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Introduction

RESCUE - The British Archaeological Trust is an independent 

organisation which exists to support archaeology and archaeologists in 

Britain and throughout the world.  We receive no state aid and our work is 

entirely dependent on the support of our members.  We are not affiliated to 

any political party or other organisation although we are members of The 

Archaeology Forum and The Heritage Alliance.  We employ only one part-

time member of staff and members of the RESCUE Committee receive no 

remuneration or expenses in respect of their work for RESCUE.  Our 

members are drawn from the archaeological profession and the wider public.  

Full details of our activities can be found on our website www.rescue-

archaeology.org.uk

RESCUE welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation on 

the future of English Heritage. Our broad position is that the state has a 
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responsibility to maintain and enhance the nation’s heritage in order to 

provide a sound basis for research into that heritage and to take a leading role 

in setting standards for the range of practitioners active in the commercial, 

academic and public service sectors through whose work the heritage is made 

accessible to the profession and the public.  RESCUE believes that our 

national heritage represents a cultural and economic asset of considerable 

importance both nationally and to the regions which constitute the country.  

We assert that the existence of a strong, vibrant and innovative state heritage 

service is a pre-requisite for any civilised nation and that such a service 

should be designed to work with and set standards for commercial, academic 

and other organisations involved in the investigation, interpretation and 

presentation of heritage and specifically archaeology.

This response to the consultation on the ‘new model’ for English 

Heritage consists of answers to the specific questions posed in the 

consultation document together with some more general observations on the 

issues surrounding England’s historic environment and our archaeological 

heritage specifically which bear directly on the proposed new model.

RESCUE is willing to provide additional and more extensive 

comments on any aspect of the consultation and/or on the wider issues facing 

archaeology in the 21st century on request.

RESCUE’s response to the questions posed in the consultation document

Chapter 3: The Charity

• The consultation outlines the benefits of the new model for the National 

Heritage Collection.

RESCUE strongly disagrees with the proposed benefits 

• If you either strongly or somewhat disagree with the proposed benefits why is 

this? 

On what basis is £52 million (section 3.1) considered to be enough to 

clear the ‘highest priority conservation backlog’? If the estimated sum is 

found not to be adequate, how would the business plan be adapted to meet 

the changed circumstances?

The emphasis in this chapter on the National Heritage Collection 

(NHC) is too narrow to be of any great value.  While acknowledging the 

importance of the limited numbers of sites and monuments which constitute 

the NHC, RESCUE would draw attention to the vastly greater numbers of 

sites and monuments which are not part of the NHC yet are an integral part 
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of our national heritage.  RESCUE looks for a good deal more information on 

the resources that Historic England will have at its disposal to deal with the 

real and active threats to such sites (and particularly archaeological sites) 

from the many actual and potential negative impacts on them (including 

development, agriculture, climate change etc).

            Where is provision for research to be made within the proposed roles 

of the charity? All of the three areas outlined (conservation, advancing 

knowledge and education) depend upon research but explicit provision for 

this vital area of service seems to have been omitted.  Given this evidence and 

taken together with the present and previous government’s approach to 

universities, it seems that the apparent lack of concern for research reflects a 

wider problem in that the government and civil service appear to possess 

little or no understanding of the nature, conduct or importance of research as 

an activity.  This situation effectively undermines the case made in the 

consultation in that, without an explicit commitment to research, there will be 

no evidential basis upon which the interpretation and presentation of the 

sites, buildings and monuments can change over time in response to changing 

interpretative frameworks.

RESCUE is concerned at the predominant position given to the 

marketing and business side of the work currently undertaken by English 

Heritage and which will be transferred to the proposed charity.  We await 

information which will show how the proposed charitable model will work to 

enhance and increase the numbers of sites, buildings and monuments taken 

into care as part of the National Heritage Collection.  RESCUE expects a clear 

and explicit statement regarding the methods or mechanism through which 

the proposed charity will add sites and monuments to its holdings.  

Specifically we look for an explicit statement regarding the ways in which the 

charity will engage with Historic England to revitalise the scheduling process 

(which serves to add new sites and monuments to the list of Scheduled 

Ancient Monuments) and the criteria which will be used to decide which of 

these sites and monuments will be added to the National Heritage Collection.

RESCUE questions the nature of the proposed connection between 

Historic England (HE) and the new charity.  Will Historic England monitor 

the work of the charity in respect of the NHC through some variant of the 

current inspectorate model?  Will the new charity be expected to fund HE’s 

work in relation to the NHC and, if so, how will this work in circumstances in 

which funds may be short and the business plan may demand compromises? 
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Who will have the final word in any proposals to ‘improve’ the NHC so as to 

make the properties more profitable?  In short, where will the balance 

between profit and protection lie?  Further to this, where will the ultimate 

responsibilities of the Trustees of the new charity lie in respect of the NHC in 

view of the responsibilities of the Government’s legally-appointed 

Commissioners for English Heritage?

RESCUE questions the reliance to be placed on the role of volunteers 

(section 3.15).  While strongly supporting active participation in archaeology 

on a voluntary basis, RESCUE questions the reliance to be placed on 

volunteers by an organisation which will bear the major responsibility for the 

care and protection of a very significant part of the nation’s 

heritage. RESCUE asserts that volunteering should be additional to core 

funded activities and not a central part of the organisations primary operating 

strategy. RESCUE also questions the assumption that volunteers will be 

available in sufficient numbers to take on the tasks envisaged in the 

consultation document.  With reduced pensions and longer working lives in 

prospect, will not the numbers of potential volunteers inevitably fall in the 

coming years? RESCUE suggests that this seems to be an unreliable platform 

for growth and improvement in the services offered by the charity.  

Furthermore, a reliance on voluntary labour undervalues the skills of a wide 

range of those involved in heritage on a professional basis.  In RESCUE’s 

direct experience, voluntary groups are, to a large extent, dependent for 

advice on the work of professionals in order to undertake their roles with any 

degree of success.  How will the organisation of the voluntary groups with 

whom the charity will presumably be expected to work function in practical 

terms and will there be issues of legal responsibility in terms of the delivery 

of services, health and safety issues and other matters to be arranged?  What 

arrangements will be put in place to ensure that services are maintained if the 

numbers of volunteers falls to the extent that voluntary labour can no longer 

fill the gap left by the sacking of full- and part-time paid staff?  How will the 

volunteers be allocated to various site, monuments and properties?  It is easy 

to envisage a situation in which a particular property or site located in a 

favoured place (one with an abundance of retired people with the time, 

money and inclination to volunteer) might have an over-abundance of 

volunteers while another property with comparable needs may find that 

numbers of volunteers are inadequate for reasons of its remote location, local 

social structures or economic deprivation.  Is it envisaged that gangs of 

volunteers will be bussed in to fill the needs of less favoured areas and if so, 

how will this be funded?  RESCUE expects to see these concerns addressed as 
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a matter of priority.

• Are there any further benefits that could be delivered by this model?

So far as RESCUE is concerned the model as outlined in the 

consultation document is seriously deficient for the reasons outlined above; 

information is lacking on crucial elements of the proposals.  It is hard to see 

what benefits the model as presented confers so the term ‘further benefits’ 

seems to be a meaningless use of words; the benefits (if such they are) 

outlined appear to be principally financial and those benefits are predicated 

on the financial projections being accurate.  Given the lamentable 

performance of governments and the civil service over the last decade or 

more in respect of financial matters, you will understand that we are highly 

sceptical of claims made on the basis of financial projections and assumptions.

• Are there any other key opportunities for the charity to increase earned income 

in addition to those outlined in the consultation?

Don’t know

• If yes, what are they

• What aspects of the current service provided to the public by English Heritage 

in relation to the National Heritage Collection is it important that the charity 

maintains? 

RESCUE believes that it is critical that the charity adopts all aspects of 

the services provided by English Heritage in respect of the NHC but notes 

that the cuts made to English Heritage budgets over the last decade or more 

have severely reduced the capacity of the organisation to take proper care of 

the sites and monuments for which it is responsible.  RESCUE therefore 

advocates the restoration of the funding removed by the present and previous 

administration with the aim of restoring staffing to an adequate level and 

restoring a focus on the acquisition and retention of practical and research 

skills that have been lost.  We would highlight in particular the need for 

improvements in the situation in two specific areas:

• The enhancement of conservation skills and capacity

• The enhancement of investigative and research skills and capacity

• What are the opportunities to further enhance the services that will be offered 

by the charity? 
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There are numerous opportunities to enhance the work of the charity 

in the fields of conservation and research but the viability of these will 

depend entirely on the profitability of the charity; if the charity makes a 

significant profit then this will (we assume) be available to be put back into 

the sites and monuments in the charity’s care through enhanced research into 

the history and character of the sites and monuments in question.  RESCUE 

looks for a clear statement of the measures which will be taken if the charity’s 

profit is unequal to sustaining crucial core tasks in the area of maintenance, 

enhancement and research?

• Do you agree that the suggested charitable objectives are broadly the right 

ones?

No 

• If no, what changes to them do you think should be made?

The charitable objectives listed in the consultation document are not 

unreasonable in themselves and RESCUE would strongly support investment 

in conservation work designed to preserve and enhance the existing sites, 

monuments and buildings in the care of the nation.  We would wish to see 

further objectives added to the list (as outlined throughout this response) and 

for the ways in which they might be achieved set out in more detail.  In 

particular we would wish to see a commitment to the prioritisation of 

investment in professional skills outside the realm of management and in 

particular in areas including practical conservation, historical and 

archaeological research and investigation. 

• Are the proposed success criteria to measure the performance of the charity 

and to ensure that the benefits are realised the right ones?

No 

• If not what else should be included in the success criteria? 

RESCUE looks for an explicit commitment to the attainment of those 

research priorities which affect the National Heritage Collection and which 

have been identified in the regional research frameworks established by 

English Heritage (with the addition of the Yorkshire and Humber region and 

the South-East region which currently lack such research frameworks).

As a general point, RESCUE considers that it is essential that the 

success criteria are matched by practical and effective contingency plans 

which will ensure that, in the event of the success criteria not being met in 

respect of projected income levels, steps can and will be taken by government 
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to ensure the integrity of the sites, monuments and properties managed by 

the charity.

Chapter 4: Historic England 

Before addressing the specific questions set out in chapter 4, a number 

of more general points must be made regarding its content.

            Overall the chapter fails to address the need to enhance and improve 

the existing ability of English Heritage to undertake its numerous and various 

tasks which has been seriously undermined in recent years by budgetary cuts 

in excess of those made to comparable bodies. The status quo is inadequate so 

maintaining it at the present level is not an option with very much to 

recommend it.  A programme for increased capacity and a revitalisation of 

core activities is required in place of the outline provided in this chapter.

Section 4.2: Why is archaeology omitted from this summary of the 

work of English Heritage?  While the role of heritage in contributing to 

national and local (particularly rural) economies is undeniable and to be 

welcomed, the role of English Heritage is more than that of a driver of 

economic recovery and the document should reflect this.

Section 4.6: As with so much of the consultation document, the bland 

platitudes presented here seem to be a substitute for coherent policies and 

mechanisms for their delivery.  Where is the ‘vision’ referred to in the section 

sub-heading?

            Section 4.8: Once again we have to ask where is the explicit 

commitment to archaeology?  And where is the commitment to hands-on 

engagement with heritage in all its forms?  The emphasis on photographs in 

this section is bizarre in that no other archives seem to be deemed worthy of 

mention.  While photographs are an undeniably useful resource and a 

significant heritage asset in their own right, the omission of any mention of 

the huge number of uniquely valuable archives currently in the care of 

English Heritage is deeply worrying.  Where is the understanding that 

archives, including photographic archives, are of value only insofar as they 

are the subject of enquiry and re-enquiry as perspectives on the past change 

and interpretative frameworks evolve alongside wider changes in social 

theory?  This section requires rethinking and redrafting to accommodate a 

more sophisticated perspective on archives as well as an explicit mention of 

archaeology and the unique value of archaeological assets as entities in their 
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own right.

            Section 4.9: This paragraph seems to be hostile to both archaeology and 

the built environment by leaning more towards the needs of developers than 

to the conservation and investigation of archaeology and history.  Numerous 

examples of the failure of the existing regime can be cited (the recent 

demolition of the Grade II listed section of the Jessop Hospital in Sheffield for 

example) and there is nothing here to suggest the current regime will be 

strengthened in the ways that are urgently required.

            Section 4.10: RESCUE takes issue with the statement “Historic England 

will aim to make the heritage protection system work better for owners, 

developers and infrastructure providers” as it appears to exclude the need for 

more and better quality research on which many of the other ‘positives’ 

outlined in the document depend (education, outreach, tourism etc). So far 

there has been no real commitment expressed in the consultation document to 

improving the situation for heritage assets, including Scheduled Ancient 

Monuments, themselves.  The question arises as whom Historic England is 

supposed to benefit: only the owners, developers and infrastructure providers 

listed in this section or the public as a whole to whom our national heritage 

belongs and from which some of them make their living?  More clarity on the 

issue of where Historic England’s primary responsibility will lie is required as 

a matter of urgency.

RESCUE expects to see an explicit commitment to a progressive 

increase in the numbers of Scheduled Ancient Monuments reflecting the 

increased levels of threat to many of our most important archaeological sites, 

monuments and landscapes from commercial and infrastructural 

development and from natural attrition and the effects of climate change.

Section 4.11: RESCUE expects to see a guarantee that funding will 

increase to offset the recent deep cuts to the budget of English Heritage in 

order to restore capacity lost over the past decade.  Some indication of the 

anticipated level of funding is expected here.

            Section 4.12:  RESCUE welcomes the statement “Saving heritage that is 

at risk will remain an essential role for Historic England”.  There is, however, 

nothing in this section which relates to archaeology specifically; references are 

to ‘properties’ and not to sites and monuments and it is not clear how well the 

system will work for archaeological sites and monuments as opposed to 

buildings, given that the majority of archaeological sites will be more difficult 
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for the charity to ‘market’ profitably.  The implications of this lack of attention 

to archaeology as an area of concern with its own needs and priorities are a 

matter of particular concern to RESCUE.

            Section 4.13 fails to say anything in concrete terms and merely sets out 

a list of aspirations with no suggestion as to the practical methods by which 

they might be achieved.  RESCUE asserts that there is a very real and urgent 

need for local government archaeology services to be made a statutory 

responsibility on local authorities (RESCUE will be commenting further on 

this in the submission to the enquiry recently commissioned by Mr Ed 

Vaizey).  Specifically this section fails to address the state of the commercial 

sector in archaeology and its relationship to the planning system as set out in 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The ongoing collapse in the 

provision of advice to planners and developers from local authority 

archaeological staff due to the cuts imposed on local authorities by central 

government means that the commercial archaeology sector is threatened by 

the effective removal at the local level of the means by which it is 

sustained. This section does not look to the long term and nor does it 

acknowledge present-day realities and as such is wholly inadequate.

            Section 4.14: RESCUE fails to see any real and tangible benefits to our 

archaeological heritage amongst points set out in section 4.14.  There seems to 

be a real danger that archaeology is to be ‘written out’ of the heritage 

narrative in favour of historic buildings which can be restored in order to 

bring in a purely economic return.

• We are interested in the views of respondents to the proposed future 

opportunities and priorities for Historic England. Are these the right priorities 

and opportunities? Is there anything missing? 

English Heritage currently fulfils a number of essential roles in respect 

of the historic environment and our national heritage.  RESCUE would 

highlight particularly the following responsibilities, all of which we regard as 

priorities:

• Protecting existing Scheduled Ancient Monuments and the higher 

grades of Listed Buildings, which represent a sample of the most 

important historic assets in England;

• Adding to and enhancing the list of Scheduled Ancient Monuments 

and Listed Buildings in order to extend statutory protection to sites 

and monuments which are under clear and demonstrable threat;
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• Providing nationally agreed advice and standards on a wide range of 

aspects of the historic environment: for the provision of research-based 

support to archaeology the bodies at Fort Cumberland and at Swindon 

draw on their own practice as well as evidence from others to promote 

high standards in, for example, conservation, archaeological science, 

geophysical survey, aerial photography and other remote sensing 

techniques, archive management, Historic Environment Record 

software and standards;

• Providing independent advice to a range of stakeholders (including 

local government, developers and community groups) on the impact of 

major developments and of agricultural practice on the broad historic 

environment including buried archaeology.

RESCUE considers that the proposals in the consultation document fail 

to take these matters into account and in doing so fail to fully appreciate the 

critical role currently played by English Heritage (and which we would 

expect to be played by Historic England) in the care, curation and 

enhancement of our national heritage and especially our archaeological 

heritage.  Specifically, RESCUE notes that there is no mention of research as 

an explicit practice pertaining to the historic environment.  This is in spite of 

the self-evident fact that the conservation, interpretation and presentation of 

the sites and monuments constituting both the Collection and the vastly 

greater number of unprotected archaeological sites and monuments which lie 

outside the remit of the charity depend upon high quality, up-to-date 

research.  This is an area in which Britain can be argued to lead the world and 

as such, is one that should not be lightly ignored.  RESCUE would like to 

know more about the future of the scientific research facilities (formerly the 

Ancient Monuments Laboratory) that constitute part of English Heritage.  The 

lacuna at the heart of the whole consultation document is the lack of 

consideration given to research as a process which must constitute one of the 

raisons d’être of any organisation which aspires to maintain and enhance the 

status of historic sites and monuments.

• Are the proposed success criteria to measure the performance of Historic 

England the right ones?

No 

• If not what else should be included in the success criteria?

• An increase in the number of sites and monuments designated as 
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Scheduled Ancient Monuments on a year-by-year basis;

• The enacting of stronger and more comprehensive planning legislation 

pertaining to heritage assets and the historic environment (including 

registered parks, gardens and battlefields);

• Legislation to require local authorities to maintain effective and 

properly staffed Historic Environment Records to underpin the 

National Planning Policy Framework;

• An increase in grant-aid given to landowners and community groups 

to enhance the protection and accessibility of sites and monuments to 

the public;

• An increase in the number of substantial contributions to the scientific 

and professional literature by members of Historic England staff;

• An increase in the grant-aid available to the academic and commercial 

archaeology sectors to enable them to research and publish hitherto 

unpublished sites and to conduct pro-active research into existing 

museum collections and site archives;

• The creation of regional archaeological archive depositories to relieve 

the pressure on local and regional museums;

• An improvement in the understanding of heritage crime amongst the 

public and the Police;

• An increase in the number of successful prosecutions of landowners, 

developers, metal detector users and others who commit heritage 

crimes;

• Enhancing protection for our maritime heritage through the signing of 

the 2001 UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Underwater 

Cultural Heritage.

• Should the National Heritage Protection Plan form the basis of the business 

plan for Historic England? 

No 

• If no – why not?

The National Heritage Protection Plan requires replacement with a 

scheme that will be broader in its focus and will incorporate aspects of the 

historic environment which are currently under-emphasised or omitted 

altogether.  Specifically RESCUE would expect to see a renewed emphasis on 

archaeological assets and their protection generally and on the research 
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necessary to interpret and present them as critical in our understanding of 

our heritage.

• Are there any further points you would like to add in relation to the 

consultation? 

RESCUE has a number of general comments on the consultation 

document, some of which have been included in the relevant sections above.  

The following points should be read alongside the consultation document as 

they do not relate specifically to the questions posed in the document.

At the outset, the consultation document sets out what is planned, 

using ‘will’ instead of ‘would’: this is not encouraging since it appears to 

imply that decisions have already been made and that the ‘consultation’ is 

merely a formulaic process designed to lend an veneer of legitimacy to an 

undemocratic process driven by the demands of the business sector.

Chapters 1 and 3: Financing the proposed charity

RESCUE has a number of concerns regarding the financing of the 

proposed charity based on the figures given in the consultation document 

(Chapter 1; paragraphs 1.3 and 1.4, Chapter 3, paragraphs 3.1 to 3.5).

In general terms RESCUE notes the references to the sums of £80 

million from Government and ‘over £83 million from third parties’.  RESCUE 

would like to know the identity of these unnamed ‘third parties’ and the 

extent to which there is any certainty that they will be able or willing to 

provide the sum of money proposed.  The assumption raises the further 

question as to what will happen if the £83 million is not forthcoming and the 

practical consequences if the decline in Grant-in-Aid is not matched by a 

corresponding increase in donations and other support?  Are there any 

contingency plans for this case and if so, what are they?  As we understand 

the situation, the predictions about fundraising and rates of volunteering 

projected in the case of the Canals and Rivers Trust (which replaced British 

Waterways) proved over-optimistic.  This is a precedent which raises serious 

questions about the model for the future of the charity proposed in the 

consultation document.  RESCUE would expect to see a good deal more 

evidence to back up the assertions made regarding these aspects of the 

consultation.

In addition to these general concerns, a closer look at the figures cited 

in the consultation document is not encouraging.

The proposed £80 million government payment is said to be intended 

to cover urgent repairs to existing properties.  The sum required was 

estimated last January at £52 million (paragraph 3.2).  Given that over a year 
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has passed, one may be justified suggesting that the sums required will be at 

least £60 million (see paragraph 3.3, the backlog is estimated to grow…).  As the 

proposed sum will not be made available until January 2015 at the earliest 

(paragraph 5.1) the maintenance bill will presumably have grown even 

further by the time the proposed budget becomes available for spending.  It is 

not stated how many years of frozen budget has led to the determination of 

the figures quoted in the consultation document, nor what the outstanding 

bill is for work outstanding within 4 and 8 years (Annexe 1, page 31) for 

properties in categories 3 and 4.  Additionally in the year 2015/16 the annual 

grant will be cut by £8 million from the already inadequate level (Table 1, 

paragraph 3.17) and RESCUE notes that the current (2014/15) figure is cited 

as £23 million in paragraph 2.13 so the cut might well be as much as £10 

million. Despite the attempts made in the document to establish the initial 

starting figure as one adequate to the task to be faced by the charity, RESCUE 

has strong reservations about the adequacy of the figures presented in the 

consultation document.

Turning to other sources of funding, RESCUE finds additional ground 

for concern.  In paragraph 1.3 a sum of ‘over £83 million ‘ is to be raised from 

third parties while paragraph 3.5 is more specific with a reference to ‘£83.4 

million of third party funding to 2022/23’.  When it comes to detailing how 

this sum will be raised however, there is less clarity and considerable 

vagueness.  The case of Stonehenge (£16.7 million) can hardly be said to be 

typical given the iconic nature of the site and the exceptional efforts put into 

remedying its status as a national embarrassment thanks to many years of 

underinvestment in visitor facilities and presentation.  A substantial part of 

the £5 million for Kenwood House came from the Heritage Lottery Fund, a 

source with many calls on its resources.  RESCUE would question how 

reliable such a source of funding will be in the future and the effect on other 

worthy causes if it becomes, by default, the major source of financial support 

for the charity.

RESCUE notes that paragraph 3.13 suggests that there will be an 

overall increase in income of around £2 million per year with an additional £1 

million per year by 2026/7 predicted to be raised from sponsorship while 

income from hospitality, tourism and rent is expected to do little more than 

keep pace with inflation although an unspecified sum may be added to this 

from ‘new freedoms’ on income generation.  RESCUE fails to see how these 

sums can be held to achieve the target of £83.4 million by 2022/3 and would 

look for a much more detailed account of how the new system will be funded 

using figures grounded in reality rather than in vague aspirations.

The new Stonehenge visitors centre is mentioned throughout the 
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consultation document and is a case in point.  At £15.00 per head plus a shop 

selling the usual variety of gifts and ephemera together with an expensive 

cafe, it no doubt ticks the business enterprise box but at the time of writing its 

profitability is not assured and only time will tell whether the visitor’s 

experience of the World Heritage Site itself is improved.  Questions remain 

around the timing and duration of visits and the extent that the timescales 

imposed by the structure of the visitor attraction will impact negatively on 

the visitor experience of the stones themselves and the WHS as a whole.  

While not wishing to reduce this response to an argument about the 

Stonehenge project specifically, there is room to wonder how far it is wise to 

base projections for the use and returns generated from other heritage assets 

on this one exceptional case, particularly at such an early phase in its 

development.

As a point of more general principle, RESCUE questions whether the 

care and presentation of our heritage ought to be seen as a primarily profit-

making business enterprise since this implies the adoption of the wrong 

priorities for a range of issues (notably protection, maintenance, research and 

education,) and at the very least implies a set of conflicting aims which may 

prove difficult or impossible to resolve.  

Chapter 2

Where are we now?

Sections 2.1 – 2.3: These sections fail to address the real decline in 

English Heritage’s ability to function in a way that secures and enhances our 

historic environment and in particular its capacity for undertaking tangible 

research which will enhance our understanding of the historic environment.  

In evidence we would cite the downgrading of the scientific research facilities 

at Fort Cumberland and the fact that English Heritage no longer has a field 

archaeology unit capable of undertaking strategic and research-focussed 

investigations.  The Inspectorate is so over-stretched that it is scarcely 

possible for Inspectors to have the kind of in-depth knowledge of their areas 

that is fundamental to the job and, when this is taken together with the 

ongoing reduction in local authority archaeological staff, it is clear that we are 

facing a significant knowledge gap that will impact negatively on our ability 

to investigate, understand and interpret archaeological sites for the benefit of 

the profession and the public.

Section 2.5: RESCUE questions the reliability of the projected estimates 

of a rise in visitor numbers and the generation of increased revenues from 

non-government sources (e.g. ‘assumptions’ in section 3.9).
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Chapter 5 and Annex 2

The structure of the new charity and Historic England

The concept of HBMC(E) (the Commission) remaining in overall 

control of both organisations below the DCMS (Annex 2, Chart 2) appears to 

negate the assertion that the new charity will be seen as distinct from 

government and from the proposed Historic England as stated in paragraph 

4.14.  RESCUE would suggest that the proposed proliferation of bodies will 

increase public confusion rather than clarify the situation while those who 

currently have business dealings with English Heritage will have to adapt to a 

new regime with all the potential for confusion and associated costs that this 

will entail.

The properties, rightly, will remain the property (via direct ownership 

or though one or other of the complex holding agreements that currently 

exist) of the state and as such will remain the responsibility of the state. The 

new body is about management and it is unclear why better options for 

properties management cannot be negotiated for a non-government agency 

such as English Heritage without the expense of these proposals. RESCUE 

would remind the Minister and his staff that it was similar arguments about 

greater freedom from government to enable independent fundraising which 

were the reasons given for creating HBMC(E) (subsequently English 

Heritage) in the early 1980’s.

RESCUE would also raise the issue of scrutiny of the proposals made 

in the consultation document.  As the role of the Commission will be retained 

and thus there will be no legislation required to enact the proposals, there is 

no provision for parliamentary debate on these matters even though they will 

have significant effect on the way our national heritage is managed and the 

effects the proposed changes will have on many aspects of its curation, care 

and preservation into the future.  RESCUE would have expected to see a 

much higher level of debate even if this would disrupt the very short 

timescale proposed for the changes (paragraph 5.1, Table 2).

Paragraph 5.2 deals briefly with aspects of the name changes entailed 

in the proposals.  English Heritage currently suffers considerable 

disadvantage from its position as a small organisation linked to one of the 

smaller and less regarded Ministries (DCMS), despite having many roles and 

responsibilities that overlap with that of the much larger and more influential 

Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) and Department 

for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA).  Removing responsibility 

for the National Heritage Collection from English Heritage and creating the 

smaller Historic England will reduce its public profile significantly and leave 

it highly vulnerable to future cuts in staffing and resources.  This is something 
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that RESCUE finds wholly unacceptable.

Chapter 6

Chapter 6 seems to consist mainly of aspirations for which there seems 

to be scant robust evidence, particularly in the critical areas of voluntary 

labour and charitable giving and philanthropy.  RESCUE regrets the lack of 

clarity in this regard and looks for a much clearer statement founded upon 

better ‘real world’ data.

As elsewhere in the consultation paper the specific requirements of our 

archaeological heritage are not addressed explicitly and far too much is left 

unstated.  In addition to the points made above, RESCUE notes that there is 

no attempt to address the very real threats faced by archaeological sites 

throughout the country from development, agriculture and everyday 

attrition. It is matter of great concern that there is little or no 

acknowledgement of their existence either in this chapter or throughout the 

document.

Finally, RESCUE would ask how the proposed new structure will 

relate to Britain’s obligations under Council of Europe and United Nations 

(UNESCO) agreements and treaties?  Britain is already in breach of several of 

the provisions of the Valetta Convention, specifically Articles 2 (i), 3(ii), 5, 7 (i) 

and 9), and we look forward to learning how the proposed new structure will 

bring England back into conformity with its obligations under the 

Convention.

About you section 

• Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Part of an organisation 

• If you are responding on behalf of an organisation what best describes the type 

of organisation?

Organisation representing heritage professionals or other heritage groups 

Organisation which represents volunteers/communities 

• If you are responding as an individual are you an existing English Heritage 

member and/or volunteer? 

Not applicable
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• Are you an owner of a listed building?

No 

Name: Dr Chris Cumberpatch

Job title: Vice-chair

Organisation: RESCUE – The British Archaeological Trust

Telephone number: 01992 553377

Email address: rescue@rescue-archaeology.freeserve.co.uk

Postal address: 15a Bull Plain, Hertford, SG14 1DX

RESCUE has no objection to the responses above being made public.

I would like to be kept in contact on the English Heritage new model programme. 

Communication will be through either DCMS or English Heritage. Your data will 

not be used for any further purposes.

Yes
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