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Introduction

This report was undertaken as part of the Cambridgeshire Monument
Management Project (MMP) to enhance the selection strategy of sites to be
considered for inclusion in the scheme. In operation since 1992 the
Cambridgeshire MMP is a joint English Heritage and Cambridgeshire County
Council project designed to enable and carry out pro-active management
projects on significant archaeological monuments throughout the County. The
scheme has included over 30 sites in direct management and indirectly
affected many others through both advice and liaison. The MMP deals both
directly and indirectly with landowners, tenants, District Councils (notably
South Cambridgeshire and East Cambridgeshire), Parish Councils,
Conservation bodies, Government Agencies. local societies, as well as the

general public.

Each vear the MMP selects a number of monuments to be entered into the
scheme. The management agreements are based on the Section 17 (S.17)
agreements which English Heritage offer to owners of Scheduled Ancient
Monuments {under the 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas
Act). Each agreement lasts for 5 years after which time the scheme is
reviewed. English Heritage provide a grant for the conservation management
of each site and the County Council fund the staff to run and manage the

project.

Circumstances of the Project

The Cambridgeshire Monument Management Project was originally designed
to manage important archaeological monuments, in general (although not
exclusively) selected from the English Heritage County (Cambridgeshire) List
of Scheduled Ancient Monuments (designation under 1979 Ancient
Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act). While the project has been very
successful in selecting and managing sites, it has become increasingly clear
that the selection criteria for monuments was biased towards Scheduled
Ancient Monuments (SAM’s) and other well known sites. However the scale
of identification, recording and investigation of sites in Cambridgeshire has
continued at a very fast rate, and the information of which is held on the
Counties Sites and Monuments Record (SMR). There are, therefore,
potentially a large number of sites which could benefit from either inclusion in
the MMP scheme or from advice for other possible conservation grants.
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This study was instigated to review and analyses the earthwork data recorded
on the SMR (including SAM’s) to potentially identify new sites for
consideration. Arable sites have been included in MMP agreements, however
it was not within the scope of this review to tackle those sites.

Methodology
Sites and Monuments Record

The project was entirely desk-based with the aim to review and investigate all
the earthwork sites recorded on the Sites and Monuments Record (SMR). The
SMR was interrogated using a selection of ‘fields’ to attempt to list the
maximum number of sites which could be classified as an ‘earthwork’ (as
opposed to cropmark sites, any other site with no upstanding remains or
upstanding architectural features). The SMR produced a list of sites which
might be classified as an earthwork and this list was divided first by District
(Cambridge City, East Cambridgeshire, Fenland, Huntingdonshire and South
Cambridgeshire) and then by individual Parish (to include all Cambridgeshire

Parishes).

Once this list was produced the research centred on investigating each
individual SMR entry (using the paper record) to determine a number of
significant factors. These were; Site or Monument Description; recorded
Landuse and site Condition; the nature and quality of the information
Source; checking the National Grid Reference; any Other management
factors (e.g. SSSI's, County Wildlife Sites, Agri-Environmental Schemes etc.)
and where appropriate to make Recommendations. Once this data was
collated a database could then be produced to meet the aims of the project.

Problems with the Sites and Monuments Record Search

The investigation of the Sites and Monuments Record identified a number of
problems. First amongst these was the lack of internal consistency of the
number of sites that the SMR identified as an ‘earthwork’. It was not possible
to repeat the original search of the SMR (despite inputing the original search
fields) and the confidence that the present report has investigated all the
earthworks recorded on the SMR is therefore poor. However the study has
reviewed over 1800 records and represents the most in-depth survey of the
earthworks of Cambridgeshire ever undertaken.

Within each District studied a number of known (to the author) earthwork
sites (some of which were Scheduled Ancient Monuments) did not appear on
the SMR search list. These sites were (often) well known and of national
importance (and therefore there omission was easily spotted), however the
number of lesser known sites which have not appeared on the SMR list is
impossible to say. As a result of this work one of the conclusions of this
report is to highlight the problem of SMR integrity. The SMR does not
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operate effectively as an inter-relational database, the most likely cause of this
is the disparity of data entry over the vears.

Other Factors

In addition to consulting the SMR the aim of the project was to feed back
useful data into the SMR to create a better and more useful database for
managing the earthwork element of Cambridgeshire’s Historic Environment.
Information has been added to the database concerning the monuments, which
has included information on agri-environmental schemes, identifying which
sites have important Wildlife or Nature Conservation issues, where sites are
under other management schemes etc. To this end the results of the study
have been put onto an Access Database which is fully compliant with the
present Cambridgeshire Sites and Monuments Record.

Results (see Appendix C)

Discussion, Recommendations & Conclusions

Discussion

The analysis of the Sites & Monuments Record will enable the
implementation of a more detailed and strategic approach to the management
of Cambridgeshire historic environment. The integration the earthworks
database, with the existing Sites & Monuments Record, will improve the
management of and selection of monuments within the County and will add a
layer of detail which includes existing management schemes and
recommendations for future projects, as well as existing designations and
related conservation schemes.

The analysis of the County’s earthworks (as recorded on the SMR) identified
the following local and national designations:-

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSST’s)
County Wildlife Sites (CWS) 13
Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAM’s) 163

The following existing management schemes affected earthworks in the
County:-

Monument Management Project (MMP) 25

English Heritage S17 Agreements 9

Countryside Stewardship Agreements (CSS) 7
150+

English Heritage Monument Protection Programme



Recommendations

The Cambridgeshire Earthwork Report makes a number of recommendations
which relate to the future management proposals. These fall into five

categories:-

NO

SHORTLIST

CHECK MPP REVIEW

NO (MANAGED)

RENEW MMP

YES

The site(s) should not be considered for
management schemes due to a number of factors
(destruction, not real, built over, fully excavated
or would not benefit).

The site(s) should be considered with
appropriate site visit and further investigation.
Management schemes should be implemented if
necessary and possible.

The site (burial monument) may have been
reviewed as part of the English Heritage
Monuments Protection Programme. This report
should be consulted and appropriate action
taken. Initial consultation (February 2001 added
information on 84 sites).

The site(s) are currently under a management
scheme (Monument Management Project.
English Heritage Grant Aid, Countryside
Stewardship Scheme, National Trust, Local
Authority or private management). The expiry
date of existing management schemes in
recorded.

These site(s) have been in the County’s
Monument Management Project and renewing
the agreements is to be considered.

These site(s) should be entered into a pro-active
management scheme if possible. They should be
visited, owners consulted and a management
proposal produced.



Conclusions

A total of 981 earthwork records held by the County Sites and Monuments
Record were reviewed during this project. ~ Of these the following
recommendations were made:-

NO 487
SHORTLIST 372
CHECK MPP REVIEW 17
NO (already MANAGED) 48
RENEW MMP 5

YES 52

A total of 52 monuments were recommended for management schemes (ves),
purely from the SMR search, of which 38 are Scheduled Ancient Monuments
(SAM’s). This is not unsurprising given that most SAM’s are well known.
There is a much greater number of sites to be further investigated (shortlist)
the majority of which are not SAM’s.
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Appendix B - List of earthworks by MPP Classification

| MPP Classification | Count |
Abbey

Bowl Barrow
Castle

Causewayed Enclosure
Church

Decoy Pond
Deerpark

Farmstead

field system
Fieldworks

Fishpond

Friaries

Grange

Hengi-Form Mon
Icehouse '

Large MV Hillfort
Linear

Long Barrow
Medieval settlement
Minor Villa

Moat

Motte & Bailev
Nunnery

Pond Barrow
Post-Conguest Monument
Pre-Conguest Monument
Preceptory

RB settlement

Ring Ditch
Ringworks

Roman Barrow
Roman Camp

Roman Canal

Roman Docks
Roman Potteries
Roman Road

Roman Salterns
Roman Town

Roman Cemetery
Slight Uni Hillfort
square barrow
Trackways
Warrens
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Appendix C - List of Cambridgeshire’s earthworks



