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Preface

The issuing of Planning Policy Guidance 16: Archacology
and Planning (PPG 16) in November 1990 placed
archaeological site management firmly within the
structure of the planning system, recognising thart ‘the
key to the furure of the great majority of archaeological
sites and historic landscapes lies with local authorities,
acting within the framework set by cenrtral government,
in their various capacities as planning, education and
recreational authoriries’.

In general terms, the effecriveness of the
archaeological input into planning procedures depends
on three key factors, the availability to planning
authorities of reliable archacological advice provided by
the staff of locally-based sites and monuments records,
the inclusion within development plans of appropriate
archaeological policies, and archaeological assessment
procedures which provide planning authorities with
detailed information on which to base decisions on the
archaeological sensitivity of development proposals.

Over the last decade, English Heritage has assisted
local authorities with the establishment of staffed sites
and monuments records. Every county authority and a
small number of district authorities in England now
have their own archaeological advisory staff. In

vii

addition, English Heritage is currently making
provision for the creation of complementary urban
archaeological databases for 30 of England’s principal
historic cities.

Archaeological conservation policies have now been
included in the majority of structure and local plans
reflecting the importance attached by PPG 16 to the
careful management of the archaeological resource. In
order to promote best practice in the drafting of these
policies, English Heritage has recently published
advisory notes for local planning authorities on Develop-
ment plan policies for archaeology (English Heritage
1992) and, jointly with the Countryside Commission
and English Nature, on Counservation issues in strategic
plans (Countryside Commission et al 1993),

This document addresses the third aspect of the
archaeological planning process by providing a review
of archaeological assessment procedures in the period
leading up to and immediately following the issuing of
PPG 16, It summarises aspects of two inter-related
surveys of assessment procedures by the Universities of
Bournemouth and Southampton, highlighting areas of
continuing concern and making recommendations aimed
at consolidating and improving on current best practice.

G ] Wainwright
Chief Archaeologist
English Heritage
December 1994



The review
Introduction

The assessment of the archaeological sensitivity of
development sites has become a familiar exercise over
the last decade. It has assumed an increased relevance
in recent vears through the improved awareness of local
planning authorities, promoted by government advice,
of the need to conserve the archacological resource
wherever possible.

In 1987 DoE Planning Circular 8/87 confirmed that
archaeology is a material consideration in the planning
process and that the preservation of archacological
remains and their settings is desirable. In November
1990 the Department of the Environment issued
Planwning Policy Guidance Note 16: Archacology and
Planning (PPG 16) which consolidated and expanded
upon Circular 8/87. PPG 16 stressed the finite and
non-renewable nature of archacological remains and
emphasised the desirability of securing their physical
preservation wherever feasible, It also emphasised that
where a development proposal was likely to affect
archaeological remains, planning authorities should
ensure that thev had enough information on the nature
and importance of the archacological site and its setting
to take an informed decision.

Archaeological advice on mdmvidual planning
applications 1s normally provided at a local level by
county archacological officers or, in a few cases, by
district archacological officers. Initally this advice is
based on a consideration of existing data held within the
sites and monuments record (SMR), a process referred
to here as an apprasal, and subsequently, where
appropriate, on more detailed information provided
bv applicants through site-specific studies of the
application area. This research may include a desk-top
study (a desk-based assessment) and limited archacol-
ogical fieldwork (a field evaluation). These stages in the
archacological response to a development proposal are
referred o collecuvely as archacological assessment and
are 1n accordance with the statutory powers conferred
on planning authorities by Regulauon 4 of the Town and
Country Plaminmg (Applications) Regulations Act 1988 1o
request background informaton on planning ap-
plications. The tvpical sequence and relationship of the
respective stages of assessment are set out in Fig |
(although the stages need not necessarily be discrete)
and more detailed definitions of the key terms are
provided in the Glossary.

Paragraphs 19, 20, and 21 of PPG 16 address the
advantages to both developers and planning authorities
of the archacological assessment procedure:

In their own interests, therefore, prospective deve-
lopers should in all cases include as part of their
research into the development potential of the site,
which they undertake before making a planning
application, an initial assessment of whether the site

is known or likelv to contain archaecological remains.
The first step will be to contact the County Archaco-
logical Officer or equivalent who holds the SMR ...

These consultations will help to provide pro-
spective developers with advance warning of the
archacological sensitivity of a site. As a result they
may wish to commission their own archaeological
asscssment by a professionally gualified archaeol-
ogical organisation or consultant.

Where early discussions with local planning
authorities or the developers own research indicate
that important archacological remains may exist, it is
reasonable for the planning authority to request the
prospective developer to arrange for an archaeol-
ogical field evaluation to be carried out before any
decision on the planming application 1s taken. This
sort of evaluatnon s quite distinet from full
archacological excavatnon. It 1s normally a rapid and
inexpensive operaton, involving ground survey and
small-scale trial trenching...

A study commissioned by English Heritage in 1992
confirmed that the requirements of PPG 16 are now
widelv reflected in structure and local plan policies and
the practices of local planning authorities (Pagoda
Projects 1992). As a consequence of these policy
developments, a grear deal of archacological assessment
work has been carried ourt in recent vears, providing
considerable practical experience, bringing to light
significant new archacological information, and
ensuring the preservation of important archaeological
remains.

Narturally the work to date has raised a number of
academic, methodological, and practical questions.
Given the rise in the number of archaeological
assessments likely to be undertaken in future, English
Heritage considers the continued development of
effecrive assessment and field evaluartion procedures,
and careful consideration of these, to be of paramount
importance. Arcas of particular concern include the
need to establish navonaily an appropriate degree of
consistency  in the application of archacological
assessment and field evaluation procedures, the need to
improve ficld methodologies, and the need for better
dissemination of the results of archacological assess-
ment in order o enhance the growing body of
knowledge about the archaeology of England.

In 1992 English Heritage commissioned a national
survey of archacological assessment projects carried out
during the previous decade to examine these 1ssues
further. This work was carried out by Professor
Timothy Darvill, Stephen Burrow, and Deborah-Anne
Wildgust of Bournemouth University. In addition, a
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Fig 1 The stages of the archacological assessment process
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detailed case-study examining the development,
application, and efficacy of assessment procedures in
the counties of Berkshire and Hampshire was
commissioned from Dr Timothy Champion, Dr Steve
Shennan, and Paul Cuming of Southampton
University. These counties were selected for study
because of their early adoption of conservation-led
archaeological planning policies and the resulting
comparatively large data-ser of assessment projects.
The case study did not include archacological
assessment work carried out within urban centres as
these were perceived to be subject to a differing range of
practical constraints.

This review summarises some of the findings of both
projects. For a detailed account of the rescarch
undertaken and the findings which resulted, see the
individual project reports (Darvill e al 1995;
Champion er af 1995). In addition, the Bournemouth
survey included the compilation of a consolidated
directory of those archaeological assessments, field
evaluation reports, and the archaeological components
of environmental assessments made available to the
Bournemouth project team (Darvill er af 1994).

Appraisal

While appraisal is the most important stage in the
assessment procedure, it is the most poorly
documented due to its routine nature. For the purposes
of the survey, appraisals were divided into two groups,
simple appraisals of the kind that could be done from
local knowledge and experience, and detailed appraisals
involving searches and checks. The outcomes of
appraisals might have been given verbally, in
correspondence or as file notes. Only in a small number
of cases were formal reports produced. The majority of
appraisals were carried out by archacological curators

at county or district level either as a result of inquiries
directed to them from developers or as a first response
to formal planning applicanons. In addition, the survey
revealed the existence of a small number (less than 50 in
1991) of privately commissioned appraisals, which may
reflect the increase in pre-planning stage enquiries
encouraged by PPG 16.

It is useful to consider the demand for appraisals
against the backdrop of the general pattern of planning
applications over the last decade. Fig 2 shows an
analysis of total planning applications nationally for the
vears 1982-901 (figures for the north of England were
available only for the period 1988-91) The trend in the
total number of applications clearly reflects general
economic conditions of growth followed by recession.
While the survey indicated that there is a reasonable
coverage of appraisals throughour England, it did reveal
regional variations in their application and
demonsrtrated that some district planning authorities
are still neither consistently or systematically covered.

Although it was not possible to collect adequarte data
on the frequency of simple appraisals nationally, figures
were available from the Berkshire case study which are
likely to be broadly representative of the wider picrure.
These indicated that the proportion of applications
examined varied with general economic conditions.
From a peak in 1987, when 10.2% of all Berkshire
applications were appraised and 1.45% required a
further archaeological response, the proportions at the
depth of the recession in 1991 had fallen to 4.9% and
0.8% respectively.

Nartional figures for detailed appraisals are better
recorded and are illustrated in Fig 2. The graph
demonstrates a steady increase in the number of
derailed appraisals carried our and it is notable thart,
despite recession, the proportion of applications subject
to detailed appraisal continued to rise in 1990 and

Total planning applications against % of applications subject to detailed appraisal
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Fig 2 Toral numbers of planning applicarions histogram with percentage of applications subject 1o detailed archaeological
appraisal. 1982-87 figures are for South and Midlands regions, 1988-91 figures arve for all England



4 A REVIEW OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES IN ENGLAND 1982-91

1991, perhaps reflecting increased curatorial staff
resources and awareness of the technique as well as the
effect of PPG 16. During 1991, figures indicate that
some 15,653 detailed appraisals were carried out across
the country, representing an average of 301 per week,
resulting from some 4% of all planning applications
nationally. The survey also demonstrated that
throughout the study period there was a clear upward
trend in the number of planning applications where a
detailed appraisal confirmed an archaeological di-
mension that needed further consideration. This
probably reflects both an improvement in appraisal
techniques during the study period as well the
continued development of SMRs.

These figures have two implications for archaeological
resource management. Firstly, despite the diminution in
the absolute number of applications at the end of the
study period, the level of applications is likely to remain
considerably higher than in the early 1980s. Secondly,
future work-load trends should not assume annual
increases in the number of applications but might be
more realistically modelled on cyclical patterns of growth
and recession.

The commercial context of
assessment procedures

An analysis of the developments which have been
subject to archaeological assessment and field
evaluation during the study period indicates an early
concentration on major development types (road
construction, mineral extraction, and housing) being
replaced by a far wider range of development types in
1990 and 1991, This suggests that PPG 16 is having a
major impact in extending archaeological assessment
procedures to all kinds of development.

Throughout the study period, the number and
percentage of archacological field evaluations funded
by commercial sector developers increased, with the
publication of PPG 16 accelerating this trend. In 1991,
for example, funding from this source accounted for
some 70% of all funding for field evaluations. The
corresponding decrease in funding for archaeological
assessment procedures by local authorities and English
Heritage confirms this assumption of responsibility by
the private sector and also by public sector bodies, most
notably the Department of Transport.
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Fig 3 Toral numbers of desk-based assessments carried out nationally and by region 1982-91
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Desk-based assessment

The number of desk-based assessments undertaken
nationally has increased considerably from a handful
prior to 1988 to 97 undertaken in 1991 after the issuing
of PPG 16 (Fig 3). The earlier steady upward trend is
likely to reflect completion of the establishmenrt of
SMRs nationally, the adoption of improved deve-
lopment plan policies, and a growing familiarity and
confidence amongst curators i the assessment
procedure itself.

The majority of desk-based assessments relate to
extensive developments often too large for consistent,
economic, and detailed field evaluation. Among
smaller-scale assessments, a high proportion occur in

an urban context where the quantity and detail of
documentary sources allows a more reliable analysis of
the potential of individual sites. Analysis of the sources
of the brief for desk-based assessments indicates that
before 1988 contractors were the principal originators
of briefs. In the period since 1988 county archaeol-
ogical officers have provided the majority of briefs,
underlining their central role in the assessment process,
although contractors still provided berween 30% and
40% of briefs. A significant but declining proportion
were also produced by consultants.

Two main methods of inquiry were employed for
desk-based assessment, searches of existing docu-
mentation and visual site inspection in the field. All the
assessments included searches of sources but only 65%
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Fig 4 Sources of data acknowledged by desk-based assessment reports 1982-91
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recorded the use of visual inspection. Of the 199 desk-
based assessment reports examined by our survey, very
few included a detailed list of sources consulted,
rendering uncertain their academic value and reliability.
Analysis of the sources consulted in producing desk-
based assessments (Fig 4) indicates routine use of SMRs
and frequent use of publications, aerial photographs,
historic maps, and documentary evidence. The use of
the Royal Commission’s county volumes, where they
exist, or the National Monuments Record appears to
have been surprisingly limited. Overall, the range of
sources used for this study falls short of that proposed in
the Interim standard and guidance for archaeological desk-
based assessments issued by the Instture of Field
Archaeologists (IFA 1993a; 1994a).

The survey asked contractors and consultants about
the cost and time required to produce desk-based
assessments. In general it was found that costs of
research and production were low compared with field
evaluation, and anecdotal evidence suggested that a
well-researched assessment could save time and money
in any subsequent field evaluation by allowing more
precise framing of the briet/specification. In general,
desk-based assessments could be prepared in less than
three to four weeks and only one case recorded in the
survey cost more than £5,000 (at contemporary prices).

The Pagoda report (1992, 12) states that curators
are better placed to persuade local planning authorities
to seek field evaluations before determining a planning
application where a developer has already undertaken
desk-based research. However, the progression from
assessment to field evaluation is not inevitable, as any
archaeological remains located may be regarded as of
limited interest and not worth further field evaluation,
or of such importance that the site is deemed
inappropriate for development. Among the 199 desk-
based assessments recorded by the survey, the absolute
number giving rise to field evaluation has risen steadily
from 3 in 1988 to 65 in 1991, although in percentage
terms there has been a decline from 81% in 1988 to
67% in 1991 (Fig 5).

Field evaluation
General

The survey recorded a total of 1333 field evaluations
carried out between 1982 and 1991. This toral includes
examples of investigations carried out before 1988
which may not have been called field evaluation but
which fulfilled the same purposes and were carried out
within comparable parameters. Fig 6 shows the overall
rise in the number of field evaluations carried out both
nationally and regionally during the survey period. The
greatest single increase in numbers (63%) occurs between
1990 and 1991, following the introduction of PPG 16.
Fig 7 illustrates the number of field evaluations
nationally as a proportion of the total number of
planning applications since 1988. The proportions rise
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Fig 5 Proportion of desk-based assessments leading o a field
evaluarion 1982-91

steadily from ¢ 0.04% in 1988 to ¢ 0.06% in 1990, with
the marked increase in field evaluations in 1991
producing a rise to ¢ 0.12% despite a concurrent
decrease in the levels of planning applications made
nationally. In Berkshire, where field evaluation
procedures were firmly established in the structure plan
throughout this period and where the SMR had been
enhanced by large-scale field survey, proportions of
total planning applications requiring field evaluation
were generally higher, reaching 0.31% in 1988 and
1990 but falling to 0.16% in 1991 It is notable that the
general rate of requirements for field evaluation based
on soundly researched figures is considerably lower
than the 1% which previous estimates have suggested
(eg Pagoda 1992, 10). It is also interesting to note that
although the number of planning applications with an
archaeological dimension has levelled off or declined
for most parts of the country, the number of field
evaluations is still rising. This presumably reflects a
changing response by local planning authorities to field
evaluation as a result of PPG 16.

Selection of sites for evaluation

Detailed consideration of the basis for site selection for
field evaluation in Berkshire and Hampshire indi-
cates the primary importance placed on sites and
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monuments information by curators in identifying
cases for evaluation. This is confirmed by figures from
the national survey which indicate that less than 40% of
the sites selected have no known archaeology either
extending into or adjacent (1e within ¢ 200 metres) to
the development site area.

Detailed analysis of the relevance of information
from the Berkshire and Hampshire SMRs to the
probability of locating archaeological remains during
field evaluation suggests that it can be considered to be
relatively reliable in terms of its implications for the
Romano-British and later periods, but less so for
prehistory. This is clearly a function of the “visibility” of
the archaeology of later periods and indicates the need
both for SMR enhancement for the earlier periods and
for the development of predictive models designed to
aid the location of prehistoric sites.

The Berkshire/Hampshire study also demonstrated
that while the curators attained a high degree of success
in selecting sites for evaluation and a high level of
consistency in the criteria they adopted for selection, it
is possible that some sites were not selected for
evaluation when they should have been. Further
carefully-designed studies of curatorial decision-
making would illuminate this issue.

Finally, it is noteworthy that the national survey
indicates that the proportion of evaluation areas
containing scheduled monuments has fallen from ¢ 11%
prior to 1988 to ¢ 7% in 1991, presumably reflecting the
presumption in favour of the preservation of nationally
important sites and their setting contained within PPG
16 and many recent structure and local plans.

Briefs and specifications

The protocols for providing briefs and specifications
have only recently received detailed scrutiny (ACAO

1993), so the results of this review must be regarded as
provisional.

An analysis of their sources (Fig 8) indicates an early
pattern of briefs provided by developers, consultants,
or contractors. This has been superseded in recent
vears and briefs produced by curators, primarily
county archaeologists, are now the norm. There
remains a range of opinion and practice amongst
archacological curators on the responsibility for
writing specifications (ACAO 1993, 15). In this
context, the differing practices adopted by Berkshire
and Hampshire county councils are worth
consideration. Hampshire County Council does not
set separate briefs, instead preferring to write its own
specifications and thus control directly the
performance of evaluation fieldwork. Berkshire
County Council, in contrast, prefers to set briefs and
allow contractors to create their own fieldwork
specifications for the approval of the curator. This
approach requires fewer resources and fully utilises the
fieldwork experience of archaeological contractors.
Variations to these systems occur elsewhere.

As part of the Berkshire/Hampshire case study the
quality of field evaluation briefs (Berkshire only) and
specifications (both counties) was examined by scoring
them against a series of criteria. The results of this
analysis indicated that the quality of briefs and
specifications has improved over time and that there
was a relationship, albeit a moderate one, between the
quality of the brief provided and the subsequent
specification produced.

Field methodologies

The survey revealed that across the country there is
considerable variation of opinion as to the most
appropriate way of approaching a field evaluation

Sources of brief for archaeological field evaluations: the national picture
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Fig 8 Sources of brief for archaeological field evaluations in England 1982-91
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exercise. Time and cost are obviously strong constraints
(as they are in any other area of archaeology), but there
is also the practical problem posed by ‘windows of
opportunity’ in which techniques such as fieldwalking
can be deployed. It is rare for enough time to be
available for the conduct of a field evaluation exercise to
allow the most opportune tming for different
techniques to be selected. It might be expected that
undertaking field evaluations in stages would overcome
these problems but the survey revealed that only ¢ 9% of
field evaluations had been carried out in more than one
phase.

Table 1 Summary of the main field evaluation
techniques used in 1982-91

technique meidence % of evaluations
fieldwalking 123 11.8
resistivity 59 5.7
magnetic susceptibility 7 0.6
magnetometry 112 10.8
phosphate studies 4 0.3
1est pits 167 16.0
targeted trenches 565 34.5
random trenches 335 32.3
topographic survey 73 7.0
aerial photography 22 2.1
documentary searches 131 12.6
ground probing radar 11 1.0
auger survey 12 1.1
metal detector survey 3 0.2

Table 1 provides an analysis of the incidence of the
main techniques deploved in the 1333 field evaluations
included in the national survey.

Surface collection survey (fieldwalking) 1s normally
favoured on sites greater than 20 hectares in extent and
is used most frequently in the south and midlands,
reflecting the greater proportion of arable land in these
regions than in the north. Geophysical prospection is
most commonly used in the north, perhaps reflecting
the less frequent deployment of fieldwalking. Magneto-
metry is the most favoured of the geophysical

techniques, presumably reflecting its rapidity of

coverage although resistvity is also used widely.

In view of the fairly specific forms of information on
site location, extent, and quality which curators require
from an evaluation, some form of excavation will
normally be necessary. The most widely used technique
1s machine trenching. This is generally perceived as the
most effective method of field evaluation, capable of
being dug quickly and relatively inexpensively while
allowing an acceptable level of detection of
archaeological remains. Trench placement can be
varied from random, systematic, specifically problem-
orientated layouts, or any combination of these,
providing considerable flexibility. The method has two

principal weaknesses. Firstly, it tends to destroy
archaeological remains and can damage sites
subsequently deemed to merit physical preservation.
Secondly, it has comparatively poor recovery rates of
artefacts, posing potential problems of site
interpretation or even, for some site types which
contain no or few archacological features (eg mesolithic
flint scatters), site detection.

Nationally, targeted trenching (judgement sampling
of features detected by desk-based assessment or
survey) was deploved in 42% of recorded field
evaluations. Non-targeted trenching (either randomly
or systematically arraved) was used for 25%. The latter
is widely regarded as the best technique available in
cases where little or nothing is known about any
archaeological deposits within the evaluated area bur,
generally, there is very limited evidence that the
arrangement, spacing, or size of trenches is based on the
application of statistically meaningful sampling strategies.

The predominance of machine trenching among
field evaluation techniques nationally was confirmed by
the Berkshire/Hampshire case study where over 93%
amongst a sample of 104 field evaluations have used
this method, with strategies equally divided between
uniformly  distributed trenches and randomly
positioned trenches together with targeted trenches.
The average fraction of the site sampled by machine
trenching was 2.5% (3.16% in Hampshire and 2.26%
in Berkshire).

Test pits (regularly-placed small holes to investigate
sub-surface deposits and/or topsoil artefact content)
appear to have been wused in two different
circumstances. Firstly on small sites (less than 1
hectare) where they provide more flexibility than full-
size trenches, and secondly on very large sites where
they can serve a useful role in the identification of sites
over large arcas. Since 1989 there has been an
increasing trend towards combined trenching and test-
pitting as part of an integrated field evaluation strategy,
particularly in southern England.

Other techniques were adopted far less frequently.
These include commissioning new aerial photographic
coverage, topographic (earthwork) survey, augering,
and ground-probing radar. Fieldwalking, geophvsical
prospection, and, in some cases, test pitting can each be
secen as preliminary phases used o inform the
decision as to where to locate trenches since it is
normally only through sample excavation that
questions relating to the importance of archacological
remains can be resolved.

The national survey also considered the manner in
which different techniques were combined. This
indicated that the range of techniques deploved for field
evaluations decreased over time and that up to 70% of
field evaluations adopted only a single technique. This
approach is presumably intended to keep the cost and
duration of the evaluation exercise as low as possible.
Even where several techniques were employed for a
field evaluation, they were often confined to the same
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phase of work, limiting the level of interpretation which
could be placed on the results of survey techniques
prior to the placing of trenches.

Again, these national trends were confirmed by the
case study. For over 60% of the evaluations undertaken
in Berkshire and Hampshire only one technique was
deployed (although in Berkshire many evaluation sites
have previously been fieldwalked to a high standard and
further fieldwalking is not warranted) and in 57% of
cases this was machine trenching.

Trenching and test-pitting strategies

In recent years there has been much discussion of the
result of varying trench dispositions and, in particular,
sample size on the effectiveness of field evaluation
results. At the same time, the 2% sample fraction
appears to have become established as something of an
industry standard and has been widely adopted as an
acceptable proportion of an evaluation area rto be
excavated. However, this figure is not supported by any
particular archaeological reasoning, deriving rather
from whart contractors and curators considered to be an
acceptable balance between the need for archaeological
information and cost minimisation, and its widespread
adoption may have resulted in a reluctance in some
instances to insist on larger-scale work.

The Berkshire/Hampshire case study paid particular
attention to the design of sample trenching and test-
pitting strategies, including a derailed consideration of
six sites which had undergone field evaluation and
produced results sufficiently significant to require a
further programme of archaeological excavation. The
examples chosen were selected to represent a range of
site types and sizes, periods of archaeology, and
archaeological contractors. Data from the evaluation
and the subsequent excavation were subjected to two
forms of analysis, firstly, comparison between the
evaluation and the whole site excavation record in order
to determine whether the evaluation had produced a
representative  picture, both quantitatively and
qualitatively, of the archaecological character of the
whole site, and whether there were any aspects of the
site consistently successfully or unsuccessfully
addressed by the evaluation strategies, and secondly,
simulation of alternative machine trenching and test-
pitting strategies invoiving a range of sample fractions
and trench/test pit layouts.

A number of broad conclusions can be drawn from
the analysis of field evaluation practices in Berkshire
and Hampshire:

» in general qualitative terms, the actual field
evaluation strategies adopted have proved successful
at identifying the presence/absence and, to a lesser
degree, the period, nature, extent, quality, and rarity
of the archaeological remains on-site. In none of the
six cases were the original conclusions from the field
evaluation seriously challenged by subsequent

excavation, although in most of these examples it was
not possible to establish fully the detailed extent and
nature of the sites that the evaluation had discovered
until they were excavated

in quantitative terms, the samples produced by the
evaluations, or by any of the simulations, are not
accurate reflections of the whole-site archaeological
record, consistently underestimaring the range of
different find and feature types across the whole site
and distorting their relative proportions. This is of
considerable importance for academic work
concerned with inter-site comparisons based on
partial excavation

the use of trenching as the sole evaluation method in
a high proportion of field evaluations suggests that
earlier prehistoric remains in particular may remain
undetected in some evaluations, given that these are
generally identified from finds rather than from
features

concepts of sample fraction (ie the proportion of the
evaluation area actually excavated) have no direct
relevance to the design of evaluation strategies.
Much more important are the number, location, and
size of the sample units needed to locate
archaeological sites with a suitable probability. These
factors should determine the chosen sample fraction,
not vice-versa

designing strategies based upon a quantitative, as
well as a qualitative, idea of what archaeology may be
present brings an enormous benefit to the curator.
The effectiveness of the evaluation strategy in
detecting and investigating sites can be greatly
improved if the size, number, and spacing of sample
units is based on a specific idea of the likely size,
shape, and density of any archaeological sites likely
to be present in the evaluation area. This suggests
that an effort should be made to gather suitable
figures describing the diameter, density, and shape of
different site types of different periods in order to
allow curators to assess the likely parameters of
potential sites in future evaluations, based on the
parameters of nearby sites of the same period or
form

where non-uniform strategies are adopted, trenching
is usually concentrated on parts of the evaluation
area most likely to contain sites on the basis of desk-
based assessment or survey results, often at the
expense of other supposedly blank areas. This results
in an unknown probability of archaeological remains
of all periods remaining undetected. The use of a
structured sampling strategy assures an even
coverage of the evaluation area

the use of specific parameters to design structured
strategies can guarantee that any site of the
appropriate size will be intersected by a sample unir.
If, therefore, a field evaluation is aimed at a
particular site type, the curator can design a strategy
that maximizes the probability that the site will be
detected
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Cost considerations

In the majority of cases, field evaluation involves the
recovery by excavation of a sample of the on-site
archaeological resource in order to provide the
archaeological curator with the information necessary
for an appropriate decision to be made. As with the
gathering of any sample, there is a relationship between
the size of the sample and the confidence in the
inferences which may be drawn from it. As the sample
size is expanded, inferences become firstly possible and
then increasingly secure. Eventually, increasing the
sample size further becomes decreasingly worthwhile
as the additional information has less and less effect
on the curators” comprehension of the
archaeology. Thus, in general terms, there is a definite
trade-off between the excavation of a sample of the site
(and consequently the cost of the evaluation) and
the amount of information which can be derived from
the sample.

Two considerations tend to himit the evaluation

on-site

sample size sought by curators. Firstly, the cost of the
evaluation must meet the test of reasonableness and
curators seek to ensure that their evaluation strategies
are both cost-effective and adeqguate to secure the
information required. Secondly, given the desirability

of preserving archacological remains, the level of

destruction caused by invasive evaluation techniques
needs to be kept to the minimum commensurate with
obtaining adequate information,

T'he Berkshire/Hampshire case-study included a cost
analvsis of the six exemplar field evaluation strategies as
actually performed and of the series of simulated
strategies. This demonstrated that the cost of the real
field evaluations was considerably lower than that of the
hvpothetical strategies designed to produce wider
ranges of information, thereby indicating that curators
are attempting to keep costs low in designing evaluation
strategies. While this has an inevitable bearing on the
effectiveness and reliability of those strategies, the
analvsis also suggested that the potential information
loss in many instances is not significant and that, in
most cases, the evaluations are largely succeeding in
addressing the aims of the curators.

The national survey confirmed the general
cost-cffectiveness  of field evaluation by asking
contractors and curators to identify in round terms
the approximate cost of evaluation programmes. Fig 9
shows an analysis of costs for a sample of 118 field
evaluations for which data was available. Over 60%
of the field evaluations in the sample cost less than
£5,000 at contemporary prices, nearly 90% cost less
than £10,000, and only one project in the sample cost
over £20,000.

Table 2 Summary of field evaluation outcomes compared with the presence or absence of
archaeological remains previously recorded on site

archaeological remains
already recorded on site?

significant archaeological remains
revealed by field evaluation?

percentage of total projects
(sample size 1333)

ves
no

44 .0
31.2
17.0

7.3
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Results

Table 2 provides a summary of the outcomes of all field
evaluation programmes recorded in the survey and
compares them with the presence or absence of known
archaecology on site prior to the field evaluation itself.
Four possible outcomes are defined and from this it is
notable that while 44% of field evaluations effectively
confirmed the presence of archacological deposits
(where archaeological remains were previously
recorded on the site), 31% (38% in 1991) revealed no
significant archaeology despite the fact that there were
previous records of archacological remains on site.
Balanced against this must be the observation that 17%
of evaluations revealed archaeological remains on site
where none had previously been recorded. These
results confirm the need for direct intervention through
field evaluation during the archaeological assessment
procedure, rather than an uncritical rehance on
informartion in sites and monuments records.

Fig 10 presents the results of this analysis,
confirming an increase over time in the number of field
evaluations which do reveal archaeological remains
followed, from 1989 onwards, by a consistent pattern of
around 60% of field evaluations locating archacology.
This may reflect an increasingly rigorous selection of
sites for field evaluation in the sense thart only those sites
considered most likely to contain archaeological
remains are being considered for evaluation.

The Berkshire/Hampshire case study examined the
archaeological response recommended by curators on
the basis of the results of field evaluation and the
mechanisms employed to secure that response. As can

be seen from Tables 3 and 4, the number of sites located
and sampled by field evaluation which are believed to
warrant some form of physical preservation is
comparatively small - only 22% of Berkshire cases and
20% 1in Hampshire. Equally, in both counties the
number of evaluated sites not felt worthy of any further
archaecological response is small - only 16% in
Berkshire and 24% in Hampshire. The great majority
of evaluated sites are felt to require a programme of
archaeological recording or a watching brief but not to
merit complete or partial preservation in situ. The
means by which the local planning authorities have
sought to secure the recommended archaeological
response during the survey period overwhelmingly
favours Section 106 legal agreements and planning
conditions (which account for 79% of Berkshire cases
and 78% of Hampshire cases) although it should be
noted that, since the end of the study period, there is
evidence to suggest the use of legal agreements has
declined in favour of ‘Grampian’ or ‘negative’
conditions reflecting wider trends in planning practice.
On no occasions did the curators recommend refusal of
planning permission, although in at least one instance
permission was refused when a developer declined to
make adequate arrangements for an archaeological
recording programme.

Reports and dissemination

It is now normal practice to package the results of a
desk-based assessment or field evaluation as a single
client report. The exact nature and content of these
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Table 3 The planning objective arising from the
evaluations in the Berkshire/Hampshire
case study

plamning objective number of cases

Hampshire and Berkshire

total physical preservation 1
physical preservation within developrnent 6
combined physical preservation and excavation 16
excavarion 29
watching brief or salvage 30
no action 17
total 99

Table 4 Planning outcomes in Berkshire/
Hampshire case study

planning ourcome nuntber of cases

Hampshire and Berkshire

development proceeds with conditions 24
development proceeds in full 21
application withdrawn (reason unknown} 14
permission not vet implemented 26
refused (archaeological grounds) 0
refused (non-archaeological grounds) 6
evaluation requested but not vet performed 24
unknown 23
total 138

reports 1s not standardised and considerable variations
can be seen in both the content and the style of reports
throughout the country. The Institute of Field
Archaeologists has recently issued draft standards on
desk-based studies (ie desk-based assessments) and
field evaluation which includes a report content scheme
(IFA 1993a, 1993b, 1994a, 1994b).

The primary users of assessment reports are the
developer and their project team (architects, engineers
etc) and the local planning authority’s archaecological
curator. The report needs to balance the provision of
technical data with sufficient non-technical data to
satisfy the developer.

In addition, as field evaluation programmes rarely
allow work other than that required for completion of
the client report, this is likely to comprise the only
documentation of the project and must perforce serve
as its academic record. In most cases it is unsuited to
this purpose, since the client report is normally
designed to answer particular questons relating to site
preservation rather than interpreting the past. The
different weighting which contractors throughout the
country have given to the potental readership of their
reports 1s a contributory factor in the variation of
presentation and content.

Once the field evaluation is completed, its context
may be lost and the reasons for choosing a particular

field evaluation strategy forgotten. Where invasive
techniques are used, replication of the exercise is
impossible. In order to allow the archaeological
profession to be able to judge the wvalidity of an
assessment report and the role of the participants in the
project it seems essential to include the brief and
specification in the final report. In addition, if at a later
date the site appears to merit further investigation or
research, it would be very helpful if the eventual
decision regarding the development proposals were to
be lodged in the SMR upon the conclusion of the
application process.

The variety of publications to which reports are
submitted is very erratic. The poor coherence and
limited analvsis of the archaeological data from most
field evaluations makes comprehensive publication in
journals unlikely and the survey found very little
evidence for the placement of client reports in major
libraries and limited instances of units depositing
paper or fiche copies of reports with the NMR.
Regional CBA volumes, county journal ‘round-ups’
and, where they exist, unit or county council annual
reports do include information on assessment work but
on a non-systematic basis.

The Berkshire/Hampshire case study examined the
quality of a sample of 104 field evaluation reports
drafted between 1985 and 1992 against set criteria.
The analysis confirmed the trend noted for briefs and
specifications with a marked increase in the quality of
field evaluation reports submitted over time in both
counties, Further tests demonstrated that the quality of
the evaluation reports is related to the availability of a
preliminary brief or specification.

Archaeology in environmental
assessments

Environmental assessment, unlike either desk-based
assessment or field evaluation, is a procedure
established by statute. The starting point for the
legislation applied in the UK is an EC directive entitled
The assessment of the effects of certain public and privare
projects on the environment (85/337/EEC) which was
adopted on 27th June 1985. The directive was given
legal effect in the UK through the Town and Country
Planning  (Assessment  of  Environmental  Effects)
Regulanions 1988 (81 no 1199) which came into force on
15 July 1988,

Archacology 1s one of the subjects mentioned in the
original EC directive under the theme of material assets
(Annex III paragraph 3), although the UK
government’s  interpretation of the directive
archaeology is not mentioned directly but subsumed
under the general terms material assets and cuwliural
heritage.

Between the coming into effect of the legislation and
the end of 1991 it is estimated that some 600
environmental assessments had been carried out in
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England (information from Institute of Environmental
Assessment) of which our survey was able to locate 350,
Of these 147 (42%) were found to contain a section
relating to archaeology or closely related matters (1e
material assets or cultural heritage) and these form the
basis of the figures offered below.

An (inevitably subjective) analysis as to whether the
archaeological component of the environmental
statement was carried out by a recognised archaeologist
or by a non-archaeologist indicates that it was only after
1990 that the proportion of reports dealing with
archaeology which were prepared by a qualified
archaeologist rose above 40%, and then only to a
maximum of about 60% in the south in 1990 and ¢ 70%
in the north in 1991, There are two main implications
of these findings. Firstly, thart the level of competence
brought to bear on the analysis and interpretation of the
archaeological data reported in a high proportion of
environmental statements is rather less than is
appropriate given the nature of the studies involved.
Secondly, that archaeological organisations and
professionally qualified practitioners do not appear to
be wvery heavily involved in the only areas of
archaeological assessment work which has a statutory
basis.

As with reports from other types of assessment, few
find their way into academic libraries and there is no
designated national repository of  planning
environmental statements even though the regulations
require the submission of monitoring forms and a copy
of the statement itself. Major (but incomplete) national
collections have been established at Manchester
University (Environmental Assessment  Centre),
Oxford Brookes University (Impacts Assessment Unit),
and at the Institute of Environmental Assessment.

Conclusions and
recommendations

Future growth in archaeological
assessment

The national survey summarised in this report shows
that over the last decade there has been a rapid growth
in the number and scope of assessment exercises of all
types and an equally rapid development of
methodologies, procedures, and standards. This is a
considerable achievement of which the archaeological
profession can rightly be proud.

It is also clear thar this rapid growth has continued
since the end of the project study period. Predictions
of future growth based on the figures collected in the
survey are naturally tentative since they will be
influenced by a variety of factors including general
economic trends and because the longer-term impact
of PPG 16 is as yet poorly understood. It can be
assumed however that, at some stage in the future, the
proportion of planning applications resulting in some

form of archaeological assessment will reach a ceiling
at which time a consistent relationship will become
apparent. An estimate of future growth in the number
of field evaluations based on the rates of increase since
1988 suggests that between 1,900 and 2,500 field
evaluations could be carried out in 1995 (compared to
the 468 projects carried out in 1991). This represents
a substantial increase in workload for all branches of
the profession and will place a particular strain on
archaeological curatorial staff.

While the results of this report are necessarily
provisional, they nevertheless provide an important
contribution to the process, begun by the Pagoda
study (English Heritage 1992), of gauging the impact
of the implementation of PPG 16 on the development
industry. The review clearly demonstrates the small
number of planning applications which require field
evaluation (0.12% nationally in 1991 and never
exceeding 0.31% in the Berkshire/Hampshire case
study) and the generally low cost of evaluation. In
addition, our detailed case study has demonstrated
that even though 23% of evaluation cases in Berkshire
and Hampshire resulted in the complete or partial
physical preservation of archaeological remains, this
was achieved without a single necessary refusal of
planning permission solely on archaeological grounds.
Fig 11 provides a breakdown, based on actual and
estimated figures, of the proportion of planning
applications sieved by each stage of the archaeological
assessment procedure and the resulting recommended
planning outcomes. These figures suggest that the
requirements of PPG 16 do not constitute a serious
constraint on development in England.

* In 1995 English Heritage will commission a survey
of archaeological assessments carried out since 1991
in order to provide a more reliable index of trends
since the issuing of PPG 16.

+ English Heritage will additionally commission a
follow-up to the 1992 Pagoda study

+ English Heritage will continue to assist local
authorities with the establishment of archaeological
development control posts wherever there is
demonstrable need.

Sites and monuments records

This review underlines the pivotal role of local
authority-based curatorial staff and SMRs in the
archaeological aspects of development control. In
addition, it highlights the potential academic
contribution which the assessment process can make to
archaeology locally, regionally, and nationally and the
importance of the local curator in this process.
Realising this potential is arguably one of the most
exciting challenges facing the archaeological profession
this century.

The survey clearly demonstrated an explicit linkage
between the strengths and weaknesses of SMRs and the
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Fig 11 Proportions of planning applications subject 1o archacological assessment and archaeological planning conditions in

1991. Proportions of appratsals and planning conditions are extrapolated from the Berkshive/Hampshire case study

effectiveness of archaeological development control,
confirming the importance of the continued upgrading,
enhancement, and validation of the basic records on
which archaeological knowledge and inference are
based. Development control-led archaeological
assessment work will make an important contribution
to this process, but there is a continuing and pressing
need to improve the record through new programmes
of pro-active survey work. The Berkshire/Hampshire
case-study has, for example, drawn attention to
the need to improve the reliability of the data
for the prehistoric period. Alongside
work, the development of models and working
propositions designed to predict the likely size,
character, location and relationships of as-yet-
unrecorded archaeological sites will also make an
important contribution both to development control
procedures and to our academic comprehension of the
archaeological resource.

The deployment of the archacological assessment
process within planning procedures is quite clearly a
matter that requires considerable skill and critical
professional judgement. The curator often has to strike
fine balances between the required level of information
and a reasonable level of cost in the demands made
upon applicants. For this reason it is appropriate that
best practice is periodically recorded and reviewed, a
process which has already begun with the issuing of the
Association of County Archaeological Officer’s Model
briefs and specificarions (1993) and the Institute of Field
Archaceologist’s work on draft standards in archaeology

survey

(IFA 1993a, 1993b, 19944, and 1994b). It 1s also most
important that curators continue to keep systematic
records of their decisions and reasoning in development
control matters in order to make the process explicit
and accountable and, wherever possible, keep records
of the outcome of their planning advice. The survey
suggested that, although considerable advances had
been made in this sphere in recent years, there is still
room for improvement.

« English Heritage will continue, in consultation with
The Royal Commission on the Historical Monu-
ments of England, to support SMR enhancement
projects and, where appropriate, will support
predictive modelling exercises designed to improve
the reliability of the record for development control
and academic purposes.

=  English Heritage recommend that SMRs make every
effort to ensure that archacological assessment data
is well-ordered and easily retrievable and that up-to-
date statistics for assessment work are available
including, wherever possible, the nature and results
of development control advice.

* English Heritage also recommend that, wherever
resources permit, archaeological curators continue
to improve the documentation of their decisions
relating to development control work. In this
context, we recommend that all archaeological
assessment programmes are provided with a clear
and reasoned methods statement.
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Methodologies, training, and
research

The range of techniques deployed for field evaluation
was comparatively limited and, surprisingly, appeared
to be diminishing with time. Indeed, a considerable
proportion of field evaluations adopted a ‘one club’
approach by using only a single field technique,
predominantly machine trenching. The methodologies
which are used for field evaluation are generally those
developed for research rather than the practicalities of
archaeological resource management. Although such
techniques do prove useful in assessment projects they
have constraints in cost, time, and ease of use.
Consequently, there is a need both for the critical
examination of the techniques already in use in terms of
the effectiveness and utility of their results and also for
the development of new extensive survey techniques
with direct application in field evaluation.

In addition, the survey adduced little evidence to
suggest that those technigques which were being used
were deploved in any way that took advantage of
theoretical or statistical models and it noted nstances
where there was a disjunction between the
methodologies applied and the results expected from
assessment programmes. Of obvious concern here is
the approach to sample size in the specification of field
evaluations. There is good evidence from the survey
that curators are successfully keeping field evaluation
costs low but also that in doing so they are frequently
adopting the use of a 2% sample fraction without
critical consideration of its appropriateness in
particular circumstances.

There is, therefore, a need for careful consideration
of the theoretical basis of archaeological assessment,
particularly field evaluation, and for the practical
training and provision of work experience for staff
engaged in specifying or carrying out assessment
work.

* English Heritage, in collaboration with other bodies
such as the Science-Based Archaeology Committee
(SBAC), will continue to encourage the development
of new archaeological survey techniques.

+ English Heritage will commission further research
into the theoretical and statistical basis of field
evaluation techniques.

+  Enghsh Heritage will support imitiatives aimed at the
professional development of archaeologists, par-
ticularly curatorial staff, in matters pertaining to
archaeological assessment.

Reports and publication

The preparation of client reports on assessment
programmes has reached a high presentational standard
since the widespread availability of desk-top publishing
systems and high-quality copying and mapping
equipment. However, the circulation of such reports is
very poor, rendering archaeological information
inaccessible and limiting opportunities for peer review,
The survey found that many assessment reports lacked
the sort of basic information that would make
cataloguing and indexing easy. Even where reports were
deposited in public records, retrieval was often difficult.
In addition, the format of reports varied
considerably and frequently lacked useful information
such as source lists and copies of the brief and/or
specification which informed the assessment work.

+ English Heritage recommends that all assessment
reports should include copies of the brief and/or
specification which informed the project and a list of
relevant sources consulted.

+ English Heritage recommends that copies of
assessment reports are routinely deposited with the
National Monuments Record as well as with the
appropriate Sites and Monuments Record.

+ English Heritage recommends that all assessment
reports are notified to British Archaeological
Bibliography for listing alongside other kinds of
report and publication.

* English Heritage will sponsor the production
through British Archaeological Bibliography of a
consolidated gazetteer of assessment reports from
the period 1982-91 and at regular periods thereafter.

Environmental assessment

It is a matter of some concern that archaeological
contractors and consultants are not more frequently
involved in the archaeological components of
environmental statements and that the standards of
these documents are consequently compromised. In
some quarters it does not seem to be understood that
archacological concerns require specialist inter-
pretation and professional guidance.

* English Heritage recommends that the archaeol-
ogical components of environmental statements are
undertaken only by qualified archaeologists with
suitable skills.
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Glossary

Archaeological curators

Organisations with a remit to manage the archaeological resource
through ancient monuments legislation, planning procedures, or
estate management. They are the normal source of advice on the
future preservation and conservation of archacological remains, and
include national organisations such as English Heritage and the
Mational Trust, county and district archacologists, and national park
archacologists,

Archacological contractors and consultanis
Organisations or individuals acting as advisors and/or undertaking
archaeological projects on behalf of clients.

Archacological assessment

The process by which the character, date, extent, condition, and
importance of archacological remains is determined. It may comprise
a number of not necessarily discrete stages, including appraisal,
detailed appraisal, desk-based assessment, and field evaluation.

Appraisal

The process of checking planning applications or development
proposals to identify, using local knowledge and experience, those
with a potental archacological dimension which needs further
clarification.

Derailed appraisal

A thorough review of the SMR and other sources to determine
whether there may or may not be an archacological dimension to a
development proposal, This sometimes involves visually inspecting
the site.

Specificarion
A list of archacological works giving enough detail for them to be
quantifiable, implemented, and monitored.

an  assessment of

English Heritage, 1992  Development plan policies for archaecology,
London

IFA, 1993a Internm standard and guidance for archacological desk-based
stwdies, Birmingham
, 1993k Interim standavd and gurdance for arvchaeological field
eoalwarions, Birmingham
» 1994a Amendments to IFA 1993a
, 1994b Amendments to [FA 1993b

Pagoda Projects, circulated typescript report 1992 An cvaluarion of
the impact of PPG 16 on archaeology and planning, London

Desk-based assessment

Primarily a desk-top exercise commissioned to consolidate, examine,
and wvalidate the recorded archacological resource of an area
potentially affected by development proposals. Usually involves
visually inspecting  the site but stops short of collecting
and synthesising new data through fieldwork or other primary
rescarch.,

Freld evalwanon

A systematic and problem-oriented programme of site investigation
involving invasive and/or non-invasive fieldwork, designed
supplement and improve existing informaton to a level of confidence
at which planning recommendations can be made.

Envivonmental assessmrent

A mult-disciplinary programme of investigation which collects data
from a defined archacological resource and examines the likely effects
of a proposed development programme on that resource. The results
are called an environmental statement and its content and scope are
defined by Law.

Brief

An outline of the planning and archaeological situation relating wo a
proposed development site indicating the scope of the works that will
be needed.

Misigarion straiegy

A plan for minimising the impact on archaeological remains from a
proposed development. This may involve works to ensure in situ
preservation, archacological recording of remains unavoidably
threatened with destruction, or a combination of both approaches.
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