
Box 3917,
The Pas, Manitoba, R9A 1S5,
23 May 1994.

Mr. Tim Worth & Standards Committee,
Association of Manitoba Museums,
422 - 167 Lombard Avenue,
Winnipeg, Manitoba, R3B 0T6.

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

I have reviewed the March 1994 Standards for Manitoba Museums document distributed
recently. Again, you and your committee are to be commended for all the time and effort which
is evident in this publication. This is a formidable piece of work which has much to commend it.
As you have indicated, this is a lengthy text and it requires a correspondingly detailed response. I
trust that you will not find the following to be overly "nit-picky" or arcane. I believe that details
are important, and that it is best to consider the various concerns and possibilities raised herein
before, rather than after, adoption of this document. We will be judged on the quality of this
document by our peers for many years to come.

I am pleased to see that a convincing argument for adopting a system of standards has
been included; a simplification of the structure has been decided upon; and that goal statements
have been included to furnish a focus for each set of standards.

One of my main concerns about this document, however, centres on the number and the
associated financial and other resource costs inherent in the "Basic Standards" for small
museums. Please refer to my previous letter dated 3 July 1993. On p. 2 of Standards for
Manitoba Museums a statement in paragraph 5 seems to contradict our definition of "basic". If,
as stated, some of the Basic Standards are not necessarily applicable to a particular museum's
situation, then how can they be defined as "essential practices required to manage all sizes of
museum"? I think that we should follow our own definition as closely as possible in setting out
these Basic Standards and convert those which are not absolutely essential into Specialised
Standards. We should be careful not to intimidate small volunteer museums with an
unnecessarily long list of "basics" where it can be avoided.

It should be noted that, as identified by the Canadian Museums Association (1986:3), the
main concerns for small museums with respect to the question of standards are: i) the failure to
take into account the lack of resources available to small museums; ii) the tendency for standards
to be based on "ivory tower" ideals which do not address the real needs of small museums; and
iii) the potential for setting up invidious comparisons with richer museums. 

I also note that some Basic Standards are essentially identical to counterparts listed in the
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Specialised sections. As I comment on the standards point by point, I will identify those
standards which I believe should be moved out of the Basic into the Specialised level.

1) p. 4 Code of Ethics: Collection: the "highest attainable standards" are clearly beyond the
financial resources of small volunteer run, if not all, museums in these times of restraint
(e.g. small volunteer museums are not even eligible to apply for MAP funding). I
recommend the following qualification: "highest standards attainable given the financial
and other resources available". Indeed, this qualification perhaps should be made in a
preliminary overarching statement applicable to all our standards. Most, if not all, of
these standards have real financial and/or other resource costs. At a time when museums
are faced with funding cutbacks on top of inflation and a shrinking of the volunteer force,
these costs are not inconsequential. I reiterate the point of my previous letter that, before
implementing these standards, the AMM should have in place a strategy and action plan
for assisting museums to obtain: i) increased operating funding [their number 1 priority
(cf. Doherty 1992:3)], ii) improved grantsmanship skills, iii) more avenues for cost-
effective cooperation, and iv) advice on fund raising and increasing earned revenues. 

With regard to the politics involved in obtaining the first requirement on this list, a
political strategy to get museum supporters involved in the next provincial election (cf.
Museums Association of Saskatchewan 1991, 1992; Canadian Museums Association
1993) would be a worthwhile programme for the AMM to consider. A cost-effective way
of carrying out such a programme would be to make the next issue of the AMM
newsletter a special one on how to lobby and what to ask our local candidates.

2) p. 5, Prerequisite: This is a good approach. When is this new definition to be discussed
and adopted? I recommend adding the phrase "and relevant information" to collections of
objects. The lack of associated data is one of the most serious shortcomings, not to
mention ethical failings, among small museums.

3) p. 6: I am not clear on s. 1.1.1) to .5). Are these to be considered basic? Is there a goal
missing? [In returning to this after reading the rest of this document, I find that I am not
altogether clear on how the document is structured. An introductory comment on how
these sections relate to Basic and Advanced Standards might be of assistance.]

4) p. 7, 1.4 Personnel: I would like to point out that a written personnel policy is not even
required for regional museums much less those in Level II. If our goal is to "codify"
existing standards, we should not end up by introducing an entirely new rubric. Our own
recent study (Association of Manitoba Museums 1994) shows that Manitoba museums
employ only 280 full- and part-time workers (most of whom would be at the larger
institutions) compared to 4,088 volunteers (Statistics Canada reports the figures for
community museums across Canada in 1989-90 as: 2,307 paid staff vs. 11,365
volunteers). As a consequence, I recommend that the Basic Standard deal only with
volunteer management and that a personnel policy be designated as a Specialised
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Standard. I also note that the only difference from the Specialised Standard is the
addition of periodic review. I recommend that 1.4.1) be deleted and that we rely on 1.4.8)
in the specialised category.

5) p. 8: What is the fundamental difference between volunteer management requirements in
Basic 1.4.4) and Specialised 1.4.11)? I would argue that, if this is a Basic Standard, it
should not also be listed in an essentially undifferentiated form as a Specialised
Standard. "Coordination" is equivalent to "management" in my view. I recommend that
1.4.4) be deleted from one or the other category, or that the Basic Standard be clearly
differentiated from the Specialised Standard. Otherwise, it appears to be no more onerous
and, therefore, meaningless for the advanced museums.

6) p. 8, 1.4.6) "sufficient trained staff...for all museum activities": I read this as meaning the
whole range of museum responsibilities, which I would venture is impossible for any
museum in Manitoba. None of us have sufficient staff (this is the second highest priority
for museums (cf. Doherty 1992:3)! This is, therefore, a poor standard as it is impossible
for any museum to achieve without unrealistic expectations for significantly increased
resources. Alternatively, we should make a point of encouraging museums to avoid
overextending themselves by limiting their activities to those they can properly carry out
and adequately staff with available resources.

7) p. 8, 1.5.4) fire safety: I recommend a parallel with .2), by adding "consults on means of
improving fire safety".

8) p. 8, 1.5.5): The requirement for training in first aid may be better placed among the
Specialised Standards. This standard also lacks a required level of specificity. How much
training? Further, has AMM ever provided such "basic" training? If we deem this
"essential" for all museums, how does a small isolated volunteer run museum obtain this
training? I think standard goes beyond the intent expressed in our definition of "Basic
Standards".

9) p. 9, 1.5.8) disaster prevention: As a written disaster plan is not a requirement even for
regional museums and because it requires a very significant input of staff/volunteer time
for research and development--nor is it part of the AMM basic training offerings--I
recommend that this be changed to a Specialised Standard. Again, let's not establish a
totally new model of standards, but rather attempt to parallel those already in existence in
order to make them as simple as possible for small volunteer museums to understand and
implement.

 
10) p. 9, 1.6 Public Access: Why the change in wording here from simple declarative

sentences to "...shall..." which is a legislative terminology (i.e. used to express a
command, or used in laws to express what is mandatory)? If museums "shall" do these
things in the Public Access category, the rest of the wording in this document should be
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changed to give equal weight to the standards in the other categories. There appears to be
an illogical shift in the meaning and/or a change in the authorship here.

11) p. 9, 1.6.5) handicap access: According to a letter from the Manitoba government
department responsible: Paul, Manitoba Family Services to Thistle dated 4 August 1992,
small museums are not legally required to comply with the provincial guidelines
established for handicap access. These facilities can often involve major expenditures
beyond the reach of many small museums. I therefore suggest that this standard should
be moved into the specialised category. Alternatively, retain the first sentence only
"...should be facilitated (as a basic human right) wherever possible" in the basic category.
I also believe that the specific type of exhibits and programming provided should be
determined by museum workers themselves in the local context. They will be aware of
any such local needs. The costs of primary exhibits and programmes are onerous enough
for small museums without expecting that basic museums will be able to afford such
redundancy.

12) p. 10, Access Specialised Standards: I recommend that this category address the issue of
public access to collections which are not on exhibit. E.g.: The museum is able to provide
reasonable access to its collections and associated documentation for researchers and
members of the general public with legitimate interests in same. A significant number of
people--and, in particular, non-goers--have the impression and/or experience that
museum collections are hidden away and are reserved for use by an elite (Dixon
1974:136).

13) p. 10, 1.7 Insurance: I suggest that the wording of the goal is inappropriate. Insurance per
se. cannot provide "safeguards against risk or harm". Only policies and practices
rigorously implemented by museums can accomplish this. Insurance itself can only
protect against the financial consequences of occurrence, and can only safeguard the
ultimate viability of the museum from unsupportable financial burdens. Although much
more thought is required here, the goal might be stated as to protect the viability of the
institution insofar as possible against major potential financial loss and unsupportable
liability. 

14) p. 11, 2.1.1) - .5) Programme Management: are these basic or specialised?

15) p. 11, 2.2.1) Exhibition: This standard does not take the "visible storage" method of
presentation into account. Objects in visible storage are organised by species or by
culture/function and are not essentially narrative in purpose (Thistle 1990:49ff.). We may
want to add "...or be based on some other formal organisational principle" to make this
standard more inclusive of other valid presentation methods.

16) p. 11, 2.2.4) conservation: Most, if not all, exhibit use will damage objects on display. I
suggest a more attainable standard would be to "minimise physical or chemical damage"-
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-again insofar as available resources permit.

17) p. 12, 2.2.11) secure display: We may want to consider how this fits with the concept of
"touchables" used in exhibit galleries and compare it with 2.3.8) to make the two
compatible.

18) p. 13, 2.3.1) education policy: I recommend that the word "maintains" be replaced by
"follows" such a policy. It is one thing to maintain or keep a policy, it is quite another to
follow it. It should be also be noted here that such a policy is required only at the regional
museum level by Manitoba CHC. I therefore recommend that this be moved into the
Specialised Standard category, especially if the verbiage "consideration of the various
parameters of Program Management" is retained. What does this mean? It sounds rather
too much like obfuscatory "bureaucratese" to me.

19) p. 13, 2.3.2) education responsibilities: In the absence of such a (more or less) trained
educator, what is a small museum to do? Volunteer pools are not always fully stocked. I
recommend that this be listed as a Specialised Standard or altered to read more like: "The
museum delegates education coordination responsibilities to a specific individual or
committee" period.

20) p. 14, 2.3.3) & .4) interpretation: In my view "general in scope" in both of these is
redundant. I would suggest reserving .3) for the relevance of programmes to the
Statement of Purpose. I am not sure whether all museums should be expected to generate
programmes of "specific interest" (meaning?). Properly planned and delivered general
programmes (definition?) should be sufficient for the Basic Standard.

21) p. 14, 2.3.7) curriculum based: I would argue that this standard is seriously and
unnecessarily self-limiting. Indeed, an extremely important characteristic of museums is
that they can provide valuable experiences for students which go beyond the confines of
a curriculum. As written, this standard implies that everything of interest or value which
a museum might do for schools is covered by the curriculum. This is a patent falsehood.
Museums can and should work with their existing strengths to enhance, enrich, and
indeed go beyond the curriculum. We should not act or advise in any way to inhibit this
unique advantage. At the very most, we might say that school programmes should be
planned with an awareness of the curriculum, but they should not be expected to be
limited to it.

22) p. 15, 2.4 Public Programming: This goal statement might be edited by deleting the
words after "audience" to preserve its generality.

23) p. 15, 2.4.4) copyright: We place publication in the Specialised Standard elsewhere [cf.
2.2.24) & .25)], and I suggest that, based on our definition of "Basic Standards", this
complicated legalistic requirement would more properly fit in the former category. In the
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same vein, I believe that 2.4.5) documentation of publications should also be made a
Specialised Standard.

24) p. 15, 2.4.8) programming responsibility: This seems unnecessarily restrictive. Does the
term "sole responsibility" allow for participation in such functions as exhibit planning as
contemplated in 2.2.13)? I suggest an alternative "...individual who has been given
responsibility for coordinating public programming." This unfortunate type of
inflexibility also occurs elsewhere [e.g. 2.3.9)].

25) p. 15, 2.5: Public relations and in particular marketing involve much more than simply
"informing the public". They involve such aspects as understanding the audience(s),
development of a product to meet the needs identified by research, setting a reasonable
price, presenting the product at the right time and place, and then effective
communication (Kelly 1993). We should be encouraging museums to think about all the
elements of proper "marketing" or drop the term altogether in favour of "informing the
public" if this is all we are expecting.

26) p. 16, 2.5.6) periodic review: This is the first category in which we require evaluation by
basic museums. Why here and not elsewhere? To be consistent, I suggest that we require
regular evaluation of programmes in the Specialised Standard category only. Otherwise,
it would seem logical that, if periodic review is considered basic to functions such as
public relations and marketing, it should be basic to all categories. This, however, would
be an unreasonable expectation for small volunteer museums I believe.

27) p. 16, 2.6.3) research records: Given the many other priorities already established for
basic museums, I suggest that this rare requirement should be considered to be a
Specialised Standard. In my view, 2.6.4) is sufficient for a basic museum in this area.

28) p. 17, 2.6.6) research: How is this distinct in any real way from the Basic Standard
2.6.1)? This would appear to be another case where the Specialised Standard is no more
onerous than the Basic Standard. Either this places an unrealistic expectation on basic
museums, or it is meaningless for specialised museums.

29) p. 17, 2.6.7) & .10) research management: What is the essential difference between these
two standards? On the surface, they appear to be redundant without further clarification
or editing.

30) p. 18, Unit 3 Collections Management: The introductory paragraph requires some editing.
By any accepted definition, museums are fundamentally distinguished from other types
of institutions because they collect real objects, not "images of...material history
and...natural history" as stated. We may use these real objects to create images of
heritage subjects for public consumption, but we collect, preserve, research, and exhibit
the real thing, not "images" of same.
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31) p. 18, 3.1.1) - .4) Collections Management Policy: Are these Basic or Specialised
Standards?

32) p. 18, 3.2.1) acquisition policy: I suggest deleting "upon". The policy should reflect the
statement of purpose. 

33) p.18, 3.2.2) acquisition: The use of the term "artifacts" alone excludes items such as
natural history specimens. I suggest the substitution of the term "objects" or "real
objects" to cover all the categories of things which museums legitimately collect.

34) p. 18, 3.2.4) acquisition approval: The delegation of an "individual" alone with the "final
decision" powers is not advisable in my view because this is a power generally reserved
for the governing body as a whole, or a committee thereof, as it is the trustees who are
vested with the ultimate fiduciary responsibility (cf. Guthe 1964:32; Hecken & Tanner-
Kaplash 1985:17-19). This also seems to contradict the intent of section 1.2.2) which
reserves such decisions for the governing body. Compare and make parallel with 3.5.2).

35) p. 18, 3.2.5) conditions on donations: This standard poses some problems for the
collection of oral history materials and would contravene the theory, ethics, and accepted
practice in the field of oral history (cf. Baum 1977:74ff.). For example, although
cautioned to attempt to limit conditions to the absolute and specific time-limited
minimum, oral historians' ethics hold that they owe their informants the opportunity to
restrict access to specific sections of the recordings if for example comments made would
cause some harm to themselves or others. I recommend that this standard be revised to
focus on an attempt to limit unnecessary or trifling conditions wherever possible and that
any such stipulations be highly specific and time-limited rather than being related to the
death of the concerned party which is difficult to trace.

While on this subject, I would also recommend that we extend this issue and add a
Specialised Standard which would commit trustees to following the ethics adopted by the
professional disciplines represented in their museums--for example conservators,
biologists, etc. (cf. American Association of Museums 1978:23).

36) p. 19, 3.2.6) tiered system: This Specialised Standard seems not to be all that much more
demanding than the underlying concept inherent in the Basic Standard in 2.3.8). Are we,
therefore, asking too much of basic museums in 2.3.8)?

37) p. 19, 3.3.2) collections management manual: Note that this is different terminology than
used by Manitoba CHC in its Community Museum Grant Guidelines which refers to the
specific content: collections, registration and cataloguing, deaccessions (sic), and basic
conservation policies. We should make this connection in the glossary so that museums
can easily recognise that, if they are recognised as Level II museums by Manitoba CHC,
they have already achieved this standard. I think we should pay attention to keeping the
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proliferation of parallel terminology and categories to the absolute minimum, particularly
if it is our goal to consolidate existing standards.

38) p. 20, 3.4 Cataloguing: This section inappropriately includes registration standards.
Please refer to the definitions of these two clearly distinct functions provided in our own
glossary. We must avoid this confusion as we attempt to do in our basic training course
dealing with these matters. The following must be shifted into their proper location in 2.3
Registration: 3.4.2), .3), and .4). Alternatively, combine 3.3 and 3.4 in a single category
named Records Management.

39) p. 20, 3.4.9) photographic records: Here again, we forget that museums also collect
natural history specimens for which photographic records are not appropriate. The term
"objects" should be replaced by the term "artifacts" or "human history objects".

40) p. 20, 3.4.11): Is computerisation universally accepted as an unmitigated good for all
museums (cf. Avedon 1985)? I recommend the addition of "...computerised where
appropriate."

41) p. 21, 3.5 "Deaccessioning" (sic): Given that we rightly are committing ourselves to
accuracy in our exhibitry, I believe this resolution should extend to AMM terminology as
well. Following McDaniel (1990:6), the word "deaccession" is clearly a malapropism
despite its wide currency. From the Latin, to cede to a museum ad + cedere leads to
accedere and thus accession. When giving objects up, items are ceded from the museum,
in the Latin decedere--thus "decession" is the appropriate term for this procedure. We
cannot combine two prefixes of opposite meanings de + ad + cedere to form
"deaccession" which is akin to a Wayne's World phrase "to cede to the museum--not!".
Let us try to preserve accurately the underlying logic and heritage of our language as well
as we do our culture and natural environment by ridding ourselves of this silly
malapropism.

42) p. 21, 3.5.2) decessions: To be consistent, we should make the participation of the
governing body a standard for accessions as well. See my comment in point 34).

43) p. 21, 3.5: Are there no additional Specialised Standards for decessions? If not, are we
asking too much of basic museums?

44) p. 21, 3.6.1) storage: After applying our definition of Basic Standards to this, I would
recommend that it be changed to a Specialised Standard. Many small museums could not
attain such a standard without much more than "modest expense".

45) p. 21, 3.6.7) floor loadings: I believe that this type of testing, which would require an
inspection by a qualified structural engineer at a cost of $80 an hour or more, is beyond
the "modest expense" capability of most small volunteer museums and, therefore, should
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not be considered to be to be a Basic Standard.

46) p. 22, 3.6.14) storage materials: I believe that it is unreasonable to expect that small
volunteer museums could take responsibility for such "chemical evaluation" per se. I
recommend that this standard be changed so that museums are expected to "obtain advice
from knowledgeable people" (e.g. MHCS or CCI) on the appropriateness of their storage
materials. Compare and make parallel with standard 3.9.7).

47) p. 23, 3.7.6) copyright: Given the fact that there are no Specialised Standards in this
category, and given the extremely complex nature of legalities involved in the copyright
issue, I recommend that such a requirement be reserved for specialised museums. I would
also question the appearance that no advances beyond the basic would be required for
specialised museums in this category.

48) p. 23, 3.8.4) & 5) annual plans: These are wonderful ideas, but I suspect that few if any
museums in the province comply. We do not recommend such objectives be established
in any other category and I suggest that, because we do not, this document appears to be
unbalanced. If basic to this, then such planning should be basic to all categories.

49) p. 23, 3.8 Conservation Policy: Again, I question whether .1) - .5) are Basic or
Specialised Standards. I guess I am not clear on exactly how this document is organised.
Some clarification of this at the outset would be useful.

50) p. 24, 3.9.9) packing loans: Here, I believe that this standard exposes the standards on
loans 3.7.1) - .7) to questions about their appropriateness for basic museums. We imply
that it is OK for basic museums to loan materials pursuant all the standards listed, but we
don't expect them to pack objects properly for shipment. There is something dangerously
illogical here. I suggest that loans standards all should be reconsidered with a view
toward making the various requirements fit their standard level more rationally. I suggest
making 3.7.4) - .7) Specialised Standards and that proper packing for loan shipments be
made a Basic Standard.

51) p. 24, 3.10.1) environmental control: Delete the word "and" in line 1.

52) p. 24, 3.10.3) climate control: The cost of achieving ±4% RH control is clearly well
beyond the "modest expense" affordable by most small volunteer museums. Again, such
museums are not even eligible for MAP funding. The Sam Waller Museum has spent in
excess of $1.6 million to achieve ±5% RH control. I believe, therefore, that it is patently
unrealistic for ±4% RH to be a Basic Standard.

53) p. 25, 3.10.8) minimising dust: I suspect that the floors which should be painted are the
concrete ones, not the vinyl tile or terrazzo. This should be specified.
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54) p. 25, 3.10.12) light levels: Where does the standard of 50 micro watts per lumen UV
come from? The Canadian Conservation Institute (1994) indicates 75 micro watts per
lumen UV. Please forward your reference on this standard to me.

55) p. 25, 3.10.13) UV meter: The "owning" of such equipment should not be the standard
here. Equipment purchased and never used is totally ineffective. Rather, the standard
should require the use of a UV meter to ensure collections are protected. Indeed, the need
to "own" such extremely expensive equipment is questionable given the rare occasions it
is required in an established facility; according to advice I have received from CCI; and
given that loan equipment is available from MHCS. The adjustment regarding "uses" vs.
"owns" also holds for 3.10.11) lux meter & psychrometer.

56) p. 26, 3.12.2) treatments: Add "...treatments as part of its conservation policy." A
separate policy on treatments per se. should not be a requirement for basic museums. Let
us try to keep Basic Standards to a realistic minimum. A stress on following conservation
ethics in s. 3.8 [which is lacking in the current document and even in the Statement of
Ethics which is not included in this standards configuration. See my comments in point
35).] should help to avoid improper treatments without having to spell all this out in a
separate policy for basic museums.

57) p. 26, 3.12.4) research: Substitute "carried out" for "planned". Remember that the road to
destruction is paved with good "plans" never carried out!

58) p. 26, 3.12.7) documentation: I believe that the requirement for photographs for the
minor treatments which small volunteer museums carry out is unnecessary given the
prior standards. Photographic equipment should not be a requirement for the smallest
volunteer run facility. Any treatments requiring such photo documentation will have to
be carried out by the MHCS regardless, and the photos then would be its responsibility.

59) p. 28: accession: Add parenthesis to the end of the gloss.

60) p. 28: deaccessioning (sic): See my comments in note 41) above.

61) p. 29: programme research: Is the "programme" component missing from this gloss?

The length of the above list of issues for re-examination raises the question of how the
adoption of this document is to be handled. Will it be a question of attempting to formally amend
it clause by clause at the annual meeting? Will another draft reflecting the comments requested
from members be circulated prior to that time, or will it be a question of accepting or rejecting
this version outright as implied by your letter of 1 April?

Clearly, the Standards Committee has produced a significant document in these
standards. The difficulty encountered now is that the members as a whole have not had occasion
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for input into the many additional details included in this document beyond the Basic Level
Standards circulated to them in September 1993. The Canadian Museums Association (1986:4)
found that museums strongly feel that they need to play a significant role in the development of
standards rather than having them implemented without sufficient consultation. It is my view
that there are a large number of issues in this standards document about which the membership
of the AMM should be concerned. I am not convinced that we are ready for a simple "yea or
nay" discussion which will be severely limited by the time constraints of an annual meeting. I
am recommending that, after reviewing the responses to your call for comments, a second draft
of Standards for Manitoba Museums be prepared and distributed prior to the annual meeting.

Before closing this already lengthy letter, I would like to reiterate some of the points
raised in my letter of 3 July 1993. First, we need to take care to be cognizant of the real limits to
the resources available to small volunteer run museums in order not to overburden Basic
Standards with unrealistic ideals. High standards certainly are desirable as targets for
performance, however, numerous unreachable standards can be counterproductive. Following
Kurylo (1984:10), my view is that our focus in this exercise is the improvement of operations
without enough attention being paid to establishing the requisite conditions under which
museums can actually improve and flourish. Flowing from this, we need to place a much
stronger emphasis in the AMM's strategic plan on assisting museums to increase their operating
revenues by all means possible in order to support the move toward higher standards. Second, it
should be remembered that we in Manitoba still do not have a solid government policy on
museums upon which to base a new set of standards. At present, we have no way of knowing
what kind of directions will be rewarded by the province and which will be punished. It could be
argued in the current circumstances that museums which maintain high standards are more
debilitated by recent across-the-board funding cutbacks by government than their less
professional counterparts because of the administrative, financial, and other burdens they have
assumed in order to meet standards already in place. We must increase the pressure on the
provincial government to sit down with our community in order to develop a broadly based
policy and a widely agreed upon strategic plan for museums--foundations for a standards
programme which are not in place at this time.

Thank you again for all your work on this matter and for your attention to the above.

Awaiting your reply, I remain

Respectfully yours

Paul C. Thistle
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cc. P. Mailhot
 Norman museums
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