
EAC Occasional Paper No. 11

When Valletta meets Faro. The reality of European archaeology in the 21st century





When Valletta meets Faro 

The reality of European archaeology 

in the 21st century

EAC Occasional Paper No. 11

Proceedings of the International Conference
Lisbon, Portugal, 19–21 March 2015

Edited by Paulina Florjanowicz



EAC Occasional Paper No. 11

When Valletta meets Faro. The reality of European archaeology in the 21st century 

Edited by Paulina Florjanowicz

Cover image:
‘Heritage Day’ in 2010 at a megalithic tomb of Wartberg Culture (3400–2800 BC)
© LWL-Archäologie für Westfalen, photo by Hermann Menne

ISBN 978-963-9911-76-5

Published by:
Europae Archaeologia Consilium (EAC), Association Internationale sans But Lucratif (AISBL), 
Siège social/ Offi  cial address
rue des Brigades d’Irlande 1
5100 Namur
BELGIUM
www.e-a-c.org

© The individual authors 2016

The views expressed in this volume are those of the individual authors, and do not necessarily represent offi  cial 
policy, nor the opinion of EAC.

Brought to publication by Archaeolingua, Hungary
Managing editor: Elizabeth Jerem

Copy editing Paulina Florjanowicz 
English language editing by Barbara M. Gostyńska
Layout and cover design by Rita Kovács

Printed by Aduprint Printing and Publishing Ltd, Hungary
Distribution by Archaeolingua, Hungary



Contents

   Introduction 7
Paulina Florjanowicz

 1 | Trajectories towards a knowledge-producing contract archaeology 9
Kristian Kristiansen

 2 | Challenging attitudes – delivering public benefi t 13
Adrian Olivier

 3 | From Valletta to Faro with a stopover in Brussels. International legal and policy background for 
archaeology or simply the understanding of heritage at the European level 25
Paulina Florjanowicz

   Session 1 Setting the scene

 4 | A survey of heritage management in Germany, with particular reference to Saxony-Anhalt 35
Konstanze Geppert and Harald Meller

 5 | The organisation of Czech archaeology – 
 a socialist legal system applied in a market economy 47
Jan Mařík

 6 | Archaeological research in the Slovak Republic – positives and negatives 53
Matej Ruttkay, Peter Bednár, Ivan Cheben and Branislav Kovár

 7 | French preventive archaeology: administrative organisation, 
role of the stakeholders and control procedures 59
Bernard Randoin

 8 | A view from Turkey on the Valletta and Faro Conventions: eff ectiveness, 
problems and the state of aff airs 65
Mehmet Özdoğan and Zeynep Eres

 9 | Everything you always wanted to know about commercial archaeology in the Netherlands 77
Marten Verbruggen

   Session 2 Balancing stakeholders

 10 | Scotland and a ‘national conversation’ 85
Rebecca H Jones

 11 | The General Directorate of Cultural Heritage’s competencies in the context of safeguarding and promoting 
the Portuguese archaeological heritage 89
Maria Catarina Coelho

 12 | Working for commercial clients: 
the practice of development-led archaeology in the UK 95
Dominic Perring

 13 | Balancing stakeholders in the Netherlands. A plea for high-quality municipal archaeology 105
Dieke Wesselingh

 14 | The legal basis and organisation of rescue archaeology in Poland 113
Michał Grabowski

 15 | Preventive archaeology in Wallonia: perspectives 119
Alain Guillot-Pingue



6 EAC OCCASIONAL PAPER NO. 11

   Session 3 Assuring quality

 16 | Is everybody happy? 
User satisfaction after ten years of quality management in development-led archaeology in Europe 125
Monique H. van den Dries

 17 | Challenges and opportunities for disseminating archaeology in Portugal: 
diff erent scenarios, diff erent problems 137
Ana Catarina Sousa

 18 | From Valletta to Faro – avoiding a false dichotomy and 
working towards implementing Faro in regard to archaeological heritage 
(refl ections from an Irish perspective) 157
Margaret Keane and Sean Kirwan

 19 | Assuring quality: archaeological works on Irish national road schemes 167
Rónán Swan

 20 | Archaeology as a tool for better understanding our recent history 175
Peep Pillak

 21 | Archaeological sites: the need 
for management and legislation improvements (some thoughts on the Albanian reality) 187
Ols Lafe

   Résumés 191

   Contributors 197



Abstract: In the Netherlands the implementation of the Valletta Convention has led 
to archaeology being fully integrated into spatial development. Local governments 
take the majority of decisions, as it is they who draw up zoning plans and issue 
relevant permits. Dutch ‘Malta archaeology’ is a scientifi c endeavour as well as a 
pre-construction service. These two do not necessarily exclude one another, as 
is illustrated by the approach used in Rotterdam. Spatial development without 
destruction of valuable archaeological heritage and, no less importantly, without 
unnecessary excavations, is crucial for gaining and retaining public and political 
support. Archaeologists need to be selective and take care to explain their choices, 
in order to meet the expectations of all other stakeholders. 

Keywords: preventive archaeology, the Netherlands, municipal archaeology, 
stakeholders, evaluation work

Introduction: the Dutch system

In the Netherlands, the Valletta Convention was 
incorporated in national legislation in 2007, but several 
years earlier archaeology had already become part 
of the spatial planning process. At the same time, a 
market for archaeological services had been tentatively 
introduced, followed (in 2007) by a system of quality 
assurance. Nowadays archaeology is fully integrated 
into spatial development. This means that local 
(municipal) authorities make the majority of decisions 
about which sites to protect or to excavate and how to 
do this. The idea behind this decentralisation was that 
most decisions on spatial development are taken at a 
local level. Thus the role of the competent authority as 
far as archaeology is concerned is directly derived from 
its responsibility for issuing the relevant permits. The 
revised Monuments Act (2007) requires municipalities 
to seriously take account of archaeological values. 
Zoning plans are important tools with which local 
government can attribute archaeological value to 
areas and thus oblige developers (and other ‘initiators’) 
to apply for building permits and, if necessary, to have 
archaeological research carried out. 

Municipal archaeology

Of the 403 municipalities in the Netherlands, 268 have 
archaeologists working for them on a permanent basis, 
often regionally organised (situation at the end of 2014, 
data based on Vonk & Berkvens 2014 and Buitelaar 
2015, see also Table 1). There is a diff erence between 
so-called regional archaeologists, working for a group 
of municipalities and often primarily involved in the 
issuing of permits, and municipal archaeologists who 
occasionally work for neighbouring municipalities 
too. The latter are civil servants and their job consists 
of various tasks deriving from the legal role of 
municipalities concerning archaeological heritage. 
Seriously taking account of archaeological values 
means writing archaeological paragraphs for zoning 
plans, assessing building plans that involve earth 
removal, deciding if and how further archaeological 
research is necessary, composing design briefs for 
archaeological fi eldwork and approving site reports. 
This work is also carried out by contract archaeologists, 
mostly on an ad-hoc basis, and even by other advisers 
or civil servants not trained as archaeologists. Next to 
the abovementioned tasks, municipal archaeologists 
often also maintain a data system (digital archives and 
maps) and engage in public outreach activities. The 7% 
shown in Table 1 (municipalities employing their own 

13 | Balancing stakeholders in the Netherlands. 

A plea for high-quality municipal archaeology

Dieke Wesselingh

number of municipalities percentage

municipal archaeologist 29 7%

municipal archaeologist from neighbouring municipality 75 19%

regional archaeologist 164 41%

unknown (either hiring contract archaeologists on ad-hoc basis, 
or no expertise at all)

135 33%

total number of municipalities in the Netherlands (in 2014) 403 100%

Table 13.1: Archaeological expertise for policy tasks in  Dutch municipalities.
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archaeologist) may seem relatively low, but these 29 
municipalities cover all large and most of the medium-
sized towns in the Netherlands. 

Fieldwork is carried out by archaeological companies or 
by municipal archaeologists themselves. In the current 
system, 25 municipalities have an excavation permit, 
which is also needed for borehole surveys. This permit 
covers only the territory of the municipality, unless 
there is a form of collaboration that allows the permit 
to be valid for adjacent municipalities. In exceptional 
cases, a university or the Cultural Heritage Agency may 
undertake fi eldwork. Sites that have been classifi ed as 
‘not worth preserving’ are sometimes investigated by 
avocational archaeologists (who do not qualify for an 
excavation permit). 

Stakeholders and their interests

The main archaeology stakeholders in the Dutch 
planning process probably do not diff er a lot from 
those elsewhere in Europe (see also Van den Dries, this 
volume). They are:

• The government / competent authorities. As stated 
above, these are usually local authorities, but in 
larger infrastructural projects regional and national 
authorities may play an important role too. 

• The so-called initiators: private persons, 
companies (developers) or other organisations 
that instigate a building project or infrastructural 
project and, in line with Valletta, have to pay for 
any archaeological research involved. Note that 
governments can also be initiators. 

• The archaeologists (commercial, governmental or 
otherwise) that give policy advice and / or carry 
out the fi eldwork. Note that policy advice can be 
given by other advisers too. 

• The public in the broadest sense of the word: this 
may include the initiators, but also local residents, 
schoolchildren or the general public. 

Their goals and expectations, or rather their interests, 
can be summarised as follows, in reverse order:

• The public expect to hear an interesting story 
about the past: what did the archaeologists fi nd, 
how did they reconstruct the past, what happened 
here? What can we (not just ‘they’) learn from this 
project; why is this important, and does it justify 
the time and money spent? Some members of the 
public want to be involved during the project, not 
just afterwards. 

• The archaeologists aim to carry out meaningful 
research, they want enough time and resources 
to document what is being destroyed and to 
gather the evidence they need in order to answer 
the research questions formulated. If they work 
for a commercial company they have additional 
interests, such as cost recovery and other regular 
business goals. In any case, policy-advising 
archaeologists want to be involved at the earliest 
possible stage of a project. 

• The initiators want to be able to realise their 
projects without unnecessary or (even more 
importantly) unforeseen loss of time and money. If 

archaeological research is deemed necessary, they 
want to hear convincing arguments as to why. If 
archaeology provides added value to their project, 
they may consider this an extra. 

• And, last but not least, the authorities. Local 
governments especially must take into account a 
range of goals and concerns. Municipalities want 
to realise a high-quality living environment, solve 
parking problems and air-pollution issues, and at 
the same time safeguard their cultural heritage: so, 
do we build an underground car park or not? And 
if we do, how much money can (or has to) be spent 
on archaeological research? They are constantly 
balancing various local and regional interests, and 
the choices they make depend on many factors. 
The extent to which archaeology is embedded in 
the organisation (e.g. the presence of a municipal 
archaeologist) can make a large diff erence. But 
even then the choices made may depend on the 
person of the alderman, or the archaeologist 
for that matter. Sometimes other values prevail, 
which is the prerogative of local governments. 
They are free to weigh and choose, as long as it 
is in a justifi ed and well-founded manner. If the 
authorities decide that archaeological research 
is necessary, their interests overlap with those of 
the other stakeholders: they want the work to be 
carried out well, without unnecessary loss of time 
and money, and preferably yielding a good story 
that will enhance the identity of their town or 
province. 

The matter of how to balance these diff erent interests 
will be addressed further on in this paper. First, there 
is another question to be answered: is the Dutch 
system for preventive archaeology primarily a scientifi c 
endeavour or a pre-construction service? I would say 
it is both, as they need not exclude one another. This I 
will illustrate by outlining the approach adopted in the 
City of Rotterdam and its neighbouring municipalities. 

The Rotterdam approach

Rotterdam is the second largest city in the Netherlands. 
Its historical centre was destroyed during the Second 
World War. Because of its continuous (re)development 
activities, Rotterdam was the fi rst Dutch municipality 
to avail itself of its own archaeological expertise. 
When the City of Rotterdam Archaeological Service 
(BOOR) was founded in 1960, its principal aim was to 
safeguard the archaeological heritage, and at the same 
time to facilitate the planning process. This combined 
responsibility has not changed in the 55 years of BOOR’s 
existence. It means that the archaeologists must 
demonstrate that their job is more than just clearing 
away obstacles (and doing so as fast and cheaply 
as possible) and at the same time that it generates 
more than just some data of interest only to a small 
group of academics. The Valletta Convention has only 
emphasised the necessity of proving both these points, 
since political and public support is indispensable. 

The Rotterdam Archaeological Service also issues 
policy advice (based on archaeological expertise 
and knowledge of the area) to 8 neighbouring 
municipalities. Its fi eldwork is mainly limited to 
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Rotterdam itself. The backbone of the advisory practice 
is BOORIS, which stands for BOOR Information System 
(Figure 13.1). This system basically consists of GIS-maps 
connected to several large databases, allowing rapid 
access to information about locations in the area. 
This ranges from archaeological data (reports, fi nds 
database), geological and historical maps and results 
from borehole surveys down to individual cores, to 
municipal data on landfi lls, contour plots, depths of 
riverbeds and ports. Also incorporated are all kinds 
of policy data: zoning plans, design briefs, reports by 
contract archaeologists and all earlier decisions on 
building plans. In contrast to a static map showing 
archaeological values, this system is updated daily 
and ensures that the archaeologists at BOOR can base 
their advice on the latest data. Thus the fi rst step, an 
assessment (or ‘quick-scan’) of any building project 
through desk research, is the most important. 

The basic statistics for Rotterdam and its neighbours 
show that a great deal of evaluation work (mainly desk-
based research and borehole surveys) is carried out, as 
opposed to a relatively small number of excavations. 
Out of every 100 building plans involving earth removal 
or pile driving that are assessed by (quick-scan) desk 
research, roughly 80 get a building permit straight 
away. It is important to note that an initial selection will 
already have taken place before the plans are handed 
in to be checked for archaeological consequences: 
zoning plans defi ne the critical surface area and, more 
importantly, the depth of any earth removal. Anything 
smaller or shallower than the defi ned margins for that 
particular area will not need a permit. 

In the 20 remaining cases evaluative fi eldwork is 
needed, usually a borehole survey. Six out of these 20 
get a follow-up with an extra borehole survey or trial 
trenches. And fi nally, one out of 100 assessed plans will 
lead to an excavation. This may be anything between 
a three-day campaign and a full-scale project lasting 
several months, although the latter is obviously an 
exception. 

So is this percentage a poor outcome? Do we ‘need’ 
more excavations? The answer is no: all other building 
plans can go ahead without archaeological values 
being destroyed, either because there are none at all 
or none classifi ed as ‘worth preserving’, or because 
they are not threatened by the building activities in 
question. The desk research (or quick-scan) and the 
borehole surveys often lead to this conclusion – this 
in fact is their purpose, not to generate new insights 
about the past (see also Van den Dries & Van der Linde 
2012, 9). The one site to be excavated, however, is 
carefully selected and is expected to answer important 
research questions. This is a project that will be able to 
inform the public, to tell the story, and to add to our 
knowledge of the past. 

No excavation, no relevance?

Critics – among them archaeologists as well as other 
stakeholders – have stated that this kind of archaeology 
(borehole surveys or even basic site reports) produces 
nothing relevant (Willems 2014, 152–153) and provides 
no valuable new insights (Raemaekers 2008). Another 
view is that the low proportion of excavations indicates 
that too much evaluation work is done, as a result of 

Figure 13.1: A screenshot of the GIS-based information system BOORIS.
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municipalities attributing (too) high archaeological 
values to most of their territory. Desk research and 
borehole surveys without subsequent excavation 
should not have been carried out in the fi rst place 
(Breimer & Sueur 2015 and Link 1). I strongly disagree, as 
this certainly does not apply to Rotterdam. 

This kind of evaluation work makes possible a building 
process in which no valuable archaeology is destroyed 
and, no less importantly, no unnecessary (follow-up) 
research is carried out. To gain and retain a solid basis 
of political and public support, the latter is crucial. This 
was also one of the conclusions in the evaluation of the 
revised Dutch Monuments Act (Van der Reijden et al. 
2011). 

To put it boldly, the inclination of archaeologists 
(as voiced by Willems) is to want more excavations, 
since only through excavating and using the results 
in synthetic analyses can more knowledge about the 
past be generated, whilst initiators and authorities 
want less evaluative research, since it rarely leads to 

excavation and hence does not generate new insights 
about the past that appeal to the public. But obviously 
the two are connected, as archaeological heritage 
management is a cyclical process. In order to make 
choices, to be selective and to spend precious time 
and money on an excavation that does provide new 
knowledge, archaeologists need good desk research, 
borehole surveys and other focused evaluation work. 

Making choices

Balancing the various stakeholders’ interests also 
requires making well-founded choices. To this end it 
is essential to ensure continuity of local and regional 
knowledge. A handkerchief-sized excavation, or even 
six boreholes, may yield valuable information if placed 
in a larger context. Archaeologists with in-depth 
knowledge of a region or city can do this through 
stating the research questions in a specifi cation or 
design brief, but preferably by carrying out the research 
themselves and using the results in a wider analysis. 
This requires a local research agenda, linked to regional 

Figure 13.2: Municipal archaeologist carrying 
out a hand-coring survey at the Rotterdam 
Markthal site. Photo BOOR.

Figure 13.3: Mechanical borehole surveying 
at the Rotterdam Markthal site. Photo BOOR.
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and national research programmes, and up-to-date 
information. In Rotterdam the crucial choice is made 
as early as possible in the process, i.e. when assessing 
a building plan, preferably even before a permit is 
applied for. Since the soil of Rotterdam may harbour 
archaeological sites at depths of several metres, it is 
often the depth and specifi c type of earth removal or 
pile driving that determines whether or not further 
research is necessary. This decision can be made 
quickly and on the basis of tailored desk research. Since 
the well-argued decisions based on such quick-scans 
will be directly incorporated in the BOORIS GIS-system, 
they will be readily available to play a part in future 
evaluations and policy decisions.

Next to archaeological knowledge, municipal 
archaeologists also employ another kind of expertise: 
being able to take into account other aspects and 
interests. Obviously their job is to assess and value the 
archaeology at stake and, on the basis of the outcome, 
to advise on whether to preserve or investigate. 
But, especially when deciding on the extent of an 
investigation, it is important to consider time, budget, 
planning and public benefi t as well. Municipal 
archaeologists work in a public and political context, 
and creating support is part of what they do. This also 
means they should be able to explain their choices 
to other stakeholders, which requires more than just 
archaeological expertise. 

Local expertise combined with high-quality 
information and data management will allow well-
founded choices. Archaeologists have to make and 
account for these choices, even though they are often 
suspected of wanting to excavate as much as possible 
(and in some cases, this might be true). For all other 
stakeholders, however, being selective in what to 
investigate and being quick about it is the number-
one priority. While this attitude may be prompted by 
economic considerations, it can still allow meaningful 

research if the choices are made by archaeologists, 
rather than by others or by circumstance.

To be improved…

The above can be read as a plea for high-quality 
municipal archaeology, or a comparable system in 
which suffi  cient local knowledge (-management) 
is employed, in order to make the right choices. 
Rotterdam may be presented as an example of good 
practice, but there are still many improvements to be 
made and problems to be tackled before the Dutch 
system can work in the same eff ective way. 

Figure 13.5: Carefully selected: the Rotterdam 
Markthal excavation (2009). Photo BOOR.

Figure 13.4: Describing and analysing cores. Photo BOOR.
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As outlined at the start of this article, a third of all 
Dutch municipalities have not structurally organised 
their archaeological expertise. Some of these even lack 
any archaeology policy. Obviously not all 400 can or 
should employ their own archaeologist(s), but there 
are various good examples of sharing expertise within 
a region. This should be encouraged and facilitated. 
The evaluation of the Monuments Act has resulted 
in a programme through which the Cultural Heritage 
Agency off ers knowledge to municipalities and 
promotes good practice. However, local authorities 
that do not value archaeological heritage will probably 
not take this up, and without locally-based expertise it 
is impossible to apply a made-to-measure approach. 

Some municipalities hire archaeological advice from 
contract archaeologists. If this is done on a permanent 
basis it has a better chance of working out, since the 
archaeologist in question works in the area (and within 
the local organisation) at least several days a week. If 
advice is sought per project (e.g. assessing a building 
plan, writing a design brief, checking a site report) it 
will not be eff ective in the long run, since little local 
expertise is being accumulated. The same goes for 
fi eldwork: contract archaeologists working all over the 
country will not have an opportunity to gather insights 
into the particular archaeological, historical and soil 
characteristics of a specifi c area.

The economic crisis combined with the free market 
for fi eldwork has sparked fi erce competition on price 
among archaeological companies in the Netherlands. In 
some cases this has led to poor-quality research, which 
has nevertheless been accepted by the commissioning 
parties (the initiators), who have other priorities (see 
also Van den Dries, this volume). Unfortunately, the 
current system of quality assurance has no way of 
preventing this from happening. Even worse are 
archaeologists advising to carry out (further) research 
when this is actually pointless – either because the 
evaluative research was not conducted properly and 
the conclusion was drawn without due deliberation, 
or perhaps even as a means of creating work for 

themselves. This will result in dwindling support from 
stakeholders, politicians and the public. 

There defi nitely is benefi t to be gained from 
closer collaboration between municipal and 
regional archaeologists, universities, museums and 
archaeological companies. In several cases this has 
proved to work well, such as the Ancestral Mounds 
Project (Link 2), but more often these parties misjudge 
each other or simply are unaware of what others are 
working on. Another problem with development-
led archaeology is the lack of time and funding for 
synthetic analyses to collate the evidence from site 
reports, although there have been initiatives to address 
this issue, such as the ‘Oogst van Malta’ programme. 

I should like to conclude this article with some thoughts 
on the goals of the Faro Convention. Whereas Valletta 
focused on the need to conserve archaeological 
heritage and the search for ways in which to protect it, 
Faro is about why heritage is protected and for whom, 
and how to involve these communities. ‘Heritage 
communities’, involving the public rather than just 
informing them, and ‘community archaeology’: these 
are concepts that are only tentatively being tested by 
Dutch archaeologists (or other heritage managers, 
for that matter). More traditional ways of informing 
the public, such as exhibitions, guided tours, books, 
lectures or websites, are plentiful and there are many 
excellent examples of these. Fully involving the public, 
especially in making choices, is usually considered 
a bridge too far. Still, archaeologists with in-depth 
knowledge of their region or city, and by this I mean a 
close acquaintance with both the archaeology and the 
present-day inhabitants, should be able to involve the 
public in new ways. 

Figure 13.6: The ‘Time Stairs’ 
in the underground car 
park at Rotterdam Markthal: 
archaeological fi nds displayed 
at the levels at which they were 
excavated. Photo Bas Czerwinski.
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