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rescue’
funds for

British archaeology that

commands most of the
active fieldwork.

Greater nressure must be apnlied
to developers to be responsible for
their actions, especially if they
are profiting at the expense of the
archaeological rtecord. Morally,
those who bring about destruection
must be held responsible and this
is the basis of legislation in
many other countries such as Sweden
or the USA. Why should the
Government be held responsible for
the actions of others, when 1imited

resources could be spent on
statutory obligations such as
archaeologieal conservation and
education?

There are many fine examples
where developers have supported

archaeological investigation (egz.
Esso Midline, Reading Waterfronts,
Trowbridee Castle etc,) and the
British Property Federation's vol-
untaty eode of practice should be
encouraged. But legislation is
needed to combat those who seek to
disrecard archaeolosv,

Althouzh provision has been made
in the Planning Acts and the Secre-

tary of State's opinion has been
expressed (for examole with the
Barnstaple case), clear guidelines
on how the Act should be implemen-

ted have not been issued by the
Department of the Environment.

Some local authorities (notably
Berkshire) have taken a strong line
in promoting archaeological inves-
tigation, while others suggest that
archaeological constraints through
planning conditions are ultra
vires. Archaeological investiga-
tion requires access, time and
funds. If the Government expects
the private sector to be

* * *

responsible for its actions it must
define clear guidelines on how
these basic requirements are to Dbe

met. Fundine is the most diffiecult
hurdle, but if archaeological
investigation is an integral

requirement of development the
guestion of cost should be no
different than 'who is paving for
the house bricks?'.

If the Government is convinced
that the developer should pay, then
it should show the way by example
and insist, as the House of Commons
Select Committee has done, that its

own departments act accordingly.
For example, the Department of
Transport or local Water

Authorities should make adequate
provision for archaeology on a
scheme by scheme basis. In all

cases, the costs of investigation
should inelude those of prospec-
tion, evaluation, execavation,
anplysis, archiving and publica-
tion.

What shall we dig? Only those

sites whieh require evaluation, or
that do not warrant preservation.
Who shall pay? The agent respon-
sible for the destruetion.
However , ofle consequence of private
sector funding may well be freedom
of choice in the selection of
investigators. Design competition
and competitive tendering are
common practice in the construetion
industry and British archaeology
will have to adjust to such
practices rapidly and hopefully
harmoniously.

Having fought for greater powers

for protection and for greater
funds to record, we had best know
how to cope with them when they
come .
A.J. Lawson
* * *



