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Editorial

Life has been somewhat frantic since AARG in Aberdeen. In October I made what I hope
was my first trip to Armenia and have since been searching for grants and sponsors to help
them get into the air. In November many of us attended the NATO-funded meeting in Leszno
(reports in this issue). There have been bursts of emails both sides of a four-day working visit
to Siena in February to try and get the training week organised (and if I think my part has
been frantic, life must have been hell for Chris Musson who has been the driving force behind
the planning). All this plus some work and aerial photography. I must learn to say ‘no’.

Bad news

The first two months of 2001 brought bad news and no funding to two major research
projects. Antje Faustmann had spent much of 2000 setting up a project in Bulgaria in
collaboration with a geographer (I think) from Frankfurt. Their aim was to survey a large
chunk of land and to use aerial photography, old and new, as a major source of data. This
was to have been Antje’s PhD project so she was not too happy when the funding was
withdrawn from the complete project. In 1999, Bill Hanson wrote in A4RGnews of his first
flying season in Romania and we have been shown results of subsequent years at AARG and
Leszno. In December 2000, Bill applied for a major three-year British Academy funding
which would allow him a good bash at flying the Mures Valley. However, the BA did not
fund the project and this may have a serious affect on loana Oltean’s PhD for which it was
going to provide data. My immediate thought was that perhaps the BA may think they have
funded enough aerial stuff through their part(s) in Culture 2000 (see elsewhere this issue)
which may be ‘aerial’ but is not ‘research’.

This issue

Members may be grateful once again to Davy Strachan for compiling the abstracts of papers
given at AARG 2000 and for managing to persuade almost everyone to provide their own
summaries. I’ve done some minor tidying but have not changed a prime example of the
ludicrous use of ‘cropmark’ that most of you seem to think is correct. I spoke to the culprit
after AARG so my highlighting it should be no surprise. Early in the note is a brief definition
of what crop-marked evidence has been found (let’s say dotted lines and continuous lines) and
the interpretation that these show boundaries formed by pit alignments and linear ditches.
Great, | thought, real archaeology, but from that point on although the term ‘pit alignment’ is
retained, the linear ditches revert to being called ‘linear cropmarks’ lines of plants or, as you
lot translate, ‘archaeological features found on air photos’. Where is the sense in that —
what’s happened to the archaeological interpretation, why have we abandoned it, and doesn’t
this give us two equally meaningless versions of a single story?

1 (the version of the masses) pit alignments are associated with linear
archaeological features (of type not described) recorded from the air;
2 (the Crawford, Riley and Rog version) pit alignments are associated with lines

of taller or shorter crops (unspecified), so possibly a ditch or a road.
Whereas if the original interpretation had continued in use we would have a much more
archaeologically useful:
3 pit alignments are associated with linear ditches.
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My real point (I suppose) is to ask why the interpretation of one form of crop mark has been
continued in the text while the other, of equally valid type (unless one reads Francis Pryor’s
complaints) has been abandoned.

On similar themes, our Chairman kicks back at me for indulging myself in kicking at you.
Good stuff and, the older of you may remember that one of the things that I hoped would be
generated in AARGnews was some informal discussion (Editorial: A4RGnews 1) which 1
think is much needed to keep us thinking and moving forward. In celebration of the crop
mark I’ve begun a new page in A4RGnews which I call ‘Cropmarks’ [your spelling] which I
subtitle and define as ‘snippets of information that require reading and understanding to make
sense’. On that page will be short notices and comments that have been collected or sent to
me by various members. But you must remember not always to take me so seriously....

Perhaps the most important contribution in this issue is that by Damian Grady which covers
issues of aerial reconnaissance and attempts to prepare for any changes that the CAA may
introduce as a result of recent air accidents to tighten air safety. There have certainly been
changes since the early days of aerial survey, although not enough for Jim Pickering who, at
Bob Bewley’s suggestion sent a piece for inclusion in this issue. Many of you will have read
it before, but it seemed to Bob and I that it may be new and thought-provoking for the under-
30s AARG members. Few will agree with all the points that Jim raises and I don’t think that
AARG members are necessarily the most appropriate audience for his suggestions. Most of
us are familiar with the problems and many of us have been trying to penetrate mainstream
archaeology for decades. But we should not forget that those decades (which probably equal
the time that Jim has been shouting at us) have seen the origins and growth of Aerial Survey
teams within three National bodies in the UK (RCHME/EH, RCAHMS and RCAHMW) and
the growth of air photography, and the beginnings of aerial survey, across Europe. Now that,
surely, is some progress..?

Archaeology is not going to drop its preference for excavation, nor would the public let it (can
you imagine, for example, the boredom of a Time Team' that was all ‘geophys’?). Types of
excavation have changed since 1990 and developer-funded work is now providing us with
evidence from small-scale samples, often on sites mapped from air photos, that is required to
provide facts to link with the aerial data. The good news, told to me by Francis Pryor, is that
Richard Bradley has been commissioned to prepare a book that will effectively write a new
British archaeology based on results for the ten years of commercial archaeology.

An end to crop marks?

Isn’t life wonderful? Not only has the weather conspired for the last two years against
summer photography of sites that are being ploughed away but in this issue our Chairman
reports of suggestions to manage sites currently in arable land by converting them to pasture.
Quick, hurry, get into the air while something is left to see... Soon you may all convert to
become aerial architects.

Email address
Please note, my email address is now only rog.palmer@ntlworld.com

For those non-UK members, Time Team is an hour-long TV programme that shows how archacology can solve
a given problem in ‘only three days’. Whatever criticisms have been levelled at 77 — and there have been many
— the programme has aroused considerable public interest in archaeology in the ?seven years it has been running.
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Chairman’s Piece

D. Strachan

I hope that the many who attended the AARG annual conference in Aberdeen last September
found that it contained an interesting and varied programme. For those who did not, I have
included summaries of the presentations within this volume of A4RGnews, and it is hoped
that these will prove of interest and value for those who want to follow up any of the
presentations. The abstracts will also appear on the AARG website to promote the annual
conference, and the work of the group as a whole, to a wider audience.

Another highly successful conference, the NATO advance workshop, was held in Leszno,
Poland, in November last year. In addition to papers from across the continent and beyond,
the conference included a 'round table' discussion drawing together aims and objectives for
aerial archaeology, across Europe, for the future. Again, more on the conference can be found
in these pages.

The forthcoming Institute of Field Archaeologists annual conference, to be held in
Newcastle this April, will be of interest to many AARG members. Sessions of particular
interest include those covering archaecology and interpretation, multi-disciplinary projects and
agri-environment schemes. The latter is of special relevance as agri-environment schemes
now offer an opportunity to sensitively manage buried archaeological sites in arable land that
appear as cropmarks (phew!). In Scotland, the replacement of the Countryside Premium
Scheme with the Rural Stewardship Scheme, has one important addition, the inclusion of
cropmark sites (agh!). The new scheme may, if the financial incentives are sufficient,
encourage farmers to take such sites, including a 20m buffer zone, out of arable cultivation
and sow them to grass. There is great potential in such schemes although from an
archaeological point of view, the main problem remains that we cannot choose which sites are
considered. A guidance note entitled Identifying and Managing Archaeological Cropmark
Sites is currently being produced for the scheme, and needless to say I’ll passing a copy to
Rog for review once available.

I refer, of course, to Rog’s rant in the last A4RGnews about the use of the phrase “cropmark
landscape”. Of course Rog is right! Of course it is short-hand! The fact is that most
archaeologists refer to “cropmark sites”, and are happy about what they mean — buried sites
that appear as cropmarks. Cropmark landscape is simply used as an extension of this (with the
oft used “cropmark complex” lying somewhere in between) explaining that the data-set was
made up of transcriptions of cropmarks. There was of course no archaeological meaning
implied by the phrase and it was considered that the readership of A4RGnews might have
guessed this. A recent request, from a non-aerial archaeologist, on Britarch asked about
excavations of “crop marks” (not “crop mark sites”) that were found to be archaeologically
barren. The request received several useful replies and a predicable response from Rog
(perhaps in this instance on less solid ground). The reply to Rog’s response was something
like “sorry for any aggravation the term crop mark may cause, but I used it assuming
everyone would know that I meant buried archaeological sites that produce crop marks under
conducive conditions etc etc...oh, you are a touchy lot at times!”

Rog suggests that it is time for aerial archaeologists to “forget the aerial photographers’
cautious but uninformative descriptions of what was seen and relate to the archaeologists’
interests about what was there”. This at raises the old debate about how much we should/can
interpret. Surely the point is though, that we usually can’t say what was there with any
certainty, and when we attempt to, there is another school of thought waiting to shoot us
down. For example, the nature and distribution of neolithic sites in Essex has recently been
radically altered when a programme of excavating selected cropmark enclosures showed that
most of the sites, suggested from air photo interpretation as henges, were in fact ditches
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around wind-mill mounds (Brown and Germany 2000). Perhaps an unnecessary reminder
about the perils of knee-jerk interpretation, but it highlights the situation whereby, as air photo
interpreters, if we interpret archaeologically, we’re damned, and if we describe objectively,
we’re mocked.

In my opinion, the dullest that AARG has ever got was in the great “how do we spell
cropmark (or is that crop-mark, or is it crop mark?) debate”. Rog asks “is it any wonder that
we are still struggling to demonstrate the value and potential of aerial photography when we
use such uninformative descriptions?” - I might ask the same about some of our more
pedantic discussions...

Brown, N. and Germany, M., 2000 The Cropmark Enclosures Project: Assessment Report
and Updated Project design. Essex County Council, Heritage Conservation.

N e

A response to the need for interpreters and mappers in the UK: Perth Young Archaeologists Club
tackle cropmark plotting during the last National Archaeology Day at Perth Museum and Art Gallery.
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AERIAL ARCHAEOLOGY RESEARCH GROUP

Annual Meeting, Aberdeen University 5-7 September 2000.

The following summaries were presented in four thematic sessions indicated in bold with the
chair shown in brackets.

The use of “historic” air photographic sources (Rog Palmer).

RAF and Luftwaffe sources for Scotland.
Dave Easton
Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland,

John Sinclair House, 16 Bernard Terrace, Edinburgh, EH8 INX.
Tel: 0131 662 1456. E-mail: davide@rcahms.gov.uk

The National Monuments Record of Scotland (NMRS) now holds two sources of photographs
from the Second World War. A batch of some 126 Luftwaffe photographs and copy
negatives, which have now been available in the public area of the NMRS for some time, and
a large batch of prints taken by RAF Photographic Reconnaissance Units. The RAF
photographs were taken by units which, whilst under training, were based or flew from Wick,
Dyce and Leuchars airfields. Many of the prints record World War II military sites in
Scotland at the height of the war, between 1941 and 1943. The flights were primarily
undertaken to train pilots both in vertical and oblique aerial photography; they may also have
been used to train photo interpreters. Unlike the RAF photographs, the Luftwaffe vertical air
images are target photographs, and they have been annotated by air photo interpreters.

The RAF wartime air photograph collection forms part of the photographic archive that was
transferred from the Scottish Office to the NMRS in 1993, and is a particularly valuable
additional source of information to the aerial photographic survey of Scotland carried out in
the post-war period. Heavily used by the public, it has become one of the main records of the
landscape from this period. The RAF wartime material there was part of what was known as
the ‘restricted photographs’, which covered military establishments both wartime and post-
war. Within the RAF wartime material is a collection of oblique images taken by what was
known as No.1 CAM unit, for the specific purpose of examining and assessing camouflage
schemes painted on industrial and military buildings. Totalling some 600 images, they
provide a unique record of industrial and urban sites from that time. Little is known about this
squadron, the aircraft used or those who comprised the personnel.

Examples of the images include many of the Scottish wartime airfields, often with aircraft
visible in their dispersal bays, military camps, heavy anti-aircraft batteries and radar stations.
In addition, many townscapes and landscapes can be seen on the sorties, especially where
they form part of a ‘photographic run’, which has inevitably covered the area surrounding the
target. Unfortunately, the negatives for all the RAF wartime collection were destroyed during
the 1950s because of their unstable chemical composition, thus leaving the photographic
prints as the only record of this work. RCAHMS is conserving the original prints to allow
public access to this important collection. Catalogues of both collections have now been
published; a third volume, selected from the post-war collection is in preparation.

It is clear that this collection of Luftwaffe and RAF images taken during World War II
provides much useful information about defence sites in Scotland during this period. What is
possibly less well known is that because they covered much of the surrounding area, they are
also of value to those interested in the landscape studies. This is especially so in the case of
the RAF material, which were photographed at low altitudes (for obvious reasons) and cover
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a wider geographical spread than the Luftwaffe flights. In addition the RAF images are of
interest to the industrial archaeologist, as many of the structures photographed no longer exist.
Whilst the Luftwaffe images have a certain cachet at present, it is the photographs taken
whilst training RAF pilots to fly straight and level that are far more useful to those trying to
understand not only defence works during the war, but also those interested in the landscape.

i~ S
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RAF sortie WL10, 4 July 1942, frame no.2.40: vertical air photograph of the heavy anti-aircraft battery
near Hardbreck, Orkney. Visible are the four gun-emplacements and accommodation camp. With
north to the top, the gun-laying radar unit (GL-mat) can be seen immediately to the south of the
battery. And at the extreme lower edge of the photograph the accommodation camp for another heavy
anti-aircraft battery. Hardbreck was numbered M8 (M signifying mainland) by the War Office during the
war and the anti-aircraft battery just out of frame was M9. Copyright: Crown Copyright: RCAHMS
(RAF Collections)



AARGnews 22 (March 2001)

No.1 CAM oblique no. AF855, 9 May 1942. Oblique air photograph of Aberdeen. Visible are some of
the shore defences along the sea front, including a pillbox and anti-glider trenches. Just visible are
several small anti-tank blocks positioned in every gap in the sea wall. The docks are full of various
inshore naval vessels and fishing boats. Notable is the abandoned fairground by the sea wall lower
centre. Copyright: Crown Copyright: RCAHMS (RAF Collections)

Reconstructing Cornwall’s wartime landscape: the use of historic vertical air photography.

Andrew Young
Cornwall Archaeological Unit,
Kennall Building, Station Rd, Truro. TRI 3AY,
Tel: 01872 322654 Email: cau@planning.cornwall.gov.uk

Vertical photos from the 1940’s are the most important source for the National Mapping
Programme in Cornwall. More than 80% of our 3500 new sites are derived from these
photographs. 1940’s photographs are particularly useful for the recording of World War 2
features, many of which were still in existence at the time of the photography.

The NMP is not just about plotting individual sites. It is a major source of information about
the way in which the landscape has developed over time. Although the NMP has played a
crucial role in recreating the wartime landscape, its impact has been dramatically enhanced by
its working in conjunction with the Defence of Britain Project.

Historic vertical photographs, plus additional information from the DOB, have enabled us to
recreate the complete defences of strategic towns such as Falmouth and Hayle, the anti-
invasion defences of all the major beaches, and the defences around important military
installations such as airfields. As Britain went more onto the offensive after 1941, we can
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trace the expansion of airfields and the construction of embarkation points for the D-Day
invasion of 1944.

The real value of historic verticals in recreating this landscape is in the recording of
ephemeral features. Aircraft obstruction pits, fake field boundaries laid out to disguise
airfields, and tent encampments housing American D-Day troops are all visible on 1940’s
photos and have been plotted. Air photography provides the only opportunity to record these
short-lived features which form an integral part of the wartime landscape.

The First World War and aerial photography: images as cultural text.
Mike Anderton (ex-English Heritage)

Lunchtime informal session.

Digital Image Processing, GIS, Digital Mapping, Visualisation and the Internet: Applying
Information Technology to Coastal Zone Management.

David R. Green and Stephen D. King,

Centre for Marine and Coastal Zone Management,

Department of Geography, University of Aberdeen,

Elphinstone Road, Aberdeen, AB24 3UF, Scotland.

Tel: 01224 272324 Email: d.r.green@abdn.ac.uk or s.d.king@abdn.ac.uk

Information Technology is increasingly offering a wide range of potential end-users a very
powerful data handling 'toolbox' for processing geospatial data into information for numerous
environmental applications. For example, in coastal zone management, where remotely
sensed imagery (captured with traditional cameras, digital cameras, video, and scanners) can
be input, stored, analysed, interpreted and delivered on-screen, integrated with other
geospatial data within a GIS. In addition, maps can be delivered across the Internet, and
visualised in a wide variety of different ways including using animations and 'fly-throughs'.
Using powerful digital image processing software e.g. Erdas Imagine, PCI EasiPace and ER-
Mapper it is now possible to enhance imagery to facilitate the extraction of information in the
form of features and spatial patterns. Layers of information can then be integrated with other
sources of environmental data within a GIS, providing a valuable source of information for
spatial analyses, modelling and scenario generation. Both images and spatial data and
information can now be delivered across the Internet to a wide range of end-users in new and
very exciting ways that not only link disparate datasets in a single computer environment, but
also deliver the information in a form that is not otherwise possible, offering new perspectives
on the environment. 3D visualisations are providing new insights into environmental
processes over both space and time, and helping more people to participate in environmental
issues. New developments in image and map web servers are permitting rapid access to large
image and map archives and databases. Such access provides greater opportunities for more
people to make use of multiple datasets to aid in for example image interpretation and
analysis. This short demonstration presented a brief overview of some of the work currently
being carried out by the authors in the Centre for Marine and Coastal Zone Management at
the University of Aberdeen utilising a combination of geospatial technologies: including
remotely sensed imagery (model aircraft and microlight platforms) from airborne, spaceborne
and ground-based platforms (panoramic imagery), digital image processing, GIS, digital
mapping, Global Positioning Systems, handheld computers, mobile phones (WAP
technology), and image and map-based web servers. Examples drawn from the Solway Firth

10
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and the Fal Estuary in Cornwall in the context of integrated coastal zone management were
used to illustrate the presentation.

The role of air photography in site and landscape management (Mike Anderton).

The use of aerial photography in historic landscape characterisation in Wales.
Dave Thompson

Gwynedd Archaeological Trust, Craig Beuno, Ffordd y Garth, Bangor, Gwynedd. LL57 2RT
Tel: 01248 352535 E-mail: dthompson@heneb.co.uk

Over the past four years, the Welsh Archaeological Trusts have been carrying out a series of
historic landscape characterisation exercises, funded by Cadw: Welsh Historic Monuments, to
add detail to areas outlined in the Register of Landscapes of Outstanding Historic Interest in
Wales (Cadw/CCW/ICOMOS, 1998).

At present there is no standard, accepted methodology for establishing the historical
character of landscape, but recent work in Wales, using a standardised methodology agreed
by Cadw, the Welsh Archaeological Trusts and the Countryside Council for Wales, has
suggested that a practical approach based on considering the historical evidence as a series of
themes might provide an answer. At a landscape level, what is significant in historical terms
might include field boundary patterns (whether they are irregular or regular, their size, date
etc.); settlement patterns (whether scattered or nucleated, date of origin efc.); the relict
remains of earlier periods which are to be found in upland or marginal landscapes; the effect
of 18™ and 19 century estate improvements; the impact of industry, military installations,
communication routes and so on.

Information is taken from a wide range of sources including primary and secondary
archives, aerial photographs, old and modern maps, the sites and monuments record and
primary fieldwork. One particularly useful source of data is recent vertical aerial photographs,
and this is one of the two principal uses of aerial photography in landscape characterisation
(the other is explained below). Using these data, discrete areas are then defined on a modern
1:25,000 map by visible consistent character which accords with evidence from one or more
of these themes, backed up by supporting information on date, archaeological data ezc. (all
areas are unique, although some do form a recognisable 'type').

These areas are then assigned conservation priorities and broad management actions to try
to retain their essential historic landscape character. The areas and priorities can then be fed
into management initiatives such as the Countryside Council for Wales’s LANDMAP
(Landscape Assessment and Decision-Making Process), which itself is beginning to feed into
unitary authority schemes such as the new Unitary Development Plans, countryside strategies,
AONB management plans and so on. It must be emphasised that this work is aimed
principally at non-archaeologists: although it does have research implications, its main use is
as a management tool. Characterisation identifies what is significant and distinctive in local
areas, so that appropriate management strategies can be implemented by non-archaeologists
which retain the essential character and integrity of the local landscape.

The principal aim and achievement of this work has been in getting across the idea that all
landscape is historic (as well as natural), and there is much valuable historical and
archaeological evidence in the pattern and detail of the countryside which we can use to help
interpret and write the history of our landscapes. Here we come to the second principal use of
aerial photography in characterisation. Good, oblique, colour aerial photographs of
landscapes are very effective as conservation and education tools, as they allow

11
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archaeologists to tell stories (and thus sell our message) to people in straightforward and
interesting ways. Everyone, it seems, reacts to their local landscape and wants to find out
more about it, why it looks as it does, and what it looks like from a different perspective - the
air.

Oblique photographs are frequently used in the presentation of the results of these projects.
This is at several levels, from the formal reports to Cadw (which are laid out in sections with
individual descriptions of each character area, alongside a map showing the extent of that an
area and a photograph (usually aerial) which shows its principal characteristics), through
leaflets and displays to web sites.

An example will serve to illustrate. The photograph above shows the site of the medieval
township of Morfa (now Morfa Nefyn) on the north coast of the Llyn peninsula. Its principal
characteristics include a small, nucleated settlement (containing 18™ and 19™ century cottages,
as well as modern development) set within an earlier enclosure (possible henge?), surrounded
by an extensive area of strip fields (undoubtedly relict medieval open field strips fossilised
below later cloddiau), which are divided by dog-legged lanes and tracks, again presumably
relict medieval. Interestingly, this field pattern is restricted to the former parish of Nefyn (a
medieval borough), and does not extend beyond. The area is bisected by the 1803 turnpike
road (which runs in a straight line from top left to bottom right in the photograph), along
which much of the 19t century ribbon settlement developed. On the management side, it was
noted that the fields, being very small, were beginning to disintegrate and the c/oddiau (earth
banks) were beginning to be replaced with post and wire fences leading to loss of integrity
and character. Now that the character and importance of this area has been highlighted, efforts
can be made, where appropriate, within various rural initiatives (such as Tir Gofal, the all-
Wales agri-environmental scheme) to conserve and manage this landscape.

12
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While there will always be a need for management at the level of an individual archaeological
site, there is an increasing need for archaeological and historical information at a landscape
level, because it is at this level that the countryside of tomorrow is being shaped. Aerial
photography therefore has a significant role to play in influencing the future.

Blaenavon: mapping a nominated WHS with aerial photography and GIS.
Toby Driver and David Thomas

RCAHMW, Crown Buildings, Plas Crug, Aberystwyth, Ceredigion. SY23 1NJ.
E-mail: toby.driver@rcahmw.org.uk

The paper deals with the work the Royal Commission has been doing in support of the World
Heritage Site Nomination for the Blaenavon Industrial Landscape in South East Wales. The
area around Blaenavon is one of the finest examples of a landscape created by coal mining
and ironmaking in the late 18" and early 19" centuries. The parallel development of these
industries was one of the key forces of the world’s first industrial revolution, in which south
Wales played a leading part. Many early industrial features survive in the landscape,
including the core site of Blaenavon ironworks, dating from 1789, which is the most complete
ironworks of its type and period remaining in the world. What makes Blaenavon so special is
that these monuments still survive alongside limestone quarries, ironstone and coal mines,
water-powered forges and intact transport systems. In short, Blaenavon is not just a series of
industrial monuments but an integrated landscape within which key monuments of national,
and international, importance are preserved.

During 1998 and 1999 the Welsh Royal Commission carried out two long flights over
Blaenavon in support of the World Heritage bid. New photography was needed for our own
archive, while photographs of specific views were required to illustrate the Nomination
Document. These flights were by no means the first time the Royal Commission had over-flown
Blaenavon. Since a flying programme started at the Welsh Royal Commission, in 1986,

the recording of rapidly vanishing industrial landscapes
across Wales, particularly in Glamorgan and Gwent, has
been a key part of our remit. Since the early 1990s too,
the aerial monitoring of over 600 Scheduled Ancient
Monuments a year has been a core part of our flying
programme, directly informing Cadw’s site management
work.

The current targeted aerial reconnaissance, in support
of the World Heritage bid, was geared towards obtaining
aerial views which would set the key monuments in their
landscape context, particularly wide-angle views to
illustrate the shape and character of the landscape. The
aerial photography also allowed non-specialists to
appreciate the value and complexity of these palimpsest
landscapes surviving within the nominated world
heritage site. In the view of Hill Pits, (right) picked out in
low evening light, one can make out at least two phases
of spoil tips resulting from the exploitation of coal seams,
as well as features associated with redundant farmsteads.
During the recent photography of Blaenavon, it has been

13
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equally important to record these farmstead sites. Not only do they show the beginnings of
settlement and farming in the Blaenavon valley, but they also belong to a class of monument,
Deserted Rural Settlements, which are the focus of a great deal of new survey and protection in
Wales, to which our aerial survey continues to respond.

The aerial views can tell only part of the story, and are of limited value without subsequent
interpretation, mapping and integration into a wider programme of survey. David Thomas, in
the second part of the presentation, describes the Blaenavon Landscape Project’s digital
mapping work.

The Blaenavon Landscape Project was used as a pilot to explore the application of GIS
within the Commission, with particular reference to landscape survey. Consequently, a wider
range of sources was employed than would have been normal in an air photo mapping project,
including geological maps, early cartography and historic photography. A series of GIS
related techniques, including image manipulation, 3D visualisation and hot links to related
imagery were also explored, enabling the creation of a detailed and accurate record of
archaeological features across the 33 square kilometres of the World Heritage site. A number
of previously unrecognised early industrial features pre-dating the ironworks were identified,
as was as a wealth of information detailing the landscape changes that followed the
foundation of the works. These landscape changes demonstrate clearly how a remote
agricultural community developed into the complex industrial one which flourished
throughout the nineteenth and into the twentieth century. The location of early industrial
features that have now disappeared were also predicted, including a high railway viaduct
constructed during the 1790s but buried underneath mine waste in the first half of the
nineteenth. Maps from 1812, 1814 and 1821 were used to identify its position, which was
tested in a recent edition of the Time Team television programme.

Three dimensional visualisation and links to related imagery, combined with a
chronological sorting of the results of the air photo mapping, created a project that could
convey the nature, extent, and significance of the archaeological features. This was used in a
number of presentations to a wide range of audiences, including those involved in the World
Heritage bid. It is hoped that future development of the information will lead to its integration
into a management system for the World Heritage site. New ways of making the project
available to a wider
audience will also
be explored,
including the use of
the Internet.

Three-dimensional
modelling of Cwm
Llanwenarth, showing
the agricultural land in
the valley bottom with
limestone quarries
and Garnddyrys forge
above. (Crown
Copyright RCAHMW).
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Low-level (1800') medium format verticals for site condition reporting.
Kevin Jones

Department of Conservation, PO Box 10 420 Wellington, New Zealand.
E-mail: kljones@doc.govt.nz

Large-scale aerial photographs (approximately 1: 5,000 to 1: 10,000 scale on the negative)
have a number of virtues for condition reporting. They are repeatable and objective and give
sufficient detail to observe not only pattern but also the detail of condition in such matters as
past repairs, sheep tracking or the existence and state of repair of fences. In addition a photo
provides a ready base for annotation to act as the primary record of condition and to focus
thinking on conservation intervention. Monitoring using photographs taken at intervals is also
recommended.

Keywords: Archaeology, conservation planning, repair, restoration, Taranaki, Maori,
prehistory, history, New Zealand.

Scottish Landscapes (Dave MacLeod).

Where is that sun - problems of flying in Aberdeenshire, Moray & Angus.
Moira Greig
Archaeology Service

Aberdeenshire Council, Woodhill House, Westburn Road, Aberdeen. AB16 5GB.
Tel: 01224 664726 E-mail:mmgreig.ped@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

A light-hearted overview of the pros and cons of oblique air survey over Aberdeenshire,

Moray, and Angus, which covers a diversity of landscapes from mountainous upland to

coastal cliffs and plains. “Challenges” in the area include regular and serious mist, regular and
serious military aircraft,
and, of course, large areas
with little or no control (a
situation made  worse
when photographing in

SNOW cover). The
importance of GPS use is
obvious in such

landscapes. Much of the
upland areas have received
little archaeological
survey, and winter flying
regularly produces high
numbers of new sites. A
great diversity of
monuments were
illustrated including
vitrified hill-forts, fishing
villages, 18 century

Aboyne: Sinuous strips of medieval ridge and furrow cultivation,
surviving as earthworks, are revealed by a low light and hard frost
(Copyright: Aberdeenshire Council Archaeology Service).
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formal gardens, castles, mottes, crannogs, stone circles and upland MOLRS (medieval or later
rural settlements)...and, of course, ridge and furrow. The images, as seen in Grampian’s Past,
include excellent illustrations of the various techniques of capturing archaeological features
under snow.

Tap o'Noth: The second highest hillfort in Scotland, the site is a classic vitrified hillfort,
an extensive burning of the site resulting in a fusing of the stone building material
(Copyright: Aberdeenshire Council Archaeology Service).

The Impact of Aerial Photography Across the Lowlands of South-West Scotland.
Dave Cowley* and Kenny Brophy**

* RCAHMS, John Sinclair House, 16 Bernard Terrace, Edinburgh, EH8 9INX.
Tel: 0131 662 1456 E-mail: davec@rcahms.gov.uk

** Department of Archaeology, The University of Glasgow, Glasgow, G12 8QQ.
Tel: 0141 339 8855 E-mail: kbrophy@archaeology.arts.gla.ac.uk

The south-west of Scotland is not generally regarded as a happy hunting ground for
cropmarks, but repeated flying by RCAHMS has yielded spectacular results that have had a
dramatic impact on our view of the past and in particular of earlier prehistoric ritual
monuments and later prehistoric settlements.

Aerial reconnaissance has served to confirm and extend distributions of certain classes of
earlier prehistoric sites, such as henges and barrows. It has also revealed types of sites only
visible as cropmarks, and our perception of the Neolithic has been revolutionised by the
discovery of numerous large ceremonial sites, principally some 16 cursus monuments and the
massive pit-defined circles at Dunragit. Excavations by Julian Thomas are now providing
further detail on some of these sites and establishing their chronology (see
www.arch.soton.ac.uk/Research/Dunragit/).

The impact of aerial photography on the distribution of later prehistoric settlements has
been no less dramatic than on the pattern of earlier ceremonial monuments. While it has
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extended the scatter of small settlement earthworks known on the hills of the Anglo-Scottish
Border throughout the lowlands of Galloway, it has also revealed the existence of timber-built
settlements of a type previously unknown in any numbers west of the Annan. The distribution
of Iron Age rectilinear settlements demonstrates the impact of aerial reconnaissance most
clearly. These settlements are a familiar feature of the Border hills and have been recorded as
cropmarks on the coastal plain in Northumberland in the east and eastern Dumfriesshire to the
west. A single example in the west, near Wigtown, was for a long time anomalous, and until
its excavation in the 1970s was regarded as of potentially Medieval date. Rispain was one of
three earthwork settlements to which 56 further examples, recorded as cropmarks, can now be
added. In the light of this explosion in the known distribution, the rectilinear settlements can
now be seen as an element in the repertoire of later prehistoric settlement, rather than as
peculiarities which excited curious interpretations.

The illustration depicts two subtly different rectilinear settlements on Cairn Connel Hill, near
Stranraer. Both have a similar internal plan with houses ranged along the back of a yard, in a
pattern repeated across the Borders. The relative dates of these enclosures is not known but the
subtle differences between them may be a sign of settlement expansion, with the establishment
of a new discrete unit. They may have been the improved farms of the day, reflecting the
intensification of agriculture in the Iron Age from Northumberland to the Rhins in the west. The
‘sausage-shaped’ feature beside the unenclosed round-house may be a souterrain, a class of
monument whose presence in the south-west of Scotland has only been revealed by
cropmarking. What may be the ring-ditch of a small barrow lies adjacent and the elongated,
E-W aligned, pits of a long-cist cemetery, probably of early Christian date, can be seen around
the round-house and souterrain. The subrectangular cropmark may betray the location of a
Griibenhaus, a form of building rare in the south-west, but increasingly emerging from the
cropmarked record.

The programme of aerial survey has seen an explosion in such information and, coupled
with the results of excavation, there is a solid basis from which analysis can proceed.
Excavation has a fundamental role to play, providing evidence for dating and use, but it is an
expensive and slow process, which can
only hope to examine a minute percentage
of known monuments. Consequently,
analysis of the mass of material which has
been recorded already is wvital if
excavations and other work are to be
directed towards the monuments that may
illuminate wider patterns.

A full version of this paper will appear in *
the Transactions of the Dumfriesshire and &
Galloway Natural History and Antiquarian
Society, to be published in summer 2001.

Cairn Connel Hill, Stranraer: enclosed settlement
appearing as cropmarks (Crown Copyright: RCAHMS).
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Macro- and Micro-Land Division in the Later Prehistoric Period: Aerial Survey, Pit-

Alignments and GIS in South-East Scotland.

Marilyn Brown

RCAHMS, John Sinclair House, 16 Bernard Terrace, Edinburgh, EH8 9NX, Scotland
E-mail: Marilynb@rcahms.gov.uk

The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland has been
carrying out consistent aerial reconnaissance in south-east Scotland for over twenty years.
While the presence of pitted features had been recorded in earlier years, it was in 1978 that an
association was noted between pit-alignments and settlements appearing in cropmark and
earthwork form and attributed conventionally to the Iron Age. It could be suggested that
these land divisions related to the use of the land in the area immediately around the
settlement. In the 1980s there was a gradual increase in the information recovered from
cropmark aerial reconnaissance, building up the database and transcribing information at
1:10,000 scale onto paper maps, reinforcing associations and adding to its complexity, but
also producing a considerable number of examples which could not be obviously associated
with any one settlement.

There are two main forms of linear boundary in the cropmark record, linear ditches and pit-
alignments or interrupted ditches. They are paralleled as upstanding monuments by linear
earthworks, which usually appear as a bank and a slight, presumably quarry, ditch and, in a
very few examples, as a series of small, regular depressions, accompanied by a low bank,
which match the pit-alignments. The pits are usually quite small, between 2m and 3m in
diameter and often poorly defined. Pit- alignment is a convenient morphological term, which
may be applied to monuments of different periods and cultures. The most usual alternative
association for this phenomenon is with Neolithic ceremonial monuments, such as the pitted
curvilinear enclosure excavated at Meldon Bridge on the south-western edge of the study
area, and most pit-alignments in south-west Scotland and probably northern Scotland share
this cultural association rather than the later prehistoric one considered here. Examinations of
the distribution patterns in GIS show a clear concentration in south-east Scotland, and in
certain areas within it. Because of their distinctive form, pit-alignments are easier to isolate in
the archaeological record than linear cropmarks, which are usually selected by the aerial
surveyor as examples which do not fit the pattern of linear features belonging to the post-
medieval period such drains, pipe trenches, ploughed-out field boundaries or ditches around
former plantations among other phenomena, so that there is a greater element of subjectivity
in their recording.

With the 1990s came a survey break-through, allowing the relationship between pit-
alignments and linear cropmarks to be clearly established, and, with the advent of GIS in the
Royal Commission, came the ability to view these very small individual features both in
isolation and as part of larger grouping, which can, in the most extreme example, be seen to
run for at least eight km. The digitised transcription and rectification of pit-alignments, linear
cropmarks, the settlements with which they may be associated and earlier monuments, which
may have been utilised in the laying out of boundaries, and the incorporation of information
into the GIS is time-consuming work, of which perhaps has been completed so far. Examples
were recorded running uphill into the currently uncultivated moorland and even to the cliff
edge above the North Sea, implying a completeness of control of the land, that required
detailed physical boundaries defining small areas, which might be compared in scale to the
modern field pattern, the product of enclosure between the late seventeenth century and the
early nineteenth century, and perhaps allowing movement between certain areas with cattle
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excluded from crops or grazing. The discovery of a surviving pit-alignment and associated
low linear banks, only visible from the air under extreme light and vegetation conditions,
situated at a height of about 350m, would indicate that, while other examples may survive in
upstanding form, they will only be identified with difficulty. The only excavation in the study
area of part of a pit-alignment, one pit, yielded no dating evidence, but excavations of
comparable features in England might indicate a date in the late prehistoric period. The results
of a series of recent pollen analyses across southern Scotland and northern England would
suggest that about 300BC, there was a very considerable expansion of cultivation across the
area, and this dating would not conflict with the field evidence. The paper concerns itself with
the evidence for Scotland, but, in conclusion, would make a plea for GIS, unrestricted by
boundaries; the evidence for similar features continues across the Border at least as far as the
River Till, some 25km into Northumberland, and two pit-alignments, whose northern end lies
in Scotland can be seen continuing into England. The evidence for an ordered and complex
system of land division in south-east Scotland is considerable, and perhaps raises questions
about the organisation of the inhabitants of the area in the second century BC, the tribe named
by the geographer Ptolomy as the Votadini.

Recent work and current affairs.

Continental Affairs.
Otto Braasch

An account of developments on the continent and the good year for the production of
cropmarks in some areas, including Austria and Hungary. Otto also suggested the idea of a
“task-force” which could be set up in order to react to such conditions, ideally involving a
sum of money set aside which could be targeted to areas that prove to be most productive.

Thinking and doing aerial photography in some prehistoric landscapes.

Dr Kenneth Brophy

Department of Archaeology, The University of Glasgow, Glasgow, G12 8QQ.
Tel:0141 339 8855 E-mail: kbrophy@archaeology.arts.gla.ac.uk

This paper attempted to continue the debate initiated at the AARG conference in
Bournemouth 1999 concerning the potential application of post-processualism in aerial
photography. Rather than concern itself necessarily with the idea of power and knowledge, I
wanted to instead think about the areas of aerial photography that we take for granted. The
main theme of the paper then is the role of subjective input into a discipline that is essentially
viewed as scientific, rigorous and objective. This attitude is typified by the military metaphors
that surround the activity and the high-tech planes and cameras involved. I contrasted this
with the random nature of aerial photography, a process as much guided by intuition and luck
as by careful planning and methodological rigour. The paper also looked at interpretation in
involved at every stage of the flight and post-reconnaissance, and argued that what we bring
to the process inevitably shapes the results of our aerial surveys. This is not a weak-point, but
rather a strength, recognised by most practitioners of aerial photography. An amended and
extended version of this paper appears in this addition of AARGnews.
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Landscapes and sources (Kenny Brophy).

Prehistoric and Romano-British landscapes on the Lambourn Downs - a typical southern
chalk downland?

Helen Winton

English Heritage, Aerial Survey, NMRC, Kemble Drive, Swindon. SN2 2GZ.

The Lambourn Downs Mapping Project is part of English Heritage's, National Mapping
Programme which aims to map all archaeology visible on aerial photographs for the whole of
England. The findings of the survey emphasise that there is no such thing as a typical
archaeological landscape on the chalk downland of Wessex. The survey recorded the "usual”
Neolithic long barrows and numerous Bronze Age round barrows but found nothing
comparable to the Bronze Age settlements and enclosures on the Marlborough Downs,
Salisbury Plain Training Area (SPTA) and Danebury environs. Whereas elsewhere on the
chalk downland of southern England, the large enclosures and hillforts often seem to form
part of an integrated landscape with large linear boundaries and "celtic field systems", on the
Lambourn Downs the "celtic" fields were Romano-British and the hillforts and linear
boundaries seem to be mutually exclusive. The survey recorded a complex sequence of large
and small-scale possible Late Bronze Age/Eary Iron Age land division which may or may not
have been contemporary with a cluster of Iron Age Banjo enclosures. The majority of the
upper part of the Downs has been blanketed with the Romano-British fields systems and
associated settlements and it is only as these are ploughed level that the pre-Roman landscape
begins to emerge, via cropmarks, underneath.

The Stour River Valley, Essex: DTMs and aerial photography.

Davy Strachan

Perth and Kinross Council, Museum and Art Gallery, 78 George Street, Perth, PH1 5LB.
Tel: 01738 632488 E-mail: DLStrachan@pkc.gov.uk

A summary of the methodology and findings of work carried out by Essex County Council
and funded by English Heritage, on the Stour river valley. The project involved composite
image rectification of 334 sites ranging from single ring-ditches to complex, multi-phased
sites. The river valley contains a concentration of prehistoric monuments including ring-
ditches, dual concentric ring-ditches, long mortuary enclosures/long barrows, and cursus
monuments. The resulting maps were draped over a DTM based on Sm contour information,
allowing the sites to be viewed in relation to the river and the surrounding terrain. A simple
morphology of sites was devised to enable cumulative view-shed analysis of selected site-
types to be carried out. These intervisibility studies tended to re-enforce field-observations
that many of the larger complexes were positioned on the river where visibility was restricted
by the surrounding terrain, creating a natural amphitheatre-effect. Details of the project can be
found in A4RGnews 20 and on the AARG website. A further report on the work is planned
for the forthcoming A4RGnews.
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Aerofilms & UK Perspectives Mapping Britain through the years.

Stuart Simmons,

Simmons Geomatics Group Limited, 5 West street, Somerset, BS26 1AA.
Tel: 01934 732122 E-mail: stuart@simmonsmap.com

Established in 1919 by Francis Wills, an air photographer with the Royal Flying Corps,
Aerofilms has always been at the forefront of aerial photography in the UK, and now boast an
archive of over 2.25 million images, including an international collection from the 1950s and
60s. UK Perspectives (http://www.ukperspectives.com) is a collaboration between Simmons
Aerofilms (http://www.aerofilms.com/) and NRSC (http://www.nrsc.co.uk/), and has recently
produced the Millennium Aerial Photographic Survey (MAPS) which has produced colour
vertical photography at a scale of 1:10,000, which is scanned and geo-referenced for GIS use.
The presentation included examples of how vertical sources and historical imagery can be
combined using ERMapper software to study changing environments.
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Western Riverside, Bath, 1946: a classic brown field site that is without doubt contaminated as gas
works and other heavy industry can be identified from the imagery revealing Bath's industrial
heritage. The Council intends to finance the remediation through a careful balance of commercial,
leisure and residential facilities that contribute to a vibrant area in the centre of Bath. Planning
proposals include the relocation of Bath Rugby Club (copyright Aerofilms Ltd).
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Radstock: another brown field site, currently described as 'industrial derelict'. It could also be
regarded as a conservation area due to the rich diversity of species living within the site. Historical
and contemporary Aerial Photography, in digital form, can display the true nature of the site in
question more effectively than a traditional vector map can. Therefore any development initiative
taken has to consider both the economic need for redevelopment as well as the need for
conservation (copyright Aerofilms Ltd).

The “digital revolution” and remote sensing (Michael Doneus).

The Trials and Tribulations of installing a Vertical Camera.
Anthony Crawshaw, 15 Kings Staith, YORK, YO1 9SN

My interest in installing a vertical camera in the Cessna 172, which is normally used by the
Northern Flight of English Heritage, was sparked by the engineers finding an oblong opening
in the floor of the aircraft. This hole, together with two suitable holes in the outer skin, has
enabled us to install a medium format camera with TV guidance system. Alternative camera
configurations are a 35mm. camera plus the TV camera or two 35 mm. cameras. The cameras
are contained within an aluminium box that is sunk flush with the floor of the aircraft. The
cameras are adjustable for drift, whilst airborne, and tilt when on the ground. The TV monitor
is used to judge drift corrections, by turning the camera so that objects move straight down
the screen.

Two test flights have taken place to date, one using a Vinten F95 camera and the second a
Rollei 6008. The Vinten photography suffered from unsharp edges and corners of the
photographs. This problem is still being investigated. By contrast, the Rollei prints were
satisfactory, suggesting that the overall concept is workable. Two groups of prints, one from
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each run, have been rectified using Aerial 4.2, which returns the position of the aircraft as one
result of the calculations. This position check has enabled us to confirm that the photographs
are within five degrees of the vertical.

The Garmin GPS system is used to keep the aircraft on the required flight-line and tests
have shown that it is possible to keep within one hundred metres of the flight-line. To date the
work has cost L1175, with an estimated cost to completion of another £300. This cost
excludes the considerable amount of time that the author has spent on the project.

I am grateful to the flying team at English Heritage for their patience with this project; also
to Dave Sympson and John Cossins for their work on the mechanical and electrical
components, respectively.

Digital airborne Remote Sensing: the Principles of LIDAR and CASI.

Nick Holden (Environment Agency)
Environmental Monitoring and Surveillance,
National Centre for Environmental Data and Surveillance

LIDAR, LIght Direction And Ranging, is based on scanning a pulsing laser over the ground
from an aircraft. By monitoring the direction of the incoming reflected pulse, and the time of
flight of that pulse, the position of each hit on the ground in x, y and z can be determined.
This data will in the first instance be in the WGS84 co-ordinate system. It can then be
transformed into a total co-ordinate/grid system as required. The data has a high relative
accuracy (10-15cm); although absolute accuracy will depend upon the datum to which you
are working. Once a series of points has been computed, an elevation model (DEM) can be
constructed. The Environment Agency first create a 2-metre grid, and for ease of handling,
cut the data into 2km x 2km tiles. The grid is populated with the data, allowing some cells
empty to be filled by a process of interpolation. Once this stage has been reached the process
of data display and interpretation can begin. The data can be used to compute contours; colour
code cells for height; strip data of vegetation and man-made features; build digital features
into data; aspect shade from any angle; view from any angle; produce fly-through visuals; and
overlay with other GIS compatible data. The LIDAR in its basic form will measure only
position and height. The data chain is totally digital; the outputs are designed for visual
interpretation in any standard GIS package. Any archaeological feature that causes a variation
in surface elevation can be monitored. The system has no subsurface capabilities. It is able to
collect data day or night at the rate of 30-40 sq. km/hr, thus allowing sites and features to be
viewed in context within their surroundings. It is widely used for flood plain mapping, coastal
zone management, soil erosion and diffuse pollution studies, recording open-cast mines and
quarries, landfill sites, water resources and for near shore bathymetry.

CASI, Compact Airborne Spectrographic Imager, can be used for land use studies; vegetation
classifications; vegetation stress; inter-tidal vegetation monitoring; effluent and riverine
dispersion plumes; and dye tracing studies.
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Hambledon Hill, Dorset: LIDAR data showing the hillfort on the N spur with the internal long
barrow and a probable neolithic ditch to the north. The image also shows the neolithic
causewayed enclosure at the bottom right part of the image, containing quarrying recorded in
1924. LIDAR data allows the viewer to alter the angle and direction of the light source,

allowing earthwork features to be viewed under the best lighting conditions (Data copyright
The Environment Agency).

An assessment of LIDAR for archaeological use.

David Motkin, formerly with the Isle of Wight Council Archaeology Service.

Sunnymeade, Moor Lane, Brighstone, Newport, Isle of Wight. PO30 4DL.
Tel: 01983 740384 E-Mail: motkin@onetel.net.uk

A rapid assessment of LIDAR data was carried out to determine its potential in archaeological
work. Seventy-one 1km square data tiles covering the flood plain and lower slopes of the
eastern Yar valley, Isle of Wight, were kindly provided by the Environment Agency. The data
had been captured in mid-March 1998 when crop heights were minimal and many trees were
leafless and was in the form of xyz ASCII files referenced to the British National Grid. It was
loaded directly into the Vertical Mapper extension of MapInfo, with heights on a 2m grid. A
3D view of the data coloured according to height was obtained. The view could be vertical or
oblique, from any direction or elevation. The position of a simulated “sun” was also infinitely
variable. The resulting image was complete with simulated shadows, but the detail visible was
due only to variations in height and not to the reflectivity of the subject. It was immediately
apparent that the high resolution DTM was far superior to any other similar data and aided
interpretation of the landform, allowing the locations of settlements and harbours to be
postulated and questions to be posed. In some areas previously unrecorded ridge and furrow
seemed to be present, but comparison with summer time photography showed that at least
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some of this corresponded with spray lines in wheat. Although it was probably not ridge and
furrow, such would surely have been recorded had it been present. In known areas of shallow
earthworks, manipulation of the “sun” position revealed features not previously seen. On
arable land in the west of the sample area two large earthwork enclosures with banks only
about 15cm high were observed. One of these is crossed by hedged boundaries including a
parish boundary of probable Saxon origin. Although neither enclosure is visible on air
photographs they are probably genuine. Site visits will be made when the crops have been
removed. It was concluded that LIDAR has considerable potential in archaeology, but further
study in this and other sample areas is required.

LIDAR image showing possible earthwork enclosure at Mersley Farm, Brading, Isle of Wight
(Data copyright The Environment Agency).

Satellite imagery: review and preview.

Martin J F Fowler
60 Harrow Down, Badger Farm, Winchester, Hants. SO22 4L.Z
Email: mjff@compuserve.com WWW: http://ourworld.compuserve.com/homepages/mjff/

Over the past 25 years, both the quality and availability of imagery acquired by remote
sensing satellites in Low Earth Orbit has improved to the point where satellite imagery can
now be considered to have a proven utility in archaeological prospection (see Fowler 2000).
Although low resolution multispectral imagery from the LANDSAT Thematic Mapper (30m
spatial resolution) is incapable of detecting all but the largest of archaeological features, it has
been shown to have value in prospecting for areas of high archaeological potential through the
use of image processing and modelling techniques (e.g., Cox, 1982). Similarly, medium
resolution imagery such as SPOT Panchromatic (10m resolution) and declassified US
CORONA imagery (effectively 5-10m resolution) can detect some of the larger
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archaeological features (e.g., Kennedy, 1998), but are of greater use in the preparation of base
maps for regions for which accurate mapping may not be available. High resolution KVR-
1000 (circa 2m resolution) and IKONOS (Im resolution) images are comparable to
conventional medium-scale aerial photographs and are capable of detecting both standing and
plough-levelled archaeological features (e.g. Fowler, 1996).

Currently, the archaeological utility of satellite imagery is limited by its relatively low
spatial resolution when compared with the very high resolution of conventional aerial
photography. This utility is further constrained by the relatively high cost of satellite products
and orbital constraints that result in the collection of single pass images that are acquired at a
specific time of day from a (largely) vertical perspective. However, these limitations can be
offset by the 'Open Skies' nature of the orbital perspective that allows imagery to be collected
over areas that are otherwise prohibited or impractical to aircraft (e.g., airspace reservations,
political restrictions, inhospitable areas etc.). Furthermore, the large areas that covered by
individual images (e.g. up to several hundred square kilometres for a single IKONOS image)
can make this a cost-effective means of surveying a large area. As the spatial resolution of
commercial imagery continues to improve (0.5m imagery appears to be on the horizon), costs
fall, new products - such as high resolution multispectral and hyperspectral imagery - become
available and distribution over the Internet develops, satellite products can be expected take
their place as just another routine source of imagery in the aerial archaeologist's toolKkit.

Cox, C. 1992. Satellite imagery, aerial photography and wetland archaeology. World
Archaeology 24: 249-267.

Fowler, M. J. F. 1996. High resolution satellite imagery in archaeological application: a
Russian satellite photograph of the Stonehenge region. Antiquity 70: 667-671.

Fowler, M. J. F. 2000. In search of history. /maging Notes 15(6): 18-21. (Available on-line at
http://www.imagingnotes.com/).

Kennedy, D. 1998. Declassified satellite photographs and archaeology in the Middle East:
case studies from Turkey. Antiquity 72: 553-561.

One-metre resolution IKONOS image of the
remains of CALLEVA ATREBATVM acquired
on 17 February 2000. The upstanding walls
of the Roman town can be readily seen in
relief and, within the walls, some indication of
the former street pattern together with the
ongoing excavation of Insula 9 can be seen.
Towards the top of the image, the
characteristic outline of an itinerant Chinook
helicopter is also apparent. Image supplied
by Space Imaging © 2000
(http://www.spaceimaging.com). Reproduced
with permission.

26



AARGnews 22 (March 2001)

Notes from a newcomer
Eleanor Stapley

I wish that I could claim to have applied for an AARG bursary on my own, however (shame
to say) I had little knowledge of the group prior to the start of my four month work placement
with the Royal Commission in Wales. It was at Toby Driver’s suggestion that I put pen to
paper in an attempt to persuade Bob Bewley that I deserved one of the bursary places, and
thus the AARG Aberdeen adventure began.

As a student bursary attendee I approached the conference with a number of self-imposed
stipulations. Firstly, having been graciously accepted for paid attendance, I felt that I owed it
to the members of AARG to make the most of the week by listening, learning and most
importantly by asking questions. I wanted to be able to leave the conference having
challenged both myself, and hopefully a few others. I wanted to see if I could cope among
some of the famous names in aerial archaeology. Secondly I had an agenda regarding my
third year dissertation, a critique on AP usage in archaeology using the RCAHMW project I
was involved in as a case study. I wanted to use the conference and the wealth of experience
around me to sound-board my ideas, to judge the reactions and to dwell on the comments,
theories and pointers granted by the archaeologists at the conference. I was pleased to find
that everyone was very approachable and I never felt as though I should merely stand by and
listen. Some people have a tendency to lecture students in their presence, but at AARG I felt
as though what I had to say was valued by those around even if I sometimes felt that I didn’t
have a clue about what I was saying (or was that the lager?).

One thing I was not prepared for was the informality and relatively laid back nature of the
conference. I had been told that AARG tended to be fun and perhaps a little rebellious for the
archaeological discipline, but despite Becky Maloney’s brief I still had in mind the stiff
formality of an academic group. The light-hearted presentations were often ideally placed
among the heavier talks to lift the spirits of the audience at crucial points in the day. Who
could forget the battery operated airplane that kept getting stuck! The good-natured feel to the
conference with friendly joking and jibes among the regulars of the group had the tendency to
make me feel relaxed and more assured, especially prior to my nerve-racking informal
evening presentation. Some people may be put off by the jokes about rotten fruit on special
order for their talk, but I found it amusing and helped to put what I saw as an ordeal into
perspective. Rotten fruit aside, how hard could it be to do a 10-minute presentation in front of
people you have only ever known as names on book jackets?

The most pleasing aspects of AARG were the differing levels of aerial archaeology available
with an international, national and regional context. I particularly enjoyed Kevin Jones’ talks
on New Zealand archaeology. As an industrial archaeology student I found his slides of
alluvial gold mining fascinating, but more importantly his talks forced me to look up from my
limited view and begin to appreciate the world archaeology that surrounds us. It is sometimes
easy to forget that life exists outside of your own concerns and appreciate the views that aerial
archaeology provides us in Britain, Europe and the rest of the world.

To conclude, I suppose I should tell you whether or not my aims for personal growth and
development (as well as significant help with my dissertation) were achieved. I would have to
conclude that I did achieve much of what I set out to do. I survived my arduous talk and have
lived to do the same talk a further two times because someone mentioned to the Royal
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Commission that it was rather good (I wish I could remember it!) and now it seems everyone
in Wales wants to hear my talk. I met and spoke to many interesting people with different
ideas on the use and evolution of aerial mapping. I even managed to network and have made
some inroads into visiting the Swindon office of English Heritage to see AP mapping there.
The only major problem that I found with the conference is that some of the best and most
rewarding talks were in the bar, and as such I could not note down interesting points in my
notebook.
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Archaeological Prospection 2001 / AARG 2001
19 — 23 September 2001

Vienna, Austria

The 4th international conference on Archaeological Prospection will be held by invitation of
the Austrian Academy of Science in Vienna, from 19th until 23rd of September 2001.

The co-inviting institutions are: the Austrian Archaeological Institute, the Austrian
Monument Protection Agency, the Central Institute for Meteorology and Geodynamics,
the Federal State of Lower Austria, ICOMOS Austria, the Institute for Photogrammetry
and Remote Sensing, Technical University of Vienna, the Institute for Prehistory,
University of Vienna, the Austrian Ministry of Science, the Austrian Ministry of Defense,
the Rector of the University of Vienna, and the Vienna Institute for Archaeological
Science (VIAS), in collaboration with the Aerial Archaeology Research Group (AARG),
the European Geophysical Society (EGS) and the ICOMOS / ISPRS Committee for
Documentation of Cultural Heritage (CIPA).

Archaeological Prospection 2001 will be a joint conference with AARG, where the AARG Annual
Meeting will also take place. For registration, you can use the form enclosed with this issue.
Registration fee includes admission to the conference, book of abstracts, coffee and tea, lunch,
reception, conference dinner and two field trips with buffets and admission to wine cellar. Please
note, that we are offering the possibility of all-inclusive flight arrangements and special rates for early
registration.

For further information, please have a look at http://www.univie.ac.at/archeo2001/, where you can
find also a list of papers and the provisional programme for the conference. A copy of the registration
form may also be downloaded.

Address for Correspondence:
Archaeological Prospection 2001,
c/o0 Michael Doneus,

Institut fur Ur- und Fruehgeschichte,
Franz-Kleingasse 1,

A-1190 Wien,

Tel.: +43/1/4277/40486, ss

Fax: +43/1/4277/9404,

E-mail: archeo2001@zamg.ac.at.
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CULTURE 2000

Conservation through aerial archaeology (CAA)

In November 2000 we were informed by the European Commission that our application to the Culture
2000 programme had been successful (after two previous rejections!). Despite the falling value of the
Euro the grant is substantial and has to be used with 12 months of receipt (November 2000 to October
2001).

There are 5 aims of the project:

Introduce aerial archaeology to parts of Europe where it has not yet been applied

Improve and broaden its application where it has only recently been introduced

Encourage the acquisition of heritage information from air photographs and satellite imagery
Increase the use of aerial archacology in presentation, protection and conservation work
Promote standards of good practice for aerial archaeology across the whole of Europe

There are 6 elements to the project, of which the NATO Advanced Research Workshop is the first.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

NATO Advanced Research Workshop, Leszno, Poland. 15-17th November 2000. A 3-day
specialist workshop to develop future strategies for recording, understanding and conserving the
historic environment across Europe. Key speakers and participants will contribute their
experience through lectures, discussions and written papers which will be published.

International Conference organised by the British Academy, London. 11-12th May 2001. A
2-day international conference which will focus on the future for aerial archaeology and its
effective application in the exploration, recording and conservation of the historic environment.

International Aerial Archaeology Research School, University of Siena, Italy. 23 — 30th May
2001. This will be the third training school in air photo interpretation and aerial reconnaissance
(after Siofok, Hungary in 1996 and Leszno, Poland 1998). Participants will be encouraged from
Italy and archaeologists from other countries who have not had training so far.

International Workshop on future methods. University of Siena, Italy. 31 May — 2 June 2001.
This will be for a small group of specialists to develop, through an exchange of idea and papers,
the potential of new techniques for the discovery and interpretation of archaeological sites and
landscapes.

International Workshop/Seminar at Brandenburg/Berlin, Autumn 2001. Focussing on the
promotion, management and conservation of archaeological sites and landscapes in Europe.

Drafting a Manual of Standards and Best Practice for Aerial Archaeology. Meetings to be
held alongside the other meetings but culminating in a two-day meeting (in the UK) to finalise the
manuals, anticipating publication in 2002.

The applicant for the project was English Heritage and the co-organisers of the project are:

Bob Bewley, English Heritage

Professor Riccardo Francovich, University of Siena

Dr Michael Doneus, Institute for Pre and Pro History, Vienna
Professor Juergen Kunow, Brandenburgisches Landesamt, Germanu

There are also individuals or institutions who have agreed to be associated with the project.

Rog Palmer, Chris Musson, Wlodek Raczkowski, AARG, RCAHMW, Martin Gojda

A full copy of the 55 page application is available on request (bob.bewley@english-heritage.org.uk).
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How safe are we in the air?
Damian Grady

For AARG members involved in taking aerial photographs the answer is probably, quite safe.
However, certain aerial photographers in the UK, who fly too low and sell their work door to
door, have been involved in a number of accidents and incidents over the last few years.
Their activities have focussed attention on all aerial photography, non-more so than one aerial
photographer who was killed following a collision between his Cessna 152 and a RAF
Tornado. The Air Accident Investigation Branch (AAIB) report in to this fatal collision raises
many safety issues which we all need to be aware of and the recommendations in this report,
if implemented, may have implications for those UK based AARG members who take to the
air.

The main purposes of this article is to bring the AAIB report to the attention of AARG
members to make sure they are aware of what could happen if good practice is not followed.
One of the report recommendations is for the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) to develop a
Code of Conduct for aerial photography. At a recent meeting of local flyers based in England
it was decided that English Heritage should produce a draft Code of Conduct for its own
airborne activities. The meeting felt that a Code of Conduct was not only a good idea, but at a
time when the future of the Air Navigation Order Exemption system was still undecided we
had to demonstrate to the CAA that the aerial archaeology community took air safety
seriously. The English Heritage draft Code of Conduct is at the end of this article and only
covers English Heritage funded flying. Any comments will be welcomed.

For those of you who would like to read the accident report in full (Aircraft Accident Report
No: 3/2000 (EW/C99/1/4)) it is available on the AAIB web site http://www.open.gov.uk/
aaib/gbpzx/gbpzx.htm. For those of you who do not have access the Internet I will try and
summarise this detailed report.

Summary of events

On 21 January 1999, near the village of Mattersey in Nottinghamshire, a RAF Tornado
collided with a Cessna 152 at a height of 655 feet above ground level, resulting in four
fatalities. The crucial factor in this accident was that “the principle of ‘see and avoid’ was
suspended during a period in which none of the pilots was able to conduct an effective
lookout”. The student pilot in the Tornado was undertaking instrument checks in the seconds
before the crash and clearly did not see the Cessna. The design of the Tornado meant that the
instructor’s forward view in the rear seat would have been restricted and is not likely to have
seen the Cessna either. The Cessna was in a left-hand orbit and is likely to have been taking
aerial photographs at the time of the collision. “The collision occurred in excellent weather, in
good visibility, over relatively flat terrain and with neither aircraft operating under positive
radar control... most likely because both aircraft were below the base of primary radar cover
and neither aircraft was using its secondary radar transponder.”

Although the AAIB report criticised elements of the design of the Tornado as a contributory

factor to the collision, the bulk of the criticism was levelled at the manner in which the Cessna
pilot conducted his flight. The pilot had managed his own aerial photography business for 10
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years, employing pilots while he took the photographs. In 1997 he completed his PPL and
from that date combined the roles of pilot and photographer. His normal mode of operation
was to fly at around 500 feet and once “over an appropriate location the pilot would release
the flight controls for a period of 3 to 5 seconds whilst using the camera to take photographs”.
In 1998 he was banned from flying at the Netherthorpe flying club because of his low flying
activities, for which he had received warnings.

On the day of the collision the Cessna pilot took a passenger with him who had accepted the
offer of a flight to provide some company for the pilot and help change film. The passenger
had no aviation training. Once the Cessna had taken off from Gamston airfield the pilot “did
not make radio contact with any other agency and no primary or secondary radar contact was
noted by any of the local military or civil radar units”. In the 6 to 8 minutes before the
collision the aircraft was manoeuvring in a manner which suggested, to eyewitnesses, that the
pilot was taking aerial photographs.

Report recommendations

Single pilot operations and Code of Conduct for Aerial Photography

There were a number of recommendations in the report, not all of which need to be repeated
here. However, the report placed particular emphasis on the inherent dangers of single pilot
aerial photographic flights irrespective of whether they are commercial or private flights.
Subsequently one of the reports recommendations is that the “CAA should discuss with GA
safety organisations such as: The General Aviation Safety Council (GASCo), The British
Helicopter Advisory Board (BHAB) and The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA)
the provision of a code of conduct relating to aerial photography. They should also examine
the benefits accruing from a trade association or similar body to look after the interests of this
particular aerial activity”.

I do not know of any AARG members in the UK who currently take photographs at the same
time as flying, but I would hope that they would take heed of the following statement in the
report. “A second crew member, allowing for clearly defined responsibilities for the separate
tasks of photography and piloting is essential.”

Definition of aerial work

The report recommends that the CAA review the definition of Aerial Work especially in
relation to those aerial photography flights “on which a pilot does not receive direct
remuneration for flying the aircraft but does accept a commission from the profits accrued
from the sales that he has generated”.

Training and education

The recommendations in section 4.4 are worth repeating in full at this point.

The CAA should include within its safety promotion programme the following advice to GA
operators who plan to use the low-level airspace:

a. Maximum use of ATC Flight Information Services.

b. The permanent display of all available external lighting.
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c. The routine use of notification procedures.

d. The routine use of the radar transponder, including height information.

e. Avoidance of the typical height band used by military low flying aircraft (250 to 1,000
feet).

f. Avoidance of known concentrations of military low flying activity.

Planning low level flights

The report recommended that the CAA and MOD should review the criteria under which GA
operators may notify their intentions to ALFENS Ops using CANP. For those of you who do
not know what these acronyms mean the following extract from section 1.17.3 of the report
may be useful.

Many flights take place within the FIRs outside controlled airspace and at low levels where a
radar service cannot be provided. Collision avoidance must necessarily be based on the ‘see
and avoid’ principle, assisted as far as is possible by information on known activity. Although
military aircraft are considered to be low flying when below 2,000 feet MSD it is not
practicable to disseminate information on all civil aircraft operating at that height or below.
Nevertheless the greatest conflict of interests occurs at or below 1,000 feet where the majority
of military low level operations take place and where civil aircraft may be engaged in
legitimate activities which might inhibit pilot lookout (aerial photography / crop spraying) or
reduce aircraft manoeuvrability (underslung loads). A system exists to collect information on
civil aerial activities for distribution to military operators to assist in flight planning. This
system is known as the Low Level Civil Aircraft Notification Procedure (CANP).

ALFENS Ops (LATCC Mil) is the central authority for managing information that may affect
military low level flying notification. The unit operates a Freephone/Fax line for civilian
operators to provide notification of their aerial activities at and below 1,000 feet agl, with an
expected duration in excess of 20 minutes at a specified location. The airspace notified under
CANP should not exceed an area bounded by a 2 nm radius circle. The intended activities are
required to be notified to ALFENS Ops not less than four hours before commencement in
order to allow for the timely dissemination of the information to all military users. CANP
applications made less than four hours before commencement will still be accepted, however,
such applications are less likely to reach all military pilots before they depart on their low
level flights. Aircrew of military fixed wing aircraft flying at an IAS greater than 140 kt will
avoid areas reported under CANP either laterally or vertically. During 1998 a total of 1,770
CANPs were notified to the ALFENS Ops but only 22 of these were for fixed wing aircraft. In
the previous year 1,515 CANPs were notified but only 61 of these were for fixed wing aircrafft.

Implication for UK-based AARG members

I wrote to the CAA to ask if there had been any developments in designing a code of conduct,
but have yet to receive a reply. However, I also contacted the Aircraft Owners and Pilots
Association (AOPA) who told me that they know that the CAA want to start a discussion on
the issue, but as yet I have not seen any draft proposal. On the whole we should encourage
the development of a Code of Conduct for aerial photography. The manner in which the
majority of AARG members operate their aerial photography means that we should have no
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problem fitting in with such a code. Given the fact that many AAIB recommendations take a
long time to be acted upon by the CAA, should we be developing a code of conduct for aerial
archaeology flights? When this question was raised at a recent Local Flyer meeting for those
flying in England the answer to this question was yes. The meeting decided that as a first step
English Heritage should draft a Code of Conduct relating to flights funded by EH. If enough
AARG members, not funded by English Heritage have an interest in this issue, there may be
some benefit in AARG drawing up a Code of Conduct for all UK based members involved
with taking aerial photographs. A draft version of the English Heritage Code of Conduct
appears at the end of this paper.

A tighter definition of Aerial Work in the area suggested by the report probably has no direct
bearing on AARG members. However, if the CAA decides to completely redefine the
definition, especially in relation to the Air Navigation Order exemptions many of us operate
under, then there could be wider implications

Once in an aircraft our safety will primarily be in the hands of pilots who will be aware of all
the low-level procedures listed above. However, it is as well for photographers to be aware of
such procedures and make sure that we do not pressurise pilots in to flying in to areas that
could compromise safety.

The AAIB report makes for grim reading, but reminds us of the risks involved in taking aerial
photographs. Also given the fact that the CAA is constantly monitoring the ANO exemption
system anyone who puts themselves or others at risk could affect not only people’s lives, but
could stop aerial archaeologists taking to the skies.

Draft code of conduct for aerial reconnaissance

English Heritage will insist that anyone employed by or funded by English Heritage to
undertake aerial photography must agree to abide by Section 1 of this code of conduct.

Section 1 Mandatory Requirements

1. The Civil Aviation Authority demands that anyone undertaking aerial photography for the
purpose of archaeology, funded by English Heritage do so under Public Transport rules.
In order to carry fare paying passengers the operator requires an Air Operators Certificate.
Exceptionally, the CAA grants exemptions to this requirement for archaeological aerial
photography where there is no commercial operator (with suitable aircraft) available.

2. Aircraft shall have a Certificate of Airworthiness in the Transport Category (Passenger).

3. All flights shall be conducted from a licensed or Government aerodrome in compliance
with the Visual Flight Rules set out in Section V of the Rules of the Air Regulations 1996.
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The Commander shall hold a valid commercial pilot’s licence, preferably with an
instrument rating to ensure that if there is a sudden deterioration in weather conditions a
safe landing can be executed. Pilots with a private pilot’s licence (PPL) can be used but
their licence must include a certificate of test in respect of the aircraft rating dated not
more than twelve months prior to the date of the exemption. Alternatively if the holder of
a PPL includes a Flying Instructors Rating then a valid certificate of test in respect of the
aircraft rating shall be dated not more than 24 months prior to the date of the exemption.

Air Traffic Control Flight Information Services shall be informed of position and
intention at all times.

Full use should be made of all weather forecasts and NOTAMs available at airfields prior
to departure.

Transponders must be working and switched on at all times, preferably with Mode C
(height).

Avoid heights typically used by military low flying aircraft (250 to 1,000 feet). Always
carry a long lens in order to minimise the need to fly too low.

Avoid known concentrations of military low flying activity. If it is necessary to work in
these areas then use should be made of the Low Level Civil Aircraft Notification
Procedure (CANP).

Single pilot operations (i.e. combined role of pilot and photographer) will not be funded.

. The photographer shall help the pilot by maintaining a look out for other aircraft.
12.

Prior permission shall be sought via the Non-Standard Flight Notification system (NSFN)
when it is necessary to work in busy civilian airspace such as Heathrow, Gatwick,
Birmingham or Manchester. Where other busy airfields (civilian or military) do not
operate NSFN’s then prior permission should be sort via telephone or fax.

Always check the status of Danger Areas.

When landing away from the base airfield check if prior permission is required to land at
the airfield being visited.

The photographer will not place the pilot under undue pressure by requesting to fly in to
areas that the pilot deems inappropriate or dangerous. The pilot is in command of the
aircraft and its operation at all times.

Section 2 Desirable Requirements

I.

Any photographer who undertakes a large number of flying hours should consider taking
a course on how to land a plane in an emergency, just in case the pilot becomes
incapacitated.

It is advisable to use aircraft with equipment that can detect the signal from the
transponder of other aircraft.
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Whither GPS for aerial archaeology?

Anthony Crawshaw

These comments are written mainly from the
pilot’s point of view, but I have tried to
incorporate the archaeologist’s and
photographer’s needs, also. A number of us use
the Garmin Survey II Global Positioning
System (GPS) for our aerial surveys, so I use
that as a starting point.

There are, however, several snags with the
Survey 11, as follows:

(i) The display is dim and difficult to read, by
comparison with modern units.

(i1) The satellite acquisition and retention is less
robust than more recent designs, particularly if
you do not have a fixed aerial above the aircraft
cabin.

(iii) There are concerns about future availability
of spares and/or service, as the design must be
about ten years old.

(iv) Many key pushes are needed to enter data,
particularly letters of the alphabet.

(v) The associated PC
particularly user-friendly.

software is not

The uses we make of the Survey II at the
moment include recording the track flown, for
which we feel that a minimum of one thousand
points are needed per three hour flight, and
creating a ‘waypoint’, as an electronic marker,
whenever we photograph a site. Together with
the recorded track, this enables us to recreate
the progress of the flight, when the data is
downloaded from the removable Survey II unit,
back on the ground. The result makes creating
a log of the flight easier, as well as helping with
location of photographs, as the output is in
British National Grid References. Collating
flights on a GIS then enables the
reconnaissance effort to be tied in with other
data. In addition we can highlight areas where
we have flown but not photographed, or areas
yet to be examined.

The Survey II can either be mounted in the
aircraft’s radio panel, or be free-standing; the
former gives better satellite reception, but
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confines use to one aircraft. In addition, panel
mounting gives better visibility of the display,
as it is not against the bright sky, and does not
obstruct the crew’s view of the sky and other
aircraft. Amongst the navigation facilities that
we use are the present location, the distance and
bearing to any preset point and assistance with
following a straight-line track or pre-planned
route. The display of present position in
National Grid References is also most
important. Real time output of position to a
laptop computer is also possible with the
Survey II, although we have no call for that at
present.

When looking for a replacement system, it
should be capable of doing all the tasks carried
out by the Survey 11, ideally with extra features,
as follows:

(i) A moving map display to show our present
position relative to navigation features, and
airspace restrictions.

(i) The ability to input points to the map
display before take off. These might, for
example, be specific sites to visit and
photograph.

(ii1) When following a route, you are limited to
nine points on the present Survey II; it would be
desirable to be able to use more.

(iv) Simplified data entry.

Unfortunately there does not seem to be a
system on the market now that will fill all the
above requirements. The Garmin GPSs now
available do not seem to have track recording
facilities to match that of the Survey II. If a
recording facility is available at all, it is limited
to 1,000 - 2,000 points, although these points
may be used in a more ‘intelligent’ fashion,
whereby less points are used when travelling in
a straight line than when orbiting.

The Garmin GPS Map 295 has an excellent
colour display and is apparently a strong
candidate, but has only a 1,000 point track
memory. Another major snag is that the moving
map database does not show the Military Air



Traffic Zones (MATZs) around RAF airfields.
Although, technically, these are only advisory,
you ignore them at your peril! Also hazardous
is that, as demonstrated to me, the map did not
show the danger area around the early warning
radar at Fylingdales in North Yorkshire. The
outer zone of that danger area is merely that
within which you may experience interference
with the radio equipment (including the GPS?),
whilst the inner zone carries a risk of
microwaving the crew - a thing to be avoided,
since well done 1/4-pounders are not renowned
for their skill in flying aircraft. If the data base
does not show features as necessary as these,
what else is omitted? The 295 is also not
available in a panel-mounted form.

Another receiver we have looked at is the
Skyforce Skymap IIIC, which was the subject
of an article in the December 2000 issue of Pilot
magazine. The database is more
comprehensive for the UK than the Garmin one
and the colour display seems as good. The set
is also available in panel mounted form,
although its display is quite bulky.
Unfortunately the recorded data output is not in
National Grid References and is not easily
converted into a form useable with the existing
software or GIS systems. (Skyforce have been
taken over by Bendix-King, which has, in turn,
apparently been absorbed by GE, so their
products may appear under these names).

Of the other makers of GPSs, Trimble now only
seem to make equipment for commercial
aircraft, at a corresponding price, and
Magellan’s only aviation receivers are low-
specification hand-held sets. Lowrance also
only supply similar specification hand-held
units, which seem not to be the match of the
Garmin 295.

Another approach might be to use a standard
GPS unit, with or without moving map,
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feeding data to a separate recording unit, which
can subsequently be removed for downloading.
This approach is used by the gliding community
for verifying their flights. It is not clear
whether one can pre-program the units with
waypoints for subsequent airborne visits, as we
would seek to do. A disadvantage is the extra
box and cables in the cabin of the aircraft.

There are also programs available for laptop
computers, that will take their input from a GPS
and provide a moving map display. An
example is the Jeppesen FliteStar/FliteMap.
There is a short note on this system in the
November 2000 issue of Pilot, which refers to
its recording facility and shows the large PC
display. A difficulty with this approach is the
need to carry the laptop in the air with you;
apart from its weight it is another loose piece of
equipment floating around in the aircraft.
Further, there is the possibility of interference
with the avionics by the laptop, although
neither of the laptops that I have tried have had
any detectable effect.

I suspect that the reason that we apparently
cannot improve on the elderly Survey Il is that
the aviation GPS market is now only a small
part of the total market. When the Survey II
came out it appeared to be a variation on the
main Garmin aviation/maritime sets, trying to
target the specialist survey market. Now the
main markets seem to be outdoor recreation or
car navigation systems. The former market
spawns the hand-held aviation derivatives,
whilst the latter gives us the sets that sit on top
of the coaming, such as the Garmin 295.
Neither market has much need for track
recording or elaborate data processing.

If we do go ahead and try a different GPS
system to the Survey II, I hope that we will be
able to give you a user report in the next issue
of AARGnews.
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Disenchantment

Jim Pickering

Regardless of its origins and purpose, an air photograph has remained, for most archaeologists, mainly
a source of information that can be converted into conventional evidence by a ‘ritual’ excavation.
Little of the cumulative record from the air is known to archaeologists, and where studies of
photographs have been carried out they have been of limited areas and often by those without
meaningful training in the interpretation of air photographs, which for other disciplines is preceded by
extensive and lengthy training.

Much the same situation exists in other countries. It arises from the process by which proficiency in
archaeology is obtained. The practical skills are learnt rather than taught. Photography is one of the
normal methods of recording the progress of an excavation, and it has seemed to be an extension of
this to take the camera into the air. In the past 60 years, hundreds of archaecologists have done so, but
the number of them who obtained any significant information is negligible. Lack of success at this
elementary level of operations has given rise to quite incorrect opinions on the potential information
available from properly trained and motivated surveillance. The incidence of discovery has been
equated with the incidence of site distribution, and a paucity of easy results has been equated with an
absence of archaeological materials instead of inadequate observation techniques. Without being
trained to operate in the air and without the experience that has to be built on to the training,
archaeologists cannot understand the advantages and limitations of aerial surveillance or the objectives
in making it available. There has been no attempt to analyse the factors that provide either success or
failure and little has been learnt from them. Without detracting at all from the honour due to O G S
Crawford as the pioneer of air photography for archaeology in Britain, it can be stated that not every
opinion expressed in the early days of any new development is an eternal truth. Crawford later, in a
generous tribute to Major Allen, acknowledged the limitations of his own prospecting techniques, but
this later statement seems almost unknown to archaeologists. Allen’s prospecting techniques opened
up a vast new field that Crawford had not envisaged, and it is equally true to say that later experience
and techniques have opened up a vaster field than Allen envisaged. Unless, it is thought that the
prototype of anything is likely to be the ultimate, this is surely the normal process. The context in
which Crawford assessed his discoveries was that of a landscape in which archaeological material was
scarce and dispersed. We must now consider the entire landscape as one single archaeological site.

Although only a small amount of the evidence from the air that has been accumulating in the past 60
years has been absorbed into the archaeological ethos, it has been obvious for more than 30 years that
the archaeological techniques of investigation, mainly based on careful excavation, that were
developed when it was thought that the amount of surviving evidence was small, dispersed, and finite,
will never serve for more than a fraction of the evidence that is being discovered at a still accelerating
pace. Even 30 years ago, one could suggest not only that the surviving evidence was vastly greater in
volume than had been believed, but also that there was a vastly greater variety of it. Much ofitis of a
kind that is unlikely to provide conventional archaeological material through conventional
excavations. Nevertheless, mainstream archaeology has continued to use most of its resources on
techniques that are no longer relevant to the larger body of evidence now available from aerial
archaeology and has not tried to incorporate this new and still rapidly increasing volume into its
deliberations.

When it was thought that the pattern of earlier land-use in Britain was confined to a few soils that by a
fortunate coincidence were cropmark sensitive (this belief still persists amongst some archaeologists),
long-ranging reconnaissances could be selective and concentrate on limited areas. Latterly, however,
it has become increasingly clear that whenever the appropriate intensive study is undertaken by
experienced practitioners in the air, it can provide evidence of earlier land-use, though this evidence is
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not necessarily of the kind sought by conventional excavations or identified by easily seen cropmarks.
Each area, be it considered in geological or administrative terms, is a specific subject: that requires the
use of specific techniques at exactly the right times. In Britain as a whole, there are hundreds of
different areas where long-term study will provide narrow ‘windows’ into their earlier land-use; but
this will only occur once it is assumed that from earliest prehistoric times man lived everywhere, and
that archaeological field survey consists of looking for evidence of this both on the ground and from
the air, instead of merely seeking sites suitable for excavation.

The objectives of aerial archaeology are not attainable by providing archaeologists, devoid of
significant training and experience in the air, with a few hours flying in whatever will get them
airborne. These objectives do not become more attainable by attending a few lectures on cameras,
aerial archaeology, or photographic interpretation. In dealing with the interpretation of air
photographs from any source, John Bradford laid down the dictum that the amount of significant data
derived from air photographs is in direct proportion to the interpreter’s experience. The same
limitation applies to an archaeologists experience in the air. It is equally disappointing that
archaeologists still do not realise that unless there is a commitment to the pursuit and development of
an uninterrupted study from the air for decades, there is no point in starting it at all, either at one’s
own expanse or with the assistance of public funds.

In retrospect, it is easy to see that it has been a mistake to try to closely ally evidence of the vertical
stratigraphy obtained from the excavation of deserted sites with the spatial information available from
the air. It is not a matter of one being right and the other wrong, but of the fact that the microscope and
telescope provide different evidence from the same subject. The spatial evidence suggests much more
permanence in the landscape than the stratified evidence of the less permanent and deserted domestic
sites, which in a later and more arable period are more likely to survive anomalously under pasture
than in cultivated fields.

Where there has been continuous land-use anywhere, what conventional archaeological evidence
remains to show it? Is a deserted site (with the possible exception of those of the post-Romano-British
period) typical or untypical of land-use around it? Does desertion of sites on a flood-plain coincide
with desertions on peripheral land? What is the wider landscape context of the wetland sites? Were
large Neolithic monuments sited on flood-plains because the land was marginal rather than desirable?
The excavator can seek the answers to such questions, but cannot ask them without incorporating the
air evidence into a new framework with a new philosophy.

There is a priority for aerial archaeology to record as much as possible because of the loss of
information and evidence in the course of normal agriculture. This loss is greater than that from the
changes in land-use. A far greater need, however, is to convince archaeologists of the implications of
the new and unexamined evidence, because it is only through this that there can be a meaningful
review of interests and priorities. Without this, a review would be carried out in spite of
archaeological indifference instead of because of archaeologists’ interest.
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An optimistic future?

Bob Bewley

Why did our Editor (Rog) asked me to write a commentary to Jim Pickering’s contribution?
Could it be because I suggested to him that AARGnews should publish Jim’s thoughts, which
form part of the many communications that Jim sends me?

Jim’s message is that the techniques which can fundamentally transform our understanding of
what happened in the past are often the last to be recognised. This is relevant for aerial survey
and has been true for the past forty years or more. The major recommendation of 4 Matter of
Time (RCHME 1960) was to increase the resources for air photography and mapping but the
government response was to employ three people to excavate threatened sites. Fortunately,
since then there has been a sure but steady increase in awareness of the importance of the
contribution aerial survey can make to archaeology.

I have an optimism that aerial survey is beginning to gain appropriate recognition at all
levels of society (amateur and professional) but that we must not be complacent. This
recognition has not (yet) been translated into funding in all parts of Britain and the position on
the European continent is even worse. The key element to promote, which Jim mentions, is
the concept that the ‘whole of the environment’, the ‘countryside’ or the ‘landscape’ is a
human artefact. Air photo interpreters, or aerial surveyors have to take the lead not just in
reading the landscape, and understanding landscape change, but in promoting this holistic
view of the landscape.

The reasons I have an optimistic view, especially for England, are:

e Projects have been ongoing for many years which provide the basic information to
provide the evidence to support the inclusive, landscape view of archaeology (as
opposed to the view that there are single, disarticulated sites). These characterisation
projects, especially the Historic Landscape Characterisation project and the National
Mapping Programme (both funded by English Heritage) are delivering information, in
a usable form, which builds on a century of data collection.

e The recognition by the Monuments Protection Programme (in England) that its work
cannot be finished until the work of NMP has been completed for a larger area than at
present.

e The growing awareness by the major funding bodies (British Academy, NATO, and
the European Commission (via the Culture 2000 programme) that aerial survey is an
important (and hitherto poorly-resourced) technique and should be developed in the
coming decades of the twenty-first century.

During 2001 there will be a number of events which help to develop future strategies for
aerial survey in Europe, building on the constructive workshop held in Poland in November
2000 (funded by NATO). A key element in this will be the two-day conference at the British
Academy (May 11t and 12%) which is aimed at developing future strategy and practice by
engaging with those who make decisions about the future of archaeological research (funded
by the Academy and the European Commission’s Culture 2000 programme). Further details
of the Culture 2000 project are listed elsewhere in this newsletter.
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We have to break out from the confines of a ‘service technique for other disciplines within
archaeology’ and develop philosophical and methodological principles which underpin what
we do, but which have not been discussed or developed since the techniques laid down by the
pioneers, especially Crawford, Allen, Riley, St Joseph and Jim Pickering. We have to
integrate more closely with other workers of our field and it is a encouraging sign that a joint
meeting of aerial archaeologists and geophysicists will be held in Vienna this September, as
well as a workshop on aerial photography and monument management at the European
Association of Archaeologists conference in Esslingen (also in September). The EAA has
been very supportive if aerial survey and has adopted the Round Table statement (see
AARGnews 21, 13).

To achieve this goal we will need some luck but we still need to find a better means to
highlight the fact that thousands of sites are being destroyed every year. Time is fast running
out to wait for those who determine future archaeological strategy to make decisions which go
beyond individual excavations or site-oriented archaeology. There is a need for a significant
shift in archaeological research if the lessons of the twentieth century are to be learned. Jim
may find this as frustrating as we all do but it does not mean we should give up trying.

Reference

RCHME, 1960. A Matter of Time: an archaeological survey of the river gravels of England.
London

EAA Annual Meeting 2001 in Esslingen, Germany
Included at EAA is an AARG-sponsored Round Table on Saturday 22 September 2001:

Aerial Archaeology - a powerful tool to explore ancient European landscapes and for
monument protection

Unfortunately dates of AARG at Vienna and EAA Esslingen coincide!

The EAA meeting is a crucial forum for the promotion of aerial survey at the professional
level in Europe and the organisers will arrange it so that our speakers can talk to the
policymakers, the chiefs of the state archacology services about aerial survey in a round table
forum.

For detailed information and to register contact:

Congress Offices and Information Referat

Stadt Esslingen , Marktplatz 16, D-73728 Esslingen am Neckar, Germany.
Tel: +49 711-3512.2210. Fax: +49 711-3512.2912

Email: eaa2001@kEsslingen.de = Homepage: www.esslingen.de/eaa20

Landesdenkmalamt Baden-Wuerttemberg
Archaeologische Denkmalpflege, Silberburgstr. 193, D-70178 Stuttgart, Germany.
Tel: +711-1694.700. Fax: +711-1694.707.
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NATO Science Programme: Advanced Research Workshop:
Aerial Archaeology — Developing Future Practice

Leszno, Poland: 15-17 November 2000

The following is abstracted from the official summary written by the organisers and submitted
to the sponsoring body. Full publication of the papers is planned for November 2001.

The Advanced Research Workshop was
organised by co-directors Dr Robert Bewley
(English Heritage, UK) and Dr Wlodek
Raczkowski (Institute of Prehistory, Adam
Mickiewicz Univesity, Poznan, Poland), and a
committee of Dr Otto Braasch (Germany),
Chris Musson (UK) and Davy Strachan
(AARG, UK).

The Workshop was opened by welcoming
speeches from Dr Marek Rubinkowicz, the
Vice General-Conservator of Monuments
(Warsaw), Mr Tomasz Malepszy, President of
the City of Leszno, Professor Hanna Kocka-
Krenz, Head of the Institute of Prehistory at
Adam  Mickiewicz ~ Univesity, = Poznan,
Professor Danuta Minta-Tworzowska, Vice-
Dean of the Faculty of History, Adam
Mickiewicz Univesity, Poznan, Dr Jacek
Kabacinski, Vice-Chairman of the Poznan
Prehistoric  Society, and Davy Strachan,
Chairman of the Aerial Archaeology Research
Group.

Over the three days of the Workshop 35 papers
were delivered and discussed by over 70
participants, including a number of interested
Polish archaeologists attending at their own
expense. Participants came from 18 countries
and the inclusion of scientists from Armenia,
Greece, Italy, Russia, and Turkey was
especially useful for encouraging the expansion
of Aerial Survey for archaeology in the wider
geographical context.  This was the first
meeting of its kind to be held in Poland on
Aerial Survey, and it will undoubtedly help to
promote the development of the subject at an
important time. In the year 2000, for instance,
Poland had a remarkably good summer for the
discovery of ‘new’ archaeological sites, but at
the same time many opportunities were missed
through lack of resources, both in Poland and
across the rest of Central Europe.
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From the scientific point of view the Workshop
proved extremely positive. Some important
directions for the future development of Aerial
Survey in Europe were formulated and
incorporated into Workshop  resolutions
accepted unanimously by the participants.
Among these was a call for open access to the
skies of Europe for archaeological air survey,
and for unfettered access to existing archives of
(mainly) vertical air photographs taken for
now-redundant military or other purposes.

The meeting repeatedly emphasised the need
for increased resources for Aerial Survey
projects throughout Europe, so as to promote
the discovery, understanding and protection of
the shared archaeological heritage. In this
context it was particularly encouraging to learn
that the European Union has recently awarded
a grant for a project entitled Conservation
through Aerial Archaeology under its Culture
2000 scheme. The NATO Workshop in Leszno
thus formed the first event in a year of busy
activity for aerial archaeologists across the
whole of Europe.

There were 6 major themes within the
workshop:

1.Understanding Landscapes: between ideas
and technology. Five speakers highlighted
major achievements in promoting greater
understanding of archaeological sites and
landscapes, using aerial surveys, in Britain and
Europe.

2. Making the best of a good job: using
existing air photo archives. Four papers on
diverse topics from unlocking the existing
historic archives from the Second World War,

using GIS, computerisation of existing
collections and using historic  aerial
photographs to assess the change (and



destruction) of sites.

3. Hands-on Computer session.
Demonstration and use of AirPhoto computer
package for rectification.

4. Aerial Survey in the twentieth century:
achievements, applications and potential.
Seven papers from Europe and the Middle east
and five from Britain on the approaches to
aerial survey and the results which can be
achieved in terms of developing a greater
understanding of past human use of the
landscape.

5. Aerial Archaeology: future potential, new
fields, new technology. This session explored
the new techniques of LIDAR and thermal and
infra-red  imaging and the increasing
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availability of these datasets. These techniques
are fundamentally important in developing the
information we already have and improving our
ability to understand the nature of
archaeological sites without having to excavate.

6. What next? Drawing the lessons from
Leszno 2000. This final session discussed the
resolutions (below) and summarised over
twenty issues which had been raised during the
workshop. The success of the workshop was
measured by the fact that there were positive
resolutions produced and an agreement that the
programme for the EU’s Culture 2000 project
Conservation through Aerial Archaeology
would achieve its aims (more training,
producing manuals to best practice and
developing a strategy for the future).

Resolutions

Archaeologists and other scientists from NATO, partner and friendly countries, participating
in an Advanced Research Workshop at Leszno, Poland, on 15-17 November 2000, re-
affirmed their belief in the contribution that aerial archacology can make to the discovery,
interpretation and conservation of the common cultural heritage of Europe, the Mediterranean

and the Near East.

In doing so they stressed the need for increased resources for aerial survey and related studies,
and for high standards of practice and co-operation in their application, so as to achieve full
value from this cost-effective and wide-ranging means of exploring and conserving the shared

archaeological heritage.

In addition, participants expressed their deep gratitude to NATO for promoting the Research
Workshop and thereby promoting the application of aerial archaeology throughout Europe
and adjacent areas at the beginning of the new millennium.

In passing these resolutions participants expressed a number of particular concerns:

e They urged the use of all possible means to achieve 'open skies' for archaeological air
survey through the removal, or relaxation, of inappropriate regulations of the kind which
currently impede active aerial photography in many countries.

e They viewed with alarm the possibility that current moves to regularise air law might
impose new and inhibiting regulations, and hence costs, on non-commercial flying of the
kind involved in archaeological air photography.

e They were concerned to ensure the adequate curation of, and open access to, the vast
collections of invaluable vertical and oblique photographs and satellite imagery collected
since the 1940s for now-obsolete military or other purposes.

e They expressed concern about unnecessary restrictions on the use and publication of such
imagery, and of now-obsolete maps, for purposes of research, interpretation and

conservation.

Leszno, 17 November 2000.
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Back to Leszno: a personal view

Ioana Oltean

Clearly, the little town of Leszno in Poland was destined to be of specific importance to my
career to be. I went there for the first time, as one of the international students of the Aerial
Archaeology summer school in 1998, lucky enough to catch a last minute bursary. Needless
to say that prior to that my training in Aerial Archaeology was very poor as, up to that date,
Romania did not have much use for archaeological AP interpretation and, indeed, no aerial
archaeological reconnaissance had been undertaken — a situation fully explained by the
previous post-WW?2 political circumstances. Within the last decade, however, the political
climate has become more favourable to this kind of scientific research, which has generated
the need for trained specialists. This situation is common to the former communist block,
from where the students of the training program were recruited.

For many reasons, aerial archaeology could end up being one of the main methods of
archaeological research in the 215 century. This, plus its permanent need to integrate new
advanced technologies, made Aerial Archaeology a perfect topic for the NATO Science
Programme. This support scheme made it possible to organise a large representative assembly
of aerial archaeologists in Leszno. There were people present from 21 countries where aerial
survey and photo interpretation methods are in use, or are intended to be used, on a regular
basis. So there I was, back again, in November 2000, to attend the NATO 2000 -Advanced
Research Workshop on Aerial Archaeology. This time as a brand new Research PhD student
at the University of Glasgow, studying a research topic heavily dependent on the results of the
Aerial reconnaissance programme of Glasgow University in Romania, in the Mures Valley
(see Hanson 1999; Hanson and Oltean, forthcoming).

So what were my impressions of the workshop? One thing that was obvious to anybody, not
just to a beginner like myself, is the volume of research that has been carried out, especially
over the last decade, and which was fully reflected by the papers presented. The geographical
areas covered by reconnaissance continue to expand, as the specialists find answers to legal
and logistic problems specific to various European and non-European countries. And if the
volume of British work can be overwhelming, it was interesting this time to see
representatives of other countries with a long-lasting tradition of the use of aerial
reconnaissance in archaeology, notably France and Belgium. It is generally accepted that
there are significant differences between various geographical and political areas and,
therefore, any meeting of the specialists involved is a good chance to exchange ideas and
experience. This was a particular benefit for the participants from Eastern European
countries, who are usually confronted with constant legal or financial problems. These
problems are often related to the lack of tradition of AP work in those countries and the need
to penetrate the existing bureaucracy as well as to convince other archaeologists of the value
of aerial survey. (as noted in Poland by Raczkowsky). However, this is not the case in
Turkey or Greece, where it is even more difficult (if not 1rnposs1ble) to do aerial survey, and
we hope that the presence of speakers representing these countries is a good sign that the
situation is improving. This point was clearly illustrated in the final resolution of the
workshop, where all the participants expressed the need of easier access for flights or
archived information in NATO members/partners countries, in the interest of science.

Another constant issue is the desire to improve the methods of acquiring, storing, and
processing information. This implies the use of the newest available technology and
products, from photo equipment to the most elaborate techniques of recording, which go
beyond the limits of human perception and from the use of various aerial platforms (including
satellite imagery) to the latest transcription, GIS and virtual reality software. However, the
digital technologies seem, in my opinion, to have already ‘won the battle’ against the
traditional methods and this fact was illustrated by the vast majority of contributors.
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Traditional methods are still the most reliable and cost effective for acquiring the information,
but when it comes about the processing the information (mapping and integration into
interactive systems of information management) almost anyone use PC technology.

At Leszno, the participants could see different programs ‘at work’ (some of them could even
be tried), doing different operations, from the highest technologies to the most cost-effective
ones. Of course, not all of them are immediately affordable, or at least not now, but in a short
time they might be of use, considering the speed of technological development. Hopefully, the
latest generations of commercial satellite products, the airborne high-resolution digital
thermal infrared data, or the LIDAR system will become more affordable and in general more
of the remote sensing methods will be integrated in archaeological prospection.

Finally, one of the most important benefits for me was to meet people: both to renew
acquaintances and to make new ones. I am thinking, for instance, at Antje Faustmann from
Germany, who is trying to set up a reconnaissance program in Bulgaria. We had previously
exchanged couple of messages (thanks to Rog’s good habit of putting people in touch with
each other), but the opportunity to meet face to face gave us the chance to talk about the
largely similar set of problems she has to face in setting up her project, generated by similar
political, natural and historical landscape. Hopefully, she will be able to get the financial
support that she is still seeking and finally add Bulgaria to the list of countries undertaking
Aerial Archaeology; the same with Hayk Hakobyan the new AARG member from Armenia.
New acquaintances included people like Chris Going, who was able to give me ideas about
different sources of archive imagery (second world war and cold war) of Romania, and
Nikolaos Galiatsatos who told me his ways to get the best of available satellite imagery
sources. And so on... I think these three days must rank high in my personal list of ‘best
invested time’ ever.

References

Hanson W.S., 1999. Go East Young Man: a new reconnaissance programme in Romania.
AARGnews 18, 15-17.

Hanson W.S. and Oltean I.A, forthcoming, Recent aerial survey in Western Transylvania:
problems and potential in Bewley B. and Raczkowski W. (ed). Aerial Archaeology —
developing future practice.

Archaeological Prospection 2001 / AARG 2001
19 — 23 September 2001

Vienna, Austria

see page 28
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Some history of the captured German WWII photography
Anthony Crawshaw

This piece is a brief, and incomplete, history of some of the captured German WWII Aerial
Photographs, which may serve to give an idea of the scope of the material. As with anything
military the authorities failed to resist the temptation to give it a code name, so several of
these will crop up; it is worth keeping these in mind as possible indexing terms, if you should
try and seek out further material.

One such code name was ‘Turban’, which project was an overall name to cover the various
collections captured by the Anglo-American forces:

‘Dick Tracey’ Approx. 13,000 Sorties
(Came from 6,600 Mosaics
Berchesgarten) 9,500 Map Mosaics

14,000 Prints of target material.
US ownership, some copied by British

‘Patron’ Approx. 1,600 Sorties
10,000 Annotated mosaics
British ownership, partly negatives.

‘Monthly’, also known as the ‘Oslo’ library,
310 exploitable sorties,
US ownership, partly diapositives.

‘Filter’, previously known as the ‘Russian List’
18 miscellaneous sorties of Russia,
1,176 mosaics

US ownership.
‘Tenant’ 100 exploitable sorties,
89 mosaics.
US ownership.
‘Lattice’ 200 sorties of Russia,
150 Mosaics,
Photography of France.

Ownership not stated, but captured by 3rd. Army.
‘Tablet’, formerly ‘R/L 15°
466 sorties,

3,211 mosaics.

In addition there were 3,200 survey mosaics of Finland.

45



AARGnews 22 (March 2001)

Apparently there was "enough to fill a wooden barrack block". The sequence of organising
the material was sorting, cataloguing, copying, plotting and interpretation.

A ‘Turban’ A/P cover diagram of 16/5/49 shows that cover was held for about 50% of
Estonia, most of Lithuania and Latvia, most of Poland, some of the Slovak Republic and
Hungary (particularly the eastern parts), part of Romania, and areas adjoining the sea of
Marmara and the Aegean. Almost all of Ukraine is covered and most of the area south-west of
a line from the northern shore of the Caspian Sea to Leningrad. North-east of that line the
cover becomes patchy, except for coastal regions around the White Sea and parts of the Arctic
Ocean.

The coverage of Russia and the Soviet Bloc was some 8,000 sorties, involving 800,000 to
1,000,000 prints. In 1960 the prints held by the UK Joint Air Reconnaissance Intelligence
Centre (JARIC) numbered some 750,000, from about 8,000 sorties.

The GX (a generic term for captured German material) photo mosaics, often scale 1:25,000,
covered areas included in Germany, Poland, Hungary, UK (not held by JARIC), France and
Corsica (photos of both areas destroyed in 1958), Belgium, Holland, Denmark, Yugoslavia,
Italy, Malta (photos destroyed in 1958), Norway and Finland. In addition, scaled A/Ps
overlain onto parts of normal line maps also cover USSR, North Africa, Near East, UK, parts
of Germany and Iraq. Both these sorts of mosaic were made from photos whose originals
were often not captured. About 30,000 target photos were also captured, not all being A/Ps.

The example cover traces I have seen give the area of coverage for each GX sortie and it's
date. The sortie traces give the actual photo numbers, the GX number and the original
German film number.

The ‘Turban’ photography was catalogued in three parts, ‘Dick Tracey’, parts 1 and 2, and all
the rest in one volume. Amongst the ‘Dick Tracey’ catalogue divisions are:

Series GX - Photographic sorties, prints, film and plots

Series PM - Photo-maps (Bildplan) Tactical map mosaics

Series MS - Mosaics, (annotated and unannotated)

Series SP - Selected prints

The GX sorties of the ‘Dick Tracey’ collection are numbered in blocks for each country, e.g.
1 - 7392 for Russia (but with some gaps). 100 copies of the ‘Dick Tracey’ catalogue were
produced, 50 each to the UK and US. The Public Record Office (PRO) do not seem to have a
copy. The ‘Patron’ catalogue apparently follows a similar pattern to the ‘Dick Tracey’
material.

The US master card index of GX photography was held by P.R.S.D., Midway Building,
Washington, with a copy to British Intelligence.

AIR 14 4104 (see below) contains a 20 page catalogue of GX sorties received from A.C.I1.C.
(USA), indexed by Sortie and Print number, not place, dated February 1959. The same
document also contains a November 1959 24 page catalogue of located prints, some being
GX. Locations include USSR, Poland, Yugoslavia, China (US Photography), Hong Kong
(US), Norway, and Czechoslovakia. Another item at the same place is an 18 page list of GX
sorties for which no prints are known to exist, or which were not chosen by JARIC, dated
1960.
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Copying of the ‘Dick Tracey’ material began in October 1945, being originally intended to
cover all the approx. 600,000 prints from behind the Iron Curtain (cover of France, Holland,
etc. was sent direct to the US). The copying was soon scaled down to cover selected prints
only, selection being generally based on the first prints found of an area.

This initial copying, from the largely print originals, was done onto nitrate film, so it became
necessary to recopy the material (AIR 144 104 has a graphic account of a fire at JARIC,
involving nitrate film). These nitrate copy films were sent to the Department of Military
Survey, Hook Rise, Tolworth, Surrey (DMS) for reduction and copying in November 1960. In
July 1969 a note from DMS, Elmwood Avenue, Feltham, Middlesex said that 9" X 9" positive
film (probably safety base film) copies of GX photography were returned to JARIC some
years ago; the original nitrate film was held by DMS in a specially constructed store, "over
100 miles away". Clearly DMS appreciated the photogrammetric reasons for using the most
original material that they could get when making maps of the Soviet bloc.

The original German material was said to be of good quality, but the reprints are apparently of
variable quality. The GX numbers appear to have been used for annotating copies, so if you
find a print with a GX number as part of the photographic image, rather than overwritten, the
print is a copy.

Plotting was not carried out for areas west of the ‘Iron Curtain’. Interpretation started in April
1947, initially by geographical area, but later by targets.

What of the present survival? Chris Going is better qualified than I to comment on this, as he
uses the material, but some clues follow.

In March 1961, five crates of copied GX photography were sent by JARIC to DMS for
review/destruction, the contents being detailed in AIR 14 4104. A note from Capt. M.V.Elliot,
UK Intelligence Corps, states that "During the Winter of 1968/69 1 was responsible for the
weeding of the Intelligence Library, under Major Bower. A great many GX prints, of which at
least 50% were originals, were destroyed as later target material was available".

The US National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) hold 1.2 million A/Ps of
WWII German origin, covering the areas mentioned above and North Africa. In addition they
hold cover from the above areas and the Pacific Theatre, taken by Allied Air Forces. There
does not seem to be an internet catalogue of this material available; those interested are asked
to send in maps of the area sought.

(Information from: www.nara.gov/publications/leaflets/gil26.html)

What of other captured WWII photography? Apparently a ‘well qualified German P/I’ said
that only one tenth of the German photography fell into Anglo-American hands. The
advancing Russian forces apparently had specific orders not to let photography of Russia fall
into Anglo-American hands. One may speculate that the Russians realised the potential
importance to any future hostilities and would have been especially interested in getting hold
of cover of areas to the west of the Iron Curtain. Since the Germans did not use a centralised
A/P centre, like Medmenham in the UK, there is every likelihood that the Russians would
have captured German photography. With the recent liberalisation is there any chance that
such material might surface? Alas, it might yet fall victim to a squeeze between the cost of
conservation and storage and available resources.

47



AARGnews 22 (March 2001)

NARA, in the US, hold 37,000 Japanese A/Ps of China, SE Asia and the Pacific Islands,
dating from 1933 - 45. The Japanese aerial reconnaissance effort seems to have been on a
smaller scale and less co-ordinated than the British, German and US work. Little seems to be
known about Russian aerial photography, but such was certainly carried out.

The information above came mainly from two documents in the PRO in Kew, London:-

AIR 14 4104. JARIC file referring to captured German WWII A/P cover. File items are dated
from 1959 to 1969.

AIR 34 749. ‘Turban’ History and Development. This file is a folder compiled by Major
N.P.McLeod, JARIC, June 1970, consisting of a few original GX photographs and supporting
material for a narrative history of Turban, which was dated 21/5/49. The latter originated with
one ‘M.A.G.H.W.’, at Nuneham Park, the then home of the GX photography. Examples of
photographs, target diagrams and mosaics are included and some are superb quality. Two of
the photographs are reproduced (Figures 1 and 2) showing Kolomna which is about 50 miles
south-east of Moscow. Kolomna was never captured by the Germans, but was not far from
their furthest advance eastwards.
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To save others the work, I have checked the following areas in the PRO, Kew, for files
relevant to GX photography:

Class AIR 34, (Central Interpretation Unit),

AIR 29 196 - 434,

AIR 40 2517 - 2531.
I have also tried putting the words ‘Turban’ and ‘Dick Tracey’ (with and without the 'E") into
the PRO index search program, all without success.

General information came from:
Stanley, R.M., 1982. World War II Photo Intelligence, Sidgwick and Jackson, London.
(First published by Scribner, USA, 1981).

Figures 1 and 2. Photographs of Kolomna from GX sources. That on the left dated 11 August 1941,
the right taken on 6 January 1943 when the river Oka was frozen and the lighting and snow cover
create ideal conditions for recording slight upstanding features. Source: Public Record Office — Air 34
749.
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Cropmarks

(defn: snippets of information that require reading and understanding to make sense)

Headline - Hungary

Otto Braasch writes: I have just learned from Andrea Loki, she participated in the Leszno Workshop,
that permission is no longer needed to take aerial photos in Hungary!

(Just make this a headline in AARGnews - for more countries to follow!)

New film

Otto Braasch has been testing a new film which appears to be easier to handle (ie not quite as
contrasty) as Technical Pan. He writes: Members interested in the new black and white Gigabitfilm
135-36 boasting 720 lines resolution will find technical data and instructions on development etc. at
www.gigabitfilm.de/ the text being still in German only. However an interesting discussion in English
on the product is at www.greenspun.com/bboard/q-and-a-fetch-msg.tcl?msg_id=003vKt.

The BW film 135-36 with liquid developer included is now available at the internet shop
www.fotolaborgeraete.de/shopuk/index.htm for DEM 15.50 each.

Meeting

The Vale of York Mapping Project. 19 May 2001. A day school at York to present results from this
part of EH’s National Mapping Programme and including aspects from geomorphology to 20" C
military.

Details from Antonia Kershaw, EH, 37 Tanner Row, York YO1 6WP

What’s going on?

From: "Peter Petri" <post@peterpetri.de>
Subject: Middle East Photo Collection of 1918
Date: 12 February 2001 17:25

The link below takes you to a collection of very interesting historical photographs shot in 1918 in the
regions of the Balkan, Turkey, Lebanon, Syria, Jordania, Iraq and the former Palestine by a German
military photographer during the operation of the German army at the end of World War I in the
Middle East.

This outstanding collection contains almost 1000 photos of extraordinary quality, among these are a
lot of detailed aerial shots of high resolution, on which, when enlarged, even tiny details can be seen.

There are whole towns shot from the air (Jerusalem, Amman, Damascus and others), all kinds of
genres such as beggars, bedouins and camel caravans, landscapes, archaeological sites from the air and
at ground level. Military formations as well as high-ranking Turkish and German officers and
diplomats having coffee. War-damage, bombardments and executions. Pictures of a region that's still
at the centre of public interest.

Our web pages will show you a choice and give you more information. Here is
the address:

http://www.peterpetri.de/be-index.engl.html

We are planning to sell that great collection. If you are interested, please contact me

Peter Petri, Berlin
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Aerial research in Armenia: prospects

Rog Palmer E

In the last issue of A4RGnews I mentioned that we had been contacted by Dr (now Prof)
Hayk Hakobyan of the Institute of Archaeology, Yerevan, asking for help to establish aerial
survey in his country. In October 2000 I made a self-financed visit there and, as a result, am
seeking small research to help get things going in Armenia. As I currently see things, there
are two stages to the work: use of existing imagery, and taking new specifically targeted
photographs. Logically, the former should be my first aim while work continues to find
greater funding for the second — although things may not work out that way.

\Y

Armenian sites broadly fall into the following main types — ‘towns’ (defended and
undefended), burials, villages, villas, forts, fortresses, and isolated churches/monasteries. I
was shown many sites in parts of the country north of Yerevan and all but one site was stone-
built or rock cut. The only ditch seen on during the tour was in the NW where it formed an
integral part of a stone alignment. It is possible that crop-marked features would thus be
absent or minimal, as sites were not constructed in a way that altered subsoil depths, although
bare soil conditions may allow building remains to be seen. Most arable land is on the plains
that were converted for prairie-type cultivation during the Soviet era. Whether much now
survives of earlier features is a question that aerial survey may help resolve. Most air survey
would — in UK terms — be more ‘upland’ type and seek to identify and record upstanding
features. Detection of new features may therefore rely more on lighting — at any time of year
— than on short-term crop responses and their dependence on appropriate climate and weather
conditions.

Since I was in Armenia, I have made contact with Adam Smith, an American who has
recently undertaken an extensive field survey of an area NE of Mt Aragac. Smith’s work
provided ground evidence of the types of feature I hope to find from the air — ‘small’ sites
between the citadels — so prospects for aerial survey look healthy. (Details of Smith’s project
are at: http://home.uchicago.edu/~atsmith/). The citadels also may benefit from air survey
around their fringes as the extents are not always clear and there remains the possibility that
low lighting may show slight structures. This occurred in a rare flight by the Armenians in a
military helicopter when a ‘new’ building was identified on the edge of Erebuni, one of
Yerevan’s best known sites. I saw some footage from another helicopter flight on which
appeared to be field walls, ?cross-ridge dykes, and a hillfort-like feature.

There is one other aspect that interests me almost more than the ‘pure’ archaeology and that is
to record ‘now’, as many parts of Armenia are stranded at 1990 — when Soviet funding
ceased. In England we are familiar with how rapidly a landscape can be changed by
‘development’. It therefore seems important to ensure that a record of the beginnings of the
Republic of Armenia is made so that there is documentation of their ‘origins’ while those
origins are still visible. Aerial survey, especially well-composed obliques, would be a graphic
way of doing that.

Aerial survey in Armenia will have to be done using paramotors. Finance, conditions, and

restrictions mean that these are the only type of ‘aircraft’ that the Air Club of Armenia
(collaborators in the project) are allowed to fly. Two ‘seat” paramotors will allow a team of
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pilot and photographer to operate, and the cost, along with ancillary equipment, will be in the
region of $8500. This is the project’s major expense. Paramotors have a duration of about 3
hours, can take off from almost any 10m long ‘airstrip’, and can attain an altitude of 300-
500m that would be required for sensible observation and photography.

Initial photography is likely to begin at known sites to provide illustrations and allow a search
of their immediate environs. Work in Britain and Europe has shown that many ‘known’ sites
will reveal more when seen from above and there is no reason to expect that this would not
also be so in Armenia. From the ground, terraces were visible on hills overlooking some sites
I visited. These may result from stone clearance and cultivation and they included some
square ‘fields’ (all, of course, undated). Such features should be examined in more detail and
in greater extent from the air.

The essential need is for funding and/or sponsorship. The project needs equipment
(paramotor, GPS, maps, camera, film, computer, scanner) and the Armenians need guidance
in their use and some teaching of basic photo interpretation and mapping. This latter can be
done using existing vertical photographs (two sets are held in the Department of Geology,
Yerevan (1:8000 and 1:35000) both good quality and in stereo runs) and I would like to take
the opportunity to evaluate potential of satellite imagery. A search of the CORONA database
showed there to be at least two apparently cloud-free sets.

What I had hoped to do this year (September-October 2001) was to run a training ‘week’ for
Armenian scholars using some of the vertical photographs they have in Yerevan along with
some US declassified satellite imagery. The areas selected for that are likely to be in NW
Armenia (Hakobyan’s own research area) and the fringes of Lake Sevan. Time there ought
also to allow for some ground checking of features identified. This seemed a sensible, if not
very exciting, programme until I began to follow up some of the ideas for funding that we
talked about while I was in Armenia. One of these was to try to attract some interest from a
TV company. This is best described as (more or less) it happened:

Nicola (TV). “We’re interested in your Armenian project. When can you start
flying?”

Rog. “Maybe 2002, 2003 — it depends when we can raise the money to buy a
paramotor.”

Nicola. “Oh.” Followed by various disgruntled sentences.

Half an hour later (sorry, I can’t manage the soft focus and waffly music):

Nicola. “I’ve had a word with the producer. If we buy you a paramotor when can you
start flying?”

So at present I’'m waiting for the TV people to draft a programme outline that they then try to
‘sell’ to one of the main broadcasting channels. This has meant that [ have been unable to
apply for a British Academy grant as I don’t know whether to plan for a ground school or for
flying.
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Book of considerable interest..?

A collection of comments and reviews concerning the second edition of:

D R Wilson. Air Photo Interpretation for Archaeologists. Tempus Publishing 2000. £19.99.
ISBN 0 7524 1498 4.

Below are two formal reviews of the long-awaited reprint (and revision) of David Wilson’s
book. It may seem a little unfair to have offered one copy for review by a Polish enthusiast,
but I think the new edition may be used as much in Europe as in the Britain that its examples
come from. Wlodek, as usual, has some interesting observations on the book and the
interpretation of its contents.

This is an Editorial butting-in to mention a couple of points that slipped the reviewers’
attention and to make a few other observations. I'm delighted that the second edition has
been published and I hope the publishers printed enough copies for the expected onslaught
from UK and European market. The latter may be in for a few puzzling moments, as can be
seen in the second review which asks why pit clusters are not much considered. The answer,
of course, is that the book reflects David Wilson’s and CUCAP’s experience and knowledge,
which does not include Central European pit clusters. Both reviews indicate how much our
subject has changed since 1982 — “where are the maps?” asks one, “where is Europe?” the
other. In defence of the first, I suggest again that the book reflects the CUCAP way of dealing
with aerial photographs which, while it made use of maps of specific (and often Roman) sites,
was not caught up in the greater mapping spree which most of us now see as the way (?a
way) of understanding the photographed information. Good description, perhaps, was seen
as sufficient —although it can be argued that good description is not necessarily
interpretation.

Small whinges aside, it is good to have this book available once again. It has always been
near the top of my reading list for students as it illustrates a huge range of examples of what
can be seen from the air. My 1982 copy has seen much use in solving “what’s that?”
questions that puzzle us. Most of the answers can be found within this book, and in the 2000
edition we can also read the References!

Toby Driver writes:

The revision and re-printing of David Wilson’s definitive book of air photo interpretation for
archaeologists, eighteen years after it was originally published, is enormously welcome.
Unavailable for more than ten years, this standard work has gradually become very sought-
after for those starting in the profession of aerial archaeology and related disciplines since the
early 1990s. In the UK at least, library copies could be consulted but in Europe, where aerial
archaeology continues to burgeon, the book had been very difficult to find.

The new publication is a smart, soft-covered, thick textbook bearing Maiden Castle on its
cover, and is comfortable to hold and read. David’s style of writing is extremely
approachable. The text and captions are concise and informative, as with the first publication.
The book preserves all original black and white plates and many are more sharp, with a
greater portion of the image shown, than before. Comparing like with like, the 1982 photos
have more contrast, an important factor for studying detail. A number of plates in the 2000
book appear washed out, but in general this does not detract from the legibility of the detail or
the illustrative impact.

The book contains an entirely new colour section, intended to offer the reader who has not
flown a chance to see the changing colours of archaeological sites from the air. It includes
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recent material, a colour vertical of the Stonehenge landscape from 9 January 1999, a day
which was also exceptional for flying in Wales. On a Welsh note it is good to see a colour
photo of Beaumaris Castle but this and the second colour plate, a false-colour photograph, do
not work well. One feels two other more useful plates could have been used.

There are anomalies in the text. The section on developments in aerial archaeology from
1965 to 2000 ends with the 1994 Potsdam conference. The 1996 Antiquity note about the
later Hungarian Training School (4Antiquity 70, 745-750) is not mentioned, and one must not
forget the Poland training school of 1998 plus other European developments since that date.
That said, the book is about Air Photo Interpretation and is not a Complete Guide to Aerial
Archaeology. One begins to see how useful a set of similarly authoritative textbooks would
be on other aspects of aerial archaeology.

With the new edition I was looking forward to the inclusion of two or three high-quality air
photo maps. For me, mapping is an essential part of photo interpretation. A good map
alongside a photo can show how archaeological patterns are picked out from non-
archaeological marks by trained interpreters. The section ‘Transcription and data retrieval’
includes a good air photograph and computer transformation, allowing comparison of the two.
However, one thinks of the great mapped landscapes of the Yorkshire Dales and Wolds, a
complex site like a Roman fort or even the Stonehenge landscape, as illustrations which could
have shown the need for image interpretation as part of a broader recording process.

In all, these are minor points for a book that, nearly twenty years after its first publication,
remains an important work for so many reasons. It is a pictorial index to the archaeology of
Britain, by period (‘Early medieval settlements’), type (‘Henges’) and morphology (‘Circles
of pits’). The book is important in showing not only the clear-cut and unequivocal ‘type
sites’, but the unusual, the atypical and the downright confusing, forcing the archaeologist-
reader to exercise his or her grey matter. Classic photo-pairs are here, showing earthwork
sites in good light and poor, or before and after levelling and ploughing. The main reference
section on interpretation is complemented by background discussion, a history of the
discipline, advice on transcription and recording and useful addresses. Now reprinted, I
sincerely hope Air Photo Interpretation remains on sale, in print, and accessible to all for
many years to come.

Wiodzimierz Rqczkowski writes:

David Wilson’s book Air Photo Interpretation for Archaeologists has, it seems, from the very
beginning, been an unobtainable ‘phantom’ for many people who are involved with aerial
photography in archaeology as copies of it have long sold out. This was particularly painful
for archaeologists in Central and Eastern European countries where aerial archaeology has
been attracting an ever increasing circle of followers. The long-awaited second edition has at
long last appeared, but exactly how relevant is it today after almost twenty years and in the
new reality of Central and Eastern Europe as it now stands?

The book is based on experiences and photographs taken in Great Britain, but in Wilson’s
opinion the observations, results and comments are likewise appropriate for other regions
within the temperate climate zone. This is especially important as it is often said, e.g. in
Polish archaeology, that the fact that aerial photographs are unsuitable is due to the
geomorphologic-soil-climatic conditions which differ to those in UK. I believe, that for those
who are involved in aerial archaeology this current opinion shows a basic lack of knowledge
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and further discussion on the point is unnecessary. However, such an opinion is characteristic
of many countries and nearly every discussion about aerial photography and its suitability
becomes ‘hard work’ with reference to current arguments and nad’ve beliefs. So it is for this
reason that David Wilson’s book is unusually useful, in particular the sheer mass of
illustrative material (which includes colour photographs) forms an unquestionable argument.
However, there is something in David Wilson’s work that lends itself to the dangerous
argument presented by aerial archaeology’s opponents.

The first chapter ‘Air photography and archaeology’ is dedicated to the problem of the role of
aerial photographs in archaeology. Much attention has been given to the aims for which
aerial photographs are used in archaeology. The positioning of the illustrative function in first
place is striking. Does this mean that the main purpose of aerial archaeology is to make a
scientific publication more attractive or to provide an attention-grabbing cover? It seems that
even though the illustrative aspect is indeed important it should not be put in primary position
as the question of the interpretation of the content of the photograph becomes less important
than the aesthetic value which begins to dominate. In many discussions I have come across
the opinion that aerial photographs should only be illustrations of the site under study. Thus it
seems that this is not a good omen for potential users of aerial photographs. Of course, it is
still important to value the illustrative function of aerial photographs. This is especially
relevant in the promotion of archaeology. Aerial photographs are one of the most persuasive
illustrative elements so their use in this way can increase the popularity of archacology and
knowledge about the past. However, this cannot be the most important aspect of the
application of aerial photographs. In my opinion, by setting up a hierarchy which
distinguishes levels of importance between different aims of aerial photographs David Wilson
has delivered an argument against the method into the hands of many opponents. I can
appreciate that Wilson certainly understands the illustrative function across a wider sense, but
the general perception may be that an illustration is simply a nice picture.

The chapter ‘Identification of archaeological features’ causes the Central European reader to
begin to value the application of aerial photographs in archaeology for scientific-research
purposes. The unusually wide spectrum of archaeological sites registered on photographs
shows just how limited our knowledge about the past remains if we rely solely on the results
of field-walking survey. It is sufficient to compare this section of Wilson’s book with any
randomly chosen working area from the AZP. The richness of cultural phenomena which
have permanently etched themselves into the landscape and are visible in aerial photographs,
shows how multi-aspected the world of past communities was. The material from field-
walking surveys registered according to AZP standards dramatically limits our horizons. It
seems as though by connecting the two methods (including geophysical methods) we may
discover the keys to extending our image of the past.

The Polish reader faces even more questions in Chapter three. Is it possible to uncover such
spectacular sites as shown in the book under Polish circumstances? The answer may be yes
and no. On the one hand the majority of archaeological sites in Central Europe are a complex
of various types of pits - pit-houses, storage pits, rubbish pits, graves etc. They do not appear
to be quite as ‘aesthetically pleasing’ on aerial photographs but it is still possible to identify
their spatial structure, sometimes even the chronological relationships. And so it seems that
the fundamental problems in the interpretation of such sites have not been the subject of the
book. Does it mean that there are not pits at British archaeological sites? If one looks
through excavation reports of many sites from different periods one can easily recognise that
pits are also present there (not only ditches, round houses etc.). Why are they not the subject

55



AARGnews 22 (March 2001)

of interest of British aerial archaeology? Are they visible on aerial photographs or not? On
the other hand, as the latest aerial reconnaissance show, spectacular sites on a scale previously
unknown in Polish archaeology do occur in the country and we can find analogies in Western
Europe and even in Great Britain. So David Wilson’s book may be interpreted as a promise
of fascinating future discoveries in Polish archaeology.

A surprising point is the location of military sites and installations amongst non-
archaeological sites. In the early 1980s such sites were not of interest to conservationists and
the location of this sub-section in the first edition appeared to be justified. However, in the
latest edition this now appears to be a misunderstanding. Since the mid-1990’s military sites
have been included on the list of sites which should be recorded and need to be protected as
essential elements of cultural heritage. Wilson is aware of the position of this sub-chapter but
I would not agree with his arguments (p. 193). I think it would be especially important to
move it into Chapter 3. It would emphasise and underline how important disused military
sites are for cultural heritage.

Certain doubts are raised by the structure and proportion of certain sections of the book. It is
totally understandable that the identification of archaeological sites is connected to the nature
of evidence and identification of non-archaeological features and as such the volume
distribution is fully acceptable. The doubts concern interpretation since both recognition and
identification are parts of the process of interpretation. Thus it seems that the chapter
‘Interpretation’ contains elements which could be placed in other sections of the book or
should be further expanded and entitled differently (e.g. the technical aspects connected to
interpretation). In turn, transcription and mapping are equally important parts of the
interpretation process. They have, however, been treated in a rather cursory manner. In the
late 1970’s they were not perceived as a particularly important part of the process of working
with aerial photographs, but today these two stages of interpretation are paid an increasing
amount of attention by archaeologists. Thus we could have expected that these aspects would
have found a more prominent position. Such treatment of these chapters may suggest that
these stages of archaeological interpretation are less valid than the actual taking of
photographs and the identification of the archaeological sites on them.

To conclude, it should be stated that regardless of certain criticisms David Wilson’s book
remains one of the best pieces dedicated to aerial photographs in archaeology which has ever
been published. Of course, the fact that it is still topical after nearly twenty years should take
into account not only its enrichment with colour photographs but also some aspects connected
to its construction and contents which are a result of the changing situation and the actual way
in which aerial photographs are used in archaeology. Independent of these remarks the book
is recommended to all who are interested in aerial archaeology, and in fact should be on the
obligatory reading list for all sceptics.

In the lecture which David Wilson gave in Poznan in January 1998, he said that °... the more
we study the photographs, the more details we notice ...". I have no doubts whatsoever that
Air Photo Interpretation for Archaeologists is a book which the closer and more often it is
examined, the more information may be extracted from it, the more it will stimulate our way
of thinking about aerial archaeology and the possible uses of aerial photographs in
archaeology.

NB I found two mistakes in the references:
1. should be Kunow 1985 instead of Kurnow 1985
2. lack of Bewley 1994
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Books of interest?

G. Lock and K. Brown (eds). On the theory and practice of archaeological computing.
Oxford University Committee for Archaeology Monograph 51. 2000. £20.00. ISBN 0-
947816-51-8.

Of interest perhaps because of the range of computer applications illustrated, some of which
may be useful to people playing with different ways of using air photos. Two papers may be
of greater interest to AARGnews readers (although one may not be!): Ben Robinson, ‘English
Sites and Monuments Records — information, communication and technology’ and Rog
Palmer, ‘A view from above: can computers help aerial survey?’. We didn’t get offprints, so
please don’t ask.

Jan Morris. Wales from the Air. Jan 2001. Ebury Press. £7.99. ISBN 0-09-182146-0.

Familiar title, unfamiliar author. Unseen by me, but I think this title came from a Britarch
‘books received’ list. Any comment from our Welsh members?

Bill Finlayson, et al, 1999. The Angus and South Aberdeen Field School of the Department of
Archaeology, University of Edinburgh — research design. Tayside Fife Archaeol J §, 28-35.

Objectives include ‘management of crop-mark archaeology’ and investigation of attrition and
erosion. Unseen by me, but possibly part of the greater scheme mentioned in Chairman’s
Piece, this issue.

Conservation Bulletin 39 (December 2000). ISSN 0753-8674

An EH produced magazine of which this issue seems to be a celebration of recent acquisitions
made through their amalgamation with RCHME. Of particular interest is a poorly edited
piece by Bob Bewley, Aerial Survey: knowledge, conservation and promoting access, which
includes comment on the state of NMP. Another contribution briefly notes the earthwork pit
alignments recently surveyed (on the ground) in North Yorkshire.

Norfolk from the Air, Volume 2 won third place in the Educational Section of the Museums
Publishing and Trading Group Awards for 2000. The book was described by Awards
Organisers as being a book containing ‘smashing aerial photography and really interesting
text, highly relevant to it's local market” and ‘part of a continuing project’ which ‘covers a
substantial area for a value for money price’! When asked for his reaction to the news of the
award, Derek Edwards said that he was ‘surprised and delighted to hear of the award’, which
further ‘emphasised the unique and important contribution of aerial photography to
archaeological research in Norfolk’.
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