advice on 

the historic environment. They help to identify and protect the historic environment, in conjunction 

with historic buildings specialists and museum curators. These services fulfil a wide variety of roles 

advising local authority staff and the public, maintaining HERs, conducting community outreach, and 

gathering data relating to the historic environment through such processes as characterisation or 

enhancement surveys. 

Archaeology and planning: 

2.2. The principal relationship between archaeology and local government lies in the planning system. 

Planning is the central process through which local government is expected to advise on heritage issues 

for the benefit of sustainable development, and to secure the public benefits that flow from 

archaeology. 

2.3. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the basis of what constitutes sustainable 

development in relation to a number of heritage issues For example, paragraph 128 states that; 

“In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the 

significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level 

of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ significance. As a minimum the relevant historic 

environment record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate 

expertise where necessary.” 

2.4. In order to undertake this work effectively, Local Authorities need access to the expertise to assess the 

work of the applicant, to assess whether the level of detail is proportional, and to continue to provide 

an up-to-date historic environment record (HER) in order that this is possible. Paragraph 169 states 

that; 

“Local planning authorities should have up-to-date evidence about the historic environment in their 

area and use it to access the significance of heritage assets and the contribution they make to their 

environment. They should also use it to predict the likelihood that currently unidentified heritage assets, 

particularly sites of historic and architectural interest, will be discovered in the future. Local planning 

authorities should either maintain or have access to a historic environment record.” 

2.5. There is also a clear mandate for local planning authorities to have access to sufficiently qualified staff 

and resources to deliver this judgement. Section 18a-101 (Ref ID: 18a-010-20140306) of the National 

Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that; 

“In most cases the assessment of the significance of the heritage asset by the local planning authority 

is likely to need expert advice in addition to the information provided by the historic environment 

record, similar sources of information and inspection of the asset itself. Advice may be sought from 

appropriately qualified staff and experienced in-house experts or professional consultants, 

complemented as appropriate by consultation with National Amenity Societies and other statutory 

consultees.”  

2.6. Information pertaining to heritage remains a material consideration in the planning process and is also 

an important element in the production of a local plan. 

2.7. Archaeology is one of the disciplines which helps to deliver efficiency while ensuring sustainability in 

planning decisions and minimising risk to the developer and to the local authority. 
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Current trends: 

2.8. There is a strong consensus of opinion among professional archaeologists that local authority 

archaeology services are, in some parts of the country, failing to deliver an adequate service to the 

development sector and to local planning authorities. This is the case whether the archaeological 

services are provided in-house, by shared services, or by contractual arrangement with third parties 

(out-sourcing). 

2.9. This affects the two main areas of services: (1) the HERs, and (2) the provision of archaeological 

expertise to be able to make an informed judgment on the archaeology of a site prior to development. 

These services are to varying extents interdependent. 

2.10. This situation with regard to archaeology is largely due to the way in which successive cuts have been 

implemented by local authorities.  It is particularly acute because historic environment services are 

perceived as non-statutory and therefore non-essential, despite strong insistence of the importance 

of archaeology in national planning policy as a material consideration.  

2.11. Some services are already failing and a continuing downward trend is expected for the foreseeable 

future. The resilience of individual services is variable, with services in the north tending to be most 

vulnerable. Recent examples of services in danger include services in Middlesbrough, Redcar and 

Cleveland, Cumbria, Merseyside, and Sandwell. 

2.12. If nothing is done the current system will make the achievement of sustainable development as defined 

within the NPPF impossible in many areas and the archaeological resource will be under severe threat.  

This will have a major impact on the risk of undertaking development by a developer. 

2.13. It is clear that in some areas authorities do not fully appreciate the value of archaeology services and 

this perception adds to potential vulnerabilities. 

2.14. There are also acute concerns for local authority buildings conservation specialists, who are subject to 

many of the same pressures as archaeology services, and also for the sustainability of the system of 

deposition in archives of archaeological material generated through the planning process. 

2.15. On this latter point, it is clear that a system of rigorous assessment needs to be introduced that is 

proportionate to the perceived importance of the remains. Current levels of retention – whilst already 

selective – are almost certainly unsustainable. 

 

3. Economic Sustainability: 

 

3.1. There is a strong economic argument for good archaeological services; all parties acknowledge this. 

Developers accept that archaeology is part of the planning process and is one of the principle means 

by which they can satisfy the heritage requirements of the NPPF. They desire timeliness and good 

quality advice, helping to minimise risk. Poor archaeology services increase delays, lower the quality 

of advice and substantially increase risk, resulting in more cost and time delays. 

3.2. HERs are used as the primary source of information in assessing what impact archaeology will have on 

development plans before engaging in construction processes.  Expert archaeological advice is critical 

to the interpretation of HER data and to the design of schemes of mitigation. Advice can be usefully 

employed at both pre-application stage and as part of the decision making process. Finding 
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archaeology late in the process materially increases the cost of the development, whether in terms of 

cash or time, and the risk of delivering under the NPPF. 

3.3. Evidence has been provided to the review of a number of cases in which inadequate archaeological 

advice provision has led to significant harm for developers. 

 

 

3.4. Most developers correctly see potentialities in terms of risk management and would prefer to pay for 

archaeology in advance rather than suffer consequences of delays later in the process due to poor 

service standards; many also recognise how timely, informed advice can add value to developments. 

3.5. Having well maintained services ensures that heritage is protected and secures against reputational 

damage for authorities caused by not being able to meet planning requirements and for developers by 

unwittingly destroying archaeological sites. 

 

4. Public benefits: 

 

4.1. Public benefits are at the heart of the importance of archaeology and heritage to society. In addition 

to economic benefits, well-resourced archaeology services also provide opportunities for greater 

public benefits to be accrued. 

4.2. The system of archaeological investigation through the planning system contributes to the knowledge 

and understanding of the past by facilitating discovery and research and by creating outputs in terms 

of publications, public events, education, and outreach opportunities such as community archaeology 

projects. It can provide local communities with a greater sense of place and ownership and help to 

assure that new development is seen within the historical context of the place in which it exists.  

4.3. Specialist historic environment and archaeology planning services can provide opportunities to pursue 

many of these additional public benefits. Good quality services are more likely to be able to divert 

capacity to facilitate these benefits and take advantage of additional funding available for such 

purposes. 

o HLF funding for innovative projects has proved the success of this in the past (e.g. Bristol’s 

Know your Place; Lincoln’s Heritage Connect; the Welsh Archaeological Trusts’ Archwillio) 

Example 1: Development implications of absence or inadequacy of archaeological services 

In February 2014 houses in Oatridge Gardens, Hemel Hempstead, were evacuated when a sink 

hole opened beneath the road after heavy rains. It transpired that the development was built 

upon an old clay and chalk works. The consultation of high quality, up-to-date records helps to 

prevent otherwise unforeseen occurrences which in this case led to the part of the 

development becoming unusable. 

This case highlights the importance of adequate consideration of site history during 

development planning. It also shows that it is not only the discovery of archaeological remains 

which affects the development process, but also the wider impacts that past activity can have 

on a site. Archaeological information from HERs can reveal critical information about the 

likelihood that special measures will be required to ensure unproblematic development. 
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o In addition to direct projects which help support the aims of the planning system many other 

types of community archaeology project can thrive as a result of planning-led archaeological 

discoveries with the support of local authority archaeologists. 

 

 

4.4. Future HLF funding in these areas is dependent upon a base level of service delivery, and increased 

public benefits can be levered with minimal cost where sufficient service baseline exists. 

4.5. Third sector involvement can also increase capacity, broaden service delivery, and increase public 

benefit and can be levered with minimal cost where a sufficient service baseline exists. Developers can 

also use archaeology positively to add value to schemes and engage the public. 

 

5. Recommendations: 

 

The organisation of local government services: 

5.1. There is convincing evidence to suggest that sharing archaeology services on a multi-authority or sub-

regional basis can lead to greater resilience in the face of cuts. Such services would be capable of 

achieving economies of scale, as well as other benefits in terms of quality of service, greater provision 

of skills and expertise, and more opportunities to ensure that expertise is passed on and not lost. Local 

expertise is also highly valued. 

 

5.2. We also strongly support the outsourcing of many archaeological services to an independent and 

suitably qualified organisation as has happened in the Greater Manchester area.  This can include the 

Example 2: Greater Manchester Archaeological Advice Service (GMAAS) 

The written evidence received highlighted the way in which GMAAS, operated by the Centre for 

Applied Archaeology at Salford University, engaged with local groups and achieved benefits for 

both the service and the community. Willingness to help facilitate and advise local groups 

increases community ability to create wider benefits, increasing the chance that public users 

will use HER data and engage with planning. Despite noting a recent decline in capacity to 

generate public benefit opportunities, the relationship has contributed to: 

o A thriving community of local volunteer archaeology societies; 

o A forum for these bodies – The Greater Manchester Archaeological Federation; 

o The facilitation of HLF grants for community projects; 

o Enhancements to the HER as a result of these projects; 

o Skills training for local volunteers with potential for implementing community reporting 

mechanisms and HER maintenance. 

Example 3: Economies of scale of shared archaeology services 

As a basic assessment of need, an effective archaeology service requires a range of specialisms 

from archaeological surveying, archaeological planning, archive and database management, 

digital mapping, and more. Smaller services get access to additional staff. Larger services can 

make a range of expert appointments whilst still keeping proportional costs down. 
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management of HERs although we would recommend that Local Authorities retain some degree of 

control over HERs in order to ensure continuity of service for an important resource, to provide 

permanence and ensure delivery to appropriate levels. 

 

5.3. We accept that a shared services or outsourcing model does not solve all the problems and that 

services can still be at risk from individual participants cutting their contribution to the provision of 

archaeological services.  It has the potential, however, to leave these services in a better and more 

secure place.   

5.4. We look at this in the context of HERs and other archaeology Services.   

Historic Environment Records: 

5.5. The option most favoured by archaeologists is to put HER services on a statutory footing. This is seen 

as the best way for Government to stress the centrality of the historic environment’s contribution to 

the planning system. We do not believe this is necessarily the best option with which to start.  In 

addition, it fails to recognise the realities of the legislative timetable and a government antipathy to 

making the service statutory. 

5.6. Instead, the options developed in this section seek to provide a considered approach to maximising 

the benefits for all parties through guaranteed levels of service provision and structured voluntary 

contributions from developers. 

5.7. Firstly, we recommend that a process is undertaken to rationalise the distribution of HERs. We 

acknowledge that their distribution across the country is not the result of deliberate planning.   

5.8. A thorough survey of current placement and effectiveness of HERs should be undertaken to allow 

better understanding of how greater efficiencies could be pursued. This should consider where 

services are geographically and archaeologically suitable to merge, and what the financial advantages 

of doing so would be. 

5.9. Secondly, in order to pay for the running of HERs we propose a voluntary contribution from developers 

which will be provided in return for a guarantee of minimum service standards on the part of local 

authorities, including access to expert advice.  The aim of this is to minimise risk for developers.   

5.10. The risk comes in a number of forms:  First, there is the risk of discovering archaeology once work has 

been started on a project.  In the context of an urban situation this risk is very tangible given the way 

in which cities have been built up. In a rural context, the risk is equally real given the propensity of 

archaeology and development to coincide for very similar reasons.  This has two implications.  The first 

of these relates to the cost of undertaking development.  The second relates to the time of undertaking 

development.  

5.11. There is also a risk to Local Authorities in being seen as being unable to provide adequate information 

on the presence or absence of archaeology. In these circumstances, the unknown posed by 

archaeology is likely to be a great inhibitor of growth. 

5.12. Further research and negotiation is required, but it is possible that up to 30% of core costs could be 

covered, depending upon the spread of small/large development and the take up of the voluntary 

agreement.  
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5.13. We have run this idea past a number of private sector organisations and are keen to explore it further.  

However, the idea of a voluntary contribution would appear to be workable based on assessment of 

risk. 

 

 

5.14. Local authorities not making a commitment to agreed standards (and monitoring) across the board 

will not have access to funds. These funds would not be expected to cover the whole costs of the 

service, and local authorities will be expected to match fund the amount necessary to maintain the 

necessary standards. 

5.15. A national ring-fenced fund could be established to distribute the contributions to local authorities 

proportionately, ensuring that inequalities in land-values and development rates do not exacerbate 

existing problems. 

Example 4: The potential for sub-regional HER rationalisation 

 

The local authority structure is 

complex with various iterations of 

two-tier and unitary authorities of 

greatly varying sizes and 

archaeological complexity. A list is 

provided in Appendix 4. 

Some unitary authorities (e.g. 

Central Bedfordshire) maintain their 

own HERs and archaeology services, 

whereas others (e.g. Blackburn and 

Darwen) adopt service level 

agreements in larger shared services 

or regional partnerships (e.g. 

Lancashire). It is most common for 

shared services to exist at county 

level, with the largest unitary 

authorities (e.g. Wiltshire and 

Cornwall) matching this scale. Some 

of the 9 English National Parks have 

their own archaeology services as do 

many city councils. 

In some cases, many smaller HERs 

and archaeology services in smaller 

authorities could consider merging 

with neighbouring services in order  

to make savings (e.g. Unitary authorities: Bedford, Central Bedfordshire, and Milton 

Keynes). It is even possible that multi-county or sub-regional services could provide the 

most efficient and financially sustainable solution (e.g. The Humber: East Riding of 

Yorkshire, Hull, North Lincolnshire and North-East Lincolnshire, or the North East: 

Northumberland and County Durham). 

© Crown copyright and database rights 2014 Ordnance Survey 100023205 

 (Image credit: Cambridgeshire County Council) 
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5.16. Historic England (HE) could act as a distributor of funds collected in this way, supplementing grants 

from the National Heritage Protection Commissions Programme, and making compliance with 

standards a condition of grant (standards monitoring could take place in conjunction with sector 

bodies such as ALGAO and IfA).  

5.17. The proposal offers the chance to promote higher standards across the sector by providing new 

incentives and placing new demands on Local Authorities, and increasing the responsibility to ensure 

contractors meet industry standards.  

5.18. There are positive parallels to draw with Natural England’s Higher Level Stewardship scheme which 

manages a similar system of charges. High levels of service have been provided by local authority HER 

services in this area. While developers already pay for archaeological work and planning applications, 

achieving a bi-lateral arrangement in respect of core operating costs would be beneficial to all. 

5.19. Planning Performance Agreements (PPAs) may also provide a precedent for similar agreements 

between local authorities and development stakeholders. At present they are used in places such as 

Westminster, where developers are willing to pay for a premium service. 

5.20. English Heritage’s (EH) relationship with Local Authorities, who manage in excess of 95% of 

archaeology, is currently perceived to be in need of improvement. There is an opportunity to address 

the need for a strong regional leadership role within the reorganisation to HE by creating a 

coordinated, coherent team, led at Executive Board level to manage local planning authority 

engagement and grant-aided facilitation of improvements to the quality, efficiency and resilience to 

local authority archaeological advice. 

5.21. HE should be authorised to encourage and facilitate shared services, and should be strongly 

encouraged to prioritise implementation of such a policy direction from government. It would be 

valuable to ensure that Local Authorities have all the requisite tools to make appropriate local 

decisions for long term service delivery. 

5.22. HE should increase its support for a positive programme for the funding of enhancements to HER 

services, both locally to increase individual services, and nationally in pursuit of long term standards 

for data management, accessibility and consistency. 

5.23. Stakeholder groups will be convened to discuss how such an arrangement could work (i.e. what level 

of contribution will be required, how might a sliding scale of developer contribution be set? Etc.).  An 

advisory group should be convened to help design this process, with possible partners including BPF, 

LGA, ALGAO, FAME, SAL, and IfA. 

 

Other archaeological services: 

5.24. For the reasons given above there will be a need to access archaeology expertise in order to support 

planning advices services. 

5.25. At present, some local authorities charge for providing archaeological advice as part of pre-application 

discussions and others do not.  The amounts charged are not consistent and can in some cases be a 

disincentive for development.  Either there needs to be a defined method of charging or the services 

can potentially be included in the contribution arrangements set out above. 

5.26. There is some concern that services bought by various charges bring variable direct benefits in different 

authorities. Some expensive charges bring little perceivable benefit, compared to others, where 

smaller charges (or free services) significantly improve changes of permission being granted. 
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5.27. Developers value consistency across services nationally. Research into the current charging of fees by 

Local Authorities should be used to inform councils of national averages and services provided. 

Councils would still be free to set their own fees, but knowledge would likely help to create greater 

parity across services, perhaps linking charges directly to service standards creating greater 

accountability. 

 

5.28. It is recognised that existing charges are applied by many services already, including some authorities 

which offer premium service charges, PPAs or HER charges. It will be important to consider how any 

proposals will affect existing income from charges and whether an increase could be reflected in 

increased service standards. 

5.29. Existing services vary greatly across the country; there are large variances in service size and cost, 

dependent upon development rates. Models for charging vary according to economic prosperity, land 

prices and developer profit margins.  

5.30. It can be broadly observed that in the north development rates and margins are likely to be lower, and 

in the south likely to be higher. Consequently services in the north tend to be under greater strain. This 

is only a general rule and there is great variance even within these areas. However, evidence given to 

the review highlights this relationship as one which can predict, with some accuracy, the likelihood and 

causes of struggling services. 

5.31. Existing sector standards could be applied to local authorities. Sector standards could be usefully 

reinforced by DCLG/DCMS directive. 

o It is vital that any increase in costs is seen as having benefits for the developer. Standards and 

monitoring should form the core of this quid pro quo. 

o A service level agreement will help encapsulate these criteria. 

Example 5: IfA/ALGAO Standard for archaeological advice by historic environment services 

The IfA/ALGAO Standard for archaeological advice by historic environment services applies to 

historic environment services acting on behalf of bodies with a regulatory function. It covers 

primarily advice on the undesignated terrestrial and marine historic environment, though the 

principles apply equally to the designated historic environment. It applies primarily to advice 

provided to or on behalf of a local authority, national park, charitable trust or other not-for-profit 

public body, but the principles also apply to advice provided by a national organisation or a 

commercial consultant. The Standard states: 

“Archaeological advice on the historic environment must aim to benefit the public both now and 

in the future, through management and the advancement of understanding. It will contribute to 

the achievement of sustainable development and the realisation of social, environmental or 

economic benefits. Advice must be clear, consistent, compliant, reasonable, timely, informed and 

impartial, and should be proportionate to a reasoned and clearly-documented assessment of 

known or potential significance. Advice must be provided by suitably qualified, skilled and 

competent advisors and based on an up-to-date and publicly-accessible information base 

maintained to nationally-agreed standards.” 

The advice is supported by guidance on its application, derived from extensive consultation. 
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o It is also possible that developers could have access to an ethical developers accreditation and 

award scheme, being publically acknowledged as discharging their historic environment 

duties with due regard for their importance.  

5.32. Underpinning the proposal is a strong commitment to making the system of archaeological 

investigation through the planning system work and to maintain what is set out in the NPPF.  It is to be 

understood that this solution provides a final chance for an incentive-driven plan to encourage 

appropriate service provision. 

5.33. It aims to achieve benefits for all parties: Financial help for struggling authorities, greater certainty and 

lower risk for developers, and higher potentials for local communities and the public to benefit from 

the wider uses and potentials of these services. 

5.34. If the voluntary scheme proves unsuccessful, government will have to consider imposing a statutory 

duty to protect archaeology services. 

Retention in archives: 

5.35. We turn now to the question of what to do with the various finds produced through archaeology.  

Although there is some selection by museums of material to be kept, the rules governing the retention 

of archaeological material are set by the Arts Council.  The current situation is proving too burdensome 

for museums.  

5.36. The sustainability issues affecting the deposition of archaeological archives is an endemic problem: In 

order to become sustainable it is recommended that archives should now be adopting much stricter 

policies on accessions, with clear identification of the material of highest value. In addition: 

o Stable services will be best placed to apply for HLF grants to improve storage facilities. 

o Services which adhere to standards will need to have sustainable accession policies. 

5.37. It is recommended that English Heritage engages further with the Arts Council England and the 

museum sector to pursue further strategies for selecting, retaining, housing and promoting access to 

archaeological archives which reduces the amount to be kept. 

 

6. Further opportunities: 

6.1. The application of a system of agreed standards for services should also consider wider historic 

environment specialists and not just archaeology (i.e. the authority’s ability to provide adequate 

buildings conservation advice). 

6.2. In securing an appropriate level for historic environment services it is also vital to ensure the 

sustainability of models for training and skill retention. Where current problems are identified and not 

immediately addressed by the above proposals, other solutions should be explored, for example, 

through the use of apprenticeships or bursaries (especially in areas when only one FTE post can be 

supported). These could be effectively managed in partnership between local authorities and heritage 

sector bodies. 

6.3. In addition to specialist historic environment skills, planners and local councillors could helpfully be 

given CPD training in archaeology and conservation, run by a coordination of heritage sector bodies 

such as English Heritage, ALGAO, and IfA, to increase understanding across the range of roles in the 
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planning system. Recent recommendations (#12) made in the Farrell Review on Architecture and the 

Built Environment to effect similar training in respect of design may present an opportunity to be 

combined into an effective programme.  

6.4. Given the substantially different issues facing maritime archaeology it is acknowledged that this 

report’s recommendations do not apply to control of archaeology below the low water mark. It is the 

opinion of this review that English Heritage’s management of maritime archaeology is the best way to 

proceed and that continued engagement with the current programmes of improvements is 

encouraged. 

 

7. Conclusion: 

 

7.1. The most important idea which underpins this review is the fact that archaeology delivers an essential 

contribution to the achievement of sustainable development, and that at present, changes are 

required to ensure the short, medium and long term viability of the services which provide this 

contribution. 

7.2. The recommendations outlined in this report aim to provide some help towards ensuring high quality 

and financial security in a way which will benefit all. However, the achievement of these aims will 

depend upon the successful research and consultation with wide sector and local government 

partners. This continued effort will be vital if benefits are to be secured. 

7.3. Other factors make this report timely. For instance, the reorganisation of English Heritage is now 

entering a critical phase of planning, during which a number of important issues raised by these 

recommendations can be effectively dealt with. We urge those responsible to consider how our 

proposals could be implemented carefully with the understanding that this may be the best 

opportunity to affect meaningful change in the organisation for many years. 

7.4. Additionally, the publication of the Farrell Review on Architecture and the Built Environment in March 

2014 also provides an opportunity for the DCMS and DCLG to examine how the planning system could 

respond to proposals in respect of the historic and wider built environment. 

7.5. The following is a summary of the recommendations set out above: 

i. An advisory group should be convened at the earliest opportunity to develop a voluntary 

developer contribution which would establish a ring-fenced national fund which will help 

financially secure local authority HER services. 

ii. A system of approved standards, produced and monitored by the sector, should be applied to 

local authorities in receipt of this funding with the aim of ensuring the development process 

runs effectively. 

iii. Research should be conducted into current local authority charging structures with the aim of 

ensuring a level of readability, consistency, and value for money. 

iv. English Heritage is strongly advised to consider the creation of a role at Executive Board level 

within Historic England to provide regional leadership over local planning historic environment 

functions. 

v. English Heritage should also be authorised to prioritise the facilitation of service sharing 

agreements between local authorities.  
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vi. Programmes for training and skill retention such as apprenticeships and bursaries should be 

devised by local government in partnership with the sector to address current unsustainable 

employment and training models. 

vii. Training in archaeology and conservation should be devised for planners and local councillors, 

run by a coordination of heritage sector bodies to address deficits in cross-sectoral 

understanding. 

viii. English Heritage should engage further with the Arts Council England and the Museum Sector 

to pursue long-term strategies for the assessment of archaeological archives. 
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Appendix 1: List of respondents to call for written evidence 
 

National organisations: 

1. Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers (ALGAO) 

2. Council for British Archaeology (CBA) 

3. Country Landowners Association (CLA) 

4. English Heritage (EH) 

5. Federation of Archaeological Managers and Employers (FAME) 

6. Heritage Alliance (HA)  

7. Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) 

8. Institute for Archaeologists (IfA) 

9. Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC) 

10. National Trust (NT) 

11. Natural England (NE) 

12. RESCUE 

13. Society of Antiquaries London 

14. Society of Antiquaries Scotland 

15. Joint Nautical Archaeology Policy Committee 

16. War Memorials Trust 

17. Portable Antiquities Scheme 

18. Historic Metallurgy Society 

19. Society for Church Archaeology 

20. Society for Museum Archaeology 

Local Authorities and service providers: 

21. Cambridgeshire County Council 

22. Cheshire West & Chester Council 

23. County Durham Archaeological Services 

24. Glamorgan Gwent Archaeological Trust 

25. Gloucester County Council 

26. Greater Manchester Archaeological Advice Service (GMAAS) 

27. Humber Archaeology Partnership 

28. Kent County Council 

29. North Yorkshire County Council 

30. Oxfordshire County Council 

31. South Gloucestershire Council 

32. Tees Archaeology 

33. Wilshire County Council 

34. Worcestershire Archives and Archaeological Services 

Regional and local societies: 

35. Archaeology in Marlowe 

36. Architectural and Archaeological Society of Durham and Northumbria 

37. CBA North West 

38. CBA Yorkshire 

39. Chester Archaeological Society 

40. Devon Archaeological Society  
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41. Dig Discover Enjoy 

42. Essex Society for Archaeology and History 

43. Glossopdale and Longdendale Archaeology Society 

44. Hampshire Field Club and Archaeology Society 

45. London and Middlesex Archaeology Society 

46. Mellor Archaeological Trust 

47. Middleton Archaeology Society 

48. Nene Valley Archaeological Trust 

49. Oxford Archaeology 

50. Roman Antiquities Section, Yorkshire Archaeological Society 

51. South Trafford Archaeological Group 

52. Sussex Archaeology Forum 

53. Sussex Past 

54. Teeside Archaeology Society 

55. York Civic Trust 

56. Yorkshire Archaeological Society 

Local Authority Officers: 

57. Essex County Council – officer response 

58. Ian Sanderson – West Yorkshire Archaeological Advice Service 

59. Norfolk County Council – officer response 

60. North York Moors National Park – officer response 

61. Staffordshire County Council – Historic Environment Team 

62. York City Council – John Oxley 

Individuals: 

63. Barry Horne 

64. Colin Berks 

65. Dan Ratcliffe 

66. Fina Stradling 

67. Jane Darwin 

68. Janet Hopton 

69. Janet Cooper  

70. Jennie Stopford 

71. John Blair 

72. Keith Wade 

73. Mark Brennand 

74. Mark Millburn  

75. Patrick Ottoway 

76. Peter Claughton 

77. Peter W. King  

78. Phil Herbert 

79. Rebecca Roseff 

80. Rosalind Maggs 

81. Sarah Howard  

82. Sonia Allen 

83. Susan Lisk 

84. Tony Howe 
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Appendix 2: Oral evidence sessions 

 

Oral evidence sessions were held on the 17th and 18th of March 2014 at the Society of Antiquaries. The 

following groups were present to give evidence: 

o Association of Local Government Officers 

o British Property Federation 

o Cheshire West and Chester Councils 

o Council for British Archaeology 

o CBA North West 

o CBA Yorkshire 

o Country Land and Business Association 

o English Heritage 

o Federation of Archaeological Managers and Employers 

o Glamorgan Gwent Archaeological Trust 

o Greater Manchester Archaeological Advice Service 

o Heritage Lottery Fund 

o Institute for Archaeologists 

o Institute for Historic Buildings Preservation 

o Lindsay Allison-Jones 

o Rescue 

o National Trust 

o Natural England 

o Society of Antiquaries, London 

o Society of Museum Archaeologists 

o Tees Archaeology 
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Appendix 3: Additional information 

  

The following briefing paper from The Archaeology Forum was used to help structure the review and was 

distributed to support the call for written evidence. 

 

Why does archaeology matter?  
 
Everything that is special about England has been touched and shaped by millennia of daily human lives. Archaeology 
is about uncovering, recording and interpreting that story and is central to our understanding and appreciation of our 
uniquely rich and diverse past. It helps explain the geography of our towns and cities, the growth of trade and industry, 
the evolution of our countryside and the development of our political and cultural identity.   
 
Understanding and appreciating this legacy makes a core contribution to local identity. A sense of place and a common 
cultural perspective are essential ingredients of quality of life for communities and for individual citizens. Archaeology 
links people in a direct and often exciting way with continuity and change in our society and our surroundings. Like 
other disciplines in the historic environment, archaeology makes a major contribution to sustainable development and 
growth, heritage-led regeneration, the tourist economy and wellbeing. 
 
And yet, unlike much of the rest of the historic environment, most archaeological sites have no statutory protection. 
For many monuments, the biggest potential changes come from development, and their sole means of protection 
since 1990 has been through spatial planning policy and process. Importantly, this process and the invaluable and 
vulnerable archaeological resource is  not managed by central government or English Heritage but by local planning 
authorities and their specialist advisors –  who are a non-statutory,  discretionary resource and who are rapidly 
disappearing. 
 

What do local authority archaeology services do? 
 

i. Maintain Historic Environment Records (HERs) 
 
The bedrock of any archaeology or historic environment service is the Historic Environment Record (HER), which 
should be a comprehensive, accessible and authoritative record of the local historic environment. The HER is used to 
formulate advice to local authorities for informed planning and decision making, to communities engaged in 
neighbourhood planning, and to inform those who develop, manage, interpret or study the local historic environment.  
But the HER is not a static record. It needs to be continuously managed and updated to reflect the changing nature of 
the historic environment as a result of new discoveries, designations, investigations, interpretations and changes in 
use, management or significance. 
 

 There is a national register of heritage assets from 87 HERs 

 1,500,000 monuments are recorded  

 Newly discovered heritage assets are being added at a rate of  2-5% per year 

 75% of HERs are accessible online 
 

ii. Advise on the implementation of national planning guidance to sustain and enhance the 
significance and setting of local heritage assets 

 
Local authority archaeological advisors advise on strategic development and local plans: 
 

 They appraise land proposed to be allocated for development  

 They ensure local plan policies take a sustainable approach to the historic environment, and seek to exploit its 
contribution to creating growth, jobs and local identity 

 They advise and manage the archaeological implications of major infrastructure development and utilities 
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 They trigger, where necessary, and review,  environmental impact assessments  
 
Local authority archaeological advisors advise planning authorities and developers on planning proposals that may 
affect archaeological sites: 
 

 Local authority archaeological advisors screen all development proposals 

 Where necessary they require further archaeological information to enable sustainable planning decisions to 
be made  

 In some case they recommend archaeological conditions on planning permissions 

 They advise developers on managing risk, e.g. from potential constraints caused by nationally important 
undesignated archaeological sites and/or human remains  

 They encourage and help developers to create opportunities for community engagement  

 They provide advice that can be followed through to appeal if necessary 

 In extreme cases they advise planning officers of the need for enforcement 
 

iii. Monitor compliance with planning requirements including conditions on behalf of planning 
authorities  

 
 Local authority archaeology advisors assess the standard of fieldwork and recording, normally specified to 

comply with Institute for Archaeologists professional standards 

 They monitor the quality of post excavation assessment, publication and archiving – to ensure that the results 
of work are reported in the right way 

 They promote broader public benefit through enhancing understanding and local engagement 
 

iv. Annual outputs 
 

 Local authority archaeology advisors make 15,000 positive planning recommendations annually 

 This represents 3% of all planning applications 

 Their recommendations result in 5-6,000 archaeological, development-related projects annually, levering in 
over £100 million of developer (mainly private-sector) funding for new public understanding and appreciation 
of the past 

 Where possible they help developers find sustainable solutions that protect, or impact minimally, on those 
archaeological sites that are significant 

 Of all the planning applications, only 100-150 are refused where archaeology is one of the reasons – usually 
because the development could not be made sustainable or because more information is required 

 

v. Advise on the management of the rural historic environment  
 
It is not only development that may have an adverse impact on important archaeological sites and historic landscapes. 
The effects of agriculture on sites in the rural landscape can result in severe damage and erosion, even to protected 
sites. Accordingly local authority advisers 
 

 Provide advice to Natural England and Defra on options for improving the management of archaeological sites, 
historic buildings and the wider historic landscape through agri-environment schemes 

 Through these schemes support environmentally sensitive farming and the income it brings to rural 
communities 
 

vi. Community outreach and education 
 

Local authorities are focuses of their communities, and local authority archaeology advisers respond to the strong 

community interest in local heritage by: 

 

 Working with all elements of the community to foster understanding of the historic environment   
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 Where resources permit, leading community-based projects to explore the local historic environment, and 
through this contributing to skills development, learning and community cohesion  

 

What it was like before 1990 and comprehensive local authority coverage? 
 
Full coverage of local authority services was achieved in 1989, a year before the publication of modern planning 
guidance on archaeology in 1990 (PPG 16, replaced by PPS5 in 2010 and NPPF in 2012).   
 

 Before 1989, most archaeological excavation was publicly funded through central or local government: 
developer-funding was entirely voluntary and almost exclusively restricted to London and a few major 
developments in the South East of England   

 There was also no formalised assessment of the impact of proposed development on archaeological remains, 
and therefore a high proportion of developments affecting archaeological remains went ahead without any 
protection or investigation  

 There were fewer than 2,000 archaeological projects annually in 1989, compared with between 5000 and 6000 
in 2010, even though the number of planning applications was roughly the same at the two dates (500,000) 

 Even as late as the mid-1980s, large infrastructure projects such as the M25 and almost all large housing 
developments had no proper archaeological provision 

 
Precise estimates are difficult to make 25 years on, but it is likely that 100,000 archaeological sites were destroyed 
without any record between 1950 and 1990 – and the historic environment is that much the poorer for this. 
 

New gaps in the system 
 
In spite of the National Planning Policy Framework’s requirement for planning authorities to have access to a HER 
supported by expert advice, there has been an 18% fall in staffing numbers within local authority archaeology services 
since 2008 – from 400 to 330 – and they continue to decrease at a steady rate of 3-4% per year. As the economy 
recovers the construction sector will pick up and planning applications will increase, with a growing demand for 
archaeological advice. A crisis threatens within the next two to three years. How big will it be, where will it be and 
when will it happen? We are aware of the following problems; 
 

 planning authorities without access to any archaeological advice 

 planning authorities with limited access to archaeological advice, unable to cope with current demand 

 services under threat of closure 

 services facing severe cuts that will leave them unable to meet future demand 
  

 
What the consequences may be if we go back to the old days? 
 
Although planning guidance makes good provision for the protection and investigation of archaeological sites, it is of 
little effect if there are no archaeological advisors to ensure its implementation. Recent experience shows that when 
local authorities fail to identify the issues and make planning recommendations, the protection afforded to 
archaeology falls away quickly. 
 

 Planning authorities lack the expert advice to distinguish between legitimate historic environment concerns 
and nimbyism, with all the attendant risks and costs of challenges and disputes 

 Developments that go ahead may be unsustainable in the terms of national planning policy 

 Developers are placed at risk of inadvertently having to deal with the conservation of important archaeological 
remains which have been revealed during the course of construction, when budgets and programmes have 
been set – delays and unnecessary costs loom, all the more so if  human remains or nationally important sites 
are encountered  

 The reputations of planning authorities are damaged 

 Government could be challenged on its ability to meet obligations under the Valletta Convention (the 
European convention on the protection of the archaeological heritage) 
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 Most importantly hundreds, maybe thousands, of archaeological sites are therefore potentially at risk annually 
as local authorities without archaeologists give planning permission without any provision for investigation or 
other protection measures   

 
This means that local communities and the nation lose unique assets forever, irreplaceable information about our 
past, and the opportunities to create developments that reflect the character of a place, enhance its appreciation – 
and add commercial value to the venture and surrounding businesses. 
 
 

 


