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CHESTER ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON CWaC DRAFT BUDGET PROPOSALS 2014/15 

 

SUMMARY 

 

The lack of funding for the historic environment – both in terms of local authority historic 

environment services and English Heritage – has at least been recognised as a problem by 

Parliament. Two ‘solutions’ are currently being discussed nationally: a degree of 

regionalisation, and increased use of the ‘third sector’. These ideas might make a worthwhile 

contribution to improving services, but they are not a panacea. More ‘joined-up’ working 

between local authority historic environment services and regional English Heritage offices is 

inherently desirable in terms of IT systems and the development of heritage protection 

policies, but whether it will compensate for lack of money and the shortage of archaeological 

planning officers seems doubtful. ‘Third sector’ organisations such as this society already 

help local authorities to publicise new discoveries, and could do more, but again they are not 

able to compensate for staff cuts: rather, they themselves often depend on the advice of 

professional staff in project initiation and management. Finally, the instability and 

downgrading of local authority services may discourage potential external partners.  

 

DETAIL 

 

1.0 The National Context 

 

1.1 As we indicated in our first comments on the likely effects of CWaC’s budget 

proposals for 2014/15 (http://www.chesterarchaeolsoc.org.uk/CAS_CwaCBudget 

Consult14_PC_comments_V02_27-01-14.pdf, para 5.2), the problem of the reduction 

of funding of historic environment services, with the inevitable impact on outputs, is 

widespread and getting worse. Nor is the problem restricted to local authorities: 

English Heritage has been grossly underfunded by DCMS for over a decade (see 

http://www.chesterarchaeolsoc.org.uk/CAS_GovUKConsult14_EnglishHeritage 

NewModel_PC_comments_V01_25-01-14_web.pdf, section 1 and the report of the 

parliamentary DCMS committee there cited), and even if properties in care are hived 

off into a charity, we see no reason to suppose that the remainder of the organisation 

(‘Historic England’) will be adequately funded in the future. However, the overall 

problem is now at least being recognised, and some supposed ‘solutions’ are being 

discussed: these may be summarised as regionalisation (or even nationalisation) and 

increased use of the ‘third sector’ (see  the Call for Written Evidence  by the 

Parliamentary Inquiry on the Future of Local Government  Archaeology Services 

(http://www.sal.org.uk/The%20future%20of%20local%20government%20 

archaeology%20services%20CALL%20FOR%20WRITTEN%20EVIDENCE.pdf).  

 

2.0 The Consequences of Cutting Archaeological Services 

 

2.1 The consequences for local authorities if  archaeological planning advisers are cut 

has been  spelled out for the Parliamentary Inquiry: 

 

 Difficulty for local authorities in distinguishing between legitimate historical 

concerns and ‘nimbyism’.  

 Developments will be permitted which are not sustainable in terms of meeting the 

requirements of NPPF. 

http://www.chesterarchaeolsoc.org.uk/CAS_CwaCBudget%0bConsult14_PC_comments_V02_27-01-14.pdf,
http://www.chesterarchaeolsoc.org.uk/CAS_CwaCBudget%0bConsult14_PC_comments_V02_27-01-14.pdf,
http://www.chesterarchaeolsoc.org.uk/CAS_GovUKConsult14_EnglishHeritage%0bNewModel_PC_comments_V01_25-01-14_web.pdf
http://www.chesterarchaeolsoc.org.uk/CAS_GovUKConsult14_EnglishHeritage%0bNewModel_PC_comments_V01_25-01-14_web.pdf
http://www.sal.org.uk/The%20future%20of%20local%20government%20%0barchaeology%20services%20CALL%20FOR%20WRITTEN%20EVIDENCE.pdf
http://www.sal.org.uk/The%20future%20of%20local%20government%20%0barchaeology%20services%20CALL%20FOR%20WRITTEN%20EVIDENCE.pdf
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 There will be disruption to construction when unanticipated archaeological 

remains are discovered. 

 Archaeological sites will be at risk, either through being destroyed or severely 

damaged when that damage could have been mitigated, through inadequate 

predictive information, through inadequate investigation, through being sacrificed 

by archaeological advisers who have to prioritise where to devote their efforts, or 

through the advice of archaeological officers being ignored because they do not 

have adequate status. 

 

3.0 Regionalisation 

 

3.1 Historic Environment Records 

 

3.1.1 At the moment, existing and new information about the historic environment is held, 

in summary form, in Historic Environment Records (HERs),  generally maintained by 

county councils or by groups of  unitary authorities. These databases form the 

foundation on which (aided by understanding and experience) planning 

archaeologists base their development control advice. However, as pointed out by 

the Society of Antiquaries of London in its comments on the future of English 

Heritage (http://www.sal.org.uk/EH_New_Model_SAL_Response.pdf), para 8.2: 

‘there are poor mechanisms for turning these new data into information that allows, 

for example, the Commission/Historic England to assess the relative importance of 

new monuments, reassess or manage existing scheduled monuments, or to assess 

the relative merits of grant applications. The Society sees the unification of HERs into 

a single data repository or compatible network as a priority, …’. Similarly, the current 

Parliamentary Inquiry raises the question: ‘What role could the proposed Historic 

England play with local authorities and other partners to create a national framework 

of heritage protection?’ 

 

3.1.2 Harmonisation of IT systems between English Heritage/Historic England and local 

authorities (and also the Portable Antiquities Scheme) to allow easy and rapid data-

sharing and to promote consistency in heritage management seems intrinsically 

sensible and would also be advantageous from an academic point of view. Some 

sharing of relevant IT staff on a regional level may be possible, but given the level of 

inadequacy found in some local authorities this is as likely to result in a general 

levelling down as a levelling up. Certainly, in view of its own financial problems, local 

authorities should not expect English Heritage/Historic England to ‘bail them out’.  

 

3.2 Planning Advice 

 

3.2.1 We likewise do not see that English Heritage/Historic England has the capacity or the 

detailed local knowledge to fill the gaps left by local authorities which fail to maintain 

adequate in-house archaeological planning advice, and, on recent trends, its capacity 

is more likely to decrease than increase in the future. The only significant duplication 

that we are aware of is in the field of building conservation and urban design. Here, if 

CWaC was prepared to give greater weight to the advice of its own officers, the 

capacity of English Heritage/ Historic England might be better used. 

 

3.2.2 At all events, in a place like Chester, archaeological advice should not be purely 

reactive, seeking to avoid damage, but proactive, developing schemes of monument 

enhancement. We do not see how this can be done effectively except by officers 

embedded in the authority. 

http://www.sal.org.uk/EH_New_Model_SAL_Response.pdf
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4.0 Involvement of the ‘Third Sector’ 

 

4.1 The help of the ‘third sector’, presumably including such organisations as the Chester 

Archaeological Society, is also currently being canvassed to make up the shortfall in 

public funding. 

 

4.2 It needs to be recognised at the outset that such organisations are not able to assist 

with planning advice or the maintenance of HERs: both are complex professional and 

technical fields that are constantly advancing, and involvement in regulatory matters 

would in any case be improper. 

 

4.3 The Chester Archaeological Society already supports Cheshire Archaeology Day; its 

lecture programme offers a forum in which local discoveries can be reported; its 

journal provides a vehicle for the publication of fieldwork that archaeological planning 

advisers warrant it; and it carries out its own occasional fieldwork projects. There 

may be scope for the regularisation of links with CWaC’s own archaeologists to 

mutual advantage; as observed by the Society of Antiquaries (ibid), ‘the full value of 

this [developer-funded] work [is not] being communicated to the public at large …’. 

However, to accomplish this requires staff who have time to do more than ‘keep their 

heads above water’. 
 

5.0 The Risk to Partnerships 

 

5.1 There are further risks, in addition to those spelled out at 2.0 above. 
 

5.2 Like many other societies, the Chester Archaeological often has to rely on the spare 

time and skills of serving or recently-retired heritage professionals (especially from 

CWaC itself) to lead more complex projects or carry out more complex tasks. Thus, 

weakening the professional sector also eventually weakens the third sector. 
 

5.3 Finally, in the light of the cuts already implemented and still to come, we wonder how 

far CWaC will be seen as a reliable partner, for instance by Chester University or by 

English Heritage. The 2004–6 amphitheatre excavations were undertaken as a 

partnership by the former Chester City Council and English Heritage, but since then 

the local authority team has been massively cut, and consequently the important 

results cannot be analysed and published as envisaged. Again, English Heritage has 

just funded a two-and-a-half-year Urban Archaeology Database project, culminating 

in an Archaeological Plan aimed at informing the future management of Chester’s 

heritage. After the current round of cuts, who will be left with the detailed 

understanding to implement this plan? The English Heritage investment in Chester 

over the past ten years could be seen as ‘money down the drain. 

 

 

Dr P Carrington FSA 

For Chester Archaeological Society 
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