






































































































































































































































































































































150 ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE M3 CHAPTER 9: CONSIDl!RATIONS 

thus adding a considerable ad~itiona! dimc~sion to 
the archaeological record , a d1mens1on which was 
never conceived or for the M3. 

Today the detail or the survey work would be 
constructed differently and different resources 
would be used . In the early days there was great 
emphasis on the use or volunteers for ficldwalking, 
and soil phosphate analysis was done by~ sm~ent on 
a part-time basis as he went through his uruvers1ty 
career. Pollen was tackled on a very ad /roe basis. 
There was professional assistance with aerial photo­
graphic work and geophysics. The diversity and 
disparate availability of the different resources kd t? 
considerable fragmentation. Today the archaeologi­
cal team would all be salaried professionals, the basic 
surface collection and its subsequent analysis would 
be done by a small team of experienced workers and 
not on a part-time ly.,sis. The limitations on the 
scheme were related to cost and the fact that most of 
the resources had to be utilised on the basics of 
rescue excavation. A more imegt3ted approach 
might have seen a multi-stage programme fQr the 
entire survey, working from the broader premise 
that the route should be exploited totally as a 
research tool 10 investigate the development of the 
landscape, rnther than as a means of recording 
archaeological sites prior 10 destruction, and inci­
dentally relating them 10 a landscape. 

A multi-stage approach 10 the survey might have 
gone along the following lines. 

The project design would need 10 be at two levels, 
the first level being a considerntioo of bow best to 
incorporate the arbit.rary line or a motorway into a 
major landscape framework either by survey of 
transects ar right angles to the route or by selection 
of quadrats in a large area. The survey of Easr 
Hampshire (Shennan 1985) was based on transects 
designed 10 run across a range of topographic and 
geological variables. This would nor have been parti• 
cularly pertinent to the countryside around the J\13. 
A sample based on stratified quadrnts would perhaps 
be a more effective way of integrating a linear feature 
into a broader landscape. The quadrnt survey would 
aim to establish from non-destructive survey tech­
niques the totality or the occupation of the soil and 
any variations and changes through time of that 
human exploitation, 10 relate the background to the 
hard data provided by the more intensive work on 
the route. The sample would need 10 be stratified to 
~e certain of including_an element 10 examine peats 
m the valley of the River ltchen and to take into 
ac~ount the chalk and areas tapped by Clay•wi1h­
Fliots. A !0% random sample of one kilometre 
sq~ares with ~ne additional square for the Clay-witb­
Fltnts near Micheldever Wood and one in the ltchen 
Valley is shown in Fig 61. The quadrat survey 
should be designed to make a contribution 10 the 
complex field problem or background noise of arte­
fact distribution and the definition of sites. There 
was an attempt to consider this problem using data 
from . Michel_dever Wood (Fasham 1983). Some 
experimentation has been done on the Greek isl.nnds 
of Kcphallenia and Lefkas (GaUanr 1986). The need 

for a well-conceived sampling design and some sug. 
gestions for the sampling_ of areas with supp0sed 
unequal sne density are discussed by Read (1 986) 
The second level of design would be concerned wit~ 
the detailed a~proach to 1_he s~n:ey and the use of 
surface collecuon, test p11 d1ggmg, aerial photo­
graphic work and perhaps geophysical and geoche­
mical tests . A set of idealised relationships between 
aspects of the route work and the quadrat survey is 
shown in Fig 62. 

Survey Methodologies 

The quadrat survey would be established at a 
different level of intensity 10 the route survey but 
certain elements would be standard 10 both. Assum­
ing the existence of an easily accessible Sites and 
Monuments Record, all known sites would need 1o 
be identified, and this information supported by 
basic place-name work and the plouing of all aerial 
photographic information. When this bask data had 
been gathered and assimilated , the fieldwork pro­
gramme could be started. In the quadrat survey most 
or the fieldwork would be restricted lo surface 
collection, geophysical scan and a regular amount of 
test pit digging. 

Surface collection 

The surface collection would need 10 be consistent 
between both pans of the survey. It has been 
demonstrated that a l 0% sample of surface artefacts 
will produce useful archaeological data. This can be 
achieved by employing hectare squares within which 
eight 50m long t.ransccts spaced 25m apart are 
walked {Richards forthcoming). In south Dorset, a 
sample base approaching 20% was anemprcd with 
twenty 50m long transects spaced IOm apart in eve))' 
hectare (Woodward forthcoming, Woodward " al 
1987). This broad extensive approach could be Sup• 
ported on the route survey by more imensi,,e col• 
lecting on a site specific basis when sites have been 
identified. 

Within the quadrat areas, a set of long term 
experiments could be established to examine the 
effect of ploughing on bod1 the artefacts thcmselrcs 
and their distribution. Perhaps of more value would 
be to monitor the dispersal of material from specially 
created artefact rich pits and ditches. The relauve 
cheapness of recording damage and dispersal h~s 
been dcmons1rated from experiments in Calabrlll 
(Ammerman 1985). Suggestions for similar exper­
iments have been put forward in the past (Reynolds 
and Schadla-HaU 1980) and one small trial was 
actually put into the field (Schadla-Hall J978). 

Test-pit digging 

Test-pit digging would seem 10 have a l~i1ed <?1• 
in the discovcrv of new site~ as the infinitesimal size 
of the sample provided mak: s it almost impossible 10 
locate any features (Shott 1985). It must, howel'cr, 
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Fig 62. A pos_~iblc, bu1 very s implified , scheme of works for a rou1e survey and a complimemary area 
survey based on q uadra1s. 

be considered as a technique 10 be used in woodland , 
but only if the sample fraction of the total surface 
area can be se1 at a reasonably large scale (Shcooan 
1985). As a means of assisting in the assessmcm of 
broad distributions of anefact types (Shott 1985), 
and assisting in the understanding of levels of back­
ground noise of material types in area surveys, a 
good case can be made for 1es1-pit digging. 

Geophysics 

Geophysical su rvcys do locate new si1c~ and must 
form pan of the overall prospecting package. On the 
route, 1he scanning 1cchnique docs seem 10 be valid 
and should be used, supponed by a minimum 10% 
sample of dctaikd survey. It would be easier io 
organi'>C if the sample we.re taken on u regular basis 
but a random selection may be more appropriate. 
The detailed sample would hopefully provide sumc 

information on the blank areas. At this stage there 
would be no general requirement for detailed survey 
for enhancement of known si1es. 1n the quadm pan 
of the survey it would not be cos1-effcctive to survey 
all the si1cs known from aerial photography, but 
surveys of concentrations of artefacts from surface 
collectfon and some air photographic sites would be 
required 10 ob1ain some idea of site plan and mor• 
phology. Areas subsequently considered to ."'; 
devoid of archaeological features, including 
woodland should be sampled bv intensive sur,ey. A 
comparable JO% sample would be preferable, but 
the sheer size of the area involved and 1he amount 10 
be surveyed would stretch the available gcophy5t,-:1I 
resources in the country. . . . be 

No other re.mote sensing Lc..-chmqul's seem )Cl to . 
suflicic,uJy co,1-effec1ivc tu use for_ th< b;r 
discovery ol sites in the fir,1 stage or the survey. . l< 

detail of resolution frum satellite pho1ogrJph)' wluch 
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archaeological results (Cox 1986) Alth h • d' · • oug test p,t d be matched with images from an established 
coul b kofarchac-ological features may lead, in the 
data •~istant future, 10 new and exciting pr0SJl<-'CtS 
not 1°'.'bacological reconnaissance. The French have 
r:r •~n,~tcd with images from satellite SPOT in 
c.pci'_ tion with the recent!)' constructed Crenoble­
conn.- b •• -1 • Msh Valence ino1orw•.,1y, ut 11 1s too ".,.r > to ass- t e 
results (Vicherd pers comm). 

Phosphate survey 
The cost and duration of even Cast forms of 

anal\'sis of soil phosphates prcclud~ the use of the 
technique as an integral and efficient ~ethod of 
locating new sites._ The best use for this form of 
analysis is as a site enhancement mechanism as 
suggested above. This is the clear conclusion reached 
b)' Craddock t1 al (198S) after ten years work ~caling 
•·ith twenty thousand s.1mplcs. Field recording for 
magnetic susceptibility may be an equall)• fruitful 
approach to adopt. 

Woodland survey 
Woodland will almost certainly be present not 

only on the route but also in the quadrat areas. 
Ancient woodland and even fairly recent woodland 
may contain major archaeological remains in the 
form of aarthwork.s and even if all above ground 
traces bave disappeared Lhere is every reason to 
anticipate the presence of buried archaeology. The 
main problem of woodland survey is the lack of 
opportunity for surface collection. One way of tack• 
ling the problem has been the use of test pits, but 
although there have been positive advocates 
(Krakker et al 1983) of this approach, it docs not 
seem 10 be cost-effective on anything other than a 
very localised programme (Shennan 1985) . Various 
e\'aluation investigations by 1he Trust for Wessex 
Archaeology have employed test pits in pasture or 
heathland zones. As part of the dcvclopmcnl of the 
Wytch Farm Oil Field, the Trust for Wessex 
Archaeology was commissioned by BP to undertake 
a l'ariety of survey, excavation and watching brief 
work. One commission was on a ftowlinc through 
pasmre and lm1 test-pits were dug for every 400m' 
tobecovered by the pipeline. From the 132 test pits 
t~ere w_ere finds in 2S and archaeological features in 
<1g~t! mcluding a previously unkno,vn Medieval 
budding and shell-midden. Very few or the pits, only 
1-2¾, were located on geophysical anomalies. Gen­
erally tb,s_ was because, on the heathlands, the 
arc_bacolog,cal deposits equate with enhanced soil 
build-up which masks all but the mos, magnetically 
r~ponsl\'C features such as ash-filled ditches or 
ktlns. h is wonh no1ing tha1 there were no tr-accs of 
~~aC()logy in the 52 test pits dug in a plantation 

x and Farwell 1987). At the Norden roundabout, 
near ~rrc Castle, a smaller sample of test pit 
•~cavauon followed a geophvsicnl survey with some 
pusloc d • • • ' . • ate to 111vcst1ga1e specific anomalies. Ten 
P•~ . were used tu sample the rest of the area 
maxunuin • o 7 ' size . hectares, and none produced 

iggmg may_seem to be disappointing it is the onl 
,~ay of lookmg at or indeed under lhe surface i~ 
wo~land and must be employed along with co­
phys1.cal a_od canbwork surveys. The S<:al; f 
woodlan? m southern Britain, apart from lhc Ne~v 
For~st, 1s such that 10ml survey 0.,,0 be the onl 
scns1blc approach and there can really '-· • '! fi . ~ . ' us; no JUSU• 

~auon or cstabhshmg a probabilistic survey in such 
circumstances (Alexander 1983). 

Survey Integration 

The suggested approaches to survev outlined 
above arc really nothing more than an investigation 
of the topsoil in support of the archaeology of 1hc 
plough zone, a term which conjurs up something 
much more than the 0.3-0.5m deep maximum 
covering of the chalk in southern England, There 
can be no doubt that, to maximize the archaeological 
record on sites lhat arc 10 be totally destroyed all 
possible survey techniques need to be used. They are 
complementary and 001 exclusive and should be 
used to produce some of the data on which the 
research design for any subsequent excavation 
should be based. 

Excavation 

Site specific 
Although each excavation posed different prob· 

lems, there were similar approaches adopted for 
certain types of site. Pressure of time and the 
necessity to maintain a viable year round programme 
within a tight budget sometimes meant that none of 
the topsoil investigations or the generalised ideas 
outlined above could be implemented. Linear 
features were usually sectioned, sometimes in several 
places, and for sites under arable management the 
topSOil was usually removed by machine. The tactics 
for each site varied after the topsoil was removed and 
different programmes of environmental work were 
established. In retrospect a more thorough examin­
ation of the topsoil, adopting many of the techniques 
outlined above, could have provided more archa~ 
logical data than was obtained. Rigorous excavauon 
and research designs could bavc been developed for 
individual sites, perhaps with even grca~c~ cmpha~1s 
on anefact retrieval as a mt-ans of cxamuung spaual 
matters, and on the capture of environmental data. 
The Sutton Hoo project design is a good example 
built oo initial sur"ey and assessment work (Car-·cr 
1986). The strategy for each excnvalio? was for­
mul3tcd before work started, but was no11n the form 
of a wri11en rcs,'11rch design as was later used for the 
Easton Lane adventure (Fasham ,., al 1989. 1-6). In 
the 1970's, every archaeologist _would ~av~ 
approachc-d the excavation of each s11c d,lfercntl) 
and ten \11.·ars on I, like everyone else, would no1 
tackk th0S4! cxc:nvations in the sarnc way• 
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Without any furtlier data, panicularly from the 
topsoil, it would be presumptuous to su~gest how 
each excavation could have bce,n treated differently, 
but now is the momem 10 make a couple of general­
isations. The need for greater im•escigation of the 
topsoil evidence has already been suggested; it would 
probably also be useful to sec lengths of linear 
features excavated - the Roman track at Burmwood 
Funn showed the value of this approach (Fasham 
1980b), and the Winchester to Silchester Roman 
road and some of the features in Micheldever Wood 
would have made interesting subjects; finer record­
ing of spatial attributes would allow for more rigor­
ous testing of intra-site activities (Berry et al 1984). 

Looking at che blanks 
If it is not feasible to reconsider in detail the 

approach to specific sites, it is certainly possible to 
reconsider the animde to the blank areas. The initial 
design by Biddle and Emery ( 1973) was quite clear 
on the need to arrive a1 the totality of archaeological 
acth•ity on the route, by advance purchase and 
extensive stripping for archaeological purposes. In 
the end this target (? dream) was not auainable and 
the watching brief provided the only chance 10 make 
any assessment. The shor1comings of the watching 
brief for observing the total archaeological record 
have already been discussed1 and tha1 does not take 
into account the evidence that is preserved only in 
the topsoil. 

On the assumption that the derailed and intensive 
survey reveals a few are.is where there are no traces 
of past human activity, an investigative programme 
would need to be arr-.inged. Policies adopted by 
County Councils and approved by rhe Secretary of 
State seek a clear Statement about 1he arc.haeology of 
areas subject to planning applications, even where 
those areas coniain little or no archaeological remains 
bu1 are deemed to have potential, as for example 
with the Berkshire Environmental Policy EN26 
(Royal County of Berkshire Planning Department 
1989). Archaeological asse,,-sments or evaluations arc 
now put out to tender and numerous organisations 
have been commissioned by developers to provide 
archaeological da1a which gives planning committees 
the opportunity for the fullest possible consideration 
of the treatment of the archaeological evidence. 
Sometimes evaluations have looked a1 areas con­
sidered to be of low archaeological potential, but in 
those cases usually no more than 1% has been 
sampled. These evaluation exercises have differcm 
aims to a motorway project bm do highlight the 
necessity to commen1 on archaeological blanks. 

Short of the comple1e removal of the topsoil under 
archaeological supervision after its thorough investi­
gation, the only sensible approach is tO sample. A 
sample fraction of say I% as in some commercial 
evaluations for planning purposes is too smaU. The 
JO% sample of Easton Lane seems to have worked 
at least it certainly found the archas'Ology, and ; 
figure in the order of 10% would probably give an 
adequate reflecuon of any hidden remains. The 

nature of the archaeology recorded in the sample 
transects at Easton Lane was such that it was 
difficult to use the data to project total populations of 
different feature types by period. That would 001 
matter, however, as any discovery in the sample 
framework would need to be further and fully 
investigated. 

A quadrat san1ple for sites may be more effective 
than a transect, even if presenting slightly more 
problems of execution. The easement of a motorway 
line is in the order of 60-IOOm wide. A !Orn by IOm 
square hole would be a conv~nient size 10 employ. 
The areas between known s11es, conccnuation.s of 
fcatun.-s, or however it can be defined, could be 
divided into I Orn by 1 Om squares; those straddling 
the line of the easement would have to be examined 
as whole units, and the I 0% sample randomly selec­
ted from the total population available. Within each 
square, ten Im by Im square units could be selected 
randomly for manual excavation 10 examine topsoil 
and the remaining 90 squares could then have the 
topsoil removed by machine. Thus one percent of 
the total blank areas would be investigated by hand. 
This is an awful lot of hand digging bu1 is suggested, 
despite reservations expressed about test pit digging 
(Krakker et al 1983, Shou 1985). 

Since the landscape contains archaeological 
features, both nuclea1ed and dispersed, and areas 
without archaeology, the main problem for estab­
lishing the sample of the blank areas is the definition 
of the limit of the archaeological feature groups. The 
fundamental question still remains of what is a site 
and what are its limits, a problem which the presence 
of an enclosure ditch docs not completely resolve, as 
has been seen at Gussage All Saints (Wainwright 
1979) where i1 is suggested that the area immediately 
outside the entrance had a special role; or as at 
Easton Lane (Fasham e1 al )989) where there was 
extensive scnlcment outside the enclosure, where 
indeed the settlement focus was highly mobile. The 
problem of archac'()logical inference and definition of 
a 'site' by surface collection has been discussed by 
Haselgrovc ( 1985). Assumil)g that the limits of a 
concentration of archaeological data can be 
determined, then it might be worth considering a 
sample in excess of 10% in the immediate neighbour• 
hood. Perhaps a sample of 20%,, including 2% 
manual, in the first 100m linear of the route reducing 
to I 0% for 1he remainder of the blank area might 
provide some insight into the possibilities of recover­
ing data about faU-off djstributions away from the 
main concentrations, or indeed about off-site 
activilies. 

Post-excavation 

The diagram in Fig 62 touches briefly on post· 
excavation. The cssemial elements for rapid produc­
tion of archaeological rcpOrts include a well­
organis..--d and clean field record, a research desl8° 
which is rational and anainable within tbe likely 
available resources, the proper use of those 
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•nd an nbility 10 conccmrate on the 
... n.urccs, ~ • • 1 re-"'. . This ,;<,'Ction on pos1-excav~uon 1s s 1ort 

p11>J«1• he process should be rclauvcly straight• 
bc""U~ t d involves a series of logic.al steps, usually 
(orw~d; on one another. Savings of scale_ can be 
depc pro;·ect where a number of excavauons arc 
o,adcona · h f • Th . occur in a relauvely s Ort space o ttmc. e 
go,ng 10 

1 
of finds especially poncry, and cnviron­

ircaun
1
eodata can 'be done on a project wide base 

01enta ' • hi! h • ·11 
h lh

•n on a site by site base, w e cac site w1 
ratCI•. l "• I . 

11 
"<---<l 10 have 11s archaco og,ca account. 

sun.- . , • ed s 'table research designs ,or topics, support 
wbe';;, applicable from the beginning by r_elcvant 

puter facilities, should enable report wriung to 
:~ sp«dY process. The publication of the results 
oould t,c a problem. The fasc1cule concept can 
rcquire considerable cross refcrencmg and work by 
the reader 10 enable artefact types to_ be placL'<I back 
into an uodersrnndable archaeological contex_1. It 

013
y be possible to produce potccry _and env1~on­

mcmal reports for an enurc rural pro1ect; certainly 
the pottery from the M_3 was treated as 1hough from 
a single projt-cl even 1~ ll was ~till published on a s11e 
specific basis. Asswmng proiect wide topic reports 
can be suitably constructed, then the published, as 
opposed to the archive, material for each site could 
be !united and treated in a very selective way. The 
arc.haeological, as compared to lhe artefactual or 
environmental, element of a report is usually fairly 
restricted and perhaps equally tight constraints need 
10 be imposed on all pans of a report. 

All the basic reports from lhe M3 have been 
published by the Hampshire Field Club and 
Archaeological Society either in lhe Proceedi,igs or in 
the monograph series, and only two more general 
articles have been published nationally (Fasham and 
RoS1; 1978, Monk and Fasham 1980). All the reports 
were reprinted in separate covers and numbered so 
that ii has been possible ro collect all !he offprints in 
a single series, with the monographs as extra items. 
There was not much demand for the numbered 
series. 

The whole business of post-excavation and publi• 
canon would have been easier if the programme had 
been shorter; the fieldwork eventually continued for 
almost a decade, and lhe post-excavation cou ld have 
therefore have been crisper. It is no one's fault !hat 
the project ran for so long. It is impossible 10 plan 
when construction dates are continually moving but 
not by a consistent amouot. Initially construction 
was about eighteen months to two ye;rs away and, 
•)though th~ Start date kept slipping, there were 
limes when It was only six months away yet within a 
few h ' mont s the start date would again be two years 

impossible to plan for post-excavation If II 
fieldwork had been completed ,·n t • a the , wo years then a 
very p<>wenul post-excavation strategy could h 
been implemented. ave 

Some Thoughts 

The M3 project has undoubtedly enhanced under-
standmg of the archaeolo= of central Ha h' 
0 

. 
1 

. . ,,, mps ire . 
n a strict Y. SllC orientated basis, there have been 

the excavations of two prchistor1·c scttl , 1, . cment 
comp cxes, part of lhe Medieval village of Po h 
and lhe totally unexpected, albeit long-ho~ }:,• 
An~lo-Saxon settlement at Abbots Worthy. On; 
burial mound and _four ring-ditches can be counted 
among the excavations and several tracks and roads 
alon~ with their preceeding, contemporary and sue'. 
cecd10g landscapes have been investigated. There 
was an ancmpt_ to understand the archaeology of the 
countryside, with selected excava1ions to investigate 
the nature and means of representation of soil and 
cropmarks. Of concern to all involved in rural 
archaeology must be the investigation of soil marks 
west of Nlicheldever Wood where the archaeological 
fearures survived to varying deplhs in the chalk. ln 
some places, they no longer survived as features in 
the subsoil and had somehow been fixed in the 
ploughsoil by a mechanism which is not understood. 
The ra1c of degradation of the chalk by ploughing is 
not known exactly, although \'arious estimates have 
h<.>en made (eg Groube and Bowden 1982, 16-18). 
The awareness of the disappearing archaeology was a 
major item. 

Interpretation of crop and soil marks was assisted 
by the excavations at Bridget's and Burntwood 
Farms where crucial elements of the landscape were 
investigated; elements described by Collin Bowen in 
frequent conversations as the grammar and syntax of 
rural and landscape archaeology. Brood linear 
spreads of soil were confirmed as lhe bonom of 
oegative lynchets wilh traces of plough marks, and 
once again it must be accepted !hat some of these 
features were suspended in the ploughsoil. The 
correct understanding of other linear soil marks as 
tracks was es1ablished when the major soil mark at 
Bridget's and Burntwood Farms was found 10 be the 
infill of a sunken route, complete with rut marks, of 
a heavily-used track of Roman date. A notable bonus 
from a landscape viewpoint was the discovery, 
recording and selective investigati~n of the preh1s· 
toric and Roman landscapes foss1ltsed under the 
trees of Micheldever, remains so slight they would 
not have survived a single ploughing. 

awa)•. Forward planning in such circumstances is no1 
~ Sl': It is to the credit of the Department of the 

1
;;ronmen1 that th~y wound up the programme in 

d but made terrain that the final work could be 
Ttne then con_struction actually started in 1983. 
bete nal few kilometres of the route have still not 

~ butlt and the reaction of English Heritage is 
awaned. 

The project was to benefit from contcr~porary 
developments in environmental archaeolog~ ID disci· 
plines where archaeological value was being m~~ 
fully realised. John Evans had alread_)' been ,nvohcd 
on the Wessex chaJklands, inu:rpretmg the environ• 
mental sequence through the study of land m~lluscs, 
and he welcomed the opportunity to supervise 

th
e 

wide-ranging programme of sampling for ro:ius~ 
which the project offered. The study o auna 

Against an uncertain background, it was almost 
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remains moved from the production of species lists 
to problems such as herd curation, animal speciali­
sation and variations between contemporary rural 
and urban assemblages. As far as the M3 project was 
concerned, this work was pioneered at the Faunal 
Remains Unit which was sponsored by the Depart­
ment of the Environment (now English Heritage) at 
the University of Southampton. The same institu­
tion was one of the few universities where palaeo­
botanical research was done in the 1970's. This work 
was organised firstly by Peter Murphy and then by 
J\'tick Monk, and its impact, especially where con­
cerned with rigorous experimentation with flotation 
procedures, was fell by all involved with the M3. 

Post-excavation analyses and the preparation of an 
archive was gn:ady assisted from 1974 onwards by 
the devcJopmem of a computing facility that was 
made available to the project by Hampshire Coumy 
Council. The preparation of the data base, which 
now seems quite long-winded and unnecessarily 
cumbersome, was a great improvement over m.anual 
systems of the time and provided a number of useful 
lessons for later projects. 

Th.e entire cost of the project was funded by 
public money but the amoum of information that 
was readily available for the general public was not 
overwhelming. There were, of course, the usual 
lectures to as many local societies as were prepared to 
have the same speaker almost annually. Annual 
summary reports were produced with the intention 
of them being popular acc-0unts of the work. In face 
they were not even annual and were published for 
l974 (Fasham 1974), 1975 (Fasha.m 1975) andjointly 
for 1976 and 1977 (Fasham 1977). A small booklet 
was produced about the Easton Line excavations 
(Fasham and Whinney 1985), but this was not as 
successful as some other popular versions of exca­
vations (Fasham and Hawkes I 983, 1986). There 
were two exhjbitions in Winchester Museum and 
various accounts were broadcasr on both local radio 
and TV. The BBC made part of a schools educatio­
nal programme about the project. ft was impossible 
to organise open days for I wo reasons. On the one 
hand, there was the reluctance of the landowners and 
tenants to have sites publicised, with large numbers 
of people visiting their property and perhaps tramp­
ling over sensitive crops. On the other hand, even if 
access was available, there was always the problem of 
where to park cars on an extremely busy and fast 
road or on the narrow lanes which would become 
blocked. 

Most end of term reports have sentences suggest­
ing that things cou ld be beucr in certain subjects. 
This rcpon is no exception. In the case of the M3 
there are two very obvious areas where greater 
resource$ would have Jed to somelhing bener, apart 
from the intensification of research imo the topsoil. 
The whole programme never really settled into a 
framework which would enable all the work, or at 
least m~t of it, to be seen in a broader persp(-ctivc. 
There can be few counties, and certainly none of lhc 
other Wessex counties, where there have been more 
investigations imo the Iron Age Lhao in Hampshire, 

wilh the Oanebury project to the fore (Cunliffe 
1984). And yet, as some reviewers have pointed out 
there bas been little imcgration of the many and 
diverse excavations of Iron Age s ites in Hampshire 
over the last twenty years (Collis 1985, 1986; Hascl­
grove 1986). This was partly discussed a decade ago 
by some of the concerned participants (various con­
tributions in Collis 1977). 

Init ially, it was felt that the valleys of the rivers 
ltchen and Dever formed suitable topographic cmi­
rk-s to provide scope to compare and contrast 
seuJcmcnt patterns in two areas (Fig 45), but in fact 
there is not sufficient distinction between these 
gentle valleys for valid comparison. The band of 
Clay-with-Flints that sweeps from the bead of the 
Dever valley at Micbeldevcr and eastwards through 
East Stratton to the head of the Candover stream 
may represent a valid division in the settlement 
pattern. There certain ly seems to be a difference in 
the senlement pattern between the two geological 
emitics. As work progressed, it seemed that archaeo­
logical sites north of the ltchen were related to a 
series of gentle ridges which run east-west from the 
Candover valley and dissipate in the Dever valley on 
the west. Micheldever Wood is on one such ridge 
and the main concemrations of archaeological 
features run along the top of the ridge or on the 
south facing slope. Very few sites were recorded on 
the north facing slopes of any ridge. The north side 
of the ltchen valley has an interchanging pattern of 
settlement from the Iron Age to the Late Saxon or 
even as far as the modern seulement pauern (Figs 63 
and 64). 

In the Iron Age, the west end of the valley 
immediately upstream from the right-angled bend in 
rhe river is dominated by an enclosure of 3.25 
hectares defined by a ditch some seven metres wide 
at the ground surface. A little over one kilometre east 
are two 'banjo' enclosures, Bridget's Farm A and B, 
and another site is located almost one kilometre to 
the east. Two smaller, ?subsiduary or dependent, 
sites lie just to the northeast of the latter. Another 
extensive complex lies one kilometre to the east, but 
on the slopes overlooking the Candovcr valley, the 
probable Iron Age si Les appear to be smaller than 
those overlooking the ltchen valley. This band of 
large sites is one to one and a half kilometres away 
from the River lichen, towards the top of the gentle 
side of the valley, a distribution similar to that 
suggested for sites in the Danebury region (Cunliffe 
1984). The next band of sites to the north are all 
sited on the next south-facing slopes. 

The westernmost Iron Age site continued in use 
on a similar scale into the Roman period, but with a 
very dilTcrcm arrangement which included streets, 
buildings and enclosures - a large village. The 
sequence has been deduced from unpublishc-d exca­
vations. There docs not seem to have been a Roman 
establishment nc-ar the site of the Bridget's Farm 
'banjo' enclosures but there is a substantial Roman 
structure., complete with mosaic floors, a kilometre 
to the cast (ColLicr 1878, 1879). A further possible 
Roman site ,?<;curs abou I the same distance agnm to 

I 

l 



CROP MARKS 

MODERN 

KlV 
1110 .. AG( inl\ 

• l••~ hM A_. tch• 

• h•• At• •h• 
h•, ... • ,11.••• 

8 lh"Jo ••~<lotv,1• 

.. 

CONCl.l'SIOSS 

Co•t•••• I• lat'H•• 0 0 
NOMAN 5111 S lARLY SAXON ~ITES 

■ L•r-1• <o•PI•~ C Ce:•••it:•Y 

■ 't••ll•1 Hlll•••"'I p ,ou.,, 

T VIII• wltk 
Ht;._.l,tlit:4 p•.:fM«l'II 

s s.,, ...... 

MOOLR" 

c,.w,, .... 
d1h,fwa t Of 11a C: lt. 

,...-

F•63. .. ~ h,hcn ,-all") Ul)l>trcam ofWinthCl,tcr, ~howmg the plot ohcrial photograph,, marks(N,cd "° 
material supplied by Winchester Museum, Service Ard1acQlogy Sc<tion and the loc.nion or 
modem road, and villag~ before the motorway wa~ built. 

It ,;,c " u vJhd 1nd1,,11or ol mtlucn,c, thdl tb.: 
\ar,t~ ,ate at thl! '"'"'',,.-the ,·Jill.:,· mu,1 h.aH' rt.an.-J 
an 11nr<1ttan1 !'<'le 111 both the hon 1\~c ,,nJ R<>mJn<► 
Bn11,h r,:n11d,. In thc cJrh« r,:n,.J 11 !JI.I' •«II i,..., 
~ 

41 
n,k a, J "k:i.•l anJ ._..._,,nmcr,1JI 1.1.'ntn: tor the 

nc1~hl"-mrh,-.J. ,1J.nJ1n~ a, tl J""'-"'· .M.11•
1

~_'. '-~uiJ 
tJnt tr.Mn th.c h111l,,r1, ,,t N..r-ctiurv anJ St Lather• 
1nc", 1h11. J,,1.ant..~' ol ,,, .mJ J hJII .. 

1

' 



158 /\RCII.\FOLO<,\' /\ND TIii \U UI.\PTI-R 9. COS\IDI RATIO'>\ 

.. .. •• .. ., 

• ) 

• 
8 • • .. 

.. 
8 • •• 

.. 
?8 

I 

IRON AGE SITES ) 
• - - ' I ·-

) T • 
■ 

?■ 

ROMAN SITES 

) 
) 

C 
s 

p 

I ARL Y SAXON SITES I 
}. 

Fig 64 The lichen valley ups1rcam o( Winchcs1cr ,howing 1hc dis1nbution of Iron Asc, Ron1uno-Br11ish 
and Early Anslo-Saxon \IICS. For kcv Stt Fig 63 



-

CONCLUSIONS 159 

.. ·ta'vci)'· In the Roman period , it is 
Ires respcc I I • 

be a source of fascination, with relative! r 
work at Wmklebury (Smilh 1977) D• b y (eceC nt rn: 1984) B lk.sb • ' .ne ury uu-kilont~ . c tbc large complex as a rura c earmg• 

1dllPt111!l 10,: ,cc before its transmission to markets 
bOIIS~ for P ~r further afield. The site is kss than 
in 1x•,nd

1
tes1:' . from the Roman road joining Win­

••lf a k• omd« • d 

1 c , a ury (\Xfamwrigh1 1969 o Id 'I' ) d. ,onason 
,on 1com10g an Maiden Castle (Sharples 1985 

,~ . h S'lcht.ster. Perhaps grain was processc 
chesttr ''.:~ h:re for exp<>rl 10 Gaul or other parts of 
inJ pack_ A corn drying oven was uncovered in 

the EmP'~; hed excavations of 1971 and 1972. It 
tb< uopu . ',sag·,nation t<> draw boundaries for the 

1~86) •. Many of the smaller settlement sites ha,-~ 
bcc_n uwest11,'ll1ed as part of a deliberate research 
policy, such as Gussage All Sain LS (Wainwright 
! 9_79), which followed up a research programme 
101uated thmy years earlier (Bersu 1940) d 
Owslcbury (Collis 1968 ~nd 1970); or, more p,:~i­
cally, as a r~scue ~xcavauon continuing in the 1radi­
uon established m 1866 when gardening work 
revealed archaeological features which we,: 
assu_mcd, rightly, to be later than the Stone Age but 
earh~r th~n the Roman conquest (Stevens 1934), and 
commg ngh1 up 10 to the present day with work on 
the Dorchester By-Pass \Woodward and Smith 1987) 
and the 1987-8 excavauons of a terraced se11lemen1 
on the Western Link of the same road scheme 
(Chowne 1987). There has ~en a rapid increase in 
the number Of excavations of the smaller, non­
hillfort, si1es over 1he last twenty years (Fig 65). 

kes no ,n • 'od 11 . . t,ciwecn 1he sites in these pen s, to 
1emtorics

1 
d holdings with riverside land and light 

·•"'ute an • f Cl l"ble chaiklands with some heavier areas o a_Y· 
81:'h FI' s· se\'eral packets of the laner superfic_ 1al 
-,1 • 101 ' II I S h • ~- known bu1 arc too sma 10 pot. uc. 
deJJ0$11 a.. . . •d , · ·- are t)•p1cal of the pa11ern expcctc ,rom 
1ern1on,., • d h b chalk ,·allc)'S, In the Roman peno , t . ere seem_ to e 
, -iil•ments but this probably 1s a funcuon of 
,ewt.r-c' • • 1·b ·,lion identification and 1nterpre1auon o t e 
recogn ' I • f evidence with the smaller out ym~ components o 
ihc Roman agricultural system provmg to be ~lus,vc, 
although a larger-scale, more organised farm1~g pa_t· 
icrn may account for the apparent reducuon m 

numbers. 
h is not so easy to resolve the nature of r~e 

Anglo-Sa.xon senlcmenc, as the occurrence of finds 1s 
limited and none of the sites recorded from air 
photographs can be interpreted as Anglo-Saxon. The 
evidence nor1h of the ltchen consists of two 
cemeteries and one senlement, all much closer to the 
rim than anv of the earlier sites, while on the south 
there is a scaner of organic-tempered pottery from 
just east of Easton and a cemetery less than one 
kilometre 10 the southcast. The cemetery is located 
in an area where a series of earthworks south of the 
river have been regarded as of post-Roman date. The 
Saxon estate of Chilcomb may have emerged out of a 
La1e Roman holding with some form of centralised 
con1rol still operating out of Winchester (Biddle 
1972). Such a developmenl may not be 100 clear 
from 1he Early Anglo-Saxon evidence, but the Late 
Saxon senlemcnt which includes Martyr Worthy, 
Chilland, lichen Abbas and Itchen Stoke on the 
north bank, with Ovington and Easton on the south 
bank, ma)' well reflect clear estate boundaries. The 
pa11em of the modern nucleated senlement, as 
opposed 10 some of the ribbon development along 
lhc road on the north of the river, is very similar to 
the L.a1e Sa.xon scnlcmcnt. 
. The main differences between the periods are that 
ID tbe lroo Age and Romano-British periods the 
se11lemcnts arc set hack from the river and in the 
later period there seem 10 be fewer foc~I points. In 
lhe Saxon period, sites closer 10 the river seem to be 
preferred, although modc_rn senlcmcnt and colluvial 
deposits may mask earlier sites. However they work, 
the boundaries of esta1es, perhaps represented by the 
~Odem road_s running north Crom the river, may 
well ha\'c their origins in the Iron Age, if not earlier. 
bttThe archaeology of the Wessex Iron Age has long 
h n • sub1ect of considerable interest and not just at 
~ c level of the hill fort, although those mighty 

onuments have continued to be excavated and 10 
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Decades 
Diagram showing ibe number ~f published 
excavations of smaller (non-h11lfor1) Lron 
Age sites per dc<ade in Wessex. Last 
decade not complete as figures were col­
lected only until the cnd of I 987 • 

The smaller sites arc very diffcreni and show 
variations in size, shape, being open or cocl_O$<!df 
with different sizes of ditches, apparent ~SSion ° 
buildings and so on. Some of these am1bu1cs ar_c 
summarized in Fig 66, which. "?rtrays the approxi· 
mate area of a site, whether 11 ,s open or cnc1os4, 
and the variations of those two elements throug \ 
time. As Cunliffe ( 1978) has pointi°d .

0
~

1
! ~~.~::: 

elements which s~-em IO be ch_ron~ ~ft:e~n 81 Li Ill; 
as for example the early pahsad\ H'II (Liddell 
Woodbury (Bcrsu 1940) and /Ii eon , edium· 

1933 a
nd 1935) and the emergence of thc,m ·u 

th • ddle of the as1 m, •· 
sized cnclosu:es around t ~• Woodbury, Gussagc 
nium BC at s11es such as ,t c • Ii Som­
All Saints, H.ighfield (Stevens 1934) and Lit c 
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9). l'ossihk re111onal dilkrenccs may 
t,(11" N<a !he roulera11<•n of rccttlincar cndosurcs 
Ii< ,tCn '" thc~hirJ ,-.:ntury BC in the Ba~rngsrnkc 
111• ,t,,.,u~ h) the end t1f the 6nt ccntur) BC, arc 
ar<1jt ~1,1ngular. This may _ be a rdlcctton 
111" t n exi$ting regional tr:ad1tton anJ partly of 
p:ittlv O \b the Roman world. The sites in the hie 
Nl"::~k on the Q\1 er pcnin,ula -Sunter and 
ol ~.rJ 1987' anJ on Fur,cy !<land (Cox 1985) 
.::.,,v 1,ns wluch mu\t be accounted for by the 
di-.~ ~. and r~ of these harbouM1dc 
,J'C' TbC most d,suncuvc of all the enclosure types, 
111" pcrtups thc onl) one which can really be 
:<ifi<J 

115 
a 1ypc sate, ts the 'banjo' enclosure 

f,sham 19~; Pert\ 1972, 1982 ,, !It hough it •~ 
,bk 

10 
,lis.:ern regional groups with the sample 

~n
10

• endosurc> an ccntr:al Hampshire and the 
.,.1ur1t arrangements on the Hampshire and Dorset 
wJer 

1
n the Cranbome Cha,,,: arc. (Corne\' pcrs 

- There tu,·c been no exca,·attons of the 
;uluplc example~ and thus no posiu,c confirmatton 
dul tbc\ m ,nJccd contemporaf\ with their sample, 

"ogle counterpart> to 1hc cast. 
)l<>-t of the Iron Age <ates that hi,·c b<.-cn exca• 

mdccd is what Balksbury is and KV 1 
of smaller sites (Champion 'and Ch era _cx~vauons 
Davies 1981). A.ndo,-.,r 15 in the no~=n ID pr.:p, 
the Danebury survey arc,i. The third :.:7 of 
there have bttn coosidcrablc in,·cs,;=tao here M3. ...,.. ns ts on the 

In terms of sheer area of Iron Age sate clear 
planned anJ exc:1,•ated there c:1n be fc • cd, 
Brita.m where • grcate; •rca of Iron A wg• coun,ue< in 
has bee -·"" w· h C 5Ctl emeot n ex,~~ It hindsight it i, ,·crv ea>\ to 
~> that the resources "ould ha\'C been better, 
,n conccnu-:mng on the fullest possib~ CXl~~ 

,~ted illld publish,-d (up to about 198-1) arc shown on 
f1gS6i, 68 and 69, "hach rc,cal the ,ariauons m svc 
.ad nature of the ,ites and m some ca'><.-S the extent of 
1hc ,.,.uuons. The data base for detailed compara• 
u,-t uuJ\' o( the \'C1C\SCX \ltCS b therefore not as 
..c<"tlrc as, pcrha~, tl ha> been perceived. The 
nau1ion, ti2,·c .ill b<.-cn of diflcrent JatC>, different 
extent,, d,llcrent purpoSC\ and with cxcttthngly 
,,rial,I, dqir= of en,-ironmcntal work. The only 
111cs where cxc:1va1ion ha, been anvthing like 1otJI 
""G...ai;c :\II Sffllt• \1t'a1n"ngh1 1979 , \t' innall 
Down and E.mon Lane (Fu~ham 1985, Fasham tl ul 
1989. Old Do,.n Farm, ,\nJo\'er Da\'iCS 1981), 
lllld l'onwav (Ch2mr1on and Champion in prep ,. 
Fair!} comrl~e plans have been ohtatncd at 
Mi~htlde,·er Wood IFasham 19871, \'iablcs Farm 
Millett anJ Ru,,cll 1982, 198-11 and Ructstall's Hall 
OU.er anJ Apphn 1978). A11emptin~ 10 understand 
1hc_na1u~ and rela110Mh1p of d1ffcrcn101:cupatton or 
.._'tl, 11, $11"' from Crom aerial rhou,graphs ha, been 
ctplorcd m the Dancbury area (Palmer 1984), antl 
Cwililtc ha, SUll!lCStcJ a ,·anew of funct1t>ns for 
different types uf h11lforl\ and · 1c_...:r sculcment> 
Cunliffe 1978, 1984 Unfonunatcly, there remains 
con,,1dcrablc gap be1wecn the theoretical study of 
1<11lcmtnt •nd luncuvnal patterns and the real dita 
available lrom the exca,·ated rc.:ord to test the 
ixw1<>. 

of one area, pr~umably around one of the urban 
centres r:athcr than on the linear motorwn and 
workmi; to a v,gorou, and constantly reviewed Prll· 
JCC! Jcs1gn for all a,pc,:ts, both pra<tacal anJ 1hco­
rett~I, of th_e ..cheme. In the late 1960's or earlv 
1970 s, a pohcv ,houlJ ha,c been lummettJ out to 
produce a strong research design to exanune social, 
c..-onom)c_ and funcuonal rclauonsh1ps of scttlem,nt 
and acuvtt\' sues of the la,t millennium BC in one 
•~• with, tn hght of the likeli· a,-.,lable rcsoun:cs, a 
posttt,·e and conscious abanJonment of all ro.uc 
archaeology m the other area~. No blame can be 
auachcJ lor the absence of thi.> policy as the speed 
with which towns \\Cre expanded meant that the full 
an:hacolog,ol implicauons c-oulJ not be at>.orbcJ • 
There wa, 001 ttme 10 sa1 back and rcRcct maturely 
on the s11uam>n amid the emouonal "~nc of \ltCS 
being de,iroycd almost daily, and it 1s debatable 
whether the ltx,1 poliu~-,, and the local and 112tiocul 
funding would have allowed a sin~le cmnprchcn"vc 
programme to ha,·c emerged. Thctt ""' no <angle 
bodv with either the authoritv - mor:al. acadcmk or 
financial - or the "tllpowcr to implement a pohq. 
I lad such a polic" been de,clorcd a.nd ac1<-d on it 
migh1 ha,·e prnduc.-d an,wer, to man) of the queries 
and problem, rai-.cd •bout the infrastructure ,up­
pomng Danebury, and there \\ould ha,e been a 
usdul f r:ames,ork into" hkh the .\\3 satcs rould iu,·c 
been placed, J.suming 1he policy allowed tor their 

CXC.l\'JllOO-
Thcrc has Ix-en much good and \'alu.1ble work into 

Hampshirc's Iron Age, hut"' mu,h more c\lllld ™'"' 
been ach1c\'etl There was an at1cmJH ,n the cJrly 
1980\ to cs1abhsh ,,n )Clln A11e P"'~t an "'"~'lfd.ln.-c 
with the pohcy document of the then Wc,..,,x 
Ar.hacological Comm1t1cc 1Elliwn 19~1 • The rro-
1cct wa> Jcs1Mned to ,tudy lhe ca1chmen1 area of 
Quarle,• llill, where there had hccn m1mm•I c,,a­
vat1'1n in the h1llfort camp.•~" of 1hc l9~o·, 1Hawkcs 
1939\, and to rclJtc 10 the neighbouring ,tudic- an 
the ()ancbun an:-• L nfortunatd". the prorcct wa< 
pro~-J at a umc when prn1cct tund1ng "•• h<ing 
mtrntlu.c-d and the !muted rut>la- m,,oc, ,.,-a,ut>k 
""' for J hJnJful of rescue pWl<'Cl>- On ,l sm•ll•r 
scale it \\J> po,,,hk to c-tat>la,h a rrot:r .. mm< 

0 

work' at Brai:hton Hall S<>uth. Ba,ang5wk~- The 
pn.ljlrJmmc \\JS threJt-led but at ""' l""''t,k to 
mMlo:atC .1 s,eri~ ot cx\'.J\'3lH'IO< IO ad\',rncc ut .l I~ 

Th< tr.aicd~ i, that, m HatnP'hire, the opp<>r­
~ruty Clmtcd to 1akc a "nglc area antl studv Iron 

gc IC!ltlcmcnt comrlete with hillforts. Thr,-c main 
:: haw seen extensive archa,·ologicul inwstt11a• 

' .ilwa" of a rC1><:ue nature The planned csran­
;:;. of Ra,mg,tokc ha, "-"" the cx,a,·auon uf a 
OI 011 anJ "'' era! lr=r -.,nlcmcnt, Sm11h I 911, 
..,;;~anll ~ppl~n 1978, Millett and Ru'>SCll 198~ • 
o, ilruon IS rnnarkably !>imalar at the London 
;: ~wn o( Andover, with a h1llfort ex,avauon 

" 1 1969; Donaldson forthcoming), ,f that 

... 
1 

, umm<' the rcw· 
hC\.tarc hou"ng d.-c ormcnt t< e 
uon,hip t1f tour c«>rmark ,<>111rkxc• tnsh,1m 
1986b, 1'a,h,11n and t-,-c,111 fQrth-\lmani; I ,«Oh 
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Fig 69. Plan of various excavated Iron Age. sites in Wessex. 

likely that the development area and the number of 
sites will expand in the near future. 

The archaeological work on the M3 does, in many 
ways, reflect most of the trends of archaeology in 
England over the lasr two decades. The individual 
excavations produced much useful data, but the 
constraints on resources meant that the wider inte­
gration of those data has not been possible, even 
though very desirable. 

Finances 

lo the five years before the project started, the 
amount of funds available nationally for rescue 
archaeology had increased at a tremendous rate and 
it was <Kpected that all rescue archaeology should be 
funded out of the public purse. Some people were 
concerned that this approach would lead to a lessen­
ing of money available for non-rescue, research, 
excavations. h led 10 a different form of archaeology. 
Even after the great increase of public funds, there 
was stiU not enough money available for every 
threatened site and selections had 10 be made, 
usually on the regional and national importance of a 
site. The idea that the developer, the destructive 
agent, should be responsible for funding rescue 
excavation was a long way from many JX'Oplc's 
thoughts and even further from being a practical 
proposition. 

For national road schemes, the principle of 
developer pays is still not fully established, ahhough 
the Department of Transport does now make provi­
sion for archaeological investiga1jon on trunk roads 
in England. Some local authorities pay for archaeo­
logy on their road schemes. Dorsc, County Council 
have paid for archaeological investigations on at least 

two road schemes. The By-Pass at Wareham wem 
through a Romano-British po11ery producing site 
(Cox and Smith in prep), and on a different part of 
the Wareham By-Pass the excavation of a section of a 
Roman road was also funded by the County Council. 
The level of funding may not have been as high as 
the field archaeologists wanted but the developer was 
funding the work. On the Western Link of the 
Southern Dorchester By-Pass, which was a county 
road scheme, Dorset County Council provided about 
half of the £60,000 required Lo do the archaeological 
work. The rest of the Dorchester By-Pass was a 
national road scheme and English Heritage will have 
spent in the region of £300,000, with a contribution 
from the Duchy of Cornwall across whose land the 
road runs, for the archaeology of six kilomet,es of 
road. The archaeological response that can be made 
out of a budget of that size is adequate but far from 
ideal. An original estimate for the scheme, without 
detailed proposals for post-excavation, was a shade 
over £500,000. The Department of Transport's 
annual provision to English Heritage for archaeolo~i­
cal work oo all national road schemes was nuscd ,n 
1990 from £!00,000 to £500,000. 

The total cost since 1973 for the M3 project has 
been £392, 177 for 17 kilometres. This figu re has 001 
been adjusted to produce a current day value for the 
earlier costs, but between 1974 and 1987 government 
figures show that the retail price index rose by almost 
four times. Neither the M3 nor the more recent 
Dorchester Bv-Pass was a complete package, as the 
quoted costs ·were not always for the entire costs 
including display, S!Or'dgc and publication nor, 
necessarily, were they the costs for the ideal archaeo• 
logical work. The archaeological progrnmmc was 
fi11ed to 1he m;ourccs available. 

Concern for the archaeology of motorways did no, 
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The arrangements for the funding of rescue 
archaeology in the I 970's enabled the Deparuncnt of 
the Environment to recognise the M3 project as 'of 
national importance' and thus 10 fund the project in 
its entirety. In the 1980's different attitudes to rescue 
archaeology, tighter funding for an increased volume 
of rescue projects, and the movement towards 
developer funding would have made the single, 
integrated organisation of the M3 project, as in fact 
occurred, increasingly unlikely. The archaeological 
work on the Dorchester By-Pass for example, 
although largely financed by English Heritage and 
designed as a comprehensive piece of work, bene­
fited in scope from two earlier English Heritage 
survey projects: the Dorset Ridgeway Project of 
1977--$4, and the Maiden Castle Project of 1985-6 
(Woodward forthcoming, Wainwright and Cunliffe 
1984). The main fieldwork and excavation pro­
gramme for the By-Pass was under way by January 
1987 and, as a separate exercise, observation record 
work was undertaken during the construction period 
from late 1987 to 1988 (Woodward and Smith forth­
coming). 

Returning to the prospect of running a 1970's style 
M3 project in the 1990's, it is conceivable that with 
£500,000 per annum a similar project could be 
arranged, but the altered circu~sr_ances of excavating 
bodies suggest otherwise. It 1s interesting to note 
that the southern portion of the M3, 10 the east of St 
Catl1erine's Hill, will be funded f ~lly by the Depan­
mcnc of Transport as a cost add111onal 10 the usual 
allocation . English Heritage invited the Trust for 
Wessex ArchaeolQgy to undenake the fieldwork 
programme. The leas t damaging route of all those 
proposed, from •~ archaeological viewpoint, would 
have been that which used a tunnel under St Cather­
inc's Hill, an undertaking in which the engineers 
involved with the M3 project in 1973 privately 
expressed interest. 

The !'13 project inves1igaccd a 17 kilometre long, 
60m wide, strip of central Hampshire at a cost of 
£392,717, which . is about 3_8 .5 pence per square 
metre. At a.n equivalent rate n would be possible 10 
complete the remaining 11,500 square kilometres of 
th" Wessex region for £4,447, 135,000. 



Chapter 10 

The Archive 

Th rchii•c consists of field records, in the forms 
ri 

00
~:boOks and individual context sheets, fi~ld 

dni.-ings. computer records, . post-excavauon 
dr,1.,ings.and ordered files on the d1ffcre_nL classes of 
:u1cfact and feature 1ypes. The ma1ority of these 
lt('()ids 3re on microfiche. . 

Th< material is ordered by s11c code: these are 
ll!liquesttsof numbers and leners from two scquen• 

tial systems. Those with an R prefix were organised 
by the M3 Arc.haeolog,eal Rescue Commiuee those 
with a \YI prefix by the Trust for \Y/essex A;chaco­
Iogy. For a full list of sites in code order see Table 23 
(this volume). 

The archiv~ is housed at Hampshire County 
Museum Service. A copy of the microfiche is with 
the National Monuments Record. 
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