











coins (mainly House of Constantine), jewellery
and rolled lead strips (possibly curses) had been
deposited. The scattered nature of the finds
throughout the channel led the excavator to inter-
pret them as votive deposits. Some building mate-
rial was also recovered within the channel, includ-
ing roof tiles, flue tile from a hypocaust, painted
wall plaster and cut stone and ashlar blocks. Subse-
quent investigations at 70-76 Eden Street in 1995
revealed a pit containing Roman finds>.

Outsideof thecentralarearelatively few siteshave
been archaeologically investigated. A small exca-
vation at Canbury Passage® revealed Roman pot-
tery sherds, while on Cromwell Road on the north
east of the town centre, a further braided channel
containing Roman pottery in its fill, along with
scattered Roman pottery in a Medieval plough
soil, was identified*. Here the excavator inter-
preted the evidence as suggesting that although
Roman features may have existed nearby, plough-
ing and erosion had re-deposited the material in a
general spread or washed it into deeper features
suchaslocalised channels. Anarchaeological evalu-
ationat6Cromwall Road®revealed asmall number
of Roman pot sherds and tile fragments in a post
Medieval context.

Most recently an archaeological evaluation at Or-
chard Road revealed a similar scatter of residual
Roman finds in a post-medieval contexts.

Conclusions :

There is undeniably a significant body of Roman
material apparently concentrated in several dis-
tinct locations in the Kingston area.

At Kingston Hill we appear to have some isolated
possibly high status buildings and finds, which
might be sensibly interpreted as representing the
remains of a country estate rather than any nucle-
ated settlement.

The Coombe Neville material, again consisting of
at least one high-status building and many high
status finds can perhaps be seen as a similar settle-
ment. The date of these settlements is unknown,
though the coins recorded by antiquarians suggest
a 3rd and 4th century date. It seems likely on the
available evidence that both these settlements had
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small associated cemeteries, apparently containing
cremations rather than inhumations.

The Canbury Fields cemetery and the assemblages
of Roman pottery and tile from the power station,
Canbury Passage and Cromwell Road areas can be
seen as the remains of a separate, probably unen-
closed, rural settlementapparently dating to the 1st
to 4th centuries. Examples of small Roman rural
settlements have recently been identified at
Heathcote Road and at Amyand Park Road in
Twickenhams+. There is also some suggestion of a
similar settlement at Lower Teddington Road,
Hampton Wick where truncated features contain-
ing mixed Roman pottcrﬁ were excavated in 1990%
(this site is located on the opposite bank of the
Thames to Kingston town centre; adjacent to the
Kingston to Hampton Wick railway line). The
presence of another such settlement on Kingston’s
riverside, downstream of the existing town centre
and stretching away from the Thames toward
Kingston Hill, would, perhaps, not be surprising.
The physical proximity to the Thames of the
Kingston material is paralleled at Heathcote Road
and Amyand Park Road. The river may have been
a focus of settlement because it served as a major
transport link rather than because of the presence
of crossing points, though the presence of Roman
material on the opposite banks of the Thames at
Kingston/Hampton Wick is suggestive.

The Eden Street/Fairfield and Orchard Road ma-
terial is more enigmatic. The combination of the
altar find in the 19th century, Frost’s record of the
material on display in the Curiosity Shop in 1881
and the apparently votive material and building
remains at 82 Eden Street found in 1989, is sugges-
tive. Perhaps we have here the remnants of a 3rd/
4th century settlement (perhaps high status) and/
orashrine. Intriguingly, when first recorded in AD
1315, Eden Street was known as La Hethenstrat, and
survived as Heathen Street until the 19th centurys,
perhaps because of frequent finds of Roman ma-
terial.

Overall it would appear that while inaccurate in
some ways, the traditions of the “commune” of
Kingstonasrecorded in the1é6th century by Leland,
closely parallel the camulative results of 460 years
of antiquarian and archaeological endeavour in
Kingston.
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