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/INTRODUCTION R . _

Durl_n? the years 2003—20101the Estonian Minister of Culture offmallﬁ designated only

3 different new archaeolo?lcal,snes as cultural monuments. 33 of them consisted of
underwater heritage, mainly shipwrecks. Accordingly, less than 6 new on-land mon-
uments per year were included in the national list"of monuments. At the same time
,durm%fleld Surveys. In 2002—20092the number of new archaeological sites as published
In Archaeological Fieldwork in Estonia sums up 534. A simple Calculation shows that
ca. 10% of the discovered sites eventually qualify as officially and legally protected
monuments of the Estonian cultural heritage. As the national _re(_rs er’of cultural
heritage includes at present (01.04.2012) 6624 protected archaeological monuments, the
YearIY ‘growth’ of designated monuments is marginal —ess than 0,1%. What happens to
he otheér sites? Are they just forgotten and cast'aside or do they find another way to be
known and E)_reserved as part of our common heritage and collective memory?

. The article aims to give some insight into the process of designation of archaeo-
logical monuments, and"to evoke general_ discussion over the problems involved.
Inorder to discuss the reasons of th situation at hand, we need 1o explore what has
happened during the last decade, and how exactl¥_ do these newly discovered sites be-
come archaeological monuments. Why is it so difficult and time-Costly to get the sites
listed and protected by legislation? , o

. To show things in Perspectlve a short overview of new archaeological sites and
designated monuntents from 2002—2010 1s given. The overview should characterize the
currént situation in Estonian archaeology, especially the relations between scientific-
driven field surveys and heritage management as practiced by the National Heritage
Board. Another circle of problems is the” legislative side, and Communication hetween
the National Heritage Board and the Ministry of culture.. In addition to the above
mentioned parties interested in the protection o0f archaeological heritage, we also have
to consider landowners and stake-holders, whose main intérests and concerns lie with

120002002 no archaeological sites were designated as monuments.

2the one year difference in' comparison is left in‘intentionally for covering the period for legal procedures. 21
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the value and development of the land,
and not primarily its heritage.

the analysis is based on the ljsts
of new archaeglogical sites published in
the volumes of Archaeological Fieldwork
in Estonia in 2002-2009" (Konsa & Ofs
2003: 2004 2005: 2006; 2007; 2008; 2009;
2010}, and the dlrectlves for des hﬁnatlng
new monuments issied Inister
of Culture in the offlmaITpubIlcatlon of
Estonian legislation Riigi Te ataa and its
supplements (RTL 2003, 43, 641; RTL 2004,
77, 125: RTL 2004, 152, 2302 RTL 2005,
03, 1423 RTL 2006, 92, 1720; RTL 2006

53, 980; RTL 2007, 29, 533; RTL 2008
354 RTL 2010 8, 159). Also transants of
the Heritage Conservation Advisory Panel
Fig. 1 “There might be something beneath..”A stone 11O the y&ars under discussion have been
turned upside-down during the reconstruction  |ooked into, Finally, the paper is illustrated

of Kohtla-Jarve - Jahvi road.
Jnl Akkiseal all onmidagi...” Kohtla-Jarve - Johvi B¥S%gsg$eséu% Ofn%)Qr ];%rgg%e#egn?nn%\évgy

meantee ekonsireerimise Kalgus UN0er i ma “based on the resuls of landscape

Photo / Foto: Martti Veidi surveys in spring 2011 (Fig. )

NEWARCHAEOLOGY MONUMENTS DESIGNATED IN 2003-2010
In the light of different ideological reglmes and Ian ownership polltlcs the designation
ofarchaeologlca monuments seeme to b emuc easier during the Soviet times, when
the land was owned Vever ogandb y nobody at the samé time. The times of col-
ectlve farmtn% and also the need to preserve. archaeologlcal sites as part of Estonian
identity, were the two malnreasons for searching and proposing new sites as protected
hentage Forexam le, th e |rst Conservation ACt was passed in 1925 and in" 1936 the
number of |ste archaeo o%lca sites was 1327, By the end of the 1960s the number
had risen to 197 the count was already 5477, and 20 years later the number
ofprotected monuments was 6559 (Tvauri 2006).

Dunng the flrst decade, of the 20005 83 new archaeolo?wal sites were de3|?
nated as cultural heritage, including 33 {ects of underwater heritage. |t has to
be said that in 2000, 2001, 2002, but also lager in 2009 no archaeological sites were
listed as cultural heritage, in 2010 only 5 sites of underwater herlta?e were listed.
The cross-section of the 50 listed sites {Table 1) shows that the specirum of sites is
fairly simple and dogs not comlnrehenswely represent the variety of archaeologlcal
sites found in Estonia (see Table 3). For example, the list does riot include any hi
forts, though, during the past ten1years several have been found, and proposed to
the National Heritag eBoard (e ruuta Keava Vonnumagi, Kaloga Jaanlmaql) to
include them in the national re ister of monuments. Also the number of natural
sacred places is surprisingly Iow considering the public interest and the activity

282
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Table 1 Archaeological monuments designated in 2003-2010,
Tabel L. Aastatel 2003-2010 kaitse alla voetud arheoloogiamélestised.
Compiled by / Koostanud: Martti Veldi

Monuments/ 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total/
Muistised Kokku

Settlement sites 6 8 10 - - 3
Stone gra\(es 1 - 2 - 1 - -

Other burial places - 1 1

Fossil Fields 2 - -

C,uEJ-marked stones 1

Hill forts - -
Natural sacred places - 1 - - - - - -
Underwater - - - 8 2 - - 5
other sites - - - - 1 - -
Total/ Kokku 10 5 4 16 30
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Table 2. Designation of archaeological monuments by counties 2003-2010.
Tabel 2. Aastatel 2003-2010 kaitsé alla voetud muistised maakonniti.
Compiled by / Koostanud: Martti Veldi

Monuments/ 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total/
Muistised Kokku

Harjumaa 4 - 4 5 9
La&ne-Virumaa - - - - - -
Ida-Virumaa - 1 - - - 1
Hiiumaa - - - - - -
Saaremaa - - - - - 8
Ld&nemaa - - - - - -
Raplamaa - 1 - 1

Jarvamaa - - - - - -
Parnumaa 3 - - 1 - 3
Viljandimaa - - - - - -
Tartumaa - 1 - 2

Joglevamaa - - - - - -
Valgamaa - - - - - 1
Pdlvamaa 2 - - - - -
Vorumaa 1 2 - - -
Underwater - - - 8 2 -
Total/ Kokku 10 5 4 1 29 13
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Tahle 3. New sites discovered in 2002-2009,
Tabel 3, Aastatel 2002-2009 avastatud uued muistised.
Compiled by / Koostanud: Martti Veldi

New sites/ 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total/
Uued muistised Kokku
Settlement sites 49 66 39 44 44 64 57 23 386
Stone gra\(es 3 3 - 3 3 2 - 1 15
other burial places 1 2 4 4 - 4 9 1 25
Fossil Fields 2 2 2 1 1 1 9
ch-marked stones 4 3 2 4 6 - 19
Hill forts 1 - 2 - - 1 4
Natural sacred places - 1 2 - 3
Underwater - - - - - -
other sites 15 7 9 4 13 - 9 16 73
Total/ Kokku 7 83 59 60 60 79 76 42 534
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of the Centre of Natura] Holy Places founded at the University of Tartu, The single
example is Palukila Hiiemé&gi from 2004, which was in the hot-spot of media and
evoked Iarge-scale discussions over the values and protection ofnatural sacred places
threatened by landscape developments. The case of Palukiila proceeded to the Euro-
pean_court and is currently pending for the verdict, ,

There is also a certain tendency for having a soft-spot for protecting stone Age
settlement sites (e.g. sindi-lodja i, ii, iii; Velbri, Tamula 1i, Vagula i, ihaste, I,
lemsi, kahala, Mustametsa), and settlement sites'in harjumaa mentioned in Liber
Census Daniae (LCD) recorded in 1241 (e.g, Maardu, Alansi ii, haljava, kiia, kahala,
Uuri). it 1s fairly obvious that motivation”for designating the latter mentioned sites
was either direct threat from (sub)urban planning or metal detector looting, especially
for the villages mentioned in LCD. The fossil fields in Loo and Muraste were also taken
under protection in 2003 in relation to hazardous pIannngactlvmes. Real progres-
Sion was made In prote,ctmq underwater heritage. In 2006,°2007 and 2010 altogéther
33 shipwrecks were designated as underwater archaeological monuments. This positive
Hev_etlopmgnt |a obviously due to a recently created specialist position at the National

eritage Board,

_L%okmg at the geographical distribution of the sites (Table 2), we can see that
Harjumaa |éads the table with 22 places, second comes Saaremaa with 8 sites (actually
one survey trip. to the island of Ruhnu), followed by Parnumaa with 7 sites (three of
them from the island ofkihnu). The rest of the counties have three or less designated
monuments during these ten years. From Hiiumaa, Laane-Virumaa, Laanemaa and
JOgevamaa no new sites have been proposed. These numbers are (imt_e astonlshmg
corEptare_d to the lists published every year in the volumes of Archaeological Fieldwor
In Estonia,

In 2006 the National Heritage Board shifted the focus from registering new sites
to enlarging the protection zonés of already designated monuments. For example,
from thé transcript of the Heritage Conservation”Advisory Panel of 28.03.2006 we
can read that it was proposed to widen the protection zones of 216 archaeology monu-
ments, At the moment the national heritage Board is concentrating on demgnatmq
boundaries to areal sites (settlement sites, hill forts and burial grounds, natura

sacred places), which previously were just point-objects on the map. Considering that
still one thira of protected moriuments have no borders designated, it seems natural
that instead of settmgblegal rotection_over new monumets the legal matters of
previgus ones need to e resolved. considering the previous passwlt?il, an outstand-
Ing effort was made on 24.03.2011 when on behalf of the National er,ltape, Board
the Heritage Conservation Advisory Panel proposed 35 new archaeological sites for
designation as protected monumerts (transcript of the Advisory Panél nr 2011/2).
These sites have heen discovered qver & span of the last decade, and represent some
of the most significant archagological sites (Stone Age settlement sites, Bronze and
iron Age stone graves, hill forts; and natural sacred places) that can be found in
estonia. More than a year later (01,04.2012) the Minister of culture has still not
signed the directive, Iaving these sites without any legal protection. Whap is the
reason for such a delay? Is this because of possible errorS in'proceedings or is it the
normal time which Is heeded?
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NEWLYDISCOVERED SITES 2002-2009 . _
During.2002-2009 altpﬁether 034 new archaeological sites were reported to different
Institutions dealing with Estonian archaeological record (Table 3)..In a span of8,¥ears,
this constitutes. annually more than 66 new sites, the highest being in 2003 with 83,
and the lowest in 2009 with on1ly 42 newly discovered sités. When comparing the geo-
graphical coverage of Estonia (Table 4), tiie overall picture of newly discovergd sites js
Somewhat betterthan with the designated sites: there are at |east some new sites in
almost every county. Only from the iSland of Hilumaa no new sites have been reported
during these years. The most extensive survey work has been carried out in South
Estonia, with"Vorumaa, Tartumaa and Pplvamaa being in the top three, each with
more than 60 sites. The three counties with the smallést number of new discovered
archaeologlcal sites, at the end of the table are Saaremaa, Jogevamaa, and Ida-Virumaa.
The rest oTEstonia is covered fairly evenly. Most ofthe surve¥s conducted can be related to
the two main research centres ofarchagology — artu and Tallinn. The higher numbers
In different years in different counties can Ge explained by certain research projects or
individual interests of archaeologists.

Table 4. New sites discovered in 2002-2009 by counties. .
Tabel 4, Aastatel 2002-2009 avastatud uued muistised maakonniti.
Compiled by / Koostanud: Martti Veldi

New sites/ 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total/

Uued muistised Kokku
Harjumaa 7 14 b 8 b 5 5 1 52
Ladne-Virumaa 6 2 10 1 2 1 1 1 24
ida-Virumaa - - 2 4 - 2 7 1 16
hiiumaa - - - - - - - :
saaremaa - - - 2 - - 3 7
Ladnemaa 6 3 5 1 4 - 1 1 21
Raplamaa 15 2 7 1 - 3 1 2 A
Jarvamaa 2 4 3 2 1 2 3 22
Pérnumaa 2 4 2 5 - 22 1 7 53
Viljandimaa 5 25 9 9 2 - - 50
tartumaa 14 16 b 4 5 12 15 3 75
Joqevamaa - 3 - 1 3 - 4 1
Valgamaa 13 7 2 4 - 3 2 2 33
Pdlvamaa 1 - 2 7 14 10 2 4 60
Vorumaa 4 3 5 1 23 19 4 10 19
Under water _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ -
Total/Kokku 7 83 59 60 60 7 16 42 534

THE PROCESS OF MONUMENT DESIGNATION ,
the designation of monuments is requlated hy chapter three of the conservation Act.
In principle there are onI)(/:two types of Ie(%al rotection - temporary and permanent,
According to § 11 of the Conservation Act (RT | 2011, ,8%, tempordry protection can
be applied directly by the National Heritage Board without confirmation from the
cultural Ministry, and It expires.in six monfhs. the aim oftemporary_Protectlon 0
determine during the f,oIIowm% six months the need to designate the Site as a cultural
monument. In these six months all relevant analyses and expertises to prove or dis-
miss cultural values of the site should be conducted. During the time the same rights,
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obligations and restrictions apply for the owner of the site of permanent protection as
for an owner of a monument with temporam{ one. . . o

§ 12 of the Conservation Act deals with the Ieglsl,atlon_ of designation_as monu-
ment and also with revocation of designation. Both, e3|]gnat|on and revocation of des-
ignation are concluded by a directive of the Minister of Culture based on the expert
assessment of the national Herlta?e Board and a proposal from the Heritage conserva-
tion Adwsor){ Panel. An importantpoint is that the owner of the site under discussion,
and the local municipality must have been previously introduced to the expert assess-
ments, and also to the proposal from the Advisory Panel. the later amendments in the
details ofa demgnate_d monument, like its name, composition and boundaries, can only
be applied by a directive of the Minister of culture based on the expert assessment and
a proposal atthe national heritage Board. , _ _

After designation the monuments have to be entered into the national register
of cultural monuments (httP://re ister.muinas.ee), their locations and protected zones
recorded in the land cadastre. Underwater monuments are marked on navigational
charés de(()g-ol%ratlon between the Maritime Administration and the National Herit-
age Boar .

: . Tosummarise thetprocedure:_l) a new site is found; 2) application to the National
heritage Board by the founder or interested party for designation is submitted; 3) the
national heritage Board enters the site to the register as unlisted or takes the’ site
under temporary protection for six months if needéd; zlgthe national herlta%e Board
orders expert assessments; 5) the National Herlta?e oard proposes the site to the
herlta?e conservation Advisory Panel; 6) the Panel proposes the site to the Ministry
gfmcounl lrjnrgr;nn with a directive’ of the Minister of Culture the site is designated &S

ument,

This js how it works in theory, and as it can be assumed in ﬁractlce these seven
steps can be unexpectedly time consuming. Another rD_ro_blem IS that most of the aca-
demic archaeologists have little knowledge of the official legal procedure. However,
even ifall the proper documentation |s€rowded, and the cultural valye of the site is de-
fined, very few ofthe sites will finally become a monument protected by the law. That
brings the scepticism towards the whole process as all of the preparation of necessary
documents seems to be useless. Another question Is of course, whether all ofthese sites
should be under legal protection at all? , _

As a solution To this, over the years the national herlt,a?e Board has also kept
track of unlisted sites, which have been entered to the [E?I,S er, but are not Iegially
protected as monuments. The main problem with this list is that it is not publicly
accessible over the internet, but is only meant for internal use inside the herlta?e
Board, On the one hand, that kind of arrangement leaves these sites unknown for
potential landscape deyeIoRments, which can be a real threat to the preservation of
archaeolo?lcal record. Un the other hand, the disclosure of undesignated monuments
to general public might induce unhealthy interests of looters using metal detectors.
At turrent state (01.04.2012) the list of uridesignated archaeolagical sites comprises of
523 different obﬁcts, and ?en_erally correlates with the lists of newly discovered sites
published in Archaeological Fieldwork in Estonia over the last decadg.
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CASE STUDY: ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES FROM IDA-VIRUMAA,

NORTH-EAST ESTONIA _ _ _
In the spring of 2011 we carried out a three-d?\Y field survey on listed archa_eologr
cal monuments in lda-Virumaa ordered by the National Heritage Board. During the
survey_the present conditions of 145 monuments were checked. 43 of these sites were
not officially registered as monuments, and several of the protected sites were prob-
abl?]/ surveyed for the first time after their designation as monuments. At present 252
archaeological sites in Ida-Virumaa are registered as monuments, 111 (44%) of them
are cuR-marked stones, . _ e ,
.. The survey expedition was collaborated with local historian Vallo Reimaa, who
Invited to check and re_?lst_er archaeological sites he had already discovered since the
1980s. Most of these sites included cup-marked stones, but also settlement sites and
several graves were documented. It has to be said, that most out ofthe 43 unregistered
sites were not discovered by the surve}q team, but by Vallo Reimaa as result of the
several decage Ionag research work. He nad also frequently attempted to get the sites
officially registered and protected. Although, Reimaa did not write applications to the
officials’ (inthe 1980s the system was somewhat different), he presented new sites to
archaeologists hoping that in this way they would be finally designated as monuments.
It is difficult to sa¥ why these sites remained unreglstered, though the 1980s was
the decade of most inténsive work of finding and |st|n% new archaeological sites
(Tvauri 2006). while numerous archaeological monuments have been registered in ida-
Virumaa, it'seems that the main ‘criterion’ for designating new monuments was
randomness. _

During the survey trip_four new settle-
ment sites were located. The most prob-
lematic ofthem turned out to be Voka set-
tlement site, where the landownegr has an
agreement with metal detectorists, who
are allowed to check the plot of 130 x50m
re(iularly after Rloughmg. We were not
able to find out the names of the detector-
ists, and thus the findings from the set-
tlement site remain unknown. Judging
by the pottery shards, the settlementwas
occupied during the Middle Ages and the
Modern Era. signs of metal détector loot-
Ing were observed on several registered
monuments. in Konju (Fig. 2), of an un-
listed settlement site we noticed that at
the same time with us the cultural layer
was examined by a metal detectorist. _ _

Also two new rural cemeteries and  Fig.2 léotnjutsre.tttlenaetﬂt Ifayledr- Note the metal

| 1€,

{ggrgtuorggygragggrgvegged'isncgﬁggggddusri'tgg ;2 Ko s ki, Detri

! asulakihil.
the most”damaged was the inhuma-  Photo/ Foto: Tanno Jonuks
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tion ce_meteg no. 9103 in the village of
Aldu-Liiva ( |%. J) in Maidla municipal-

ity. Despite of elntg an oﬁlclallyf protected

monument, the sife was thickly covered

with trial pits made by metal detectorists.

A considerable number of the pits were

fresh and still oPen. There 15 data on finds3

from the cemetery over a long period of

time, also artefacts and human honesd

have been washed out by erosion and wind,

According to oral information ofthe owners

_ , a Late Iron Age inhumation was dug out
Fig. 3. Recent test-pits at the protected Late IranAge-  from the eastern part ofthe cemeter%/. it s
Medieval cemetery of Aldu-Liiva. probable that from this dlggln? a bronze

e A (@salselchain and a fragment of woolfen textiles
Photo / Foto: T6nno Jonuks have reached the archaeology collections of

the Institute of History. From the western
Part of the protected ‘area, and also west
rom that, directly outside of the protected
monument allegédly coins and fragments
of human bones have been found,” which
refers to amedieval or ﬁost;medleval rural
cemetery. This part ofthe site was also cov-
ered with trial pits,
the most exciting results ofthe survey
were related to cup-marked stones. On most
of the stones the cup-marks are apart, only
in, two cases double cup-marks connected
with a small channel were found. That kind
Fig. 4. New cup-marked stones discovered in Jérve O{H ouble %up-r%n%rkts are k[}own be{%gegfro{n
vilage. . other parts of Estonia (Tvauri . In
Ind Jarve kiilast avastatud uued lohukivid. numerous cases the cup-marks were fairly
Map / Kaart: Martti Veldi (on Estonian Land Boardmap) ~ vaque, hut still observable for their honed
surface, At the same time a lot of clear and
deep cup-marks were found. All together 33 new unlisted stones were documented. Al-
though most of the stones were discovered by Vallo Reimaa, the members ofthe survey
teamalso contributed in fmd,ln%"some new. | addition to single boulders with cup-marks,
two larger groups - 8 stones.in Jarve (Fig. 4) and 4 in Kestla villages were located.

e alSo managed to find numerous cup-marked stones, which had been relocated
from their original Surroundings during melioration. Although such stones will not he
designated as monuments, they still should be preserved as objects of research. From
thesé relocated stones, one of thie most eye-catching is the commemorative stone erected
for Eduard von Toll in Kukruse (no. 9004; Fig. 5). Despite the fact that the stone has been
relocated and heavily worked over, the cup-marks are clearly visible, and the stone itself
Is an archaeological Site.

Al 2472.
4A1 4215,
288 5AI 5967.
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DISCUSSION _

At present (01.04.2012) the national reg-
ister of cultural heritage (http://register.
muinas.ee) includes 6624 protectéd ar-
chaeological monuments of different type.
On avefage 66 new sites are discovered
each year, which is around 1%ofthe over-
all nimber of the protected sites and only
10% of these are finally designated as
monuments. It is very appealing to argue
that this kind ofequilibrium between reg-
Istered monuments F\l0,0%_), newly discov-
ered sites (1%) and their final designation
as monuments (0.1%) Is not coinCidental
but an outcome of heritage management
strateqy applied by the National Heritage
Boardand the Ministry of culture. we fe-
ally hope that this is riot the case.

For some years in the middle of the
20005 the national herlta?e Board fo-
cused on enlarging the profection zones
of already designated monuments. This
comes to”question if it is reasonable to
concentrate on protection zones when
we still have so many already knownbut ,
Undesignated siest A It of esourcss - Fo.8 A paartusir sneni o
also go'for designation of boundarigs for (uard von 0 -
_arealgmonumen?s, which were previously "> Eauardavon Tol malestuskivks kasutatud
just dots on the map, and could'not be ad-  Photo/ Foto: Mari Lahmus
equately used for planning purposes. At o _
the samie time the register'contains also archaeological sites which have no character-
istics (left) to be protécted, This involves sites which have disappeared (e.g. cup-mark
stones), destroyed (e.g. during quarr*mg) or which haye been listed provisionally’ as the
characteristics were Unsure. ‘Also totally excavated sites, where thus the archaeological
substance cannot be preserved any more are under state protection. On the whole'this
has caused a situation where the’state is looking after only a limited amount of sites
which in many cases seem to have been included in the list of national monuments inci-
dentally. Yet; there are many unique sites out on the fields, which are not protected be-
cause d readé/ too many sites are listed. in addition to unique sites the more ‘ordinary
ob{ects’ghun reds ofsimilar cup-mark stones, settlement sites ofunknown orvery recerit
da mP etc.) need also to be listed and counted somehow. _

n Perspectwe, Estonian archaeological community should find a more balanced
and systematic approach for designating new archaeolggical monuments in co-opera-
tion with government, land owners and academic institutions. As the time of collec-
tive ownership has ended, the legal side of the procedures is becoming more and more
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detajled every day. This means that in order to adjust, archaeologists need proper
Iegal cpunsellln% reqularly. there |s,n_opomt In producing heaps of expert assessments,
\f/v fletn In the end, lawyers of the Ministry of Culture reject the proposals referring to
aults n proceeding.

Thlspaspect |sgespe(:|ally relevant when archaeological settlement sites are nomi-
nated as monument candidates. while conducting laridscape surveys, archagologists
seldom think about the problems concerned with actual land ownership, legal restric-
tions and obligations posed to a monument owner. The cultural layer of Settlement
sites very often spans over several allotments with different owners, which means that
before proposing the site to become a monument all the land owners and holders have
to be introduced to the borders and significance of the site, In archaeological heritage
management defining the actual borders of a settlement site is fairly complicated and
demands systematic “survey, which very often can be time consuming and therefore
expensive. At the same time the defining of borders and substantiating of the value of
the site is important to the local community to understand why the Site is protected
and thus the activity is limited with regulations. , ,

As a whole, there seems to be no"common strategy for searching and recording
new sites. This %IVGS an impression that Estonian archaeologists in"wider perspec-
tive, at least in the case of field surveys, actually do not know what other people are
doing. Furthermore, the National Heritage Board has no strategy either of what to do
with“newly discovered sites, which at the end of the day leaves us c_ontemplatmg on
a well-known proverb about the Kettle callln% the pot bfack. In the light of the above
mentioned, a new campaign of registering archaeological monuments 1S most welcome.
But before rushing to ‘sdve Estonian archagology’™a thorough analysis of available
knowledge must bé conducted and very certain points what wé actually need and want
to achieve have to be stated. _

We feel that this Is the right place to proRose an idea of a general web-hased
database ofunregistered sites. It'should include the data gathered by the National Her-
tage Board, information documented b){ various academic institutions and archaeo-
logists, also excavation and survey rePor s. This ?ener_al database should be accessible
toall archaeologists, the inspectors ofthe National Heritage Board, local municipalities,
and specialists holding a permit to document archaeological monuments for various
developments. At presént most of the information is scattéred around in different data-
bases, and only very few archaeolo?ls,ts have an overview of the actual information
already dlgltahsed. This could result in a lot of overlappm(‘; work, and ablﬂ loss in
resources. Instead of inventing blq(cles on our own, on this matter we should collaborate.
In the long run, the general portal of archaeological resources would be a great benefit,
both to heritage mana?ement and to academic research.. ,

. Such an’informal ljst would record all archaeoIO(k;lcaI Or uncertain monuments,
which are not under the legal protection but need to be known. Considering the difficul-
ties in taking_sites under Protectlon new cup-marked stones could be listed in a database
for instance. This means that we avoid the painful official process but the site is known
and in case of new buildings, local inspectors can keep the control. Several sites from
the legally protected list could also be moved in here, as these are either unsure sites
or losf characteristics to be protected.
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Such a list would not be limited with the purposes of the National Herltaqe
Board only. Covering all of the known (and also uncertain) mqnuments, it helps 1o
make better plans for fieldworks and if accessible over the web it can be used mobile
to check additional information. In addition to fieldwork such a map-based database
makes also a good ?round for distribution maps etc. , _
The accéss of such a database is the most problematic aspect.6 The data i
onI%{ useful if enough persons have an access fo It. In addition to authorities of the
National Heritage Board and active archaeologists such a database is necessary also
for making statutory_?lans, plannm? new
buildings, Toads etc. if such a collection of
data would have been in hand when mak-
mgz the environmental impact assessment
ofthe reconstruction of the Kohtla-Jarve —
Johviroad, there would have heen not such
a Statement that archaeological finds are
unlikely. In fact, this Rroiect ended with
the discovery of the richest Final iron Age
cemetery in ‘Kukruse (Lohmus et al. 2011,;

, : tthe same time the problem of loot-
ing and illegal metal detecting on archae-
ological sites is seriqus and Such a data-
base could be used in a wrong, way. The
problem_can partly be solved with limited
and verified access to the database. But
It is evenly important that the local com-

Fig. 6. A new cup-mark stonefrom Kukruse. The stone
was in its original position until 2009 when a
new road was built there. After that the stone
was lifted aside and left on thefield. In case of
proper pr_ellmlnar% studies the stone and its
surrounding may have heen investigated.

munity kriows about archaeological sites
and tfeir real value. including r_eahsmg
that it is only rarely possible to find gol

and silver, but the circumstances of any
find have significant academic value. But
one also negds to count that local com-
munities are not similar all over Estonia.

Jn 6.Uus lohukivi Kukrusel. Kivi oli.oma algsel . .
asukohal kuni 2009, aastani, mil sinna rajati
uus tee. Kivi |ikati korvaleja jaeti keset
poldu. Korralike eequrmP,ut,e puhul oleks
olnud voimalik eelnevalt fabi uurida Kivi
(imbruskond,

Photo / Foto: Tonno Jonuks

There exist examples where locals protect their heritaﬁe better than the state ever can

and also examples where they either do not care at a

to destroy it.

or they even deliberately want

The current pa|oer was nof to proP_ose any clear and final solution. We rather

wished to bring an old problem into pub

ic discussion and provoke a more vivid

dispu-

tation to reach some solution of how tg hangdle the archaeological information so, that
It would be yseful to as many as possible. To sum up, the crucial issue Is, that newly
discovered sites are not taken under legal protection and thus they remain only mer-
tioned in reports or annual gverviews, buf in practice they remain‘without protection.

As it Is apparently very difficult to considerably widen
ational Herifage Board to create an

call the

e list of protected, sites we
handle a database of all discovered

sites and possibly also stray-finds. The database should be web-accessed and open to

Bsee the discussion about the similar problem ofthe project Archaeology and oral tradition (Valk 2004).
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local inspectors of the National Heritage Board and active arch_aeoloqists in Estonia.
The purpose ofthe database would be to help to plan archaeologl,cal fildworks, to hel

local inspectars to keep the control over new developments
kind of large openings) but evenly to offer a comprehensive da

ings or any

either new road build-
tabase of all

known sités for acaderic or any other purposes.
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NUSTATUD MUISTISED: M ILIJ)A TEHA UUT AVA%TATUD _ll\_/IUISTISTEGA?

Aastatel 20032010 vdeti kultuuriministri méarustega arheoloogiamélestistena kaitse alla koigest 83
muistist, millest enam kui kolmandiku (332 moodustasid veealuse Kultuuriparandi objektid. Samal ajal on
aastate 20.0,2—2009 io_oksul AVE-des avaldatud nimekirjade poh&aI_Eestls avastatud 534 uut muistist. Lihtne
arvutus néitab, et laias laastus on viimase 10 aasta jooksul kaitse alla joudnud 10% yutest muististest.
Riiklik kultuurimélestiste register sisaldab hetkeseisuga (01.04.2012) andmeid 6624 riiklikult kaitstava
arheoloogiamélestise kohta, Seega on uute kaitsealusté muististe kasv viimase. kiimnendi jooksul olnud
marginaalne —alla 0,1%. Siit kerkivad kisimused: mis saab {lejddnud uutest muististest? Kas nad lihtsalt
heidetakse korvale ja unustatakse vGi on teisi mooduseid nende sailitamiseks thise kultuuriparandina?,

_Artikkel vaatlet lahemalt, kuidas toimub muististe kaitse alla vGtmise protseduur ja dritab tekitada
laiemat arutelu sellega seonduvate probleemide ja kisimuste dle. Probleemile |aiema tausta andmjseks on
analiiisitud aastatel 20022010 avastatud uute mU|st|steI]a ritkliky kaitse alla vgetud a_rheolo,onmaIe_s-
tiste suhet vastavalt AVE-des ilmunud nimekirjadele ja kultuuriministri méaérustele. Uurimust ilfustreerib
ndide Ida-Virumaal 2011. a kevadel toimunud vélitoddest (in 2). . | , ,

Analiisides viimase kimnendi jooksul kaitse alla voetud muistiseid selﬁub, et nende hulkéa ka erinevate
muistiseliikide esinemine (tabel 1) on vGrdlemisi tagasihoidlik: 33 asulakohta, 6 kivikalmet, 3 muinasp6ldu,
3 maa-alust kalmet, 2 lohukivi, 1 hiiekoht, 1 sadamakoht ja 1 maabumispaik. Asulakohtadest on konge
enam kaitse alla voetud kiviaja asulakohti ja Taani hindamisraamatus mainitud kilasid. Hoolimata Tarfu
Ulikooli juurde rajatud Looduslike Pihapalkade Keskuse tegevusest on ainsa loodusliku pihapaigana vii-
mase kiimnendi jooksul kaitse alla voetud vaid Palukila Hilemagi, mis tekitas meedjas avalikke vaidlusi
looduslike pihapaikade vadrtuste ja kaitse tle. Geo ragflllseltéabel 2) on viimase dekaadi jooksul koige
enam muistiseid mélestisteks saanud Harjumaal ﬁzg,Jargnevla" Ruhnu saar (8) ja Pérnumaa (7). KOI(iISI
teistest maakondadest on néiteid kolm voi vahem. Hiiumaal, L&&ne-Virumaal, Laanemaal ja Jogevamaal ei
ole aastatel 2002-2010 kaitse alla vGetud Ghtegi muistist. _

Vaadates yute muististe statistikat ongllt monevorra telstsuglune. Keskmiselt on 2002-2009 avastatud
66 uut muistist igal aastal. Liigiti (tabel 3) on kdige enam avastatud asulakohti (386), matmispaiku E40),
lohukive (19). Teisi muistisetipe, naqu,lmnamaed 54) vgi looduslikud pihapaigad . & avastatakse tun-
duvalt harvemini voi ei teatata nende leidmisest vastavatesse institutsioonidesse. Piirkondliku jaotuvuse
Eooleﬁt (tabel 4) paistavad koqe enam silma Louna-Eesti maakonnad, kus nii Vorumaalt, Tartumaalt, kui

a Polvamaalt on nende aastate jooksul leitud enam kui 60 uut muistist. Suuremat osa inspektsioonidest
saab siduda kahe peamise uurimiskeskuse —Tallinna ja Tartuga.. , o

_Uute kultuurimélestiste maaramise kord on sétestatud Muinsuskaitseseaduse kolmanda peatikiga.
Pohimatteliselt esineb vaid kahte titpi seaduslikku kaitset: a]utlne,ia alaline. Ajutist kaitset voib rakendada
Muinsuskaitseameti peadirektori kaskkirjaga kuni kuueks kuyuks ilma Kultuuriministeeriumi kinnjtuseta,
sellel ajal kehtivad maaomanikule sarnased kitsendused ja kohustused nagu alalise kaitse all oleva
mélestise omanikule, Alaline kaitse madratakse voi lopetatakse kultuuriministri maarusega, mis omakorda
pBhineb Muinsuskaitseameti poolt esitatud eksperthinnangutel ja Muinsuskaitse Noukogu poolt esitatud
ettepanekutel. Kokkuvgtvalt koosneb uue mélestise maaramine 7eta§)_|st: 1) avastatakse uus muistis;
2) leidja vai leiust huvitatud osapool teeb avalduse Muinsuskaitseametile; 3) Muinsuskaitseamet vitab
muistise arvele voi maarab vajadusel ajutise kaitse: 4) Muinsuskajtseamet tellib eksperthinnangud;
5) Muinsuskaitseamet esitab muistise Muinsuskaitse Noukogule; 6) Muinsuskaitse Noukogu esitab muistise
ralts_e a!,lla \{_otn&lseks Kultuuriministeeriumile; 7) kultuuriniinistri m&arusega kinnitatakse muistis arheo-
oogiamélestiseks.

,3011,:_a kevadel viidi Muinsuskajtseameti tellimusel, Ida-Virumaal I&bi kolmepaevane inspekisioonireis,
mille kdigus konfrolliti 145 muistise, seisukorda, Neist 43 ei olnud kantud kaitsealuste mélestiste re-
Plstrls_se n|n? kaitsealustest kiilastati mitmeid ilmselt esimest korda pérast nende kaitse alla, votmist.
da-Virumaal on seni kaitse all (htekokku 252 arheoloogiamélestist, neist 111 (44%) on lohukivid. Ins-
pektsiooniretkega ihendati kohaliku ajaloolase Vallo Reimaa kutse kontrollida ning dokumenteerida tema
varasemad leitud muistised. Neist enamuse moodustasid lohukivid, aqa uuriti ka paari voimalikku asula-
kohta ja kalmet. Reimaa nditas muistiseid tolleaegsetele arheoloogidele, lootes, et seelébi need ka kunagi
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kaitse aIIaE((”)uavad.,Ometul on enamik neist siiani seadusliku kaitseta. Inspektsioonireisi kdiqus avastati
4 uut asulakohta, millest iihel mérgati ka metallidetektoristi (jn 2). See annab mérku probleemi tosidusest.
Lisaks avastati 2uut kiilakalmet ja 4 kivikalmet. Uks kajtse all olev maa-alune laibakalmistu on olnud ava-
riiling juba pikemat aega (]]13&. Leide on sealt saadud pikema aja jooksul, viimasena leiti sealt 1985. aastal
pronkskett ja villase tekstiili katkeid. Erosiooni ja ilmastikumojude kdrval on kalmet arJePlde_vaI"t 16hku-
nud ka detektoristid. Inspektsmqm_dooksu_l lokaliseeriti 33 lohukivi, mida ei ole kantud kultuurimalestiste
riiklikku registrisse, Suur osa kividest olljluba varem leitud Vallo Reimaa poolt, kuid_avastati ka téiesti
uusi. Lisaks iksikult paiknevatele kividele leiti kaks suuremat rihma Jarye qn 4; 8 kivi) ja Kestla kilas (4
kivi). Lohukivide hu"IFas leidus ka mitmeid dmber tdstetud kive (jn’5, 6), milles
Eduard von Tolli méfestuskivi Kukrusel.. o , . _
Artikli d|,skus,5|oonlosapuuab luua laiemat arutelu muististe kaitse alla vGtmise strateegiast, dokumen-
teerimisest ja leitud muististe haldamise vOimalustest internetipGhise andmebaasi néol. Autorid lgiavad,
et tervikuna puudub nii Muinsuskaitseametil kui ka Eesti arheoloogide kogukonnal dldine ?lkaajahsem
strateeila, kuidas ja miks uusi muistiseid otsida, dokumenteerida ja kaitse alla esitada. Uhe lahendusena
Eakuta se vélja veebipdhine pidevalt tdiendatav andmebaas, mis sisaldaks andmeid kaitseta muististe
ohtaja oleks ligipadsetav arheoloogidele, Muinsuskaitseameti inspektoritele, kohalike omavalitsuste spet-
sialistidele ja maastikuarendusj teoStavatele ekspertidele. Selline mitteametlik andmebaas annaks hea ule-
vaate kaitseta muististest ja voimaldaks paremini teostada nii arheoloogilist uurimistood kui ka suunata
kultuuriparandiga seotud arenguid. Suurimaks murekohaks sellise andmebaasi puhul oleks ligipaasetavus,
mida vBidakse kuritarvitada, Kuid samas oleks vGimalik ligipd&su piirata isikutuvastamise abil.

markantséimaks néiteks on
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