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Executive Summary: 
Digitising the 1941 National Farm Survey 

• The 1941 National Farm Survey gathered information on all farms in England and 
Wales over 5 acres, 320,000 farms in total.  It was an extended version of the 
annual Agricultural Census and, in addition to the usual questions on crop acreages 
and livestock numbers, surveyors gathered data on the labour force and machinery, 
rents and tenure, and on the condition of the farm and the "quality" of the farmer. 

• All the questionnaires, together with a complete set of maps showing the 
boundaries of the farms covered by the survey, have been preserved and are held 
by the National Archives (TNA) at Kew.  They have already been the subject of a 
major historical project, but only very limited use has ever been made of the data. 

• Computerised images of all the c. 1.1m. questionnaires and c. 36,000 maps could 
be created for around £100,000 using automated scanning systems.  The resulting 
body of information would enable use of the survey without visiting TNA, but 
without further enhancement it would be tedious to extract information about 
particular farms from, and systematic analysis would still be impossible. 

• Based on examining data for two sample parishes, construction of a small-scale 
Geographical Information System (GIS), say for part of a county, appears 
straightforward: the maps show farm boundaries, the questionnaires record diverse 
farm characteristics, and the two are linked by systematic farm ID numbers. 

• Construction of a national system is equally feasible but potentially very 
expensive.  Costs can be reduced firstly by extracting only selected  information 
for each farm from the scans, as textual data and vector boundaries, and secondly 
by automating and otherwise streamlining extraction procedures.  Information 
which is not so extracted would still be available for individual farms via the scans.   

• The survey schedules were all completed by hand and so, with the possible 
exception of check boxes on one of the forms, data entry would need to be manual.  
Full computerisation of the survey schedules would be very expensive, as they 
include a number of open-ended questions with space for several sentences in 
reply;  anyway, such responses would be hard to analyse. 

• Some manual processing of the images of each form is essential to extract the farm 
IDs;  otherwise users could only be taken to the relevant parish and would then 
need to search through the images to find the right farm.  Selected quantitative data 
could be extracted from the forms at the same time at limited additional cost. 

• The cost of geo-referencing the maps and relating them to parishes and land use 
patterns can be greatly reduced by linking them to existing geo-referenced 
materials owned either by the agency or the GB Historical GIS.  The small number 
of farms mapped on each sheets means manual boundary digitisation is probably 
quicker than any automated method. 

• A pilot project is clearly essential before digitisation of the whole survey is 
undertaken.  The main focus of the pilot project should be assessing the potential 
for automating data capture from the scans, and the costs and benefits of different 
selection strategies;  building a demonstration GIS for a small area using ad hoc 
methods would tell us little.  Useful pilot projects would cost £15-35,000.  
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Introduction 
The National Farm Survey was commissioned to assist the work of the County War 

Agricultural Executive Committees by assessing Britain's ability to feed itself in 
wartime. A hurried survey of land quality took place in 1940 and, despite having to 
operate under wartime conditions, the 1941 survey aimed to create a "Second 
Domesday Book", a "permanent and comprehensive record of the conditions on the 
farms of England and Wales". The survey was integrated with the 1941 "June Census" 
and data were gathered on four forms covering farming types, cropping and stocking, 
machinery, labour, farm size and structure, land ownership and farm buildings, plus 
maps of farm boundaries. It covered all farms over 5 acres, about 320,000 in all. 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries published a summary report on the 
survey in 1946 but this presents information only at county-level.  However, and 
unlike the June Censuses as a whole, all the farm-level data have been retained in the 
National Archives (TNA) at Kew.  They became publicly available in 1992 after a 
fifty-year closure period. In the 1990s, a major project funded by the Economic and 
Social Research Council and led by Professor Brian Short of Sussex University 
researched the history of the survey. Their results were published as Brian Short et al, 
The National Farm Survey 1941-43: State Surveillance and the Countryside in 
England and Wales in the Second World War (Oxford: OUP, 2000).  Professor Short's 
project also analysed a sample from the actual farm-level data, but this was relatively 
small and was extracted by historical researchers employed by the project copying out 
material while working in the ordinary reading rooms at Kew.  A shorter introduction 
to the 1941 Survey is provided by one of TNA's Research Guides: 

http://www.catalogue.nationalarchives.gov.uk/RdLeaflet.asp?sLeafletID=309 

The report that follows is in no sense intended to replace Professor Short's study.  
Instead, it is a first attempt at assessing the potential for a far larger project to 
computerise the 1941 survey data as a whole, to create a systematic farm-by-farm 
record of agricultural activity sixty years ago.  On-site transcription by historical 
researchers would be clearly uneconomic, so this is an assessment of the potential 
application of on-site image scanning and automated feature extraction, with any 
manual transcription being done off-site and probably off-shore. This report presents 
the results of a one-day visit to the National Archives by my assistant, Paula Aucott, 
and myself, plus some limited supplementary inquiries.  We are very grateful to the 
following TNA staff for meeting with us, discussing the potential project and also 
dealing with follow-up enquiries: 

Geoff Baxter (Special Productions Manager) 
Gary Flatman (Digitisation Manager, Access Development Services) 
Chris Owens (Head of Access Development Services) 

Clearly, given the limited time available to us, what follows is restricted to: 

1) A description of the records of the survey as held by TNA. 

2) An assessment of the potential for computerisation, including a costing for the 
initial scanning stage. 

3) Suggested outline requirements for a pilot project. 

4) Photographs of sample documents from the survey. 
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1) Records of the National Farm Survey 
The TNA Research Guide states that the individual farm records of the National 

Farm Survey, 1941-1943 form the record series MAF 32. The maps, which serve as a 
graphic index to the farms, are in the series MAF 73.  Records of the planning and 
implementation of the two surveys of 1940 and of 1941-1943 are in the record series 
MAF 38: the appropriate pieces are MAF 38/206-217, MAF 38/469-473 , and MAF 
38/865-867. A proof copy of the National Farm Survey, England & Wales (1941-
1943): a Summary Report (HMSO, 1946), together with copies of press releases, is in 
MAF 38/216 . Statistical analyses of the National Farm Survey arranged by county 
are in MAF 38/852-863. 

Our assessment of the material was in three parts.  Firstly, we made a detailed 
examination of sample farm records and maps from two parishes, Winkleigh in 
Devon and Cranbrook in Kent;  these were selected in advance of our visit by TNA 
staff, but were quite sufficient for an initial inspection.  Secondly, we briefly 
inspected the full sets of MAF 32 and MAF 73 in the storage area at Kew, to help 
assess the actual quantity of material.  Thirdly, we reviewed the following pieces 
(boxes) containing associated correspondence, committee minutes, etc, in MAF 38: 
207, 210, 211, 212, 214, 469, 470, 472, 473. 

Survey Schedules 
The data gathered from individual farms is recorded on four separate standard 

printed forms.  The different forms for all the farms in a given parish are assembled 
into parcels whose covers indicate the parish covered.  For example: 

Farm Survey Records 
County: Kent 
Parish: Cranbrook 
Code. No.: 101 

Agricultural Census 
The 1941 Survey was organised around the annual "June Census" of agricultural 

production, and one reason it is of interest is simply that the original farm-level forms 
for 1941 have been preserved, when for other years the most detailed data that have 
been preserved are for parishes.  Figure 1 shows the form itself, while Figure 2 shows 
the reverse, which include both the address of the farm and the code number.  The 
address of the farm is typed on most forms, and where it is typed it appears in the 
same place. 

The questions are mainly concerned with numbers of animals and acreages of 
crops, the latter ending with areas of pasture and rough grazing.  The only other 
questions concern numbers of workers, categorized by sex, age and whether full or 
part-time.  Although there are 89 separate spaces for entries on the form, in the 
example only 31 have values, and this seems fairly typical.  The required responses 
are entirely numeric, and the form provides natural check-sums for everything:  for 
example, the answers to questions 73-8 on different types of poultry should add up to 
the overall total required by question 79. 
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Farm Survey 
The second form, illustrated in Figure 3 with the back shown in Figure 4, was 

completed by a surveyor employed by the ministry, not by the farmer, and contains 
very different information.  It is very much concerned with qualitative assessment, 
and in fact only four of the questions are numeric, 1 and 3 in part B requiring 
percentages of the soil and of the farm in different categories, while 12 and 13 in the 
same section ask about numbers of cottages.  Most of the answers take the form of 
crosses in a choice of boxes on the printed form, and this suggests that automated 
techniques might be usable  (see below).  The form begins with the address and code 
number of the farm, the name of the farmer and, if he was a tenant, the name and 
address of the land owner. 

It is hard to imagine such a survey being carried out today without controversy.  
Even the questions about the farm are highly judgmental:  "Condition of farmhouse", 
with responses simply "Good", "Fair" or "Bad".  However, Section D on 
"Management" is really asking about the farmer rather than the farm.  Supporting 
documentation (e.g. MAF 38/211, f. 42) explains that category A was "A good 
farmer", category B was "A moderate farmer" and category C was "A bad farmer".  
Further, this led to a nine-way combined classification of farms and farmers.  In this, 
category C1 meant "A bad farmer, bad production and good land", and the required 
action was "Change of tenancy".  Category C farmers on unproductive land were not 
seen as worth evicting, while category B farmers would be targeted by advisory 
schemes.  A later minute (MAF 38/212, f.8, p.3) notes that the distribution of A, B 
and C farms was rapidly changing as C farmers were dispossessed. 

The form also asked the surveyor to explain category B and C gradings of the 
farmer, the options being "old age", "lack of capital" or "personal failings", with space 
to explain the last.  The back of the form provides room for general comments and for 
notes on how the farm was responding to wartime emergency conditions by ploughing 
up grassland.  These sections could contain large amounts of unstructured text, but the 
example seems typical in being mostly empty. 

Labour, Motive Power and Tenure 
The third and fourth forms supplement the main agricultural census form, returning 

to quantitative questions.  The form covering labour, motive power and tenure is 
illustrated in Figure 5.  Questions 129 –132 amplify the labour force questions on the 
main census form, identifying family members among the full-time workers and 
clarifying whether part-time workers worked part of the week or part of the year.  
Questions 133 to 142 record numbers of tractors and of various kind of stationary 
engines, but do not otherwise explore kinds of machinery.  Questions 143-148 record 
rent paid or estimated rental value, type of tenure and length of occupancy. 

Although this form is not particularly crowded, it does not include a space for the 
farm code number.  This is instead usually written on the back, and is the only reason 
why the other side of this form needs to be scanned. 

Market Gardening 
The final form, as illustrated in Figure 6, gathered additional details on a large 

number of additional crops, mainly the product of specialised market gardens.  The 
answers are all numbers of acres, with the exception of two questions about hay and 
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straw production at the end, and questions 87 and 115 provide check sums for the 
acreages.  Neither of the sample parishes was in a market gardening area so the forms 
we could examine were largely blank. 

This form does include space for the farm code numbers, so the reverse side is 
blank and can be ignored. 

Mapping 
TNA Class MAF 73 contains six inch to the mile maps showing the boundaries of 

farms, labelled using the same code numbers that appear on the survey schedules.  
Figures 7 (a) and 7 (b) show examples of the maps, one showing boundaries as 
coloured lines, the other colouring in the whole area of  each farm.  Farms often 
consisted of multiple parcels, in which case each parcel is marked using the same 
code.  Farm boundaries are the only information added by MAF, and the buildings 
and field boundaries shown on the underlying Ordnance Survey maps may well have 
changed by the date of the 1941 survey. 

MAF 73/64 provides an index to the six inch sheets, but in fact consists simply of 
the standard Ordnance Survey County Diagrams at four miles to the inch scale, 
without any annotation by MAF.  They post-date the survey, the 63 different county 
sheets having been published between the mid-1950s and early 1960s.  They do show 
parish boundaries as well as the area covered by each six inch sheets, so they do 
enable users to identify both the sheets and the parishes likely to be of interest.  As 
discussed below, they are unlikely to play a role in a computerisation project. 

The six inch sheets are identified by their location within the index sheets for the 
relevant counties, which are divided up into numbered rectangles;  for example, 
"Bedfordshire 16".  Each of these rectangles divided into 4 x 4 maps at 1:2,5000 
scale, identified by numbers 1 to 16, and into four six inch maps identified by 
compass quadrant.  A particular six inch sheet would therefore be labelled, for 
example, "Bedfordshire 16 N.W." 

These maps appear to all be of not greater than A2 size. 

Supporting Information 
As well as the survey schedules and the maps, the National Archives also hold a 

large body of documentation in MAF 38 covering the planning, execution and 
analysis of the survey, from which we were able to review nine "pieces" (boxes).  
Reference is made to these elsewhere in this report, but other highlights include: 

• A letter from the Treasury complaining that the original proposed cost of the 
survey was £20,000 but it had risen to £145,000 (MAF 38/470).   

• The design of the survey, and how it would relate to a parallel survey of woodlands 
by the Forestry Commission (MAF 38/210).  

• Various problems with missing and inaccurate replies from farmers.  For example, 
"There are, however, further difficulties with page 3 [i.e. the Labour, Motive Power 
and Tenure Form].  A large number of occupiers failed to complete this page 
satisfactorily and Statistical Branch have had to send out over 60,000 first 
reminders." (MAF 38/211, f.91)  The number of reminders sent out is perhaps 
more remarkable than that there were problems getting responses. Another minute 
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notes that acreages provided by farmers and computed from the maps did not 
always match (MAF 38/214), again evidence of careful checking. 

• People owning 5-25 acres argued that their properties were private residence, not 
small holdings, and therefore the survey did not apply to them.  They usually had 
2-3 acres of market garden and 5 or more of paddocks.  More than 10% of forms 
for this type of property were outstanding despite 2 reminders, and there was 
discussion of whether it was worth sending a third reminder (MAF 38/214). 

• The problem of distinguishing "permanent grass" from "rough grazing":  "We have 
never been able to get a satisfactory dividing line and our definition has not in 
practice amounted to much more than saying that rough grazings are grazings that 
are not smooth" (Minute of 28/7/1941, in MAF 38/211).  

• Problems with the farm boundary mapping.  This was problematic in urban fringe 
areas due to areas of industrial wasteland.  The Liverpool office of MAF wrote to 
the ministry on London about the situation in Lancashire and Cheshire: "With 
regard to the mapping, this is proving very troublesome in the developing districts, 
owing to the fact that the Ordnance Survey are not up to date and do not show 
recent developments, and because of the very large number of small occupations.  
In any case, the result is in my view valueless.  The maps present such a 
complicated mosaic that they can serve little useful purpose" (MAF 38/212, f.17).  
This last comment is perhaps best understood as a comment on their lack of a 
modern computer-based framework for analysing such a large body of 
geographical information. 

• Discussions of collaboration with Dudley Stamp's Land Utilisation Survey (MAF 
38/210 and 472).  In 1942 Stamp was appointed as Chief Adviser to MAF on Rural 
Land Utilisation, and a letter to the county advisory committees said he and his 
assistants would be checking farm records (MAF 38/212, f.7). 

Sample Data 
The published report is of limited interest because it presents results only at 

Administrative County-level, but it was based on a sample of c. 40,000 farms from 
which the data on the schedules was transferred to Hollerith cards and then analysed 
using mechanical tabulators.  The statistician M.G. Kendall (author of a standard 
work on time series analysis, and later President of the Royal Statistical Society) 
chaired the survey's advisory committee, while Dr. F. Yates, head of the statistical 
department at Rothampstead, designed the statistical methods.  The sample had a 
sophisticated design:  5% of all farms of 5-25 acres, 10% of farms of 25-100 acres, 
25% of farms of 100-300 acres, 50% of farms of 300-700 acres, and all farms of over 
700 acres.  This gave an overall sample of 14% of all farms (see MAF 38/473). 

Specialist centres such as the UK Data Archive at Essex University would almost 
certainly be able to convert the data on these punch cards to modern digital formats, 
so it would be enormously useful if they could be located.  Brian Short's book 
describes the creation and analysis of the cards in some detail (pp. 81-7), but his team 
never found them and he comments "I suspect that they were destroyed after the data 
had been used to write the HMSO report (1946) which used a large sample of the 
entire farm population. I can't recall any further mention of them" (e-mail of 
30/9/2005).  Even so, a further search at Rothampstead is desirable. 
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2) Computerisation Methods 

Scanning 
It is perhaps worth mentioning that, as the successor to the Ministry of Agriculture, 

DEFRA would be entitled to ask for the records of the 1941 survey to be returned to 
them, enabling them to be processed off-site by the cheapest possible methods.  
However, given their continuing historical importance it is hard to recommend this.  
The alternative is for the records to be scanned at Kew, and for all further work to be 
carried out on the digital images rather than the original document.  As the images can 
then be transmitted electronically this may well be a cheaper approach. 

TNA generally accept the use of digital cameras as these do not involve any 
physical contact between the equipment and the documents.  However, that lack of 
physical contact creates a risk of image distortion, a major problem with maps.  
Cameras and specialised archival scanners also mean a great deal of manual handling, 
increasing labour costs.  It is therefore crucial that in 2005 TNA revised their policy 
and will now allow the use of scanners with sheet feed mechanisms, provided they 
avoid bending the documents by employing a straight-through paper path.  One 
suitable system is manufactured by AGFA, can handle documents up to A3 size, and 
scans double-sided in full colour. 

TNA would not undertake the scanning work themselves.  They are in the process 
of establishing a list of approved contractors, so the following prices can only be 
indicative.  Note that a major issue is ensuring that each scan is identifiable. 

Survey Schedules (MAF 32) 
TNA's best estimate is that there are forms in MAF 32 for 320,000 farms.  Although 

the information on the backs of the forms is generally limited, only the "market 
gardening" form has an identifier on the front. The other three forms must therefore 
be scanned on both sides.  The use of a sheet-feed scanner means that the only 
information about contents that would be captured during the scanning process would 
be the piece number, identifying the folder and therefore the parish.  TNA estimate a 
total of 1.1 million forms, a cost-per-form of 2p and therefore a total cost of: 

£22,000 

Maps (MAF 73) 
There are about 36,000 maps.  They are larger than A3 size, so they cannot be 

scanned using a sheet feed.  Full colour scanning is also essential.  Manual handling 
of the individual sheets substantially raises costs but does mean that the operator can 
key in an identifier for each sheet.  TNA estimate the cost will be £1.50 per map: 

£54,000 

The National Archives would also need to make some charge for project 
management, but it still seems likely that the whole of MF 32 and MAF 73 could be 
scanned for around £100,000. 
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Data Extraction 
Once the entire contents of MAF 32 and MAF 73 existed as scanned images, it 

would be possible at low cost to construct a very basic on-line system from which 
information on any individual farm could be extracted without visiting Kew.  
However, this would still be complex, and systematic analysis impossible:  a user 
would still need to identify, quite separately, the relevant folder from MF 32 based on 
the parish name, and the relevant map from MAF 73 based on the location;  and then 
identify the relevant farm within each, probably simply printing out the information 
for actual analysis.  If the main operational requirement was to occasionally check 
data for a particular farm such a system might be sufficient. 

Going further than this means linking the maps and the farm records in some form 
of geographical information system or geo-spatial database, and achieving that 
linkage requires some extraction of textual information from the scanned forms, even 
if this is limited to the farm identifier codes.  With the exception of the typed farm 
addresses on the backs of the main census forms, this identifying information is hand 
written, and the only way it can possibly be extracted is manual:  a human being will 
need to look at each of the images, identify the codes and manually input them.  
Unless the codes are accurately entered, the information from the different forms and 
the maps will not accurately link together, so double keying is essential. 

Given the number of forms, this will clearly be expensive, but if the only data 
extracted are the ID codes it will still not permit systematic analysis or mapping, only 
quicker retrieval of data for individual farms.  Given how few of the questions on 
individual forms have responses, at least in our small sample, there is a clear case for 
inputting at least some of the responses at the same time as the identifiers: 

• Many of the responses on the Farm Survey form are simply crosses in boxes on a 
standard printed form.  Although the form was obviously not designed for use by a 
modern Optical Mark Recognition system, it seems possible that much of this data 
could be automatically captured using such a system. 

• The census form and the two supplementary forms covering labour, etc., and 
market gardening contain highly structured quantitative data which is of obvious 
value both in establishing historic uses of particular areas and in systematic 
analysis.  The presence of natural check sums within the forms means the data can 
be accurately input without double keying. 

• While much of the Farm Survey form consists of check boxes, it also includes 
substantial areas to hold free text, much of it the surveyors' opinions.  Entering this 
material would be expensive, even if its subjectivity were not an issue. 

There are a number of different data entry strategies which could be followed, from 
just inputting the farm ID codes through to computerising all the free text.  The 
number of forms in MAF 32 means that the cost implications of these different 
strategies will be large, and there is a clear need for some pilot work based on more 
systematic sampling of the data than was possible in a one-day inspection, and using 
sample images created by scanning rather than (inexpert) digital photography. 
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Mapping and Potential for GIS Construction 
Systematic extraction of data from the survey forms will clearly be more complex 

than the initial scanning work.  However, working with the scanned maps from MAF 
73 should be simpler, aided by linkage to three existing datasets: 

• The paper maps are identified by the references used by the Ordnance Survey, and 
it is suggested that these references be input as part of the scanning process so as to 
identify the image files.  The Countryside Agency have already purchased a full set 
of geo-referenced scans of the original Ordnance Survey base maps, as used by the 
1941 survey, from Landmark Information (OS Historical Mapping Series 1 and 2).  
This means that it should be possible to transfer the existing geo-referencing 
information from the Landmark scans to the MAF 73 scans simply using the 
textual map identifiers. 

• Once geo-referenced, the scans from the six-inch maps can be related to the 
parishes used in MAF 32 without using the indexes in MAF 73/64, by using the 
digital parish boundaries already created by the GB Historical GIS project.  
Specifically, our parish boundaries tailored to the 1951 Census of Population 
should be used, as there were very extensive boundary changes in the 1930s and 
very few between 1941 and 1951. 

• The resource can be easily enhanced by linking it to the scanned and geo-
referenced images of the Stamp Land Utilisation maps also created by the GB 
Historical GIS project. 

• The above operations all need to be tested, but it seems likely that a system could 
be built at low cost enabling users to input, say, a grid reference and read the 
relevant farm ID off an image of a map.  However, if the maps from MAF 73 are to 
be used also to map data from the survey schedules, there will still be a need for 
significant processing, not to geo-reference them but to create a vector version of 
the farm boundaries shown on them.  This could clearly be done manually and it 
seems possible that it could also be done automatically using image processing 
techniques, given that the farm boundaries/areas are the only colour information on 
the maps.  This again needs to be explored through a pilot project, but the view of 
specialist GIS staff at the University of Portsmouth is that the small number of 
farms on each sheet means the benefits of automation would be small. 

• One issue we did not have time to check was how well the sets of farm IDs on the 
maps and on the survey schedules correspond, but from comments made at the 
time as recorded in MAF 38 such problems are more likely exist in urban fringe 
areas. 

The sheer size of the 1941 survey creates problems, but it should be emphasised 
that the data for the sample parishes in Kent and Devon are almost ideally suited to 
the construction of a Geographical Information System:  if the Agency's requirement 
was limited to, say, four or five adjacent parishes it would be possible to move 
quickly to building a full system without a pilot project, based on manual 
vectorisation of the boundary maps and ad hoc entry of the textual data by someone 
with skills mainly in GIS. 
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3) Potential Pilot Project 
Modern computer technologies have clearly created potentials both for a far more 

thorough analysis of the 1941 survey than was possible at the time, and for a system 
allowing rapid retrieval of data for any individual farm.  As far as we can tell, all data 
gathered by the survey still exist and are well-preserved.  A project to computerise it 
would clearly cost some hundreds of thousands of pounds, but it is difficult to say 
more without a pilot project actually working with some of the data: 

• It would need to begin with the scanning of a useful sample of the survey schedules 
and maps, and therefore requires the cooperation of the National Archives.  TNA 
staff have indicated that a pilot project would be easier to schedule than a full 
digitisation project, but would still need advance notice. 

• While building a working Geographical Information System covering the largest 
possible demonstration area may well be important in building support for a major 
digitisation project, the main uncertainties relate not to the potential for GIS 
construction, which is very clear, but to the practicalities of extracting usable 
textual data from the survey schedules.  The pilot project budget needs to cover 
computerising the same sample schedules several times using different data entry 
strategies, and the construction of prototype data entry forms, etc.  The immediate 
aim would be to assess the data entry time needed by different approaches, then 
approaching potential digitisation contractors to obtain costings for preferred 
strategies. 

• One key question is how much do the schedules vary in quality.  A major factor 
will be variations between different surveyors.  We have to assume that all the 
farms in a given parish would have been visited by the same surveyor, and it is 
quite likely the same will be true of adjacent parishes.  The pilot project therefore 
needs to cover as many quite separate parish areas as possible. 

• Another key question is how easily can the schedules be linked to the maps, which 
affects final system architecture.  If there is a reliable one-to-one correspondence 
between the sets of farm IDs appearing on the maps and on the schedules, a 
conventional GIS can be created from the maps and the data from the schedules 
directly linked as attribute data.  However, if there are a significant number of 
farms with boundaries on the maps but no schedules or, especially, farms covered 
by schedules but absent from the maps, there would be a strong case for 
constructing an master list of farms from both sources, to which both polygons and 
survey data would then be linked.  This latter type of architecture requires a spatial 
database rather than a traditional GIS, and is the kind of structure the GB Historical 
GIS had to move to in order to keep track of over 15,000 parishes appearing in 
diverse historical sources.  It is also the kind of structure used by the Ordnance 
Survey's Mastermap system. 

• Given the need to include funding for pilot digitisation work by TNA, any useful 
pilot project would need a budget of over £10K.  The precise budget depends on 
(a) how many sample parishes are included and (b) how much work goes into a 
demonstration GIS.  I would suggest that useful work could be done on budgets 
between £15K and £35K, with the lower figure meaning a focus almost entirely on 
alternative strategies for computerising the survey schedules. 
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Sample Material 
The following photographs show specimen forms and maps from MAF 32 and 

MAF 73.  They are sufficient to make clear what information each contains, but 
sample scans would be needed for pilot work. 

 

1. Agricultural Census Form 

2. Reverse of Census Form 

3. Main Farm Survey Form 

4. Reverse of main Farm Survey Form 

5. Labour, Motive Power and Tenure Form 

6. Additional Questions for Market Gardens 

7 (a). Map of Farm Boundaries (Outline) 

7 (b). Map of Farm Boundaries (Filled-In) 
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Figure 1: Agricultural Census Form 
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Figure 2: Reverse of Census Form 
 

 



 -14- 

Figure 3: Main Farm Survey Form 
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Figure 4: Reverse of main Farm Survey Form 
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Figure 5: Labour, Motive Power and Tenure Form 
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Figure 6: Additional Questions for Market Gardens 
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Figure 7 (a): Map of Farm Boundaries (Outline) 
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Figure 7 (b): Map of Farm Boundaries (Filled-In) 
 

 


