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RAILWAY HERITAGE COMMITTEE SEMINAR
[Executive Summary]
On Track? Preserving Records of Today’s Railway Industry

Held 15th March 2005 – Westminster
This seminar was convened by the Railway Heritage Committee (RHC) to seek the views of interested parties on the work it was doing to meet one of its principal statutory obligations: “To designate railway records … of sufficient interest to warrant preservation ….” It followed up an earlier seminar, held in 1997, that sought to review what records had been saved in the past to document Britain’s railways, what user-groups working in various fields and disciplines might wish for as suitable source material for future study, what the interests and concerns of key industry players were in potentially working with the RHC and other agencies, and how all this might inform the policies and actions of the RHC in the future. This had proved very useful to the RHC — and particularly to its Records Sub-Committee — in its work over the following eight years.

In 2005, the RHC felt that the time was right for a further review, involving key stake-holders. The need was increased in the light of the new legislation changing the RHC’s own remit, powers, and scope that was currently passing through parliament, which would re-create it as a non-departmental public body (NDPB) in its own right. There had also been significant changes in the railway industry in the intervening period. Not the least of these were the demise of Railtrack and the emergence of Network Rail, and the planned demise of the Strategic Rail Authority (SRA), most the functions of which were to be taken over by the rail group of the Department for Transport (DfT). The seminar sought the informed opinion of a wide constituency and looked for suggestions, criticisms, and information about problems and challenges that those present felt lay ahead for the RHC and all those industry bodies and agencies involved in trying to secure the records of the contemporary railway for future use.

The seminar took the form of several brief presentations including:

· An introduction to the RHC and RHC (Records) and their work.
· A summary of the principles of records management and the challenges both that this gives to the railway industry and that its absence gives to the RHC and potential recipient bodies for railway archives.
· A review of the records management arrangements of the SRA, a body holding a significant corpus of records of public interest (including those of the former British Railways Board), that was to be absorbed into a government department.
· The challenges and opportunities posed by an industry working increasingly with electronic records that can be fluid in their nature and do not appear in any conventional hard-copy form. Arising from this, the increasing need for electronic records management (ERM) and preservation strategies.

· The needs of historians documenting the high-level impact of the railways on the nation and what source-material in terms of archives they would wish to have access to in future. The source-material was likely to be far more fragmentary in an industry that now has many players, complex regulatory and business relationships, and with frequent changes of key personnel than it was than was the case in the days of the nationalised railway.
· What historians following some of the newer strands of historiographical studies would like to see to allow them to undertake work of a more multi-disciplinary nature, sometimes reflecting a more bottom-up or user focused approach.
· There was also a look at what the broader “non-professional” historians might need and an observation on the added value that this user-community can bring in, working with access projects like the TRAP project (part of the PRO’s A2A initiative) that amongst other things had revealed the complex patchwork of provision for the nation’s railway archives.

During the discussions arising from these papers and in the open session some of the following key issues were raised:

· The changing nature of the business relationships within the industry, since privatisation the former regime of the integrated owner/operator had been replaced by a new model involving an infrastructure owner/operator, TOCs, and ROSCOs. New contractual relationships with rolling-stock manufacturers who also maintained trains were providing further complex relationships that had an impact on the future acquisition of documentary evidence to record this activity. Keeping track of the changes was a challenge in itself. Furthermore, the practical business pressures on companies involved in the railway industry can mean that records management and archiving are often seen as an expensive luxury.

· The requirement for meeting the needs of the Freedom of Information Act (FOI) and the general move towards greater public accountability of the public sector players in the railway industry was influencing what records might survive to be archived.

· Some fundamental questions remained:

· What is out there?
· What is worth saving?
· What is it practical to save?
· What should we do to ensure access to the designated records?
· How would the RHC seek answers to these questions?

· The need to provide a place or places for the records to be housed for long-term retention and public use was a recurrent theme. The National Railway Museum (NRM) had agreed to work in partnership with the RHC and had developed its own proposals for enhancing its own facilities and providing a potential platform for further expansion for a Railway Industry National Archive (RINA). The first phase of this, the Search Engine project, was seeking external funding during 2005.

The following may be identified as key points for the future working of the RHC that came out of the day:

· It was thought that there could be a role for the RHC as a “champion” for records management and electronic records management in the railway industry. The committee itself also needed a greater grasp of these principles to increase its own understanding and to provide a contextualisation of the industry and its records as a whole in order to assist it in case and policy decisions. The industry seemed inclined to co-operate but might need some support; some feedback had the tone: “What do we have to do then” and “Make it easy for us”. The RHC needed some way to follow this up.

· The need for better information about what was “out there” came through repeatedly. The need for the RHC to increase/refresh its own knowledge of what is out there in the industry as it had started to do with the pilot survey undertaken by Caroline Brown in 1996/7 was underlined. One possibility was a major industry-wide survey of records — possibly supported by the Business Archives Council. 

· The need to carry on working closely in partnership with key companies in the industry to increase their understanding of the RHC’s work and the internal business benefits as well as long term public value of managing their records and co-operating with the RHC. 

· The need for the RHC and the public sector repositories of railway records to have a continuing dialogue with historians as key stake-holders and users.

· The need for the major agencies involved in the preservation of railway records to work more effectively together. There was an important role for the RHC, as the only national, industry-specific, statutory body, to influence the policies of other government agencies like the National Archives, the British Library, and the National Railway Museum to be part of a multi-agency approach to these issues.
·  A collaborative multi-agency approach might assist in managing the heavy resource implications in making material available for public use.
[Dieter Hopkin 20/9/05]
LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  My name is Richard Faulkner.  I am the Chairman of the Railway Heritage Committee, and I was appointed in December last year.  

THE CHAIRMAN (Dr John Gough):  I am John Gough, Deputy Chairman of the Railway Heritage Committee, and, more importantly for today’s purposes, Chairman of the Records Sub‑Committee.  I have been on the Railway Heritage Committee since it started.  Before that I was on the British Railways Board’s Panel for Minor Historical Records; so I have been involved with the relics and records side of the railway for quite a long time.  

MR LOADMAN:  My name is Nigel Loadman. I work as a Corporate Records Manager for Network Rail.  I sit on the Railway Records Sub‑Committee. 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  I am Terry Gourvish.  I am an industry historian and I did work for the British Railways Board.  I wrote two books for them and then they went out of business. 

MR PLAMPIN:  I am Robert Plampin.  I am Departmental Records Officer at the Strategic Rail Authority. 

MR NEWTON:  I am Carl Newton, retired archivist and records manager, part‑time records management consultant. 

DR JAMES:  I am Norman James.  I am a Director of the Historical Manuscripts Commission Advisory Service within the National Archives and I deal with private records. 

PROFESSOR DIVALL:  I am Colin Divall.  I am an historian and I head the Institute of Railway Studies and Transport History at the National Railway Museum and the University of York. 

MR TAYLOR:  I am Richard Taylor.  I am Collections Access Manager at the National Railway Museum, but I used to be the archivist at the National Railway Museum.  Before that I was Nigel’s predecessor as Head of Records Management at Railtrack. 

MR CHRIMES:  I am Mike Chrimes.  I am the librarian at the Institute of Civil Engineers.   

DR BROWN:  I am David Brown.  I am Head of Private Records at the National Archives of Scotland, and that includes responsibility for the records of the railway companies and former nationalised industry. 

MR PEPLER:  I am Jonathan Pepler.  I am Cheshire County Archivist, and we have Crewe in Cheshire, hence my involvement with railways. 

MS ASHBY:  I am Helen Ashby, Head of Knowledge and Collections at the National Railway Museum with overall responsibility for all of our stuff, which includes the big lumpy stuff as well as records, library and image collections. 

MR BUTTERS:  Neil Butters, BRB (Residuary) Ltd [BRBR] and Secretary to the Railway Heritage Committee.  

MR HOPKIN:  Dieter Hopkin of the National Railway Museum and a personally co‑opted Member of the Records Sub‑Committee. 

MR BLAKE:  Richard Blake, National Archives. I am the Head of the Records Management Advisory Service, but I think more significantly for today I am here to talk about the issues relating to management and preservation of electronic records.  Coincidentally, which is also relevant, between 1987 and 1991 I used to be the public record and its client manager for the British Railways Board just before it was privatised, so I think I have a fair knowledge of some of the issues imposed by railway records.  

MR McCRICKARD:  John McCrickard, Signalling Record Society.  You may have heard of the SRS.  They are interested in the history signalling and preservation of associated records. 

MR DYER:  Andrew Dyer, National Archives and Line Manager for the SRA. 

MR CONEY:  I am Nicholas Coney.  I work at the National Archives.  I am the Assistant Curator of Photographs there.  I am here because I also work as an adviser in the reading rooms.  I tend to be the person to whom other staff turn to talk about railways when they cannot find the answers. 

MR EDWARDS:  I am Cliff Edwards.  I used to work for the National Archives.  I was a successor to Richard as client manager there and I was a member of the Railway Heritage Committee and the Records Sub‑Committee. 

MR BOYES:  I am Graham Boyes, formerly a career railwayman.  I have been long involved in the Railway and Canal Historical Society and then, more recently, Chairman of the Tracking Railway Archives Project, which is one of the projects that fed into A2A (Access to Archives) at The National Archives.   

THE CHAIRMAN:  That introduces everyone, so let us get on.  

We have divided the day up into a number of sessions, each of which will start with a short presentation and then leave plenty of time for discussion.  It is the discussion and the throwing in of ideas that for today is by far the most important thing.  We want suggestions, we want criticisms, any problems that can be identified.  Basically, anything and everything that arises out of the question of railway records that can be thrown into the debate at what is a critical time in the development of the railway industry and the development of the railway records preservation cores would be relevant to today and worth hearing about.  It is best to think of today as a brain‑storming exercise just as much as a seminar that is going to come out with complete conclusions.  It does not matter if it does not end up too neat; it is hearing the ideas and hearing the problems that we are concerned with.  

Why are we here?  That is the mission statement that the Railway Heritage Committee adopted relatively recently.  It is to secure the preservation of evidence, and that, of course, with respect to Helen’s “stuff”, is evidence which is significant.  It can be even something like the Flying Scotsman, or it can be a nice piece of paper or even something electronic; all the evidence that is significant to the railways’ heritage.  

Where are we coming from?  In April 1997, shortly after the 1996 Act under which the Committee now functions, we held a large seminar at Kew two or three times the size of this one.  It was a very different form, and not with the opportunity for everyone to throw their piece in that we hope to have today, but the advice that we gained from that seminar helped to set the basis on which the Records Sub‑Committee has worked over the last eight years; but the railway has changed almost beyond recognition in that eight‑year period and on 7 April is set to change yet again as new legislation brings a completely new structure.  What we are going to see from this year on is not what was envisaged at privatisation.  That total change, the changes that have happened and the changes about to come, mean that it is time to review what we are doing.  It is a sensible time to look again.  Are we doing the right thing?  Are the decisions that were taken eight years ago still the valid ones that we ought to be trying to work to?  

I want to go briefly to the Railway Heritage Committee itself for those of you who might be a little hazy about it or might wonder what we do.  Its origins lie in a unique clause in the 1993 Privatisation Act, where Government was persuaded of the heritage and historic significance of the railways and built a proviso into the privatising act that the flow of records and relics for preservation should not be cut off at privatisation but should formally be continued.  The 1993 Act, and particularly our bit of it, was a classic but hasty legislation and ends up as defective legislation, and that was why we needed to go to the 1996 Act; a private members’ Bill, but it went through with cross‑party support and rectified the major clause in the heritage clauses of the 1993 legislation.  The one thing it could not do, of course, as a private member’s Bill was raise the subject of money.  We will no doubt come back to that later today because the problem that the Railway Heritage Committee has always had and the problem that affects us particularly on the records side, for reasons that will become clear, is lack of money.  That is why I end up there.  Still we have the responsibility to ensure the preservation of the records of the railway heritage, but we do not have the money to see that responsibility through.  

The Railway Heritage Committee works through three sub‑committees of artefacts, records and Scottish, and, as you see, two of them are thematic and one is regional.  It is a slightly strange way of dividing it, but one that has proved itself to work very well.  In particular, the All Topic Scottish Sub‑Committee ties in very well with the rather different arrangements in Scotland, particularly with regard to records, but works very differently from the position in England and in many ways much more satisfactorily.  The sub‑committees have co‑opted members, some of whom are around the table today, and they offer guidance to the main committee, but it is only the Railway Heritage Statutory Committee that takes the decisions as to what to keep and where to direct.  We were assured fairly early on in its life that the actions of the Railway Heritage Committee are subject only to judicial review.  It has that sort of status.  

What do we do as far as records go?  The decisions that we took were to go in for class designation at the top level business archive of the industry.  What I have listed is what is set out in our Annual Report, but it is there for the record and to draw attention to it again.  Memorandum, Articles of Association, Annual Report, principal minutes, any organisation charts, etcetera, news letters, newspapers, internal stuff, publications and where any company goes with the legislation, then the relevant files.  Beyond that there is individual designation, which obviously is not nearly so common, but some of the factors taken into account when looking at a particular item instead of a class of items: rarity and importance of information are obvious ones; significance of association - again pretty obvious - and then the last one, which is a particularly interesting one.  For historical accident the railway collection in both the National Archives of Scotland and the Scottish Record Office ‑ I still think of it as the PRO ‑ the collections are immensely rich and contain a lot of items that would not necessarily get through an appraisal process now for preservation.  Given the richness of those collections, we see the case, not necessarily in every situation but certainly in some cases, for designating items that relate to items that have already been preserved, for going wider than we might otherwise do because of this superb base on which we are building.  Then “additional information” - the same sort of thing - ensuring the continuity of existing record series, but another very important and all embracing aim: the idea of trying to encourage the voluntary preservation of record.  We will come back to this, but when the railway industry was heading to be pretty well entirely private, it was felt that the old assumption of the state railway that anything it possessed basically was worth preserving and you then decided what to chuck away, really should be turned on its head for a privatised industry and you ought to make a limited decision of what you felt was worth preserving on the assumption that anything else can then be disposed of, but because we were interested in things like, for instance, the signalling and infrastructure records, like perhaps mechanical engineering records of rolling stock, and so on, we decided that where we could find a willing giver in the industry and a willing recipient, not necessarily a part of the formal record office structure, we would quite happily encourage the parties to come together and make a private arrangement to try to ensure the survival of a wider record for the enormously wide range of users who have an interest in the railway materials.  

Turning now from the Railway Heritage Committee to the railway industry, back in 1993 privatisation was intended to cut the costs of the taxpayer and bring in entrepreneurial flair, and light state control was envisaged through two bodies ‑ the ORR and OPRAF ‑ and Railtrack was going to be a normal Plc which would look after the infrastructure and maintain it to good modern standards from its income through access charges.  As everyone knows, it did not quite work out.  We have had political change, change of government with new policies; we have had supervisory change with the creation of the SRA and, through the SRA, ever tighter supervision of what the railway industry was allowed to do.  Railtrack’s problems are well‑known, but it has had the misfortune of the major accidents; it has had the whole problem of the west coast route modernisation which, for whatever reason ‑ we are not concerned with the reasons ‑ ran madly out of control, and the result was the end of Railtrack and the creation of Network Rail as a very differently structured company, certainly not as a private company.  There was going to be no burden on the taxpayer and it was going to sell paths and gain access charges as its income.  Now, in 2005, we are seeing the abolition of the SRA, and the nearest thing we have had in peace time to a Ministry of Railways, which is quite an interesting development.  

Where does that leave the Records Sub‑committee?  The records of the BRB became public records on the takeover of the BRB by the SRA.  The SRA took over the duties and responsibilities of OPRAF, and so the records of the SRA and the ORR have always been public records and, therefore, outwith the remit of the Railway Heritage Committee.  The records of the rail group of the DFT will obviously also be public records and again outwith the remit of Railway Heritage Committee.  The RHC in its present form has no say over the major strategic records of the railway industry in the new format, the planning records, the big decisions and, increasingly, the fine detail of what trains a TOC is allowed to run, and so on, which are decided by the strategic bands.  The RHC continues to look up the records of Network Rail and the other companies that came out of the BRB, but the TOCS have become little more than just service delivery units now.  They are told basically, “Here is the timetable you are going to run”; they are told basically, “Here is the stock you are going to do it with.”  The scope for that entrepreneurial flair that I mentioned a few minutes ago is not there any more and Network Rail, as this members’ company, is a very, very different animal from Railtrack.  That is the totally changed scene in which the Railway Heritage Committee now finds itself.  You have seen where we have started from.  You have seen the decision we took earlier.  The question is where do we go from here, and that is what today is all about?   

I would like to start now, for the next ten minutes or so, with general comments that people would like to throw into the discussion at this stage before we move on to the first of the specific topics.  Does anyone have any initial general views?   

MR BLAKE:  Richard Blake, National Archives.  Yes.  It was a very interesting illuminating presentation.  One thing that did occur to me, given what was said, for example, about the interest in artefacts and the history of the maintenance of the actual rolling stock, have you thought of any position in terms of third party contracts.  For example, South West Trains has purchased these new trains from Siemens: the Desiro trains.  They have entered into a long‑term maintenance contract whereby the manufacturer will maintain the rolling stock.  This is quite different historically to what was done in the past.  There is a quite serious danger that some of the information we might want to obtain about the way rolling stock is maintained, modified, will be lost: because you can deal with the TOCS, you can deal with the ROSCOS, but you may have no formal relationship with these manufacturers.  I was wondering, had any thought been given to approaching them or how to resolve that issue? 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Richard, you are the best person to comment on that straightaway, because a lot of thought has been given to exactly that problem, much of it falls outwith our remit at the moment.   

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  Last Wednesday we had the third day of the Railways Bill Committee and the Government tabled its own amendment which changed the status of the Railway Heritage Committee from being effectively a committee of the Strategic Rail Authority into a non‑departmental public body in its own right.  The original draft of the Railways Bill simply transferred the RHC to the Department for Transport, but they realised that we had become orphans with the abolition of the SRA and they did not want to run it themselves.  It was the collective view of the membership of the RHC, which we put to ministers over the course of the winter, that the new status of the RHC should be a more or less free‑standing non‑departmental public body with its own budget and its own existence.  We will continue to have the right to designate artefacts and records and, crucially, the Government is also prepared from time to time to table orders to extend the scope of the Railway Heritage Committee to cover exactly the eventuality that you have raised so that as the industry changes, the scope of the RHC can change and so that the changing industry will remain within scope.  We are also acquiring the power to be advisers on railway preservation issues to the latter stage. Again, that is something which we asked for.  You do not often get exactly what you want from governments, but last Wednesday was one day when we did. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that looks quite optimistic as a way of trying to address exactly that sort of problem.   

MR BLAKE:  Yes, that is very interesting.  In fact, when I do my presentation there are some elements which you will find are relevant, and I think you are going to need to be much more proactive, because a lot of this information will increasingly be handled in electronic form.  Whereas paper can survive by default and then you can take a decision to take it, I think you need to enter into a relationship with these people much earlier so that material can be identified and some measure taken to safeguard it when it is no longer required for operational purposes. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Are there any more general comments to start off with? 

MR TAYLOR:  I will make one.  It is the same old £64,000 gorilla that has sat in the middle of the table since 1997, which is that without a place to send the core industry archive, which the RHA is designating, and designation is in danger of becoming an empty decision, that is still an issue that remains on the table, and, despite changes in the structure of the industry, there is still this issue that the RHC has taken, quite rightly, in John’s presentation a decision to designate an absolute core irreducible minimum, if you like, of material to be preserved from the core industry archive around which extra material can be gathered to elucidate the story as and when resources are available to preserve it, but without a home for that core archive and a plan as to where that is going to be, then the decision is in a sense meaningless. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  That ties in with the point that I made about the lack of means, but it also illustrates nicely the difference, for those who were not aware of it, between England, Wales and Scotland.  The position in Scotland with regard to somewhere for archives to go is entirely satisfactory, because it has an historically different collecting policy and not quite such a sharp restriction on what it is possible to collect; so we are talking about the England and Wales railway problem.  I think Richard mentions this.  You will hear later on of the proposals that we have, the proposals that we have been trying to see through since we were set up and the problems that we ran into.  

MR HOPKIN:  To take up one of your last points, Chairman, though the RHC, and certainly the RHC records, has no legal locus as far as the records that become public records at the National Archives are concerned, we would, I think it is fair to say, wish to have a role in potentially influencing that process, and, with the experience of the Committee, we would see our role as being one to be engaged in a dialogue with the statutory bodies undertaking the preservation of those core records.  I think that is a significant role we can continue to play, and it perhaps makes it more important with the changing arrangements. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that is a hugely important point.  Because the responsibility for the record of the railway is divided, it is very, very important indeed that the parties talk to each other.   

MR CHRIMES:  It is really a point of clarification.  In the case of the Channel Tunnel rail‑link (Union Railways), where do their records sit as part of the SRA or anywhere? 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Our specialist in all matters like that is Neil? 

MR BUTTERS:  Railtrack created two subsidiary bodies - Union Railways North and South - and officially they were out of scope because they were new creations.  However, we did allow Railtrack, and that was in the Committee’s gift, to transfer key records, that John Gough alluded to earlier, to Union Railways North and South on condition that they be treated as if they were still in scope, but it really highlights the central problem about bodies in scope that we have managed to address successfully through Lord Faulkner’s excellent efforts last week. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  This is precisely the sort of incidence where the ability to extend the scope of the Committee to a body that is very clearly run by a public rail within Great Britain becomes very relevant? 

MR CHRIMES:  I do not know how many people have been to the records repository we are talking about, the warehouses of material.   

THE CHAIRMAN:  The Sub‑Committee had a visit.  I think some of it would be duplicate material, but I do not think we would be that interested in the earth core. 

MR CHRIMES:  No, but that is what we have, and as with these other proposals, the cross‑rail proposal and the suggestion for a new mainline north of London, it is a big physical problem in terms of records which really have not been seen, I suspect, since the 1850s. 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  Is it worth saying a word about RINA at this point, Chairman, or do you want to come to that later? 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Helen, when would it be best to pick up on RINA: at the beginning or at the end? 

MS ASHBY:  Now if you like, as it has been raised.  

THE CHAIRMAN:  Have a brief go now. 

MS ASHBY:  You may be aware that about 18 months ago the National Railway Museum submitted a bid to the Heritage Lottery Fund to rationalise its existing storage and to improve the reading room to provide public access to records and to develop a new repository, a purpose built repository, for the records of the national railway industry.  Unfortunately, the bid was unsuccessful, and we are not able to pursue that aim.  We are now in the process of submitting a second reduced lottery bid which aims to consolidate and improve the storage for the NRM’s existing archive and record collections and to create a much more accessible and bigger public facility so that we will create the accessibility for archives, and we will have our own house in order.  As part of that bid we are including all of the enabling works which will allow the repository for future collecting to take place subsequently, and we will have to seek other funding options.  Assuming that the lottery bid is successful, we would hope to start construction work at the beginning of 2006 to do the basic work, and then subsequently we will have to continue fund‑raising in order to build the new repository, but the Heritage Lottery Fund is simply not interested in new capital build.  Really the answer is we still do not know.  We are putting together a one‑stage bid, because we cannot wait any longer; we need to know what is going to happen.  The bid is due to go in in June and we should have a decision in November, but we will start to get some information through probably a month before that.  By October, November we will have some kind of idea as to whether that project can go forward or not. 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  This was the subject of a less successful parliamentary intervention on the Railways Bill Committee last week.  I moved an amendment which required the Secretary of State to provide for the Railway Industry National Archive on the basis that the Department of Transport should get involved in this and it should not just be a matter for the Department of Culture, Media and Sport.  I was supported by Lord Waldegrave, not in person but in writing.  I was able to quote from his letter, the Chairman of the Science Museum and also by Lord Crathorne, who is one of your neighbours in Yorkshire, who was very supportive indeed.  The Minister’s answer was that it is not appropriate for the Secretary of State to be dictating to the National Railway Museum whether or not it should have a national archive.  To which I said, “It does not need to be dictated to.  It wants to do it.”  The purpose of it was really to support the Heritage Lottery bid and to make it clear to people outside the house that there was significant support for the concept.  We will come back to it on another occasion, but it was a first going over of the ground. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  As a final point, when Andrew Scott was talking to the main Committee he indicated that stage one would in fact provide the front end for RINA. 

MS ASHBY:  Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  So that all that is needed for RINA is to build this simple storage facility.  I say simple, but basically a storage facility that does not require production facilities, reading facilities, front end facilities of any sort. 

MS ASHBY:  Absolutely.   

THE CHAIRMAN:  The front end facility - how to produce stuff for the reader, where the reader will sit all, how will they be supervised and so on - all that will be there, and what is left over is quite a simple building exercise. 

MS ASHBY:  One of the things that we would have to include in the bid is the audience development plan and access plan.  We are now in the process of developing that work and we will be getting touch with all kinds of bodies to enlist support, not just in terms of letters of support, like we had last time, but actual gathering information on what users want of that public facility so that we can prove to the Lottery Fund that there is a will out there to have access to all this material; so you may hear from us more. 

MR TAYLOR:  You will hear from us. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I want to stick very closely indeed to our timetable today.  It is a couple of minutes past eleven, bringing us to Carl. 

MR NEWTON:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  I had hoped to give this presentation with overhead slides, but unfortunately the room is not suitable for that and I do not dabble in PowerPoint.  A colleague of mine at a recent archive conference said he did not feel it gave him power and he did not see the point!  

However, I think you have all got copies of what should have been my slides.  There are two points I think we need to make.  First of all, this is entitled “Records management and business”, but in fact it is records management which is relevant to any organisation, not just in business.  It is just as relevant to your local tennis club as to the multi‑national.  The second point is (and it will come up later in the day) the principles are applied to records in any form ‑ paper, electronic, photographic, even chipped into stone if you really have that sort of thing.  

Records management.  What is it?  I say it is the application of specific techniques to ensure that organisations derive the maximum benefit from their documentary resources in the most effective and economic manner.  In case you thought otherwise, I have put in my name and date because I made that up about three weeks ago.  There is, in fact, no standard accepted definition of records management; in some respects it is what you make of it as you go along.  One of the objectives, first of all, on the next line, effectiveness, compliance with legislation and effective keeping of records, that is, of course, security (which is fairly obvious) and, of course, economy, well maintained records, cheaper to maintain.  Historical: a far as records management is concerned that is a bit iffy.  It is not a main objective of records management to ensure that historical records and archives are actually maintained.  

We move on to the concept of records management in diagrammatic form.  My professional colleagues might dispute some of this, but I am essentially saying that you really should start with the data.  The data is contained in documents.  The documents, I think, are contained within records, and I do not want to get into a semantic argument which would go on all day, and those records, or some of them, will actually go to archives, but archives can exist from creation, of course.  A document can be an archive the minute it is created.  Date has nothing to do with archive or quality.  I think that is an important point.  

Though we do not have a definition of “records management”, we do now have an international standard, ISO 15498, and I have summarized the major points of this standard on the next slide.  The standard recommends or authorises, if you like, that we should determine the role of records in organisational objectives.  In other words, the records are not something that happens by chance but should have some direct relationship to what it is the organisation is actually trying to do.  You should determine the data which authenticates the records by their context.  In other words, an isolated document which cannot be related to any other or to the context of its origins, the way in which it originated within the business processes, is difficult, if not impossible, to authenticate.  Thirdly, that there should be an established retention procedure.  I will come back to these issues later.  You should evaluate the risks to records of all kinds and combat them.  You should design a retrieval method, because keeping records which you cannot retrieve is rather a pointless activity ‑ though I am always astonished at the number of my clients who seem to do that ‑ and you should provide appropriate storage, appropriate to the format and purposes of the records.  

What are the mechanisms by which those objectives can be achieved?  Here they are, and I am going to talk in a little bit more detail about each one.  You need a classification system, you need a file plan, you need a retention schedule, you need to inventory your records, you should have a disaster recovery plan, though quite often these days that seems to form part of business continuity planning rather than being a separate item of work.  In my younger days when I designed recovery plans for records they were quite separate from business continuity, but businesses have caught up in archives in the last few years and they seem to take on board now the necessity of preserving records from risk as well as their commercial requirements, and, of course, you should have some storage, but I am not going to talk about that here because I suspect some of the other speakers later will be talking about storage.  

I have got a nice coloured version of this and I do not know how well this has come out, the records management system.   

MR BUTTERS:  Not very, sadly.  I would move on to that one actually.  It is legible though, hopefully.   

MR NEWTON:  The idea of this was to represent in diagrammatic form the elements of a records management system, and I hope they relate to the records themselves.  The coloured parts, apart from the top, which is the organisation itself, is meant to indicate, if you like, the control mechanisms over the process.  We have got here the classification, the file plan of the inventory, the retention schedule.  Let us look at those for the moment.  What this is actually saying is that the documentation is produced as a result of business transactions which meet the functions and activities derived from the processes of the organisation.  The main channel, as it were, down the centre of this diagram is where the documentation (the records) are actually being created, but it also points out that, in order to produce an effective functional classification, you have to relate the functions and activities and processes of the business to that scheme.  That scheme in turn informs your file plan which in turn leads into the inventory of your documentary resources.  On the other side, you have a retention schedule which sets out for how long each particular type of record should be kept.  What this diagram also shows is that through the operation of the retention schedule you are squeezing out your archives, but it also demonstrates the fact that the archives tend to be rather special, tend to be on the outside of these business processes; but at the same time, and I think this is a very important issue, you do not have any archives unless you have the previous bits.  In other words, the records management issue is crucial to having any archives at all in any meaningful sense of the word.  Those archives which you have identified as a result of these processes and through your retention schedule are subject to special procedures, and there are several people round this table, of course, who know what those procedures are and so I will not go into detail on that, but I think this is in a sense the key diagram because it relates the whole thing together.  Why is it you have archives?  Really the answer is you should have a system which ensures you do have archives at the end of the process of records management.  As I stressed earlier, that is not the only reason for having records management, so we have a bit of a mixed message.  

If we move on to the actual nitty gritty, as it were, the functional chart, these are by the way, the real life examples, which is why I have had to do a bit of anonymising by taking out any names that you might have actually recognised.  Hopefully I have done that completely.  This functional chart is from a charity, but it does not actually matter because the principles are exactly the same whether you are in the rail industry or the petroleum industry or whatever.  You can put together a very simple chart which sets out your objectives, your functions, your activities and your processes.  I am coming to the conclusion ‑ I am going to issue these as Newton’s law ‑ that there are never more than three major functions in any organization, large or small.  If I am challenged I could put BP into this chart without any problem.  You get the idea, hopefully.  First of all, at the first level you are identifying the major functions of the organisation.  In this case it is quite simple; it is a charity which was resourcing itself by collecting money.  It was distributing it to worthy causes, and, of course, the whole process has to be managed.  Those are the three key functions.  Below that there are a number of activities relating to each function, and below that a considerable number of processes.  The processes, of course, can go on almost limitlessly in a downwards aspect, but what I am saying is that I do not think it is spread out at the top level very much.  

The next slide is from the file plan which was constructed from that functional chart.  The functional activity process is simply effective repetition of the diagram, and then the files directories allotted to this code.  It simply sets out what files fall within those particular references.  For example, in benefiting individuals, providing legal advice for benefiting individuals, there is a policy file, and, of course, you should define what these files contain, the idea being to ensure that the correct information gets on them.  You will notice that it says “files and directories” because this applies equally to electronic systems.  You should define your directories on your computer system in exactly the same way as you define your hard copy filing systems.  

I must say, I am rather astonished at my own temerity in agreeing to talk about records management in 15 minutes when it really takes about fifteen days!  Hopefully this is making some sort of sense.  

The next slide is the sample retention schedule.  I cannot really go into the complexities.  Again, this a real life example, but the important thing is it identifies the different types of records, it identifies the period for which they should be retained ‑ in this particular case, by the way, these numbers are months, so 120 months.  When does the retention start to run ‑ that is quite important; we tend to forget that ‑ and what action are you going to take?  “A” means you are going to make them into an archive and transfer them to the archives and the reason is “H”, historical.  A slight piece of special information here: it does not mean that we are keeping the annual reports for ten years.  It means that at the end of ten years an action is taken which is to pass these records into the archives.  If you want another example, a company register which you know you have to retain for legal reasons on a permanent basis, it has still got 120, for exactly the same reason, an action has to be taken at the end of the ten years.  In that particular case for this particular client the most sensible thing to do was to retain it within the filing system of the person who acted as company secretary - that is why it is a “P” not an “A” - but this does not mean that the company register is not an archive in itself.  Once you have got the whole thing under control, then you can identify the “A”s and the “P”s and you know who has got them and you know what to do about them hopefully.  

The next one is the inventory.  This is a financial example, a financial services company.  The reason why the top four entries are blank is because I had to take those out, otherwise you would have known which company it was, but hopefully you will not be able to recognise any of the reference codes, so I hope I am in the clear there.  This is quite ingenious.  I take little responsibility for it.  It was designed by my colleague, who has a degree in computing and a degree in records management, and she came up with this very ingenious device of using an access database to produce this extremely useful inventory system.  

We are moving on to archives, and if you look at the very last slide, the ABC company and the archive structure, this raises something of a problem to both archivists and records managers, which is that any company which has existed for a long period of time will have absorbed a lot of other activities.  It will also itself be very likely to have gone through a large number of different manifestations in its time.  This particular company was founded in 1887.  It is still going strong and it has been through all those different manifestations which you can see down the centre.  Line seven is actually its present manifestation as a Plc ‑ those four are the divisions of a modern Plc ‑ but you also have the problem of what do you do with all the legal records, in particular, of the absolved subsidiaries because those subsidiaries no longer act as operating parts of the company but their legal records are still in existence, they are still part of the archive collection of the overall company, the overall Plc, and in this particular case, and it may exist in other places too, interestingly a lot of the early family records of the founders of the company are also in the archive.  This is an attempt to deal with that problem.  One of the things that was done and relates back to the inventory, under the provenance ID you will see a number − 2, 8, 3 − and so on.  That relates to the computer code on the left‑hand side of this slide, so that by knowing that code three actually relates to this company in its manifestation between 1961 and 1974 you can actually identify the provenance of the individual records.  The ingenuity of this is that my colleague designed it so that in the full catalogue version this detail actually automatically appeared as a result of − eg: code 3 − being, as it were, an operator.  Archivists might appreciate this.  I am not sure that non‑archivists actually see the ingenuity behind that.

I have taken twenty minutes of your time.  I am not being paid a fee for this presentation, so perhaps I can take the opportunity to put in a small commercial, which is that lot of these diagrams will be being published, I hope within the next twelve months, in an archives and management records manual.   

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  How far is the main message in that that if we want decent archives at the end of the day in the railway industry we have got to encourage the railway companies to manage their records properly? 

MR NEWTON:  Absolutely. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Taking that a step further, how far is it reasonable to expect that the major players, the Network Rails of this world, will be doing that as a matter of course but with some of the very small companies it might be a different kettle of fish? 

MR NEWTON:  It would be foolish to assume that the major players are in fact going to do it automatically.  Curiously enough, I looked on the Internet yesterday and there is a piece of information from one of the archive groups which identifies that only, I think it is 20 per cent of the FTSE 100 companies actually have a records management programme in operation.  If that is only 20 per cent out of the FTSE 100 we have got a long way to go, but I do stress the point that it is vital to have a good records management system up front, otherwise any preservation of the archives is going to be problematic and what does get preserved might be the wrong thing.  Again, with this commercial company - it is very interesting - they have taken a very low view of their archives in the past, but people have brought things in to them - old employees, that sort of thing - but the difficulty with that, of course, is that either they should not legally have had those records anyway or they are simply duplicates of what already exists in the archives.  It is a very unsatisfactory way of collecting an archive. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I took Chairman’s privilege of having the first comment or question, who would like to follow? 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  I want to put a question about outsourcing ‑ your charts did not identify this ‑ and whether or not you have a view on whether companies should use Iron Mountain, or similar bodies, or whether they are best to keep it in‑house? 

MR NEWTON:  It sounds like a cop out.  I think the real answer is it is horses for courses.  It depends on the circumstances.  I do not make a rule either way.  I have had clients for whom it was sensible to recommend that they did the thing in‑house, but I have also had clients for whom it was impossible to recommend they did it in‑house - they just could not have coped with it - and therefore out‑sourcing has to be seen.  It is not something you can be dogmatic about, I am afraid. 

MR BLAKE:  I agree with what is being proposed.  I think there is a fundamental problem which, incidentally, I face in my work even just dealing with public authorities outside of central government.  Trying to persuade them to adopt record management processes, which have quite a major cost, for benefiting an archival resource is almost a dead no‑no except in very exceptional circumstances.  You have to in some way persuade them that there is a virtue to the business in having this and that, coincidentally, yes, there is the faucet from which you can decant that quantity that is appropriate to go to an archive.  In terms of the Railway Heritage Committee, you would need to consider some advocacy role here, because you need to use a different language.  Trying to just merely push, “You must do this because we will get good archives”, is not going to persuade them, because you are talking about substantial and continuing investment, and I think that is a very real and complex problem.  The other thing I would suggest that we need to face up to is that more and more information is being generated and held in electronic form.  What Carl was saying I would endorse, but there is an awful lot of information which is not in documentary form, an awful lot of material relating to civil engineering I am sure is now being held in geographic information systems or on computer-aided manufacturing or modelling systems.  The sort of paradigm, the metaphors that we use for the paper world which we try to translate to the electronic world of folders, dossiers, collections of documents, does not hold, but there are major issues about trying to identify what is of interest and actually how you can maintain it. 

MR NEWTON:  When I said “documents” I include digital documents. 

MR BLAKE:  I understand.  The trouble is you cannot very easily shave off a portion of a database; you either take all of it as it is today or none of it. 

MR NEWTON:  But it is a document. 

MR BLAKE:  Yes, I am not disputing that, but I think the way we use language, we take the minutes, agendas, reports. 

MR TAYLOR:  I am not going to tread on your toes now, but just two observations on this.  Richard has said some of this already.  From the point of view of what you might call practical politics, there are two distinct points from what Carl was saying.  The first thing, and this is perhaps the slightly austere historian/archivist point of view, is that how a company manages its information, its records, is part of the information about how it manages itself, and it does not really matter from the point of view of preserving its records whether the company’s records management system is good, bad or indifferent, but knowing that it is good, bad or indifferent is an historical fact within the organisation which needs to be recorded and preserved when the archives are being preserved, but that is part of how a company runs itself.  The company’s records management systems, if they are non‑existent or if they are very poor, or if they do not work, tell you something about what the company staff knew or could find out in order to run the organisation, and there is almost an archaeological point here that it is not for the Railway Heritage Committee to disturb how a company runs itself but it is to preserve the knowledge of how the company ran itself.  That is part of the historic record.  If one company is better at managing its information than another and that gives it a competitive advantage, that is, an historical fact about the organisation which is something about which the RHC needs to be concerned.  

Secondly, and this is endorsing Richard’s point, I think the Railway Heritage Committee can encourage records management in the railway industry, but how the organisations actually choose to do that is a matter of internal management which is historic fact about the organisation which needs to be preserved.  But thirdly, and taking perhaps a wider point, the techniques and the approach, especially the analytical and structural approach which Carl has outlined which is involved in setting up a records management programme for an organisation, is equally valid directly to the Railway Heritage Committee when it comes to analysing the worth, value, of material to be preserved.  I think one of the key messages to take from Carl’s presentation is that it is not enough to look at individual record items or record series in isolation.  For the Railway Heritage Committee to do its work properly especially in a complicated industry, there is going to have to be a lot more analysis and contextualising the material that you are looking at.  You cannot just look at individual records or individual documents as if they are individual artefacts in isolation because that is not making a decision about preservation nor with all the information you need.  I am sorry, I went on there. 

MR LOVETT:  Dennis Lovett, Virgin Trains, one of the sole representatives, I think, of the modern real world industry out there at the coal face.  I think the first problem we face is that the industry is not aware of its responsibilities, and I would go as far as to stay that in many cases it is not particularly interesting, which I think is a worrying factor.  History is a dirty word in some organisations.  One of the big problems we face is that nobody within the TOC is designated with that responsibility.  Storage space in most modern offices is virtually non‑existent.  There are no Waterloo arches in which to send stuff for ever for it to re‑emerge one day when somebody breaks the door down.  Records are only likely to be post 1996 or, in our case, 1997.  We know what happens to Intercity and Network South East records, for instance.  They get sent off to Porchester Road by good fortune and luck and nothing else.  Old material is dumped regularly, it has to be, particularly on modern computer systems where servers say, “Get rid of material otherwise we are going to blow a gasket”, and that is being done at regular intervals.  The service can only take so much space and at the moment nobody, as far as I am aware, is archiving that material.  Also, I think, affordability in an industry at the moment which is faced with some grave financial issues being put before it at the moment.  Those are the kinds of things that we have to say are out there in the real world at the moment, and costs are being cut, staff numbers are being reduced, accommodation is being tightened up.  That is the real situation that we are facing as an industry at the moment, not just us, but the whole real world out there.  A lot of this stuff is not going to be around at the point where it is deemed to be of great importance.

 
MR CHRIMES:  One characteristic of the post-nationalisation scene has been the rapid turnover of arrangements for the railway industry.  Companies have been taking over responsibility, one from the other.  Even when we have managed to persuade Virgin to take a responsible attitude to records management, if they make a financial decision to pull out, their system will be consigned to the computer dustbin and the whole thing will be scrapped.  That is a very big problem. The Institution of Civil Engineers and consulting engineers have had very responsible records management and archive systems stretching back to the 19th century and they have been taken over by some who just have no interest in the material.  


MR McCRICKARD:  I think we should aim for something as streamlined and simple as possible.  Anything complicated will defeat itself.  We should be saving records even though they might not be categorised until well into the future, say 20 or 30 years’ time, if necessary.  There has to be a balance between saving everything and saving a category you know will be important to future historians.  Preservation should be first but it can become unwieldy so streamlined systems, please.


THE CHAIRMAN:  Let us move on to records of state supervision and Robert Plampin.


MR PLAMPIN:  I am Robert Plampin from the secretariat of the SRA.  One of the things I do there is perform the function of departmental records officer.  I am learning as I sit here what the Railway Heritage Committee perspectives are on railway records and management.  In the next ten minutes I will summarise what is happening to records in the SRA and touch on what is happening at ORR.  I am happy to take any points people want to raise after that.



In the SRA, we do not have a particularly glorious history of records management.  It has been an activity that in the past has been under-resourced.  Our records, inventories and retrieval systems have not historically been as good as they should have been.  With the lack of future that we now face, this has caused us to put more resource into records management and to think more clearly about what sort of records we have and how we should be cataloguing and reviewing them and what we are going to do with them in the future.  I will return to what we think the likely timetable is for the run-down of the SRA and how that affects what we do with records.  



More immediately, we have created a comprehensive scheduling document for our records which I have here.  Anyone who would like to look at this document is very welcome to get in touch with me and I will happily provide it.  I would like to think that at least some of the documentary output of the SRA will be something that people will want to look and remember, unlike a lot of the work of the SRA perhaps.  A lot of effort has gone into this and we have done this in discussion with the National Archives.  We have drawn up this schedule with the intention of ensuring that the operational records needed for the continuing running of the business we do are retained properly and available.  Also, evidential records that provide the evidence to support the legal, regulatory and compliance decisions that have been taken over time by the SRA and the essential records for the continuity of the business, both in normal times and in disaster recovery situations.  



We have also thought about records that we believe will have a continuing archive interest.  We have concentrated on retaining for second review in accordance with normal government practice.  By “second review” I mean in about 25 years’ time and essential records of minute papers of the SRA board and its subsidiary committees and what we believe are essential policy papers, working papers on projects.  Inevitably, we have to provide these for shorter retention periods.  A lot of SRA work has overlapped with other organisations – Network Rail, train operators and so on – and it is possible that you may be interested in the criteria that we have adopted.  



Another thing is driving more activity in records management at the moment is the Freedom of Information Act.  We successfully resisted calls by some of our directors to go on a mass shredding and clean up exercise which it appears some organisations have done.  There is also pressure from the future transition to get our records cleaned up, not in the physical sense, but to look at all the things people might have said about the department in the past.  We are similarly resisting those sorts of pressures.  



The timetable for the future that we seem to be looking at is that we can expect the new Railways Bill to be nodded through before a forthcoming general election.  This will lead to a timetable in the SRA of probably transferring operational work to DFT and Network Rail during the course of the summer.  Various dates have been given for the end of the SRA.  The official date is December of this year.  My prediction is it is more likely to be April next year but whichever date it is we have to press on with our plans for migrating records and what we will be doing with residual records.



On migrating, some work has already transferred out of the SRA.  For example, our part of the East London Line project team have taken their operational records with them and there have not been any problems so far.  We are expecting, when franchising or whatever form the new DFT Rail decides to operate in, operational records and franchising to move to the department and project records to go to Network Rail or whichever other possible bodies like TFL may decide to take on the project.  We are inevitably going to be left with residual records for franchises that no longer exist and projects that never got off the ground or are completed.  We are expecting to have to make decisions about what we do with the records when there is no longer any SRA support organisation to manage them.



I am also still custodian of a considerable quantity of BR residual records which were a hand-me-down from the Porchester Road operation.  By my present calculations, we still have 16,500 cubic feet of BRBR records to go with the 6,000 cubic feet of SRA records.  It is possible, although a lot of the SRA stuff is of live interest and will go to other bodies, we are still going to be left with a large quantity of records that will be needing a home either at the National Archive or somewhere else.



The Office of the Rail Regulator is continuing under the new regime and taking on more functions.  The ORR has a considerably better history of devoting resources to records management.  I have become aware recently that they appear to be under the White Paper given a responsibility for collating data storage information  to ensure that there is one set of consistent data about railways for use by the government and the industry.  I have read that they have gone as far as commissioning AEA Technology to develop a proposal for this information centre.  That appears to address a possible criticism that records management at government level has been a bit fragmented under the current organisation and it appears to promise something better for the future.


THE CHAIRMAN:  The SRA’s records are of course public records and they will be looking for a home.  In the first instance, it will be a decision for the National Archive but some of the records, particularly some of the project records, will go to Network Rail.  That immediately means that they come under the Railway Heritage Committee, does it not, if title passes?  


MR PLAMPIN:  The situation of Network Rail is very interesting in records management and the FOI context.  It is possible to argue, dealing with FOI issues, that the information is held by the SRA and is therefore a public record, subject to FOI requests but very similar information or the same information may be held by Network Rail who are not subject to the same requirements.  The FOI legislation does give ministers the power to designate a quasi-government organisation as being subject to FOI.  I think it is inevitable that this is probably going to be raised quite soon and there may be pressure to designate Network Rail as subject to FOI and it would appear then to follow logically that they might be considered worthy of designation as a public record body also.


DR JAMES:  I was interested in what you said about the freedom of information because it alters the context in which so many bodies now work.  It raises the whole issue of accountability and why records are being kept.  That must move accountability up the agenda.  Instead of the SRA being accountable through ministers and Parliament, in a sense it is now directly accountable through members of the public being able to bang in freedom of information requests.


MR PLAMPIN:  It is arguable that it may lead to a worsening in the completeness of public records because there is a temptation for senior people to say, “We will not keep records of these discussions in case people start asking for them to use against us.”  A lot of the rich variety of annotation on documents may be lost.  FOI does not entitle people to demand to see documents but if discussions are minuted in a certain way it is difficult to excise bits before handing over the record of a particular discussion that has been asked for.  


PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Historians have an ambivalent attitude towards FOI at the moment.  We are having meetings in the Institute of Historical Research to discuss how it is going and what our position should be but the basic attitude of serious, historical users is that you need to see everything.  Just asking to see a specific file is not going to produce the kind of historical work that hitherto one has been able to do where you know where you stand with accessing policy.  We think it creates more problems than it solves.  



I believe the SRA had a digitised privatisation archive and I wondered what happened to that.  Is that still maintained by the SRA?


MR PLAMPIN:  The privatisation archive was part of the BRBR legacy that I mentioned.  


PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  It will be offered to the National Archive, eventually?


MR PLAMPIN:  Possibly.  I am told by Peter Trewin that BR Residuary has a plan for existing for the next 50 years.  It will outlive the SRA by a considerable amount of time.  There will have to be discussions with the National Archives again about how much of this stuff should be  deposited there and how much BRBR and possibly SRA residuary are prepared to put into continuing maintenance of records.


MR TAYLOR:  You mention the continuing possible legal existence of BRBR.  Do you know when plans are going to be firmed up about that?  I ask because BRBR is the repository of all copyright ownerships in everything from pre-privatisation railway, so who is going to take responsibility for BRBR?  Is it going to become the direct responsibility of the Department of Transport or is it going to continue as an NDPB?


MR PLAMPIN:  A lot of hard work is being done on the continuation of BRBR and there is a plan for its longer term existence but whether it will be as an arm of the department or an NDPB I do not know yet.


MR BUTTERS:  It is going to be a subsidiary of DfT [and an NDPB].


THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that for certain?


MR BUTTERS:  Yes.


MR EDWARDS:  What Robert said about BRBR possibly continuing is rather good news in an archival sense.  We do not know what resource it is going to have but it does have a great deal of the more recent BR records, including the crucial privatisation archive, which TNA either were not allowed to take at the time or could not take because of their bulk.  There is an issue here still about what TNA would be able to take.  In my day, one of the reasons why our office secretariat papers were left with the SRA was because we would only take a very small proportion of them at TNA.  It was felt (a) they should not be destroyed and, (b), if RINA came on the scene, there was a possibility they would go straight there and not touch the sides, as it were.


MR PLAMPIN:  You might be adding to that a large quantity of records about the setting up and initial operation of franchises in the 1995/6 period.  We may persuade the department to take all this stuff but as it is approaching ten years old there may be pressure put on us to review it.


MR BOYES:  There are some post-privatisation records already in The National Archives catalogue.  Has anybody formed a view on how well the process is going and whether it is the sort of stuff that historians would wish to have archived?  The SRA’s records are all electronic − apparently there is a downloading of the SRA web-site every six months.


MR HOPKIN:  This point brings home the point I made earlier.  If policy decisions on the retention of records are going to be left to the receiver repository, there must be a framework by which a body such as ours, which has statutory obligations, can influence that process.  This brings home the need to make that process more transparent.


MR EDWARDS:  What we are talking about here is resources.  There would not be the possibility of taking anything like what Robert is holding into TNA and that is why the decision was taken to dodge the issue.


MR PEPLER:  Robert mentioned that in the residual records there is quite a lot of material from franchisees who may well be a distant memory.  I wonder how in the appraisal process thought could be given to how far the supervisory bodies like the SRA may have the only surviving data from any of these private companies.  Presumably, would be contractors are required to supply an awful lot of information about their infrastructure, business plans etc., in the process of submitting their tender which could be an invaluable resource, given the comments made earlier about how little resource private companies are ale to apply to that sort of thing.


MR PLAMPIN:  That is something I have been pointing out to our Executive and something which I will continue to point out to the records offices in the Department when we discuss whether they are going to take responsibility for this stuff or whether there should be some sort of residual operation.


MR TAYLOR:  Railtrack archives contain a lot of archival material about train operating companies and other parts of the industry.  That is the core archive which will represent companies which may not otherwise survive in the archive.  This is the contextualisation you need when you are making decisions about what bits are to be and what bits are not to be preserved.  For material which falls under the public records remit, the preservation of large quantities of that material may obviate the need to take material from individual, private companies.



When we were talking about the plans for the National Railway Museum, again, it is making this wider contextualisation about what falls within the public records remit and what does not.  At the NRM, we are ourselves a public records body but we are not approved as a place of deposit for public records which is one of the drivers behind the capital investment we want to put in.  In order to put some extra capacity into the system, we need to get ourselves approved as a place of deposit of public records, not least because we want to keep our own archives.


MR HOPKIN:  The issue of resource is there again.  If the bodies that have been the holders of this material and the organisations that have responsibility for ensuring that it is preserved in some way share this issue, we have a chance of resolving it, rather than saying, “We cannot do it because we do not have the resources” and it ends up not being done.  Presumably, one of the outcomes from today is that we can all sing from a similar hymn sheet and say there is still this bottom line issue that there is a requirement for us to achieve it in some way.  The existing funding base and the existing organisational structures do not allow that to be done so how are we going to work out a solution? 


DR JAMES:  Having to deal with the consequences of so many denationalisations, this is a huge problem because it crosses so many industries, the rail industry I think being very much the largest in this context.  Nevertheless, it is part of a wider problem and the resources to meet that problem are potentially huge.


MR EDWARDS:  I want to underline that this body can be an influence on what happens.  If an organisation like TNA knows that there is a pressure group, they are much more likely to do something about it than if it comes up in the usual channels.


THE CHAIRMAN:  The message that emerges loud and clear from this session is the need for everyone to talk about who is doing what.  There is a problem of a half private, half public interest, TNA’s interests on the one hand and the Railway Heritage Committee’s on the other.  We must talk to each other.


MR BLAKE:  I was the inspecting officer for dealing with the British Railways Board between 1987 and 1991.  Much of the work I did with the chief archivist amounted to rescue archaeology.  For example, at Coulsdon, there was a depot where a huge number of paper records had been stored for many years.  They wanted to evacuate the building.  We did a salvage operation.  We found a series of records which dated from the earliest period of the war years up to the 1970s in sequence.  The old Southern Railway, later Southern Region, had all their records relating to rolling stock designs and the proposals, many of them stillborn, for electrification.  In 1940, 1941 and 1942 they were still thinking in such detail.



We found them because they were in a physical form that had survived for those years.  BR staff were unaware they existed.  There was no inventory.  It was only because the building had to be evacuated that we found them and they were safeguarded.  



There is a very real danger that unless some degree of records management is applied within the industry you are likely not merely to have poor records; you are likely to have no records at all.  I am not advocating that the Heritage Committee should become an absolute champion for records management but you need perhaps to influence the constituency to start to think about the benefits of records management in terms of their own operations, which will allow you to identify the material that ultimately you would wish to take into the archives.  



There was reference earlier to ISO 15489.  The issue of authenticity is quite significant in the electronic world.  ISO 15489 claims that an authentic record is one that can be proven to be what it purports to be.  It is one of the most unhelpful definitions I have ever come across.  What does that mean in the electronic world?  Authenticity is defined as a key characteristic.  They also define three others.  I have come to the conclusion that in practice authenticity does not exist in itself.  It is the summation of the other characteristics.  There is much emphasis on the need for reliability and that is decomposed into the concept that it comes from a trusted source, that you can establish the relationship or the context in which the information was created and used.



Also, how long does the organisation need to keep this information for the business purpose?  From a records management point of view that is quite valuable.  If you know that you need to keep it for 20 years or 80 years in some instances, purely for business reasons, a responsible company ought to start putting some investment into maintaining those information assets in a way that they are still usable.  If they are ones that you would like to get your sticky paws on, you have a chance of getting them when they are prepared to release them.



The second element is integrity and here we are talking about the concept that you can trace how it as created, annotated or amended and the whole history.  That would give you some confidence that this was not something knocked out yesterday.  



In terms of  records management, I think Carl and I are in many ways of one mind.  Retention periods for most organisations allow them to destroy records.  If you can develop a relationship with these organisations, you should be able to identify that even though they may no longer require it after seven or 20 years you can flag it up that this should come to an appropriate institution.  At the moment, you could see a signalling database at S&T and say you need that.  Where is it going?  How are you going to siphon it off?  Are you going to take snapshots?  It is not like saying, “We have a salt mine in Cheshire.  We can dump the records there and sort them out in a few years’ time when somebody gives us some money to do some cataloguing.



Critically, there is the issue of usability.  Electronic records have to be usable.  You have to be able to locate them and present them in a manner that will allow you to interpret them adequately.  That may mean that over time you may have to migrate to different software formats, where some degree of functionality may be lost.  You may accept that as an acceptable risk, but you need to do it in a coherent manner so that you have some confidence in knowing this is the best possible solution under the circumstances.  There is a baseline that we are not prepared to lose and we need to define that.



I have often used this diagram.  We have done a lot of work, trying to define the requirements for electronic records management systems.  Central government is slowly but surely moving into introducing these right across the system and local government is just beginning to put its toe in the water.



I had a meeting with Transport for London last week.  TFL represents in microcosm many of the problems you are observing in BR. They are trying to manage it.  They have a very commercial outfit with Bob Kylie at the top and a very American approach.  They have the very strong engineering traditions from London Underground.  Where the engineers are predominant, you have a much better chance of getting some fairly solid, coherent records.  A lot that has happened in the London Transport environment has gone away from that engineer driven environment and that is true in BR.  The traditional things that you have always expected to get which have made that very rich archive are not likely to emerge naturally unless we provide for them.



In an ERMS, the theory is you would have a classification system.  You could apply disposal schedules.  We have come up with a concept for how you can export all the metadata of the selected objects into an interoperable format and you could in theory import it into another platform.  The problem is that this only addresses one type of record.  You will have major problems when you look at other types of electronic information like geographic information systems, computer modelling and other line of business database systems.  They are not so easy to manage in this way.  You can call the database a document but you have to decide are you going to take all or none of it because the concept of just taking this or that segment is going to be so costly as not to be practical or it is just not practical at all.



We can give you a lot of advice and help in this area but digital preservation is in its infancy.  It is still embryonic.  There is not a robust tradition internationally about acquiring electronic information and maintaining it over time and making it available to researchers.  It is incredibly crude at the moment.



What I would suggest in terms of  a strategy is that you have to persuade these organisations – Virgin Records is a good example – where they have a need to maintain some levels of information for business purposes.  They may also get an added tick in the box that they are ones you would wish to see as part of the archive but they have a good, sound business reason for sustaining them.



The real problem is that, with paper, the less you touch it, as long as you store it in reasonable accommodation, it is still usable in 10, 20 or 100 years’ time.  With electronic information, unless you have a very proactive preservation regime, one day it is usable and the next day it flips over and it is not.  Then you are into data recovery programmes and some of those are very expensive.



I would suggest this concept of plugging into business continuity planning.  Where they know they have to keep information, they can justify it and come up with the business cases which will allow them to rationalise the overall investment.  You then have to think about when you want to take the stuff in.  When the franchise ends?  In 30 years, as traditionally has been done in the paper world in central government?  There needs to be some thought given to when the process of acquisition might be and who is to acquire them.



There is a number of organisations represented round this table: the National Archives of Scotland, the National Railways Museum and the National Archive, all of whom have very substantial experience in handling archives.  None of us has a tradition of acquiring large volumes of electronic information.  We need a dialogue with the Heritage Committee about how we develop it because, as these things become more mature, there is a likelihood of more confidence that we can transfer and acquire and look after this stuff.  At the moment, we would have major problems.



There are things that can be done.  We have a contract with the London Computer Centre to look after database records.  It is almost like handcrafting solutions and it is very expensive.  



These organisations need to look at their legacy systems and evaluate  the timescales.  When are they going to migrate?  If they are not going to migrate, perhaps that is when they hand over to another institution.  You can develop some sort of calendar of potential acquisitions and plan for them.  There is a major concern that most organisations have a meaningless media refreshment migration regime.  The National Office of Statistics managed to maintain its records of the 1961 census for many years in optimum conditions, except they had stopped using the tape drives to play the tapes on in 1987.  When we came to salvage those, we had to run copies of those tapes through at one inch an hour in an effort to reconstruct the data.  That was purely because they did not look at it, but they were keeping it.  



Similarly, you will always be told that there are back-ups.  If you talk to the technicians, the problem is that back-ups are rarely restored effectively when you have a catastrophe.  There needs to be a view taken in terms of  business continuity.  How effective are back-ups and what can be done?  In terms of  the acquisition of railway archives for the future, it may only be taken from back-ups.  There needs to be some policy that gives you some degree of confidence that Network Rail, Virgin Railways, South-West Trains or whoever it is has something in place.



I mentioned the idea of dealing with third party, outsource people.  A company like Siemens has a lot of capacity.  It is also a traditional engineering company.  It is possible to establish a dialogue with these companies to try and explore the scope for collaboration, even if they are not willing to enter into solid, contractual arrangements.  For the sake of argument, if you wanted the National Railway Museum to acquire the maintenance and modification history of the Desire trains or the Electrostars being used by Southern, unless you have some plug into these companies and these maintenance contracts, that information would just evaporate. 



I would argue that most institutions can do quite a lot to safeguard electronic information.  It does not have to cost the earth.  I would advocate using full electronic record management regimes but there is a scope for dealing with this.  I would suggest that traditional disaster planning is one way in which you can secure cooperation.  If they are managing assets or liabilities, you are much more likely to get their legal and finance departments and their auditors to support the idea of putting in some mechanisms which will allow you to safeguard the archives.



We need to identify what IT skills are needed.  Carl was saying 20 per cent of the companies on the Stock Exchange have some degree of records management.  You need to get the buy-in from senior managers that the records manager’s role supports a business activity.  This is not purely a vanity exercise.  



There are some straws in the wind to support this.  You only have to see the chaos from Enron and one or two other places in this country whereby they are beginning to recognise that through slack management of the information they have suffered.  



There are some good examples in private commerce.  Pharmaceutical companies have to maintain information on drugs for decades.  Otherwise, they have to repeat all their drug tests.  They have to be very robust in the way they manage that.  The mining industry tends to do the same, as does the oil extraction industry.  All of them tend to be scientific, technologically or engineering based approaches.  Railways are still fundamentally about good engineering.  If you find a means of establishing a dialogue, I would have thought the engineers amongst these companies would be likely to respond.  



Finally, there is the issue about information security management.  Most companies want to ensure they meet the British Standard on this.  There are elements which can be translated in terms of  maintaining this information in a usable form until it can be selected and handed over.



This diagram is just a bit of fun but on the left hand side you have file stores and servers and document management applications, which may be in the process of being moved into various current applications.  Eventually, they will export them either because companies have dissolved or businesses have been taken over or franchises are transferred.  What you want is that that proportion worth keeping is siphoned off when the rest of it moves over to the new application.  That is the ideal and at the moment we are nowhere near it but that is the model we want to try to work towards.


MS ASHBY:  There is a cultural issue around storage and retention of electronic records.  The integrity of the records management system itself is important.  I am not convinced.  However good an electronic  management system you have, it relies on the individual employees in the business to have the cultural mindset that makes sure that they use that system and that records are stored.  I fear that in future records there will be a lot of broken links because so much takes place, for example, by e-mail and does not necessarily ever get into that records management system.  A lot of information risks being lost.


MR BLAKE:  There is an e-mail problem.  A lot of people do not recognise e-mails as having record value. They are always seen as purely ephemeral and yet you only have to look at the Hutton Inquiry to realise that the basis of Lord Hutton’s inquiry was a very close examination of the e-mail exchanges.  In many respects, they were far more revealing because of their informality.  If you buy into an ERM application, there is a major change of  management issue and I would agree that most business managers need to be involved because I think there is a breakdown, even within government, about the concept that, “I know this should go on file” and you go into an electronic world and, as long as you and I can have our conversation, why does anyone else need to know?  


PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  I am worried about e-mails.  I received some e-mails from a government department and they were on CD ROM.  Is that how you would see the world?  Is that not rather dodgy?


MR BLAKE:  I think they have chosen to give you copies of e-mails.  Without knowing the organisation concerned, I suspect the e-mails are not being appropriately managed anyway.  They tend to be in private in-boxes with idiosyncratic, private folder systems.  The National Archives have moved to an ERM application.  We have taken away personal drives and effectively we cannot keep e-mails in personal folders for more than three months.  If you do not put it into the corporate system, the information is lost.  We have removed choices.  Once it goes into the corporate system, there is a means of navigating, locating and safeguarding it.


PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  You can get it back.


MR BLAKE:  Yes.


MR TAYLOR:  Electronic records bring this into sharper focus but the issue of proactive cooperation between, say, the Railway Heritage Committee and some industry bodies over working forward a long term strategy to preserve some key electronic record brings sharply into focus the fact that a selection process is going to have to take place.  With paper records, you can salt them away and you do not have to make the selection process up front.  You can make the selection process down the line or by default.  



The resources required for this kind of long term cooperation are going to mean that the hard decisions will have to be made up front about which electronic information systems are going to have to be selected as the key samples which will represent the wider swathe of the industry.  That cannot be dodged with the idea that we can wait and see what comes out in the wash.  I would say this applies to paper records as well but the electronic issue brings it into much sharper focus.  There is not enough money around for this broad brush approach of keeping a little bit of everything.


MR BLAKE:  That is right.  You will have to accept that you will not get quite as complex or as rich a record as you have been accustomed to.  Put brutally, most of the railway companies tended to have an awful lot of storage capacity.  The coal mining industry was exactly the same.  It is fascinating to compare the coal industry with the rail industry because the Coal Authority has this colossal paper archive but, unlike the railways, they have a lot of money because they can sell off old pithead baths and retain the money.  They have built a state of the art, BS5454 archive store.  British Rail has a fragmented in terms of  its records.


PROFESSOR DIVALL:  As an historian and a user of these records, I have very mixed feelings about electronic records.  If there is a chance that we are going to lose the high level records that formerly have been transferred to or even recorded on paper, that is a disaster and we have to avoid that.



With e-mail I see the potential of having a much richer sense of context within which discussions and policy making take place.  I hope that the every decreasing cost of electronic storage would mean that potentially there is scope for saving a richer record.  The problem is that, instead of flipping through seemingly endless minutes in the National Archive record, it is going to be even worse if we can all keep virtually everything.


MR BLAKE:  There is a very seductive view about electronic storage that it is cheap and getting cheaper.  In some ways, undoubtedly it is.  Keeping everything is undesirable especially with public authorities, because you do not want to breach data protection.  There is a need to put something in place where e-mails of value are put into an area of the business where they can be managed and the rest can be reduced.  If you were to take in all the e-mails of, let us say, Virgin Railways, since 1997, it would be almost frightening for anyone to try and navigate around them because they would be almost incoherent without an awful lot of cataloguing.  You only have to look at subject lines on e-mails to recognise how valueless they are.  Quite often, they only mean something to the sender and the recipient.  


MR EDWARDS:  You said that so far as archival preservation of electronic records is concerned we are still in an embryonic state.


MR BLAKE:  That is true.  We are much better at knowing what the issues are but if you mean is there a place where digital information has been licked, in terms of  bringing the stuff in, in large quantities, particularly structural information, no.  There is a lot more to be done.


MR EDWARDS:  Can you hazard a guess as to how long it is going to be before we have a robust system?  We have to deal with electronic records much sooner than we have to deal with paper records.


MR BLAKE:  Realistically, the National Archives want some models out within two to three years.  I suspect it will continue to develop and mature but there is a window of about five years.  Let us not be negative.  In organisations like the Data Archive based at Essex University or the University of London Computer Centre – there is one at Manchester as well – there is a lot of expertise.  The real problem is making it available to the researcher.  It is relatively easy to store the stuff.  We have major problems with the service we set up with the University of London Computer Centre, but not in preserving.  It was making sense of it and making it available which were very costly.


MR NEWTON:  I know cases where people have 5,000 e-mails in their private server.  When questioned as to how they managed that, they have said, “We can do a word search.”  That does not work because everyone uses terms in different ways, so it does not help the historian.



The other point about the retention is the point about functionality.  If you can establish what the key functions are of the organisation, you are immediately focusing on the records likely to be of major importance.


MR McCRICKARD:  On the difficulty of electronic records, we should try as much as possible to read across what we want from electronic records and what we are doing with paper records.  On the technical and operational side, signalling, we are only interested in frozen documents, not lots of draft issues.  You would be looking for frozen minutes, design drawings etc.  



We need to define what we need to preserve and from this we will start to define a lot more of what we want to preserve.  You have certification procedures that require Network Rail and private companies to retain certain records so that certainly design records will not get destroyed.


MR BLAKE:  They are worth something to the business.  They are an asset they use or a liability they want to ward against.


MR McCRICKARD:  That is right.  You were trying to warn us that electronic records could be dumped but we have some hope.  We need some input as to what we need to save.  In discussion of signalling records, we have to be careful because we could end up with a whole lot of wiring diagrams but there is not the space so you move into top level documents reflecting what is preserved on paper now.


MR BLAKE:  That is a classic example of sound engineering practice.  From an archival point of view, where the records have emerged from that sort of discipline, they tend to be much more usable and reliable.  It is the ones that are more at the commercial end, the high level policy documents, where you are likely to lose a lot more.  At the moment, they still produce formal minute books but increasingly you will find people say, “Why bother?  We can view them on screen.”  Those will be far less well protected.


MR LOVETT:  For our new train procurement which was for two fleets, cross country and west coast and for the associated civil engineering functions that go with those, currently we have stored in three different locations 500 3 foot by 2 foot archive boxes.  There is a room at Euston which is 30 feet by 15, top to ceiling.  There are 100 boxes stored professionally and some of the documents cannot be released until 2024 which is 12 years after the end of the franchise in 2012.  You have about 20 years to save those particular documents.  It gives you some idea of the sort of problem that has been saved for future archiving.  It is unlikely that the TOC would move beyond that.  At some stage they could be released – 2024, I would suggest – but beyond that it is just a matter of what will be required.



I talked about the Waterloo arches before.  Those facilities are no longer available.  Every inch of space in every railway building now has to be paid for and even places like Euston Station which has big storage areas underneath are being cut back almost every week because of the cost involvement and the need to reduce costs on an ongoing basis.



The chances of busting a door down and finding all the letters written by Sir William Stanier, which I had the pleasure of doing many years ago at the Grove, are going to be very unlikely in future.


MR BLAKE:  One of the things to consider is the concept of trusted custodians whereby even though the archives may not have the space to take in these vast collections, they could be stored perhaps in the Cheshire salt mine, for example, where they will be still retrievable for business purposes and safe from inappropriate viewing if there is commercial sensitivity involved.  There is no doubt that in the Cheshire salt mine – and there are other facilities – the cost of storage nosedives whereas I imagine in Euston you are paying a premium price.  


MS ASHBY:  There is something quite encouraging in the fact that Dennis can say how much stuff there is and when it is likely to be released, which is something that RHC could also support, finding out what is out there, what kind of volume there is and when it is likely to be released, so that we know what the future needs are going to be, unlike the 1980s when BR was closing works all over the place and people were ringing us up, saying, “We have all this stuff.  There are four lorry loads.  Come and get it now or it is going in the skip.”


MR BLAKE:  I can still remember going into the old station at York to do some sorting and being asked could I look out for the George Stevenson Stockton Darlington railway archives which were believed to be down there somewhere.  The record storage was haphazard.  In some cases it was very well maintained but in other cases it was not.


MS ASHBY:  Even where it was well maintained it was invariably fished out into bin liners.


THE CHAIRMAN:  The worry is that there is at least cause to think that not all TOCs and other companies are as well organised as Virgin Trains in this respect.


MR LOVETT:  I would not suggest that we are particularly well organised.  We are perhaps better organised than most but my real fear is that in ten years’ time, when people like me have gone to the great retirement home, there are not going to be people in train operating companies with a sense of history and people will have no interest in securing this stuff for future use. We all appreciate that the most significant part of this documentation is going to be in 50 or 100 years’ time.  It is not going to be in the immediate future.  

 (Luncheon adjournment)

THE CHAIRMAN:  Given that Richard Taylor is with us in body and spirit, we can start again!  Terry, over to you. 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Thank you.  I am part of the after lunch entertainment!   I must say, as a historian I learnt an awful lot this morning about the professions wrestling with the records management archive problem, which is clearly a challenge.  

The historian is just one of many users and I am going to speak, apparently, as an industry historian, which really means those kinds of writers and researches who want to get a handle on the industry as a whole rather than a particular piece of technology, or a particular railway service, or a particular manufacturer.  I have put “History of Britain’s Railways 1994 to 2014” because it seems to me that from what we heard this morning perspective is going to be required to see how these new changes about to happen are going to bed in.  Although one might try and attempt a history that covers the period up to the end of Railtrack, my feeling is that we will need at least a 20‑year perspective, and so I would have thought 1994 to 2014 would be about right, and that is irrespective of FOI.  As I said before, with FOI people want to know about particular episodes, and, indeed, FOI will cause certain things to be known perhaps a little earlier than they otherwise would have been, but these will be episodic rather than a narrative or an analytical account of one of our major industries.  

I was told by Neil to answer the question of records an industry historian would like to see.  That is the short answer, Nick.  We can all go home now! 

MR BUTTERS:  TNA representatives please note! 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  If you ask an historian, that is what they will say, they will know.  There are many types of historian.  An historian of signalling systems will have a particular view; an historian of the employment of women in the industry will have a view; the social impact of railways will have a different sort of view; those interested in mechanical engineering will have a view; those who see railways as merely a good example of PFI or privatisation and its various challenges will look at a different set of records.  Railways could be used by many historians and those looking at the industry as a whole would obviously say everything to start with, and you would not blame them for that.  Of course, it is more complicated, and a number of people have already said what I was going to say under the more complicated area.  Richard Taylor made the point that I would have said here that an historian really wants to know how the process of managed destruction and conscious survival operates in the institutions they are studying.  The historian of the nineteenth century railways in the TNA is well aware of what is not there.  Take the London and North Western Railway, the world’s largest company for a lot of the period.  It has got the board minutes, which are not very informative; it has got quite a lot of permanent wade, locomotion and so on.  There is a whole series of gaps, and the historian is used to dealing with gaps and the historian in the twenty‑first century will also be accustomed in time to working with gaps; with electronic records even more gaps very likely.  I think what we need to know is how was this material created, under what pressures, what kind of management diktats about survival and appraisal; how these were operated.  When we get that, we know that we will not get everything, but we will at least understand the provenance of what we have got.  Then, of course, and this has also been mentioned several times and I would just like to say “hear, hear” and emphasise it, we need professional records managers and archivists in place; and I want to distinguish between hitherto records managers and archivists, because it is true that a particular person might operate in both areas, but the skills, it seems to me, are different, that the records manager is looking at the records of the on‑going business and presenting the database of information for current managers.  The archivists could also be doing that but has also got wider responsibilities in terms of access to a different audience, a non‑corporate audience.  That, I think, is what we need.  

An industry historian, unlike some other historians, would work from the top down.  We have heard this again this morning, but with an industry as political as the railways, we would work with the government material, quasi governmental bodies, and it was fascinating to hear this morning about which of these bodies are deemed to be custodians of public records and those which are not.  We have heard about the SRA and the railway regulator, and I am glad we have got those bodies still in place, because from what I have heard these bodies have been very responsible.  Of course, they do not have the commercial pressures that some of the other players in the industry have, nevertheless I am glad they are there, and I do hope that in the new set up their records will be safeguarded and in time entered into archival repositories.  The trouble, of course, with the industry and why it was much easier to write about British Rail since 1947 is that the transactions within the industry, as you are all well aware, have become immensely complicated and that does make it difficult to write, I would have thought, an industry history.  I was delighted to hear that some effort is being made to tackle the problem of the statistical database on which we rely, because those of you who read Modern Railways will know that Roger Ford has been wrestling with the some of the essential database questions about the subsidy to the railways since privatisation before and after the investment in rolling stock, both before and after privatisation, and other such questions, track renewals, for example, and other important database issues where, if we are writing an industry history over a longish period of time, one would like a reliable and respected long‑running database. 

On the SRA, I did not get a chance to ask you about this, but I hope Bowker’s dream of a London/Scotland new line, the information on that is being very, very carefully collected. 

MR PLAMPIN:  Heavily censored!   

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Seriously, I was delighted that we had some discussion about franchises, because the generation of franchises is something that we will want to write about in an industry history.  The passenger franchise issue is one of the critical things in an industry history in the future, and I think the jury is obviously still out on it.  There have been some positive benefits to customers, or passengers, of franchise operations, particularly in commercial areas.  There have been some rather less desirable areas for the customer and how this was actually operated would be of immense interest, I think, in the future.  

We come to the interface with government.  I have mentioned TOCS, but there are other bodies.  The question of the industry, now no longer nationalised, and its relationship with the Department, the Treasury, and other parts of government is something we will want to write about.  I call these sectors, but, as you know, these are part of the privatised railway.  We will want to write about TOCS, we will want to write about EWS and the freight companies, we will want to write about ROSCOS, we will want to write about Railtrack, Network Rail and the other infrastructure companies, the engineers, and we will also want to write about the trade unions.  This is not part of the Railway Heritage Committee’s remit, as yet, but these are, I think, the main areas that we would want to write about.  

As for themes, I think we have covered by implication some of the themes that an industry historian would focus on in writing about the railways ‑ the business strategy ‑ and these items work if we decide to look at the operating of the railways or the manufacturing element of the railways, business strategy clearly, investment, commercial policy, the bottom line and industrial relations.  In these areas some of the material, I imagine, is becoming patchier, and, remember, I am assuming that we have got a reasonable amount of material either in the TNA at the moment or in the SRA’s safe (question mark) hands in relation to the period up to 1994, but when I wrote my last book on British Rail I was well aware that the material after 1994, certainly in the custodianship of the British Railway Board residuary and SRA, was very patchy and it was not clear to me that this was in the safe hands of anybody.  I think after about 1997/1998 ‑ when Dennis mentioned it - you had a good record from 1997. I think one of the things that may need the attention of the Committee is this period from 1994 to 1997/1998 when British Rail ceased to have responsibility for large components of the industry.  The new companies and new institutions set up did not find it easy, I think, to obtain these records from wherever they were supposed to be, and after 1998, of course, they are generating their own material.  That is a matter for their own records management system, but it does seem to me that there was a gap in that.  

There are two other areas in these themes before I finish.  The first one is staff records.  When you write an industry history, or, indeed, a history of a large institution, you are well aware of the demands of data protection and the Data Protection Act, but you do need to know what posts people had.  If you are talking about management and managers and strategic changes, you need to know what posts people had every time.  In the good old days we had the British Transport Commission Staff Book which listed everything, and that was continued on by the British Railways Board.  There are directories, I imagine, today, but these are some of the ephemera that are not all always regarded as archival.  It seems to me that we do need to keep this material, because I think all too often it is assumed that somebody will keep it, and these are the sorts of thing that can be thrown away.  For example, in Government we have the Civil Service List, which is an absolutely essential tool for anybody writing a contemporary history of government, and I hope that the industry takes note of that.  I know that obviously the internal staff records of employees are covered by data protection.  I do not think that is what the historian would expect to see, but they would like to know who J Smith is and when they became chief executive officer of this company, when they departed and who succeeded them.  These are just the coat pegs of any business history of any enterprise, the railways just as much.  

Finally, managers’ files.  This is always a difficulty, because in Porchester Road, when I was writing the second volume of British Rail, what I found very useful as an historian were the deposited files, usually by their PAs, of major managers, directors of the British Railway Board, the chief executive’s own files.  These were, you could argue from strict archival practice, presumably duplicates because you did not want to keep them.  These were just collected papers of people attending meetings, but in fact they generated a whole lot of useful information for the historian.  I am not quite sure about the ethical policy of keeping these things, but they are really interesting material to show you how the dynamics of senior management work.  These files must be being generated in Virgin Trains, I imagine, by a famous secretary, and I do hope that his files are kept because we want to write about Mr Green in due course.  They are useful, and yet I would have thought that if you were taking a strict view of the hierarchical pyramid of the business ‑ the Board, its papers, the main committees, their papers ‑ this material would be rejected.  When I was writing about the industry I found those sorts of papers very useful.  And there are precedents, because if you go way back to early nationalisation, we have in TNA the papers of managers such as David Blee, John Elliott and later on the Beeching papers.  From the point of view of business strategy, but they also throw light on all those topics, not least the bottom line, those sorts of records are very important.  Thank you. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Who would like to kick off in response to Terry? 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  Terry, I think that is fascinating, if I may say so.  You have not mentioned government records.  I was going to ask you whether, when you write your next history of the railway, you feel that you want to go back to Civil Service files and take advantage of the Freedom of Information Act or, indeed, the 30 year rule and whether you think that the passing of the Freedom of Information Act is going to make any difference?  My guess is that the political perspective of what we are asking about from an industry point of view might be a little different. 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  I think I had better admit to a few things so that those who do not know will know.  I have signed the Official Secrets Act.  I am an official historian currently, though my contract has just ended, appointed by the Prime Minister to write a history of the Channel Tunnel as an official history, and so I will respond to your question and reveal as much as I think I can.  

Freedom of information only just started, and we are still, in the Cabinet Office, reeling from it.  We have hundreds of inquiries. 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  Thousands.   

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  The Department is completely stretched trying to cope with them.  Very few have come in from professional historians, or, indeed, amateur historians for that matter.  Most of them are from journalists testing the system, trying to find out answers to specific questions, seeing how FOI works.  My feeling is that professional historians are reluctant to get involved because they would rather see a lot more than that.  They do not want to see the argument: “Can I see what you have got”, for the sake of argument, “on the sinking of the Belgrano?”  They would want to write something a bit more general about the Falklands War, seeing a whole range of papers, and it would be much easier for them to do that if access was broadened.   However, what I have put up on the screen there was of an industry history ending at about 2014 ‑ it will not be written by me, I do not think, but which would be written in 2015 onwards ‑  and I would have thought freedom of information ought to be regarded as something like your shock troops; that the rest of the army will trundle along behind it, the trail would have been placed and by the time we do want to write a rounded history of post 1994 Britain’s railways, with the very nature of the FOI system, more imprecisely the record will be available.  

The trouble is that historians do not know quite where they are at the moment.  They are told the 30 year rule does not exist, and it does not, but I think secretly many of us wish it did, or maybe a 20 year rule, but something where we all know where we stand and the playing field is level, because at the moment we are still not sure, and there are people in the room who know much more about this than I do. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Do you want to come back on that? 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  No. 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Did I answer?  The answer is, yes, we will want to use the Department, we want to use government records, because clearly the Government has retained an active involvement in the industry ever since privatisation. 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  For example, having access to Cabinet documents in 1992 when the argument was going on over what form privatisation was going to take, would be invaluable evidence not just to historians but for the public as a whole? 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  I know what you are saying.  I did not see those papers when I wrote my book.  

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  But you might be able to now. 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Yes, indeed. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  The Channel Tunnel, of course, would be one of the railways companies that are not subject to the Railway Heritage Committee but is also a vertically integrated railway? 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  You should say yes to that one too, I think.

THE CHAIRMAN:  I agree absolutely.  You have said that. 

LORD FAULKNER OF WORCESTER:  I have said, “Yes”.

MR HOPKIN:  Terry, would it be possible to write the new volume with the sources of documents that you have identified?  I am very conscious that the nature of the industry has been transformed totally and things that we have always seen as part of the classic nationalisation model have gone back to a model that is pre‑nationalisation whereby we have arrangements, such West Coast, where its rolling stock are supplied, built, maintained all by a third-party that is outside that model.   I wonder what your feeling is about writing a comprehensive account without, potentially, access to the records of the Bombardiers the Alstoms, all these big players who are perhaps beginning to behave more like the old‑fashioned railway companies than the train operators are now. 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Yes.  I think you are right.  I think it will a big challenge, and, of course, these companies have archives, I imagine - they certainly have records - but they are privately owned and managed and access presumably is at their discretion; but they do not live in a vacuum and their records do enter into legitimate the TNA areas, for example, through the material they provide to government departments and others.  That is true when we were discussing Union Railways earlier.  There is a lot of Union Railway material in the Government archives. 

MR HOPKIN:  If you could give us a prompt, as records sub, to go to the main Committee to say in what way you would wish to use our powers of influence, if you have any, in co‑operation with those companies, what sort of things would you hope that we could influence them to keep? 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  I think they will keep what I would want them to keep.  I would want them to keep their main strategic papers, their board papers, committee papers, and so on, but I am sure they do that anyway.  What I am less convinced about is whether they will let anybody see them because of the commercial nature of the material, and, as a private company, they may not see that they should do so.  That is what worries me.  They do not have the responsibilities that the nationalised railway had in the past - that is quite true - but not all private companies are ungenerous to serious applicants.   I have certainly been lucky enough recently to work on the archives of Rio Tinto, for example, who were involved in the 1970s Channel Tunnel project and was granted access, of course, under conditions but they were very generous.  I think the answer is trying to hold up the model of a more responsible generous FTSE 100 company or 250 company:  “Why can you not be like these people?” 

MR TAYLOR:  Of course Rio Tinto have an archivist. 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  They do, and a good archivist as well. 

MR TAYLOR:  Yes.  They actually maintain the thing internally, and they have not just records management but archivists as well. 

MR BUTTERS:  To what degree, if any, are you concerned about foreign players in the British Railway Industry?  You mentioned Bombardier, for example, a Canadian company.  French companies have been involved − such as Connex; Danish Railways are becoming involved; Dutch railways.  There is also the issue of major companies like Virgin who have other significant arms to their empire.  Is there a possibility that those records from, say, Virgin Trains might go into bigger organisations or a bigger archive? 

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  It is a problem, one does not deny this, but before 1914 there were quite a lot of railway companies, 180 or more.  I cannot remember how many there were now.  Writing a history of the industry in the 1920s and 1030s, as some scholars did, of course, they wrestled with the problem of fragmentation, but it was possible to identify the major players, as we can do now.  There is fragmentation, but there are key players, and I think they are the ones we need to focus our lobbying attention on.  I cannot foresee what will happen to franchising, obviously, in the next ten years, but a plausible model is that the franchises will be in the hands of a few companies rather than a large number, and if that is the case then we can direct our attention to those companies. 

MR BUTTERS:  The international dimension does not hold particular threats then?

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  The international dimension is a problem, there is no doubt about it, but all the countries you have mentioned have archival institutions in place and good systems, Canada in particular.  One would hope that you would have to broaden your net, I think, in order to get some help from international bodies.  I am not an archivist myself, but there is an international archives body that I think is coming over to Scotland next year to a conference.  It would be something where I think the Railway Heritage Committee could usefully play a part. 

MR LOVETT:  In the 1994/1997 period, of course, two things happened at that time: one is that there was a passive clear out of material prior to the new owners coming in.  We did have a bolt-hole called Porchester Road in those days. I for one employed one van driver for three weeks going backwards and forwards umpteen time a day, and so if I dumped all that stuff on you, I apologise, but it had to go somewhere; but there were massive clear‑outs going on at that time and people were getting rid of material just because it was old railway and it was deemed to be unnecessary in the new world.  That is why you are going to have a gap.  Also, at that time, of course, very little was happening anyway because people were being held back from even painting toilet doors because it cost money and you did not know if the new owners were going to want it; so that is one of the reasons it is going to be a very difficult period to actually find the information.  

MR TAYLOR:  The international level of corporation is an interesting point, but again we have been here before.  If I was on the 1885 South American Railway Heritage Committee, I would be going, “All the records of our industry are being held in Britain.”  We have gone through that.  If we had been here we would have been here before the National Railway Museum, in fact. 

MR EDWARDS:  Can I pick up on the FOI theme, Terry?  I think it would be interesting in the next few years to see what actually happens.  There are two drivers.  There is FOI.  From what I can see it can go two ways.  Government departments may say, “We will get rid of as much as we can and just pass it away”, or they will say, “We do not want to have this on our hands any more”, and it can go over to TNA and they can be responsible.  I think either way there will be tremendous pressure to transfer stuff to TNA, and given that electronic records are now coming in in a big way, that is another driver to get rid of the paper.  I think the two together will work, not only to get records into TNA much faster than they would have done before, but also to get them in the open as far as possible because under FOI TNA are the custodians and have to take responsibility for releasing stuff if it archive is closed in consultation with the originating department, and they certainly will be under as much pressure as possible to get records as open as far as they possible can when they come over.  I think that there is going to be a big 30 year clear out, and so TNA are going to be inundated with stuff and a lot of it will be open. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  You can speak about inundation from the perspective of retirement? 

MR EDWARDS:  I am on the other end now.  I am in a position of sending records in, so I am rather relishing that. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  We move on to Colin and railway records for economic social and technological situations. 

PROFESSOR DIVALL:  Thank you.  Terry and I last appeared as a double act, if I can put it like that, seven or eight years ago when we met at Kew at a similar venue to this.  As an historian, when invited to talk this afternoon I went back to this little yellow book, which some of you might remember, and reminded myself what I said all those years ago.  I see from the records, because I certainly did not recall it without that aid, that I raised four questions for Kew, and, thinking about them, I thought they were quite good questions, so why do I not review where we are now, seven or eight years on, using those questions as the starting point?  You will find the questions on the second sheet. 

The questions I asked all those years ago are: what is out there; what is worth saving; what is practical to save and what should we do to ensure access to the designated records?  At Kew I spoke mostly to the second and the fourth of those issues, and that is what I am going to do today, but I do want to briefly review all four, although many of the points that I was going to raise have already been raised today so I will perhaps come in under the fifteen minutes.  

What is out there?  I think this is an extremely important question to ask for the sort of reasons that Richard and others mentioned this morning: because knowing what records are out there being generated does tell us a lot about the kinds of companies and organisations that the we are dealing with, and that is important to us as historians, professional or otherwise, as Terry and others have remarked.  I think it also helps inform us all - archivists, records management people, the RHC, historians - when we continue with this kind of dialogue about the kinds of records that we would like to see saved in the years to come.  Correct me if I wrong, but my understanding is that since the initial draft report on the kinds of records that have been generated by the new industry that the RHC commissioned back in 1996/1997 that Caroline Brown undertook, I do not think that there has been a similar scoping exercise since, and I do feel that it is high time that some kind of resource was put into that sort of activity.  

The second issue: what is worth saving?  This really is a key point from the point of view of the historical community.  The first point that I want to make, or to reiterate, is one that Terry raised a few moments ago.  Professional historians are not a homogeneous group.  We have different interests, different concerns, different methodologies, different analytical frameworks, different kinds of stories that we want to tell, if you like.  This is generally something that I welcome; diversity is the strength of the profession.  Terry is particularly interested in business history, he is particularly interested in writing history from top down and he does an extremely good job of it, and that is one of the reasons why up in York I would steer students who want to do that kind of history in his direction or try to divert them into some other sphere where I feel we can complement, rather than compete with, the sort of work that he has done at the Business History Unit.  In the ten years that I have been in the job at York I have seen a growing interest from research students coming to me, fellow historians in this country, but also increasingly overseas, towards looking at railways and transport more generally, if I can put it in very simple terms, from the bottom up.  This is a growing interest in terms of railway labour, although there is a strong tradition of working on railway labour using the records at Kew and elsewhere, but also, I am not going to say more importantly, but a lot more emphasis has been given to this in recent years, writing the history of the railways from the point of view of the consumer or the user.  With the modern railway, of course, that is largely passengers, although we should not forget freight, but looking at the longer historical term, of course, traders and the freight business was perhaps in major periods more important than the passenger business.  I should like to see the RHC continuing in a dialogue with professional historians about these kinds of emerging trends, thinking about the kinds of records that need to be preserved if we are going in the future to be able to write history from the point of view of the user.  Of course, it might be that a generation hence historians are not interested in these kinds of issues, and I can only echo Terry’s point that we cannot predict the future of historiographical discipline.  We have to start somewhere.  This is a trend that has been building now for at least ten years, arguably longer, and I think will continue into the foreseeable future.  From what I have heard this morning, fascinating, it has taught me a lot about the way the RHC has been developing its policy, but I am slightly concerned that if archival records going to spill out of a records management system, which clearly they have to do, you have to be practical about this, there is a danger that some of the records that perhaps enter into that perhaps third category you mentioned, John, in your introduction, not the top line policy records but stuff which is interesting and significant and can be designated on an ad hoc basis, I suspect that a lot of the records that historians like myself would want to use in the future probably fall into that kind of category.  It is things like customer surveys, for instance, or marketing information.  We are in an industry which we are told is increasingly customer led.  You might doubt whether that is in fact the case, but I suspect that the modern industry is generating a lot more records than the nationalised industry or even the grouping companies which can tell us about the desires, the wants, the dislikes, the dissatisfactions, and so on and so forth, of  customer, passengers and freight users for that matter.  It is absolutely impossible to say precisely what kind of records are going to be worth saving, but I think it comes back to the importance of process here, that we are in a continuing the dialogue certainly between professional historians - I am not saying that to exclude the amateurs, but historians in general and the RHC - so it is a matter of process that I want to focus on.  

What is practical to say?  Historians want everything.  Terry has already made that point.  Most of the time we are pragmatists though: we do recognise that you cannot save everything.  What I would like to say here is really to repeat what I said seven years ago.  This historian anyway wants to see as much saved as is consistent, first of all, with the high standard of conservation, because whatever the medium is, if the record does not survive, then it is no good to me as an historian, or to my colleagues, and also, and this is equally impossible, there is no point saving everything if we cannot get at it.  It is not a useful record if we cannot have access and have access within a “reasonable time period”.  Terry has already raised the issue of how long that period is going to be.  There are no hard and fast rules, but if something is going to go into a container and be locked up for 40 years, 30 years, even 20 years, then it is no good to me or my generation of historians for all that it might be to future generations.  Again, I think some kind of dialogue needs to be continued about the sort of timescales that we can expect when it comes to providing us with access to records.  

This brings me on neatly to my final question from all those years ago:  what shall we do ensure access to designated records?  Back in 1997 I raised three issues.  We want to know where records are deposited by means of central registers or essential registers, preferably over the internet.  I think here we have been making progress.  The TRAP project is an excellent idea.  It is starting to get underway.  It does provide us, amateurs and professionals alike, with a way into the public deposits of records.  There is still more work to be done there.  I am not entirely clear what the position is regarding funding, and so on ‑ maybe Graham Boyes can tell us more later ‑ but if the RHC could see its way forward to supporting to an even greater degree than it has done that kind of initiative, and others which provide us with the sorts of access which we can use at our desks, that would be invaluable.  I think this is an area where the NRM search engine project opens up possibilities of providing something pretty close to a one‑stop‑shop, a portal into the world of electronic catalogues, not necessarily providing us with access to digital copies of the documents, although in other areas of historical research that is increasingly commonplace ‑ it is unlikely to be possible to provide every single document that is saved in the railway industry, but maybe some can be digitised ‑ so the movement towards a one‑stop‑shop would be the ideal.  

In line with that kind of ideal, we need good finding aids and expert advice.  I take that as a given really.  We cannot use the records without them.  I think it is important to reiterate, particularly with some sort of slightly worrying trends in terms of academic publishing and academic funding, that access to these records free of charge whenever they are used is, I think, essential if the costs of academic research and dissemination of the knowledge which is derived from them is to continue apace. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Who would like to kick off with a question or comment to Colin? 

MR McCRICKARD:  It is just a fear about what you are saying about access - that should be not the full criteria but partial criteria whether something is preserved.  I have to say we should initially be saving stuff even if it goes in a container, because it will take future generations literally to sort some of this stuff.  That is my only word of caution.  It can become the criteria because we never get it sorted, it is not accessible, we should not save it.  We will not be thanked for that in generations to come in the future.  It is just a comment. 

PROFESSOR DIVALL:  My gut feeling is that I want to save everything because I do not know what I want to do in ten years’ time.  I certainly do not know what my colleagues who will be following me want to do.  The flip side of that is that I have seen from the NRM that there is a cost to just collecting everything and sticking it in the store room.  That is not cost free in terms of storage time, in terms of personnel in sorting it out, and so I have had to teach myself, as somebody whose gut instinct is to collect, collect, collect, that you have to make hard choices if there is to be a reasonable prospect of getting any of it out at any point at all, never mind within my working lifetime. 

MR EDWARDS:  As a footnote to that, I think my TNA colleagues would be able to tell you that there is still mediaeval material that has not being sorted, and you just do not get around to it.  If it is put in a silo you forget it. 

MR CONEY:  Adding to that, one thing which is occurring now in an increasing manner is the way we are using volunteers.  I notice that we as amateurs are using volunteers to help us with cataloguing, and it is noticeable the number of volunteers who are formally or informally working just to cope with the increased demands which are being generated from external resources of the public to get the information that is available improved and expanded upon so you do not just have a general description of the record but you have itemised lists of what is in there as well; but even with those volunteers, undoubtedly what will happen, I think, as a knock‑on effect to these extra demands for getting material out to the public, will be that there will be increased pressure on resources within the National Archives to provide a public information service.  Already we are at full stretch, and it is difficult to see how we are going to cope with the increased demands which are occurring and accruing with, for example, the increase in inquiries under the Freedom of Information Act that we have got at the moment.

DR JAMES:  I think the points you are making are very interesting, bottom up as opposed to top down.  This is why we do need a balance between the official and private records, the official record, to be crude, tending to be top down and private records often bottom up.  It was a question that was addressed when we did our survey of the nation’s archival health in 1999, Archives at the Millennium, the old Historical Manuscripts Commission.  One of the issues raised was what sort of range of records do we want to generate which are not necessarily being taken in by local record officers, for example.  One of the particular requests was for more of the common man’s experience, if you like, and there are an awful lot of diaries, papers of individual railway men from one source or another.  That is something which I think is important, to identify that kind of material which can balance of the official record, the experience of working in the railway from a different point of view, not just the managers but the experience bottom up. 

MR HOPKIN:  Another bottom up approach is again from the supply side, because somewhere here there is the study of the strange death of the British Manufacturing Industry which is totally integrated with this process, and all this stuff is outsourced from elsewhere.  My final point is that it complements the endless creativity of the historian whatever supplies will be always capable of constructing theories and positions based on the most partial of surviving documents.  If we were to declare a moratorium on collecting, I am sure it would not be the death knell to academic study.  

MR NEWTON:  Colin’s last point, I think, is one that every custodian would agree with, that access should always free, but I think the problem for the RHC is that we cannot impose a condition on people who retain these records that they cannot make a charge.  It is an interesting issue, because in my, good heavens, nearly fifty years now in the archive profession I have always believed that archives which are permanently retained should always be accessible and free, and I think that is an undeniable principle, but there is the pragmatic issue that quite often you have to allow choice to custodians of archive material who have a legitimate right to charge.   

DR JAMES:  Absolutely.  Indeed, private owners who have material which is conditionally exempt from capital taxation are allowed to make a charge to cover their overheads.  I have to say, under the freedom of information, those county record offices that formerly made a charge have now abandoned them. 

MR PEPLAR:  They have, yes.  The last three stopped last year. 

DR JAMES:  So that is progress. 

MR BOYES:  Shall I say something about TRAP?

THE CHAIRMAN:  Do. 

MR BOYES:  The Tracking of Railway Archives Project originated when A2A (Access to Archives) was being developed.  The aim of A2A, for those who do not know it, is an online collection of catalogues of all the archives in England and Wales,  other than those in the Public Records Office which were already online.  This was a vast project which was obviously going to take many years and the priority with which records were transferred from paper catalogues into A2A would  depend upon the interests of the people that were going to take local initiatives. A group of railway historical societies decided that railway archives might not get a very high priority if we did not do something about it.  So the Tracking Railways Archives Project is a grouping of some 20 societies that are involved in railway history one way or another.  Our first project, TRAP−1, used our volunteers to mark up existing paper catalogues of railway company records in 45 county record offices and the National Railway Museum, so that they could be sent out to Mauritius for keying-in to the electronic database.  We were part of the first Phase I of A2A and contributed some 3,600 pages of paper catalogue, which are now available on the A2A online database.  

For our next project, TRAP−2, we decided to search for more obscure railway archives in the sort of institutions that did not look as though they were going to get involved in  A2A within the foreseeable future.  We have slowly been collecting the data, but progress has been held up while we worked out how to mount it on the web.  The former Historic Manuscripts Commission, now part of The National Archives,  already hosts a Tracking Railway Archives Project web-site, which gives general information about us.  It has now indicated that it is willing to help us mount a TRAP−2 database on this web-site, which will comprise descriptions of collections − not full catalogues − of railway records that have not yet got into A2A.  During the course of the year I am very hopeful that it will go online and start to become a progressively more useful source for information on railway archives.

We hope that they will agree that our database, the data that we have been collecting, can also go onto that same website and they will help us with the technicalities of it.  So far the database that we have collected is not big.  This is not catalogues now, it is a collection of descriptions.  For most of the local history libraries that I have been into, for example, I have described those in one, two or three collections; sometimes they have a speciality that works separately.  The railway material in the Imperial War Museum, I think, falls into something like 20 collections.  So you have got 20 lines of entry, and we input it onto a database and then it is transferred to Excel.  It is transferred into a database for going on-line.  So that is what TRAP is and that is where it has got to.  During the course of the year I am very hopeful that it would go on‑line and start to grow and become progressively more useful source for information on railway archives. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much, Graham.  That, of course, points in the direction of those collections that already exist.  It does not say anything about collections of currently produced material that are going to come into existence, but then nothing would.  Our concern is to make sure that the right stuff does get into future collections.  Are there any other questions or comments? 

MR HOPKIN:  As a follow up to that, following the conversation Colin and I had on the train coming down, what level of documentation do we take in as the Committee relating to those records that we have designated?  We have produced this designation, and that is available both on the RHC website and in publications.  Should we aspire to databasing that information or feeding it into another existing database, like TRAP, so that that material which is going to be coming into the public domain at some stage in the future can be known about and will be more widely known about, and should we be capturing, if we can, a greater level of cataloguing for the material that we are designating as part of our processes. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  That is an interesting question, Peter, but not what I am even going to attempt to comment on now, not least because of the resource implications connected with it, but I think it is very much something to take note of.  It could be appropriate.  One of the ways of responding to what you have said would be that we should go out and do the cataloguing of the stuff we have designated, but that has enormous implications both for skills and for access.  Another way of looking at it is we could ask companies to do it, but that has a resource implication for them and we are not basically entitled to ask them to spend money.  I would like to take this away and think about it but not comment here. 

MS ASHBY:  The resource implications are still there at whatever stage they are required, so, effectively, what you are able to do is to impose those resource implications on other people who do not have the resources either. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Effectively, we are imposing that obligation on the ultimate collecting organisation.  

MS ASHBY:  Exactly.

THE CHAIRMAN:  So if it comes in your direction‑‑‑ 

MS ASHBY:  We do not have the resources either.  Somebody mentioned earlier the use of volunteers.  We too use volunteers, and we would dearly like to use more volunteers, but we do not have the resources to manage those volunteers.  We do not have the spaces and we do not have the management structure, sufficient pairs of hands, to provide the necessary supervision.  So, at whatever stage we do that kind of documentation, cataloguing, the resource implication is still there. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Unless the properly set up companies that Carl was talking about earlier have done it all and are handing over a properly prepared archive. 

MR HOPKIN:  Because the net resource is less at the record generating end, because at the other end we are having to pick up the cold trail, and re‑establishing the cold trail takes a far greater level of resource than simply coming out of a records micro‑processor or at least getting the corporate memory coming over with the hard or electronic records? 

DR JAMES:  Although designated records would be eligible, as I read it, for grants from the Heritage Lottery Fund.  

MS ASHBY:  Forgive me if I snort. 

DR JAMES:  Nevertheless, in principle I think that is true.   

MS ASHBY:  In principle, yes, but in practice I have yet to see any real commitment from HLF to archive collections. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  The model we draw from that is the need to encourage companies to manage their records properly, is it not, right from the word go? 

MS ASHBY:  Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Maybe that is part of the mission of the Railway Heritage Committee towards the companies, to encourage good practice? 

MR McCRICKARD:  Following on from that John, is to make the requirement as simple as is possible, because otherwise they are not going to do it, Network Rail will not spend the resources. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  But, of course, any company that sets up good management will have selected, will have disposed, will have thinned down the archive, and this has got rid of much of the interesting stuff that Colin, Terry and many of the rest of us would love to come across.  There is no easy way through the list that satisfies everyone, is there?  Are there any other comments?   In that case let us move on to Graham Boyes and the Needs of the Serious Amateur. 

MR BOYES:  Before deciding what I should say today, I invited a selection of fellow amateur historians who are in my e-mail address book to send me their thoughts on this question. I am grateful to those who responded and acknowledge their help. 

Perhaps I should start by considering the extent to which the needs of serious amateur historians are different from those of the academic historians. I suggest that they differ chiefly in the scope of the subjects they tackle. Individually amateur historians generally prefer narrower, more-manageable research projects, rather than the broader canvas that the academics normally work on. They tend to focus on a particular aspect, company or geographical region and to be interested in a greater level of detail. On the other hand, taking amateur historians as a group, they perhaps encompass a wider range of subjects than academic historians; for example, the history of railway engineering and architecture has been dominated by amateur historians, albeit often professionals or non-historian academics in those fields.


Also within the amateur field are those who compile databases of various kinds. Completeness and accuracy are usually their goals, rather than history per se, but they provide valuable, reliable material for historical analysis, comparison and interpretation by others. To a much greater extent than in the past, their needs are now being met by the systematic recording of current events in magazines such as Rail.

So what records do the amateur historians want to be retained for the future? I’ll try to avoid going over the same ground as earlier speakers and to confine myself to a few observations that have not already been made.

The organisational structure of the industry and the sorts of records that are being created are now so different from the familiar structure and records of the British Railways era, that most historians would have some difficulty answering that question. I do hope that one of the results of this seminar will be the publication of a guide for both the users and the creators of the post-privatisation records. For the users, I envisage that this guide would explain to historians how today’s railway industry is organised ― particularly the unseen joint groups and committees which enable the industry’s component companies to work together as a cohesive whole. For the record creators, it would identify for each part of the industry the types of record which should be considered for retention.


Beginning with publications that are made available to the general public, there is a legal requirement for copies to be deposited at the British Library. Having undertaken a quick check of the British Library catalogue, my impression is that the Office of the Rail Regulator has generally fulfilled the requirement; but OPRAF didn’t and the Strategic Rail Authority usually doesn’t. Railtrack and Network Rail seem to have deposited selectively. Passenger and freight train-operating companies have deposited very little or nothing. I found no deposits by Eurostar or Union Railways since they were privatised. So there are already significant gaps there in the permanent record. Just to give you an idea, these are some items from my own bookshelves that are not in the British Library: Railtrack Safety Plan 1996/97, SRA Franchising Policy Statement November 1992, SRA Corporate Plan 2003-04, Midland Mainline in 1999 and the Freightliner Yearbooks.  This I think is a matter of some concern.


DR GOUGH:  Can I just interrupt straightaway, while Dennis is with us, to say, things like Operation Princess  which you published, are they deposited to the copyright libraries?

MR LOVETT:  As a railway museum, which is where we understood our responsibilities were, I make this available to libraries.  For instance, every issue of Virgin Trains notes that comes out goes straight to the Library.


MR BOYES:  The only one is the British Library.


DR GOUGH:  Part of the answer, then, may well be that companies are not aware of their copyright responsibilities.


MR BOYES:  This has been the practice since the 19th Century.


MR LOVETT:  I understand magazines used to have to be sent to the British Library because they were published in terms of copyright, but certainly I was not aware that anything produced by the current company or indeed BR had to go to the British Library.


MR BOYES:  There is an exemption for what is described as engineering reports.


DR GOUGH:  Anything that is distributed to the public should be offered to the copyright library.


MR BOYES:  The Act was actually updated; it goes under a new title in 2003, I think.  I have forgotten what it is called.



To a much greater extent than in BR days, much of the basic information about the railway industry is now contained in documents which are ‘published’ for circulation within the railway industry. As well as the operating documents (timetables, operating notices, etc.), and rule and instruction books for staff (including technical instruction manuals), there is now the documentation that forms the basis of inter-company relationships (technical and safety standards; standard procedures, guidance and instructions). Since the break up of BR, this sort of material is no longer ‘Private, not for publication’ and copies ought to be deposited at the British Library. I doubt if most of it would fall under the exempt classification of ‘internal reports’. In any case, it would clearly be wrong if a complete collection of such material ― including each revised edition ― were not being safeguarded.

DR GOUGH:  What about all the stuff published on the web, the RSSB stuff, the technical standards, and all the rest of it?


MR BOYES:  This is where, because I retired so long ago, there is a great gap in my knowledge.


MR JAMES:  I understand the British Library has agreements with other copyright libraries for more scientific technical material whereby they do not necessarily take such material but they agree that somebody else, some other institution, takes that material.  Do you have such an agreement? 


MR HOPKIN:  No, I do not.


MR JAMES:  That might be a matter for further co-ordination, so that some copy of this material can be found somewhere .  It may, obviously, not be possible for the British Library to take a whole swathe of technical and scientific journals.


MR TAYLOR:  Dieter will remember this: we had a similar but inconclusive conversation with National Archives about establishing a relationship with the National Archives whereby they would be quite happy for the National Railway Museum to become a railway specialist body for National Archives in the same way that they have an agreement with the Imperial War Museum.  So there is precedent of that kind.


MR BOYES:  I cannot believe that their demands are particularly high because I do know the Omnibus Society’s collection of bus timetables at Ironbridge is designated by the British Library as a national collection, which I think pays a small sum to support it.


DR GOUGH:  We have digressed.


MR BOYES:  Turning to non-published records, the Railway Heritage Committee has issued its criteria for selecting such records for preservation. This ought now to be used by individual companies for identifying the records that are earmarked for retention. However, I see one weakness in the Committee criteria. They treat each company as a discrete entity, whereas some of the most significant material for the history of this era will be that which deals with the relationships between the companies; and I suspect that this will be in the proceedings of joint bodies and committees that I mentioned earlier. There might be a danger that this could be lost if emphasis is placed only on the records created by the individual companies.

One point that was put to me more than once is the frequent frustration of reading in some minutes of a report which was noted or discussed, and then finding that no such report has survived. It is important that preservation of minutes should include the supporting papers that were discussed at the meeting. This is referred to in the RHC criteria, but needs to be emphasised.

Collections of drawings, plans and photographs ought to be specifically mentioned in the guidance to given to companies, and could usefully be added to the criteria for designating records.


I must highlight one particular very important class of drawings, which needs special consideration: the books of land plans, sometimes called terriers, which were prepared by all the railway company estate departments, normally at a scale of 2 chains to one inch or 40 inches to a mile. Annotations were inserted to show changes in ownership or leasing of lands to provide a continuous record of railway land ownership and use. A few books of 2-chain plans have found their way to The National Archives, but generally they are still in the hands of Network Rail and they will probably have to remain there, unless and until they are superseded by a digitised equivalent. This is probably the nation’s most important collection of non-crown estate plans. Not only should its future be safeguarded, but proper arrangements should be made for it to be available for historical research. 


Finally, I pass on the view of a former civil servant: ‘In a sense, the sort of material worth preserving indefinitely for posterity should be readily obvious to those dealing with it and they should be required to mark it accordingly. This has long been required of civil servants.’ Like many practices developed by the civil service, it deserves wider application. It would be reassuring to historians if it were adopted by the railway industry.

I was involved in earlier days in creating the great warehouse of Union Railways records. If our material had been so marked at that time, it would have made it much more practicable to sort out what is worth keeping and what is not.  My guess is that the collection is so vast that the only way to sort it is to get somebody like Bernard Gambrill, when he finally retires, to go in there and do it.  You have got to have somebody who can instantly recognise the relative value of what is there.  There is no way that more than a tiny fraction of it can be saved, and doing some sort of 10 per cent or 1 per cent sampling would be most inappropriate.


DR GOUGH:  Have you any comments or questions to Graham?


MR PEPLAR:  Just a brief comment on your remarks about estate plans.  I think you should be aware there are a fair number in local archives as well.  I am conscious that we in Cheshire have got a fair number of them, and, unlike quite a lot of the railway plans, I can understand them – I can understand what they are saying and what they are showing, which is always a great relief.  We certainly have a substantial collection as well as the National Archives, and Railtrack have a fair number.


PROFESSOR DIVALL:  I think land records are very important.  I have got a research student who is looking at estate records in the Norfolk local records office and in private estate records as well, but if this material is there still in the hands of the present day railway then it is potentially an enormously important resource for professional historians.  I think the point really underlines a wider one which I want to make, that there is a huge overlap between the interest of professional historians and amateurs; for all that there are amateur historians and perhaps we do not see eye-to-eye for the purposes of history, but so be it.



One other comment Graham made again underlines this point: the importance of inter-company records reminds me that another trend I have detected in the last ten or more years is that most railway historians increasingly see the railways as part of a wider system of transport, both historically and particularly from the First World War – in other words, once road competition really started to bite.  Of course, today it is patently the case that the railways are only one provider of transport, one way in which we are becoming a more and more mobile society.  I think it is important for the Committee to remember to find ways in which those communications at company level and inter-company level are reflected in the records that are kept.  Companies like Stagecoach, for example, or National Express, are essentially transport providers, as we all know, but I assume that it is only the railway part of those businesses the RHC has responsibility for.  It would be a great shame if the debates and discussions and policies, which I assume are going on inside those companies as to how each branch of the business should relate one to the other, disappear.  As historians we are interested in the way railway companies managed their past business in the 1920s and 1930s.  I am sure future generations of historians would like to look at similar debates in the 21st Century.


DR GOUGH:  You may be touching on one of the areas of possible expansion of the interest of the Committee.  If you take a franchisee such as, for instance, Midland Mainline, held by the National Express Group, we are entitled to talk about the records generated by Midland Mainline Limited; we have no say over the record of the parent company, National Express Group, even though their discussions for the future of 7 to 9 Meridians may very well be going on at group level rather than at franchise-company level.  So there is a gap there and this could very well be an area where we might look to see whether the Committee’s interests and competence is expanded.


MR BUTTERS:  Just to say, Chairman, as far as land plans are concerned it is not my side of the BRBR, of course, but in essence I see the plans lying in three areas.  One, centrally with my 20 or so remaining BRBR colleagues, I think there is still something like 4,000 structures around the country of “non-operational” property; there are seven within a couple of miles of where I live just south of Bath now, for example.  A civil engineering organisation still in York is responsible for looking after these.


MR PLAMPIN:  They have a considerable quantity of those records under the city walls…


MR BUTTERS:  There will be others, I think, out in the Network Rail record centres.  One has to say it is under sufferance but they are there anyway under the custodianship of Network Rail and, as Jonathan has suggested, there is a third group out with the local record offices.  I am absolutely sure there would be a good quantity to be found at Trowbridge, for a start.  Just to point out, of course, those ones that are still within the railway custodianship are public records.  There was a suggestion by one of my BRBR colleagues that they should be designated but that has been overtaken anyway by the public record issue with the SRA.  I do not know whether any TNA representatives have any views on this, but they are certainly most important documents.


DR GOUGH:  The fact that they are public records does not guarantee survival.  That is the problem.


MR BUTTERS:  Exactly so.


MR TAYLOR:  I know from my time at Railtrack that the sheer, physical amount we had in the operating railways is absolutely immense.  Secondly, Graham, I would like to invite you and your fellow historians to the NRM for a session about what you want from archives; we need you to inform our Lottery bids.  You are down for a focus group, Graham.


Thirdly, it was Graham’s point about the Union Railways Group.  Bernard Gambrill took me round years ago when he was wearing a different hat and it is absolutely right, it reinforces the thing that has been coming up, that the only way, with the limited resources today, is by getting in and working with the companies sooner rather than later and working with the grain of companies rather than against.  It makes it just too resource-intensive to try and capture these things years after the knowledge has been lost.  As I said previously, that implies a fairly strict selection.  If you are going to have a commitment to working with the companies you have to narrow down fairly quickly which ones you are going to be working with, because you cannot work with all of them.


MR HOPKIN:  Graham’s point also flushed out a couple of partridges from the undergrowth, and certainly this one about the working timetables.  We have an exercise with the RHC records on more than a number of occasions and it is clear that there is actually a significant quantity of public money being spent on this, because there are a number of repositories that are doing part of the job.  I just cannot help thinking that if we did some joined-up thinking and working together and actually agreed with what might be seen as – I must choose my words very carefully – a lively, striving organisation in the cultural sector, if we pooled our resources more effectively and decided one of our agencies was going to deliver this rather than us all, perhaps, partially arguing with somebody else doing it and partially making a token offer to do it, we could actually deliver more effectively for (1) the taxpayer and (2) our users.  I am not saying who that should be, at the end of the day.


MR EDWARDS:  He is challenging me.  I was responsible, when I was working there, and you will not get any change out of TNA because there are a lot of people in TAM who think they are a waste of space.


MR HOPKIN:  There might be lots of people that agree with that.


DR GOUGH:  It is all your field, Cliff.


MR EDWARDS:  I pass the buck on that; I do not take any decision.  They were coming in anyway.  I think the decisions to stop taking them was taken ----


MR HOPKIN:  Perhaps we ought to defer to the British Library.


MR CONEY:  The problem you have when you think about timetables is the fact that they are, in theory, published items.  We still receive public timetables from companies which are sent to us on a fluctuating basis.  They will just send things in the post to us, and if we should receive these then there is discussion about whether we should keep them amongst various bodies, and it varies from time to time.  The TNA always has this problem in determining whether they should continue to receive published items on things which they have received in the post which have been published – timetables – or whether we should leave it to the people already receiving these things, which is of course the libraries.  That is where our problems lie in that.  Running timetables are different because they are not published and there is argument for a body to take those, whether that is National Archives or another agency.


MR TAYLOR:  Working timetables actually, as far as copyright design is concerned, are published because they are produced in multiple copies for distribution - when they are actually produced in thousands of copies, which is the Copyright Act definition of publication.  What they mean is “Don’t let the public look at these”, but you have to count working timetables as publications, and they cover copyright.


DR GOUGH:  Are they taken by the copyright libraries?  They never used to be.


MR TAYLOR:  Copyright changed in 1988.  Under the terms of the Copyright Act, the Copyright Act defines publication and commercial publication as two separate things.


PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Should they not be works of fiction?


DR GOUGH:  Touching on the point I raised this morning, the continuity of series, various series are in the railway collection at The National Archives simply because they went there as part of the national holdings.  Is it right just to continue to collect those or should a clean break be made or what?


MR EDWARDS:  We did make a clean break.


MR LOVETT:  Yes, it stopped.


MR CONEY:  Many of the records we have at the National Archives cover companies or organisations associated with the series and we still add any material to them.  This records series, as and when they are sorted and determined to be worthy of preservation.  They still come in.  I could not give you an exact figure about how much material we take up but certainly it is probably, I would have thought, at least more than 100.  There has been a review of the amount of material which is coming in and this material is not necessarily material which has ceased to be culled in any sort of general archival sense; material which has been located and often could be more than 100 years old has been sorted and classified as such.


DR GOUGH:  Any other comments or questions?


MR NEWTON:  I think Graham referred earlier to the question of surveying the archives and records of the companies.  We do have the Chairman of the Business Archives here today.  Given that they did some famous surveys of shipbuilding and bank records, I wonder whether we could ask him whether the BAC would be prepared to survey rail industry records.

PROFESSOR GOURVISH:  Yes, we would like to do some more surveys.  We have done brewing, shipbuilding, as you say, two on banking, pharmaceuticals and veterinary medicine recently; the last two, of course, with the very generous support of the Wellcome Trust.  We would be looking round this table for a wealthy donor, although from what I have heard today, without very much chance of getting one.


PROFESSOR DIVALL:  I think we ought to be thinking of actively going round, going to people, saying that you are doing a survey; (a) it makes companies more aware and (b) also makes the holders of these records less likely to do anything untoward.  It would be quite useful.


DR GOUGH:  Good.


MR TAYLOR:  Following on that, Nigel and I were talking that one of the effects of the original survey to the Railway Heritage Committee was that companies did get interested, but you have to be in a position to follow up that interest.  What has happened is that RHC has not been in a position to follow up that interest.  The companies were quite happy to go on – “What do we have to do then?  You make it easy for us” – but it comes back to resources again; you can create interest by a survey but you have to be prepared in some way, shape or form, no matter how limited, to be able to follow it up.

After a short adjournment

DR GOUGH:  Richard, you and I are both down for this.


LORD FAULKNER:  It is more you than me, John!


DR GOUGH:  I am a mere facilitator today.  I propose simply to draw up three or four points that struck me and ask other people to do likewise, and then ask Richard to close the proceedings, I think that is the way forward.  I am struck, first of all, by the need to encourage the railway industry to follow good archival record keeping and archival practice itself.  I also could not help wondering whether it would be possible, let alone easy, to persuade an industry where there are now so many small companies participating to go along those lines.  I was also struck by the fact that if we did succeed in encouraging, or, if possible, to wave a wand and require, good record-keeping throughout the railway industry that would not necessarily create the sort of archive that it seems many of our users would actually want to see, at the end of the day.  It will create a nice orderly, selective archive but it would not provide the “keep everything” that qualified more or less would be the ideal, both for the amateur and for the professional historians, so they could go in 30 years later, or whenever it may be, make their own selections, exercise their own serendipity, be taken by things that they might not have dreamed that they were looking for but actually find to be extremely interesting when they turn up.  I was struck by a conflict really that we want to see one thing but having that one thing, however desirable, would in fact help to prevent something else.  That was one of the things that struck me most forcibly.  The other thing that I think struck me most forcibly was the whole question of electronic records and the stress that came out as to how much we are in the infancy of the whole process of electronic record-keeping, assessment and, of course, use.  I found it helpful to have that infancy aspect stressed to me.  One thinks: “Oh, electronic records.  Modern, nicely sorted.  Methods for migration nicely sorted; experts will sort all that”, and so on and so forth.  “Storage is cheap”.  Yet it is a new technology – paper goes back a couple of thousand years or so, and they are all very well-known quantities; we do not know where the electronic records are taking us in all sorts of ways, both in terms of the records as - I was going to say physical records but is an electronic record a physical record? - in terms of physical records or in terms of the sort and amount of information that they make available.  Also, it struck me when Graham was talking – and I mentioned the question of things like the Rail Safety Standards Board publications on the web – how are things like websites archived?  What has happened to something like the Railtrack website?  What has happened to the West Coast Route Modernisation website which Network Rail duly took on.  Yet it is very interesting as a record of a project that did not quite go where everyone thought it was going to go.  So the whole business that we were hearing about electronic records gave me a very great deal more to think about.  I think those were the two biggest things that struck me.  What about other people?


MR LOVETT:  I think one of the things I have learned from today was that I have probably been breaking the law in not sending stuff to the British Library, so we will endeavour to put that right.  The second thing is I think it just shows, if you work where I work, for instance, or in any one of the other TOPS or freight companies or ROSCOs, or whatever, is the ignorance that there is about the requirement to maintain historical records for the future and how we do it, who has responsibility for it, the cost of doing it – all of those kinds of things.  I think somebody needs to actually put that in the right place and call in the people, or have a conference or whatever, where you get the top players in the industry in the same room and explain to them exactly what you have explained today, but in a form they will be able to understand.



I am one of the amateurs in this particular field, it is not part of the day job, it is something I do because I am interested in it but, at the end of the day, I work for a commercial organisation, and what we save is often by good fortune.  So I think that is something that needs to be sorted in the future, that people need to be aware of their responsibilities and take appropriate action.


DR BROWN:  I want to pick up on something John said and, possibly, put a slightly nastier spin on it.  I have heard various aspirations on the part of the historians that you want us to keep as much as possible.  I think I would extend what John has said; in fact, it is my opinion that if we can enjoin proper record management practices from the various companies now constituting the privatised industry, this will offset many, particularly the bottom level, of the things that you want preserving and they may not survive.  My impression in working with the records is that there is a user base that has an extraordinary interest in what I think someone earlier called “the lumpy things”, I have a horrible feeling a lot of that will not survive; that we will succeed in getting the principal, top-level material, the principal minutes and the principal accounting records.  One of the many reasons for this is something that Dennis has just alluded to there, if you like the loss of expertise; the fact that increasingly - what someone earlier called the railway family - is gradually breaking up but the experts who can spot the significance, the serendipitous interest in particular types of records are dispersing.  The cost, in record management terms, combines the function of record management and archives (which I think is a contradiction to someone else speaking earlier) is well done and it cannot properly be done by one person.  I think those type of individuals who can spot that are going to be much thinner on the ground.  As archivists we would always say “You cannot keep everything”.  That is a slightly depressing note but that is one thing that worries me.


PROFESSOR DIVALL:  Just a follow-on, really, from that.  Henry Ford famously said that history is bunk but then, rather less famously, went on to say something like – and this is not an exact quotation – “only because it is written by people who do not understand it.”  I think that is something that we, as historians, whether professionals or amateurs, have to bear in mind; that if we want the kinds of records that we want to survive then we have to work much harder in engaging in dialogue with the industry, showing how the kind of history that we can or should be writing can actually help these companies understand their own position far better and how all sorts of business decisions which seem to be taken on perfectly reasonable, rational grounds have gone wrong and why they have gone wrong – because, quite understandably, the companies have not understood the wider context – social, cultural, economic, ecological, whatever it is – in which those decisions have taken place.  So that historians can be “useful” to businesses in the future.  That is not going to be easy and it is not something we can even try to do at the moment.


DR GOUGH:  Is there not a saying that the person who does not know history is condemned to make the same mistakes all over again?


MR TAYLOR:  Things that have struck me.  Firstly, of course, there is the potential for the RHC to have the perspective which an increasingly fragmented industry is not going to have, but I think that is only going to happen if the RHC ever starts to identify the skills gap and the knowledge gap that it has now got to take on board rather than relying on existing parts of the railway family.



Going on to Carl’s presentation, the analytical approach and the knowledge of records management and records analysis is the kind of skill which the RHC is going to have to take on board itself as a tool for analysing the work of value in the material in the industry.  Putting on a former hat as an archivist and a records manager in the industry with Railtrack and previously with LT, the RHC’s mission is only going to succeed if you work with the grain in the industry.  I have said it lots of times; you have got to make it easy for the industry.  If that means being selective about who you work with in building partnerships, so be it, but you have got to make it easier for the industry; you cannot encourage interest and then let it fall away and say “Over to you”; it has got to be taking on the responsibility.  It is about identifying key players and key areas and how you identify key players and areas, and that comes down to the knowledge base, which Colin has touched on.  As you said, you cannot have a survey without being able to follow it up, but if you are going to have a survey you do not have to increase your knowledge base from a professional aspect; if you do increase your knowledge base the RHC has got to be prepared to follow that up in some way, shape or form, but you have got to work with the grain of the industry; you cannot come at it sideways and impose something else on it because that will not work.


MS ASHBY:  Similarly, what the RHC can do and already does do is work with those of us that are repositories to make sure that we gain efficiencies because we are all strapped for resources and we should make sure that we either pool our resources or, at least, we do not use them twice.  The RHC can have a very good overview and help us to do that.  We can talk directly to each other but you can have an overview of what we are all doing.


MR HOPKIN:  One of the things I wrote down in coming to the meeting this morning is how much more do we know than in 1997?  In detail, I do not think we probably know a lot more.  We have had some recent case studies to the Records Committee, from Virgin particularly, that has increased our knowledge, but I think there is a vital need to increase our knowledge base and that probably needs to take the form of another survey.



A follow-up question from that was: what have we learned about the industry in the last eight years?  I think that is largely piecemeal.  Some of it has been brought together today, we can reflect on the changing landscape.  I do not believe we have taken that solidly into our corporate learning and understanding and is informing our actions in any way.



To reiterate Helen’s position, again, is the multiplicity of provision; who are the various agencies, the public sector agencies, that are providing the facilities for the end-users?  I think we could do more to foster that relationship.  The bottom line is, very sadly: if you try to please everybody all of the time we are on a hiding to nothing.  At some point – I hate to say – we have got to look to the real politik of what can we afford to do and be quite ruthless about saying what we can deliver as a baseline, and then at least have an attempt to build from that.


MR NEWTON:  I was particularly interested in the opportunities for co-operation which have come out of this meeting; the number of players, as it were, in the market place that are involved and with which the Committee really want to be engaging more purposefully if we are to move this thing forward.  Again, it is really the same point about the resources.  Could I just add to that?  The one answer, I think, to the whole problem of should we keep everything is actually the one Colin has given in his handout, “Save the maximum volume of material consistent with a high standard of conservation and a reasonable level of access”.  If you keep everything you cannot conserve it to a high standard and you will not be able to give a reasonable level of access.  We have to make decisions; this is the whole Catch 22 of the situation – decisions have to be made.  Some of those decisions will not find favour with everybody, I am afraid.


DR GOUGH:  We now have to make the best possible decisions for the users who will not see the materials for 30 years.


MR McCRICKARD:  I am aware this is seen to be the summing-up bit of the meeting, so can I come in and say thank you very much for the invite today, it has been a very interesting and enjoyable presentation.  Just to emphasise, I have written down some advice ----


DR GOUGH:  Have you passed them round already?


MR McCRICKARD:  Yes.  Which suggests what are the signalling records that we ought to preserve – what we talked informally about before, the type of top level records that the SRS, myself and my colleague, Mr Reg Instone, stand ready to assist the Committee in the future.  Just on a more general point – again, I do not know whether it is stepping on your toes – as a suggestion (which you are probably going to say at the end but I will say it): any procedure for preserving records needs to be reviewed, I think, a lot more than every seven or eight years; we need to be reviewing the progress of this two-yearly.  I do not know the terms of your Committee but it seems we might have a tiger by the tail here and we might be losing stuff if we are not proactive.


MR CONEY:  Just a quick point: some of our train operating companies have disappeared – people like Prism and Connex and various others.  Do we know what has happened to their records?


DR GOUGH:  So far they are safe.  That is a matter, as you can imagine, that has exercised us very considerably and in the absence of somewhere to which we can directly deposit if required, but we have not been required to do anything yet.


LORD FAULKNER:  They are safe because they were in the scope from the beginning of the Committee.  What, of course, would not be in scope, if we do not get the new powers, is the companies which come and go in the new industry.  If there was a new Prism starting tomorrow which then disappeared in three years’ time that is not covered by existing legislation.  We hope it will be as a result of ----


MR BUTTERS:  Also, Chairman, because companies such as Connex, who have gone out of the industry, have fallen out of scope, we are delighted that the Minister, Lord Davies of Oldham, actually referred particularly to the former franchisees in his speech the other day.


DR GOUGH:  As we on the Committee are well aware...


MR BUTTERS:  As far as Connex is concerned, we did in fact – because they are so important – manage to get a letter from Connex specifically confirming, very kindly, that they were going to keep their records.


DR GOUGH:  With that, Richard, over to you to close the meeting.


MR BUTTERS:  One final point if I may: along with the SRS information handed round was a helpful sheet from Patrick Russell of the British Film Institute (BFI).  We did invite the BFI to come to this seminar but sadly all the relevant people were out on other activities.  For the record, Chairman.


LORD FAULKNER:  I will close the proceedings.  First of all I would like to thank everybody for coming.  I was not sure how this would work today, I have to say; this has been very much your baby, John, and I was delighted to go along with it.  Obviously, I had not been involved on the previous seminar on records, which was how many years ago?


DR GOUGH:  Eight years ago.


LORD FAULKNER:  It is too long a gap, is it not?  We cannot wait another eight years before we do this, given the fact that we are working in an industry which is changing so quickly.  I think that is certainly one lesson we have learnt.  The other thing which I think is also very apparent is that although we have crammed the day’s proceedings into what is effectively no more than a four-hour session, we could easily have taken twice as long and still the attention of everybody would have been absorbed by what we were hearing.  There is a lot of ground we have not been able to cover simply because of time restraints.



The thing that has come through to me is just how many challenges the Railway Heritage Committee is going to face in this area because with an industry which is changing and with these issues which you, John, have identified, like, first of all, defining what is a record and defining where you can find space to keep them, and all these other difficult matters – these are subjects we are going to have to come back to and produce some guidance on, I am sure.  The other thing that occurs to me is that if we do not get the co-operation in future from the industry that we have enjoyed up to now, our task is obviously going to be a great deal more difficult.  One of the reasons why the RHC has been a success has been because everybody in the industry has wanted to work with it.  When we get new people along who are not steeped in the railway tradition and have not got the sense of history of the railway which I sense everybody round this table has got, then it may be more difficult to engender that sort of enthusiasm.  I hope I am wrong but it is going to be a tough old job in future, I think, to keep this going.



I would like to thank our transcribers, particularly, because I will not have an opportunity to do it when their transcript arrives.  You will be amazed to hear that the first drafts will be with us by Friday, hopefully, and I imagine we may have the complete drafts by next week.


Finally, thank you, John, for chairing the meeting with such brilliance.  I have not been the Chairman today, you have been the Chairman, and I think the fact that people have been kept engaged and absorbed has been due, to a great extent, to the way in which you have been leading us.  Thank you.
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