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UNESCO adopted the Convention very shortly after the commencement of Sri Lanka’s first maritime excavation. By that time we did not have established procedures for licensing such an excavation. The adoption, therefore, made it possible to link the Convention Annex, the prevailing licensing requirements for land archaeology and the emerging new thinking on this subject together and to design the necessary licensing system. This process, which is yet far from complete, is my subject today.  I shall be presenting this in three parts: Part 1, an introduction to archaeology in Sri Lanka; Part 2, the emergence of Maritime Archaeology in Sri Lanka, principles and procedures prevailing, legal precedents and emerging new thinking and Part 3, the process and experiences in designing a licensing system.

PART   1

Pre-history
Sri Lanka is an island of approximately 25,000 square miles, situated in the middle of the northern Indian Ocean, a few miles south of India. It has a written history of over 2500 years which takes, as its starting point, the settlement in the island by Aryan settlers from India in the 6th. Century BC. The inhabitants of the country at this time were the Veddahs, hunter-gatherers, the last of whom are yet to be found in particular areas. Recent discoveries have revealed traces of settlements dated to over 130,000 BP by TL and skeletal remains of anatomically modern man Carbon-14 dated to 37,000 years BP. These dates considerably pre-date the last separation of this island from the Asian mainland around 7,000 BP and evidence from Dental Morphological analysis and other anthropological tools as Discrete Morphological Analysis have linked the latter remains to the Veddahs.

Location and sea-borne influences
The country’s situation, off the southernmost tip of the Indian peninsula, made it inevitable that all the sea-routes in the northern Indian Ocean rounded the island. The country was therefore always open to sea-borne influence from east and west. This cosmopolitanism is particularly evident in the south of the island where the east-west sea-routes touched, while the north, which is separated from India by only a few miles, has been open to largely south Indian influences, and those of sea-routes coasting down the eastern and western shores of India.

Archaeology
Since the Aryan settlements, Sri Lanka enjoyed a very materially advanced civilization particularly characterized by a sophisticated irrigation system featuring man-made lakes covering several square miles and canals many miles long, and massive brick constructions, arguably the largest in the world, some larger than all but the highest pyramids. Consequently there are about 100,000 monuments alone above ground level and these have always dominated the interest of antiquarians. An Archaeological Department was established in 1890 and today there are seven designated World Heritage sites in the country.

PART  2

Maritime Archaeology
In the overwhelming presence of these monuments, maritime archaeology was not even thought of until the centenary of the Archaeological Dept., in 1990, when a resolution was adopted that this new area should no longer be neglected. Till that time, there had been only one occasion when an underwater site was explored. This was when a wreck which had been carrying a cargo of silver coins was discovered by Arthur C. Clarke and studied by Peter Throckmorton in the early 1960s. Although this could have served as a wake-up call it did not, remaining an isolated incident. Even today, it remains an example of the threat treasure-seekers pose to genuine archaeological investigation. An unfortunate spin-off was that it served as a model for local scuba divers who began to make a business of unregulated underwater tourism since the 1970s, when Sri Lanka began to be marketed as a “sea, sun and sand” tourist destination. After 1990, however, a more responsible and scientific approach was adopted. The Department of Archaeology, the Central Cultural Fund and the Post Graduate Institute of Archaeology sought the assistance of Jeremy Green of the Maritime Archaeological Dept. of the Western Australian Maritime Museum to train a core group of archaeological students at Galle, an ancient port city in the south of the island dating back to over eight hundred years. An ancillary undertaking for the training team was to compile a data base of shipwrecks in the bay. This programme was begun in 1992 and continued on a seasonal basis for three years. In 1995 it was decided to extensively develop the commercial port: a move that could do much harm to whatever lay under the waters of Galle. In 1996-97, therefore, the training project was changed to a rescue archaeology project, which undertook to survey the entire bay, identify all possible sites by remote sensing and commence visual inspection of potential sites. Using side-scan sonar, DGPS and a satellite-based differential system, 48 east-west runs were completed covering a linear distance of 312 km and mapping a total area of 62.4 mn square meters of sea bed.  Of the total of 160 potential sites noted, only 21 were identified as of archaeological interest after visual confirmation.  The most significant of these were 11 iron wrecks of the 19th. century, five European wooden wrecks dating back to the 17th. century, several accretion sites where assorted artifacts had been gathered by wave and current movement  and a stone anchor site dating back to the 14th. century. When I was, subsequently, called upon to conduct a cultural environmental impact survey prior to the development work, this survey helped locate the new structures with minimal impact on the underwater archaeological sites.

The likelihood of new construction has, since, receded, but it was felt that the work begun should be carried forward. The problem, common to most developing countries, was the lack of funding. Serendipitously, though, a solution emerged.  Sri Lanka’s maritime provinces had, since the early 16th. Century, come under the control of the Portuguese, the Dutch and the British successively, till 1948. The Dutch now took the lead in establishing a Mutual Heritage Centre that would undertake and fund selected projects related to the shared heritage. One of the projects selected and, in fact, the largest single one, was the “Avondster Project” which was to undertake a detailed exploration and excavation of the most significant of the sites identified earlier, namely, the wreck of the East Indiaman, Avonster. The excavation would be part of the project only: the other parts being –
	further training of the core group of maritime archaeologists, 

completion of the maritime archaeological conservation laboratory and 
setting up the infra-structure for maritime archaeology in Sri Lanka. 
All this was to be accomplished in three years. The project, which commenced in November, 2001 is Sri Lanka’s first maritime archaeological excavation project.

It was timely that the UNESCO Convention was also finally adopted that very month. To me, personally, this appeared a golden opportunity to give the correct start to our maritime archaeology efforts, by following the ICOMOS Charter and the Annex to the UNESCO Convention.  We had no specific procedures in place for issuing a license for an excavation at sea, but there were procedures followed by the Archaeological Dept. in regard to land archaeology for over a hundred years and which are now in the process of revision. The requirement was to 
	follow the principles embedded in these procedures, 

include the new thinking with regard to their revision and 
bring about a synthesis with the ICOMOS/ UNESCO concerns.

Principles and procedures: Land Archaeology
In land archaeology, Sri Lanka proceeds from certain baseline criteria that are enunciated in the Antiquities Ordinance of 1940, as amended by Acts of 1955 and 1998. Originally described as “An Ordinance to provide for the better preservation of the Antiquities of Sri Lanka”, this description now reads “An Ordinance to provide for the better preservation of the antiquities of Sri Lanka, and of sites and buildings of historical or archaeological importance in Sri Lanka.” Important principles enunciated therein are the following:
	There is a distinction drawn between “Antiquities” and “Ancient Monuments.”

All Ancient Monuments which were not owned by anyone on the date the Ordinance came into force are the absolute property of the State.
All undiscovered Antiquities, whether above or beneath the surface of the ground, in any river or lake or within the territorial sea are the absolute property of the State.
No Antiquity discovered upon privately owned land is the property of the owner of the land.

With regard to excavation for discovering Antiquities:
	Excavation can only be undertaken upon the issue of a license by the Director-General of Archaeology, even if the excavation is to be on private land.

An application to excavate must be made to the Director-General who may grant or refuse to grant a license at his discretion.
The Director-General will make certain that the owner of the land has given his consent, that the proposed excavation will not cause inconvenience or harm to persons in the vicinity, the community and public utilities and that the applicant can pay any compensation claims and furnish any security required.
The Director-General shall stipulate the terms of supervision of the excavation and payments to be made for such supervision.
The applicant shall keep a register of all discoveries.
The Director-General may withdraw the license without compensation and shall not be liable for any loss resulting from cancellation.
If an Antiquity is discovered that is not covered by the license, the license holder shall report it to the due authority


With regard to Ancient Monuments:
	Any Monument dated to before 1815 are designated “Ancient Monuments” while those which has existed for a period not less than a hundred years may be so declared if worthy of being protected and preserved.

Any tree of historical or archaeological interest can be declared an Ancient Monument to secure, preserve and protect it.
Ancient Monuments on private land may be restored only if the Director-General issues a permit and provides for its supervision by persons appointed by him.
Where no permit for restoration has been applied for and granted, the Director-General shall carry out restoration and the owner of the land shall give him all necessary assistance.
	No mining, quarrying or blasting shall be carried out within a prescribed area around an Ancient Monument.


With regard to archaeological reserves:
	The Director-General is empowered to declare as “Archaeological Reserves” any specified area of State-owned land and it shall be an offence for anyone to clear it for cultivation, erect any building upon it, fell or destroy any tree within it and encroach upon it in any other way.


With regard to Archaeological Impact assessments:
Whenever a development scheme or project is proposed, whether by Government or other institution, which entails the use of, encroachment or submergence of any land falling under the purview of the Ordinance, no work shall be undertaken until the Director-General submits a report on its impact.
The Director-General shall carry out the impact survey at the expense of the sponsors of the project within a specified period.
The sponsor of any such scheme shall set apart up to one percent of the total cost of the scheme for this purpose.
Non-compliance with the above conditions will constitute an offence and the Director-General may stop the scheme or project forthwith.



Definitions:

“Monument” – any building, structure or erection, tomb, tumulus, place of interment or similar immovable property, or remains of any such; any other site where the material remains of historic or prehistoric settlement or activity may be found.

“Archaeological Heritage” – that part of the material heritage of mankind in respect of which archaeological methods provide primary information; all vestiges of human existence and places relating to manifestations of human activity; abandoned structures and remains of all kinds (including subterranean and underwater sites), together with all the portable cultural material associated with them.

“Territorial sea” -  the area declared as such by Proclamation made under the Maritime Zones Law, No.22 of 1976.

(NOTE: Those matters that have, or have had, a specific bearing on maritime archaeology in Sri Lanka have been placed in italics)

Duties of the Director-General:
	To formulate a national archaeological policy and to co-ordinate and implement such policy after it is approved by the Government

To maintain inventories of the archeological heritage, to conduct research into the archaeological heritage and specially into the prehistoric, protohistoric, early historic, middle historic and late historic periods and into general or specific theory, method or practice
To enhance public awareness and levy entrance fees where considered necessary
To conduct archaeological impact assessments.


What is not evident from the foregoing is that, within the last forty years, a major shift in focus took place in the Department’s self-image.. The major changes, initiated by the last Director-General, Dr.S.U.Deraniyagala in 1998, are:
	The shift in focus from “Antiquities” and “Monuments” to the “Archaeological Heritage”.

The shift of the Department’s role from that of a “Caretaker” responsible for excavation, conservation and recording to that of a “Protagonist” involved in formulating national policy.
The shift of the spectrum of interest away from the historic period to even earlier times, notably the prehistoric, protohistoric and early historic periods.
The extension of the Department’s span of concern beyond terrestrial borders, to include territorial waters
The combating and mitigation of possibly disastrous effects of uncontrolled economic development by undertaking archaeological impact assessments and by empowering the Department to control such ill-effects through pre-emptive action. 
Financing these new activities by tapping the very forces that pose a threat, namely the sponsors of the development schemes and projects and those who are fined for committing offences against the Ordinance.

Dr. Deraniyagala’s area of specialization is pre-history while my own area of interest is maritime archaeology. Engaged as he was in defining the new horizons for archaeology in Sri Lanka, he was appreciative of the area I was promoting and, thus, I was able to follow in his slip-stream and benefit by his formidable presence.

More of Dr. Deraniyagala’s ideas on the need for greater control over archaeological activity were embodied in his outgoing Presidential Address before the Sri Lankan Council of Archaeologists last year. Among the major issues he dealt with were:
	Excavation “…must be controlled by norms that dictate the maximum preservation……in situ for future generation to research with increasingly non-destructive techniques.”

Emphasis on proper published site reports, with a recommended format.
Invasive sampling (i.e.excavation) should only be undertaken for Research with objectives and their formulation clearly defined (“Availability of funding is no excuse for….unprofessional activities”);  Archaeological Impact Assessments; and: Exceptional circumstances where a site needs to be excavated prior to restorative conservation…”
“…No excavations….to be undertaken without the direct participation of professional field archaeologists (excavators). Training excavations may not be conducted in their own right.”
The need for a Project proposal involving: Justification of the project; Justification of methods and techniques in Field operations, Post-excavation analyses, Compilation of site reports and Compilation of project archive; Justification of the proposal in terms of Human, Financial and Infra-structural resources, with Human Resources being given the highest priority; All revisions necessary to be justified.
Emphasis on keeping excavation down to a minimum – not more than 25% of a site.
	“…the key to organizing archaeological evidence lies in its dating. This point is (and cannot be) contested.”
Sampling to be as exhaustive as possible and in keeping with project objectives.

Curative conservation to be done under specialist conservators.
“…architectural conservators (should) be present so as to maintain a dialogue between excavator and conservator to secure a seamless continuum ……. Divergent strategies between excavator and conservator could harm the authenticity of the monument.”
Every aspect of field operations should be documented since excavation is an irreversible procedure. Written, photographic and digital documentation are necessary.

“Post-excavation assessment of potential for analysis should be undertaken before any detailed analysis is undertaken.”
“Relative dating is best achieved against a stratigraphic succession through typological analysis of features and artifacts.”
Environmental data analysis is of special significance for prehistoric and protohistoric investigations.
“Technology is central to archaeological assessment of cultural evolution…… it is an essential component of post-excavation analysis”
Emphasis on subsistence data analysis, on settlement analysis on a  regional scale and on bio-anthropology.
The need for a project archive

Whatever is indicated in italics above is my own emphasis. What is indicated is, however, parts of his address only.

Legal Precedents
It is not only archaeologists who have been pushing back the frontiers in regard to the practice of archaeology. An increasingly pro-active Judiciary and Courts system have also been willing to intervene and mediate when such matters as economic development versus archaeological heritage come before them. One land-mark judgement of the Supreme Court of Sri Lanka needs mentioning.

The judgement is in the matter of a dispute between Bulankulame and six others v. Secretary, Ministry of Industrial Development and seven others, Supreme Court Application No.884/99 (F/R), commonly referred to as the “Eppawela case” The Government entered into an agreement with a private company for rapid exploitation of rock phosphate reserves in the agriculture rich north central province. The petitioners were six residents of the area whose agricultural lands stood to be affected and the resident Buddhist monk at an ancient temple which was at risk along with the paddy fields that sustained it. The petitioners claimed that the project was not for a public purpose but for the benefit of a private company, and that the Government was so heavily committed to it that no unbiased environmental impact assessment would be carried out once the agreement was signed. They claimed imminent infringement of their fundamental rights under the Constitution, and an attempt to contract out of the obligation to comply with the law by by-passing the provisions of the National Environment Act relating to Environmental Impact Assessments. Both the National Academy of Sciences and the National Science Foundation had been critical of the project. On behalf of the Government the Attorney-General claimed that the intention to comply with the law was always there and that the petition was, therefore, premature and took the position that the Government was the “trustee” of natural resources and that the mere fact that the Court may not agree with the Government’s decision did not give it the jurisdiction to intervene.

The three-member panel of Judges arrived at a unanimous finding that there was an imminent danger of fundamental rights being infringed, and that a comprehensive exploration and study of named aspects be carried out and published. The Attorney-General’s position re the Government’s “trustee” status was rejected. The Respondents were directed to desist from entering into any contract regarding this phosphate deposit till the study and the Environmental Impact Assessment had been completed, and to pay each of the petitioners a specified sum. From an archaeological perspective, the relevant sections of the Judgement were the following:
	“The public trust doctrine as applied in the United States was too restrictive in scope and the present matter should be looked at in the light of Sri Lanka’s ancient traditions and its present Constitution which placed a shared responsibility for safeguarding the environment on the Government and the people”
Quoting from the Mahavamsa, Sri Lanka’s historical chronicle:

“In my kingdom are many paddy fields cultivated by means of rain water, but few indeed are those which are cultivated by perennial streams and great tanks.
By rocks and by many thick forests, by great marshes is the land covered.
In such a country, let not even a small quantity of water obtained by rain, go to the sea, without benefitting man.”
	Quoting from Judge C.G.Weeramantry, Vice President International Court of Justice in the Gabcikovo-Nagimoros Project (Hunary v. Slovakia (1) – the Danube case) who also quoted the Mahavamsa:

“O great King, the birds of the air and the beasts have as equal a right to live and move about in any part of the land as thou. The land belongs to the people and all living beings; thou art only the guardian of it…”
in his separate opinion, referring to the “imperative of balancing the needs of the present generation with those of posterity”
	Adopting, from her comments on another project, the words of  an archaeologist, the late Martha Prickett-Fernando:

“Unless developmental activities in areas like this project are accompanied by proper EIS studies and (proposals for) for mitigation of (the adverse impacts on ) archaeological resources that will be damaged, vast numbers of sites – in fact, much of Sri Lanka’s unrenewable cultural heritage and the raw data for all future studies on ancient Sri Lanka – will be destroyed without record, and an accurate understanding of life in ancient Sri Lanka will remain forever wrapped in myth and hypothesis.”

This is but another example of the willingness of our Courts to refer and draw from our cultural heritage lessons for the future. Martha Prickett-Fernando’s quotation from D.D.Kosambi’s “The Culture and Civilization of Ancient India” is apposite: “To learn about the past in the light of the present is to learn about the present in the light of the past.”

PART  3

Drafting a Licensing System
The draft system envisaged for maritime archaeology follows the existing one in that it comprises three stages, i.e, Application, Stipulating conditions and Granting approval, but only the first of these have been attempted so far. I decided to and stick as closely as possible to the ICOMOS/ UNESCO guidelines, as I was familiar with them. The Avondster project is a multi-faceted one, in which excavation is but one facet. Consequently, when the Project Proposal was drawn up neither the Mutual Heritage Centre nor the Amsterdam Historical Museum had seriously contemplated the question of an excavation project design. However, buoyed up by the euphoria of the adoption of the Convention and the success of ICOMOS, I was anxious that the first Sri Lankan maritime archaeological excavation should serve as a model. I am not certain whether we were biting off more than we could chew and I must admit that the draft, inclusive all its weaknesses, is entirely mine and that I must take full responsibility for it.  I am here today in the hope that I would get some ideas from all of you to evolve a better one

The Annex to this paper gives the format I designed. In print the layout it may become different but the cages will be substantially the same. It is intended that it will be an Application for the grant of a License, to be completed by the project proponents for submission to the Department. In its final form it will become a standard Departmental form. For this reason I thought it helpful if guidelines for filling it were indicated: general guidelines indicating non-negotiable parameters as well as cage-by-cage guidelines indicating the information required by the Department to help consider and evaluate the Application. The Department will next critically review the Application that, in essence, would be the Project Design, and ask for more information and undertakings. I took the position that the applicant must first commit himself to a project design, as envisaged in the ICOMOS Charter and the Convention. The applicant thereby voluntarily indicates to what extent he/she is willing to conform to the Department’s general requirements. At this stage no negotiations have taken place and the applicant’s bona fides are being shown. After the Application is assessed, discussion and negotiation will follow. The Department will then seek the applicant’s agreement to terms specific to the project and, should the applicant be willing, a License will be granted. Let me now indicate certain experiences we have undergone in this process and explain why we have treated certain sections in a particular way these are indicated in italics.

General guidelines.
Identifies the Application as, in fact, the Project Design (Vide Convention and Deraniyagala).
A problem surfaced that became a reason for designing this form. The Avondster Project already existed as a Project Proposal involving training, capacity building, integrated archaeological research, infra-structural development and establishment of a museum in addition conducting an excavation as part of the training component. It was not so focused as a Project Design should be and there was an initial feeling that there was no need for this differentiation. However, the facts that an excavation cannot be conducted without a license and that a license would be forthcoming only if a proper Project Design was submitted, helped matters to be resolved. The root of the problem was that we did not have a licensing system for maritime excavation in place at the time the Project Proposal was prepared: with a system now in place such an error need not occur again.

Sets out the need for project implementation to follow the project design as set out in the application; the imperative to treat human remains and religious sites with due reverence; the Sri Lankan position that cultural artifacts are not to be used for commercial trade; and stresses the primacy of Sri Lankan law.
In the past, both at land and sea, artifacts have been sold. This prior notification to an applicant hopes to commit the applicant to “good behaviour” beforehand.
There is reason to believe that applicants, however well-meaning and qualified they may be, are unaware of Sri Lankan law. Here the Applicant is reminded of the need to familiarize himself with it.

Cage 1 – Name and description of the Project
Requires identification of the site
The exact location, expressed in GPS coordinates, is required for declaring the area around it protected. More importantly, the question of title to the site needs to be addressed. In the ‘Avondster’ project such a question did arise which was settled before it became a question. This revolved round a Netherlands’ claim to the wreck, based on that Government’s position as successor to the Dutch East Indies Company, or V.O.C. Although this position can be maintained in several parts of the world (i.e. the case of the ‘Batavia’ in Australian waters) it is not sustainable in Sri Lanka. Apart from the Sri Lankan claim to title to all property lying in its territorial sea (vide the Maritime Zones Law of 1976 and the Amendment to the Antiquities Ordinance of 1998), when the Netherlands ceded Ceylon to the British under the Treaty of Amiens of March 17th.1802, the British restored all her conquests in the war to the Netherlands and Spain, respectively, save for Sri Lanka (Ceylon) which, under Clause 5:
“The Batavian Republic cedes and guarantees in full property and sovereignty to his Britannic Majesty all the possessions and establishments in the Island of Ceylon that before the war belonged to the Republic of the United Provinces and to their East India Company.”
Since British possessions were transferred to Sri Lanka in 1948, all these one-time possessions of the V.O.C. became Sri Lankan property. I believe the same treaty made similar arrangements with regard to Trinidad. Another matter of some importance is that, the wreck lies in Sri Lanka’s  internal waters. The point made is the need to examine title before venturing into excavation. 

The Department also requires information of prior studies of the site and the environment, as well as on whether the Applicant has considered the long-term effect on stability of the site of the proposed excavation. This falls within the broad ambit of ‘Justification’

Cage 2 – Persons and institutions responsible for the project
Requires full disclosure of the academic/professional standing of the project leader and other qualified excavators (vide Deraniyagala) and the institution/s backing the project. 
Enables the Department to carry out background checks on Applicants’ track record (vide Deraniyagala on archaeologists with a backlog of unpublished reports)

Cage 3 –Mitigatory and research objectives
Requires justification for the project (vide Deraniyagala).

Cage 4 – Methodology to be used and techniques to be employed.
Requires specific commitment by the Applicant, as Applicant will be held answerable for non-compliance with undertakings given here. Department’s preferences are indicated and Application will be examined for suitability of methodology and techniques
Due to the initial error of not appreciating the difference between the Project Proposal and the Project Design, a faulty decision was made about the raising of a cannon and an anchor.  The raising of these artifacts had been planned, but at a later stage in the project. In March, there was a celebration of a milestone in Sri Lankan-Netherlands relations and it was felt that there could be no objection to bringing forward the raising these artifacts to coincide with the celebrations, and they were brought up successfully, but it was discovered only then that the two artifacts were concreted together. After they were brought up, their conservation has posed quite a few problems as the necessary facilities were not available for proper conservation out of the water. No major problems have arisen but this is seen as an example of the need to place archaeological considerations above all others in making decisions of this nature. Had a proper, detailed Project Design been prepared, such ad hoc decisions would not have been taken

Cage 5 – Anticipated Funding
To assure the Department that sufficient funding is available and that contingency plans are in place. 
Department could ask for demonstration of facts.

Cage 6 – Time-table for completing the project.
Detailed time schedule needed for monitoring, and also what contingency plan has been prepared for unforeseen delays.
The Department would grant a license for a standard time- period only, and not till the whole of the anticipated work is completed. The License would be renewable after the work done during the initial period has been  examined to ensure compliance with the undertakings given at the time of issue.

Cage 7 – Composition, Qualifications and experience of investigators.
Details of personnel involved
Information required for Department to do background checks. Project leader to be named (vide Deraniyagala)

Cage 8 – Material Conservation
Conservation plans, facilities and personnel.
To judge availability and competence of Conservation team at different levels, and availability of conservators competent to work alongside the excavators 



Cage 9 – Site management and maintenance.
The protection and management of site upon completion of fieldwork and in-between seasons
This is of prime importance in Sri Lanka where, in-between field seasons,  monsoonal sea conditions and inter-monsoonal cyclonic weather will prevail. The sites will have to be properly secured before fieldwork ends.
Public access has to be borne in mind, both in the short and long terms, and plans submitted. The Possibility of turning the site into an underwater park must to be investigated, and planned for.

Cage 10 – Collaboration with Museums and other institutions
Prior arrangements should be made for keeping the artifacts and records in at an institution where the entire collection would be available for post-project study.   
Suitability of the chosen museum, or other institution, needs to be checked by the Department. Deraniyagala has stressed this.

Cage 11 – Documentation
Arrangements for maintaining a comprehensive record of the site, including movement of artifacts moved during investigations, and of all other forms of documentation. 
At Galle, where survey and sampling has gone on for a neat ten years, some material has been misplaced due to the non-continuity of the different stages of the work. The need for documentation has thus been acutely experienced here.

Cage 12 – Health and safety
Arrangements for safeguarding the health and safe working conditions on-site and also the health concerns of the community and the environment.
A safety policy covering all team members which conforms to statutory (health) and professional standards needs to be set in place. In the Laboratory, especially, systems need to be put in place to ensure maximum protection against chemical and biological risks. In Sri Lanka, the diving team undergoes preliminary physical tests. The laboratory staff is provided with clothing and other protective gear, although all standards have not yet been met.
National standards for disposal of harmful material (i.e. chemicals) will be adhered to, both for team safety and for protection of the environment. 
An unforeseen danger that surfaced was an epidemic of Dengue fever. Several team members contracted the disease as did several persons in work-places close by. The conservation team found that the tubs, in which artifacts were stored in fresh water, had become breeding places for mosquito larvae. The Public Health authorities were asked to assist and several solutions were tried out which would meet the needs of both conservation and community health. The most successful was the simplest – the introduction of fish who feed on the larvae. The problem is presently under control but better means of control (from the point of view of conservation) will be tried out.



Cage 13 – Report Preparation.
The importance Deraniyagala places on this has been commented on: “A project may not be directed by a person with a backlog of reports of projects already directed by him.” He also says: “The site report requires peer review, and thereafter approval of the authorities prior to submission for publication or digital dissemination”.
Lyndell Prott, has  commented on this draft format in a personal communication: “Many Depts. of Archaeology, at least in respect of landsites,  have printed their own forms of licence applications, rather than guidelines (but perhaps you aim to do that?).  For example, under your Article 13, it is up to the applicant to set the time-table.  Some countries required a preliminary report at the end of each season.  If it does not arrive x months (? weeks) before the next season, the licence is not renewed (i.e. a licence is only given for one year and is renewable). Provisions on the final report are also often tight e.g. if final report not published within 5 years, the Dept. of Antiquities of the host country will publish itself.”
It is our intention that this format is for the Application stage only. The matter of a time-schedule for reporting will be seriously considered.

Cage 14 – Deposition of archives, including underwater cultural heritage removed during  investigation
       Requires all places at which the archival material and artifacts to be divulged

Cage 15 – Dissemination, public access and public participation.
To encourage placing information in the public domain, and to involve the community, schools and institutions in the process of discovery.
It is still early days in Sri Lanka, but very wide publicity is being given to this project by the media. Public access has been encouraged, although with controls in the interests of the project activities. 

Establishment of a Maritime Cultural Heritage Authority

In this final section of this paper I will touch upon the next stage of the plan for Sri Lanka. It has been so long in the making and I have seen so many Governments, Ministries, Secretaries and Directors-General come and go that I remain, perhaps, the only one who remembers where we began more than twelve years ago. In Sri Lanka we have a large number of governmental institutions with interests and functions covering the different maritime zones but particularly the territorial waters. No one institution can, therefore, make a decision about a particular area in these waters without, in some way, stepping on the toes of another institution. This is particularly so in the case of granting a license to excavate. So far, the only site we are working on has caused no controversy, but we have to be prepared to face problems when the next Application arrives. For that reason it was decided that there should be a body comprising representatives of all the institutions concerned which could look at an Application to excavate in the light of its impact on the interests of each of these institutions. The Director-General of Archaeology, who will head this body, will be responsible for granting the license after it has been vetted by the body, to monitor the Applicant’s performance and to take any corrective action as necessary. The other members of the body would be:

The Director of National Museums
The Director of the National Archives
The Chairman of the National Aquatic Resources Agency
Representatives of the Ministries in charge of the subjects of –
	Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
	Coast Conservation
	Foreign Affairs
	Defence
	Ports and Shipping
	Tourism
	Environment
	UNESCO National Commission
	Science and Technology
Five members from among people with adequate expertise and experience in maritime archaeology.

There is no need to go into the details of this draft Act other than to say that this Authority will, finally, be that which will be responsible for approving the issue of a license to excavate and to carry out Maritime Cultural Impact Assessments. All the work we are doing is to have a system in place for this body to administer. With the adoption of this Act by Parliament, I would have completed the task I had voluntarily borne these fifteen years and I look forward to a new generation which will take Sri Lanka into the future.

Kingston,
Jamaica

18th. June, 2002















Annex

APPLICATION TO THE DIRECTOR-GENERAL, ARCHAEOLOGY FOR A LICENCE TO CONDUCT A MARITIME ARCHEOLOGY PROJECT.


PROJECT PROPOSAL

	The Project Design should adhere to the guidelines indicated under each heading. Project implementation will follow the Project Design but the design can be revised and amended as necessary, with approval.
	The investigation must avoid unnecessary disturbance to human remains or venerated sites.
Underwater cultural heritage should not be traded as items of commercial value.
All investigation shall be conducted only in accordance of laws promulgated by the Government of Sri Lanka

________________________________________________________________________



1. NAME AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT
( Give location of the site/s in GPS coordinates and extent. Say whether a site assessment, including studies into the historical and archaeological evidence,  archaeological and environmental characteristics of the site and consequences of the intrusion into the long term stability of the area have been done)

2. PERSONS OR INSTITUTIONS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROJECT
(Names in full, with qualifications and position within institutions)

3. MITIGATORY AND RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
(Indicate why the site was chosen and objectives – both primary and secondary – for carrying out intended research and related activities.)

4. METHODOLOGY TO BE USED AND TECHNIQUES TO BE EMPLOYED.
(The preservation of underwater cultural heritage in situ should be considered as the first option. Non-destructive techniques, non-intrusive survey and sampling should be encouraged in preference to excavation. Should accord with the research objectives)

5.ANTICIPATED FUNDING
(should include contingency plan that will ensure conservation of underwater cultural heritage, and supporting documentation, in the event anticipated funding dries up)

6. TIME TABLE FOR COMPLETING THE PROJECT
(should include contingency plan to ensure conservation of underwater cultural heritage, and supporting documentation, in the event of any interruption in anticipated timings)

7. COMPOSITION, QUALIFICATIONS RESPONSIBILITY AND EXPERIENCE OF THE INVESTIGATING TEAM
(Name full team. Project leaders’ qualifications, responsibilities and experience to be stated. A named Underwater archaeologist, suitably qualified, should be responsible for direction and control)

8. MATERIAL CONSERVATION
(Should provide for treatment of archaeological remains during investigation, in transit and in the long term)

9. SITE MANAGEMENT AND MAINTENANCE
(Measures for protecting and managing in situ underwater cultural heritage upon termination of fieldwork. Public access is to be encouraged if access is compatible with protection and management.)

10. ARRANGEMENTS FOR COLLABORATION WITH MUSEUMS  AND OTHER INSTITUTIONS
(Indicate institutions involved and nature of understanding reached)

11. DOCUMENTATION
(Must provide a comprehensive record of the site including the provenance of underwater cultural heritage moved or removed during investigation, field notes, plans and drawings, photographs and records in other media.)

12. HEALTH AND SAFETY
(Safety policy covering all team members. Refer to statutory and professional requirements. Include specific measures envisaged to prevent bodily harm and/or other disability caused by the nature of the fieldwork involved.)

13. REPORT PREPARATION
(Indicate time-table for reporting and names of person/s who will make the reports. Reports should include: an account of the objectives, methodology and techniques employed, results achieved, recommendations concerning future research, site management and curation.)

14. DEPOSITION OF ARCHIVES, INCLUDING UNDERWATER CULTURAL HERITAGE REMOVED DURING INVESTIGATION
(Indicate Museums or other institutions where project archives and underwater heritage removed will be deposited, and procedures to be followed. If deposition is in a number of institutions, arrangements should be made for reassembly to allow further research.)

15. DISSEMINATION, PUBLIC ACCESS AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.
(Envisaged public awareness programmes, co-operation with communities and groups, collaboration with other institutions and provision for visits.) 

