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Introduc tion
Following an application to develop land at 17-23 Woodbines Avenue, Kingston upon 
Thames (TQ 1788 6856), a written scheme of investigation (Chadwick 2000) determined 
that the site had a moderate potential for remains of the prehistoric, Roman and Saxon 
periods, and recommended that an archaeological evaluation be conducted. This revealed 
the presence of a deep soil horizon from which pottery and struck and burnt flint were 
recovered, and several postholes and stakeholes were identified. In order to realise the full 
potential of the site an excavation was conducted between 6 and 17 November 2000. The 
project was generously funded by Laing Homes Ltd, commissioned by CgMs Consulting 
and conducted by Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd. The site archive will be deposited with 
the London Archive and Archaeological Research Centre under the site code WDB00.

Site location and geology
The site is located 100m due east of the river Thames and approximately 750m upstream 
of Kingston Bridge (fig 1). It lies on a sandy ridge, which in the vicinity of the site would 
appear to be approximately 4m thick, overlying Shepperton Terrace Gravels. It is thought 
that in the prehistoric and early historic periods this area would have formed an island, 
approximately 400m long (north—south) by 40m wide (east—west), known as Kingston 
South Lane Island. This was located towards the eastern side of the river Thames, with the 
river Hogsmill forming its western and northern limits and with low-lying areas to the 
south (Hawkins 1996; 1998). Such islands were common features of the Holocene flood 
plain of the Thames, although little is known of the precise development or chronology of 
the islands identified at Kingston. The later geological sequence just north of the site is 
shown as Shepperton gravels of Late Devensian age overlain by Holocene flood plain 
sediment of the Staines Alluvial Deposits (Gibbard 1985).

Lithostratigraphical analysis undertaken by Royal Holloway College (Green 2000) 
demonstrated rather uniform deposits, consisting of silty or clayey sands from the lowest 
limits of excavation at 6.96m OD to the top of the sequence at 8.75m OD. An homogenous 
soil horizon up to 0.27m thick had developed at the surface, and below this was a 0.6m 
thick biologically reworked subsoil, with both deposits containing artefacts dating from the 
prehistoric to post-medieval periods. Underlying these deposits further sands and clayey 
units were present, although these contained no artefacts. The sands were likely to have 
been deposited by running water in a channel or near-channel context and the silty clays 
from standing or very slow moving water, such as in a temporary pond. Based on the 
lithostratigraphic analysis alone, the sequence could be regarded as part of the Late 
Devensian Shepperton Gravel. The apparent surface level of the sand, at 8.75m OD, 
matches closely the surface level of the Shepperton Gravel as illustrated by Gibbard (1985, 
fig 42) just south of Kingston Bridge. Gibbard shows the surface of the Shepperton Gravel 
rising away from the river, emerging from beneath the Staines Alluvial Deposits and 
forming the ground surface at c 9m OD.

Unfortunately, owing to biological reworking, scientific dating of the sediments was not 
possible, and artefacts of a mixed date were recovered from throughout the soil and 
subsoils. As artefacts and cut features were identified up to a depth of 0.85m below ground 
level, a phase of Holocene deposition may be required to explain at least the upper,



artefact-bearing, part of the sequence. There is very little fine-grained material in this part 
of the sequence, no organic material and no evidence of previous land surfaces during any 
stage in its accumulation. This suggests that the artefact-bearing part of the sequence 
accumulated over a relatively short period of time during a small number of sand-rich 
flood events. A possibility is that the sediment was deposited from moderately high stage 
flow, in relatively slack water at the downstream (northern) end of a bar, or bars, extending 
downstream at the confluence between the Thames and the Hogsmill. If this interpretation 
is correct, the upper part of the sequence forms part of the Holocene Staines Alluvial 
Complex. Just south of Kingston Bridge, Gibbard (1985) shows these Holocene flood plain 
sediments thinning away from the river and feathering out at a level of about 9m OD. 
Some of the artefacts contained in the upper part of the sequence may have originated at 
this level, others may have been washed into position from nearby surfaces or pre-existing 
sediment bodies. The lower part of the sequence, from which artefacts were absent, may 
represent either an earlier part of the Staines Alluvial Complex or the upper surface of the 
Shepperton Gravel.



Struc tura l rem ains

In total, 67 stakeholes and two postholes were recorded, although these were only 
identifiable where they had penetrated the deposits beneath the subsoil, and the levels 
from which they were driven or cut could not be ascertained. They clustered into a number 
of discrete areas, although no plans of individual structures could be discerned (fig 2). Also 
recovered were a few burnt daub fragments that may have been part of a wattle-built 
structure. The stakeholes recorded here may have represented a domestic structure, 
similar to the early Saxon buildings recorded from South Lane, c 200m to the north and 
also located on South Lane Island (Hawkins et al 2002, this volume, 185-210). The lack of 
obvious structure plans and, with the exception of a few pieces of burnt daub, an absence 
of other indications of domestic activity, is more suggestive of ancillary structures, such as 
fencelines, storage areas or even animal pens, than of domestic buildings.

The finds

FLINT

In total, 176 flakes and blades, 22 cores and 23 core fragments were recovered. These were 
concentrated towards the base of the subsoil, although no horizontal concentrations were 
apparent. They were mostly in good condition, although some had experienced minor 
chipping and abrasion to their thinner edges, suggesting limited post-depositional 
movement and consistent with being recovered from within a biologically reworked soil. 
Generally, the assemblage appeared to have been recovered from close to where it had 
been discarded, with little evidence for any extensive alluvial displacement. Both the types 
of raw materials utilized and the technology employed were variable throughout the
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Fig 3 Woodbines Avenue, Kingston. 1: tranchet axe

assemblage, and it was evident that it represented more than one episode of occupation, 
probably reflecting persistent but low levels of activity over a long duration.

The raw material consisted of flint or cherty flint and varied from translucent oranges, 
browns and blacks, to cherty and opaque browns and greys. It ranged from good knapping- 
quality flint with only slightly weathered cortex, often from relatively large irregular shaped 
cobbles, which included some ‘bullhead5 type flint, to small, rounded and battered pebbles. 
Although the raw material was probably all obtained from derived deposits, noticeable 
differences in weathering may indicate that a range of sources was being exploited. A few 
of the pieces had hard calcareous clay, known as ‘Thames race5, on their cortex, but none 
on any of the flaked surfaces, suggesting that some of the raw material had been obtained 
from gravel deposits on the Thames foreshore.

The flakes and blades varied from systematically produced thin, regular blades and 
narrow flakes, often with small, carefully prepared facetted striking platforms and parallel 
dorsal scars, to thick and squat flakes with cortical or plain striking platforms and frequent 
thermal flaws. These usually had multidirectional dorsal scar patterns but often retained 
considerable proportions of cortex.

Nineteen pieces had been retouched, the most notable piece being a single-ended 
Mesolithic tranchet axe (fig 3, no 1). Numerous examples have been recorded from the 
Kingston area, although most have been recovered from the Thames, with few found from 
dry sites. The axe measured 183 x 57 x 43mm and weighed 505g, being typical of the 
Thames examples (Field 1989), and had a lozenge-shaped cross-section, sinuous side edges 
and a slightly curved profile. It had been bifacially worked, with the ‘lower5 side being 
relatively flat and comprising larger, deeper and more irregular flake removals, and with a



domed ‘upper’ surface which had been much more carefully worked, with more frequent 
smaller ‘thinning’ type removals forming a radial pattern. This suggests that the tool was 
used more like an adze or mattock than an axe. It had not been sharpened with the 
characteristic tranchet blow, and although there was some abrasion to the cutting edge it 
had not experiences heavy use-wear. It was manufactured from a long, thin and 
appropriately shaped nodule of good quality grey mottled/black flint and still retained 
r50% weathered chalky cortex. This exhibited some patches of further abrasion, although 
its butt was unabraded and there was no obvious evidence of it ever having been hafted.

The only other diagnostic implement consisted of a narrow obliquely-truncated 
microlith, also of Mesolithic date (fig 4, no 2). Many of the more carefully reduced blades 
and narrow flakes may also belong to this Mesolithic phase of activity, as may the 
retouched items made on blades and narrow flakes, most of which consisted of edge- 
trimmed implements (fig 4, nos 3-4). Interestingly, a high proportion of the blades and 
narrow flakes appeared to have been utilized, with regular micro-fracturing and edge 
polishing suggestive of use as cutting implements. Also recovered was a finely serrated 
blade segment that had been obliquely truncated, resulting in a trapezoidal-shaped 
implement (fig 4, no 5), suggestive of a component from a composite hafted tool (Bell 1977, 
fig 35). Serrated blades are generally considered characteristic of Early Neolithic industries, 
although they are known from both Mesolithic and Later Neolithic/Beaker assemblages 
(Brown 1991; Clay 1998).

The rest of the retouched component consisted mostly of scraping and piercing tools. 
They included a small circular scraper (fig 4, no 6), comparable to ‘thumbnail’ types, 
normally regarded as Early Bronze Age in date, and a short end scraper with an elaborately 
facetted platform, which may also be of Neolithic or Early Bronze Age date (fig 4, no 7). 
Several crudely produced items were more characteristic of flintworking traditions of the 
Middle Bronze Age or later (eg Herne 1991). To these may be added nine cores, all of 
which appear to have been produced primarily for use as tools. They consisted of four 
concave scrapers and five irregular edge scrapers, all struck from thermally fractured spalls 
(fig 4, nos 8-9).

True cores accounted for 5% of the assemblage with chunks, mostly consisting of core 
fragments that had shattered along proto-thermal planes during reduction, accounting for 
a further 10%. Most of the cores consisted of alluvial pebbles that had only been 
opportunistically and minimally reduced often utilizing cortical or thermally fractured 
plains as platforms, with one, a multiple platformed keeled core, having been reduced 
systematically.

The total assemblage was small, created over a long period of time, and characterized 
by its relatively high retouched component with low numbers of waste flakes and true 
cores. This would suggest that core reduction was never an important activity on site and 
that activities were infrequent and more centred around tool use than production.

POTTE RY

As with the flint, pottery was recovered from throughout the soil horizons. Spatial analysis 
did not demonstrate any significant clustering of the material from any of the periods 
identified, although the earlier pottery was very noticeably, although not exclusively, found 
from lower down in the sequence. It mostly consisted of smallish and rather abraded 
fragments, also consistent with recovery from biologically reworked soils and subsoils. The 
assemblage, although only small, comprised sherds representing many different vessels 
datable from the Neolithic to the 20th century. The prehistoric pottery included possible 
undecorated Peterborough ware forms from the Later Neolithic but it was mostly 
characterized by undecorated wares produced throughout the Bronze Age up to the Late 
Iron Age/Roman transition (J Cotton, pers comm). Several sherds of Roman pottery, 
including greywares, colour-coated wares and a sherd from a flagon, were recovered, as



Fig 4 Woodbines Avenue, Kingston. 2: microlith; 3-4: edge-trimmed implements; 5: trapezoidal serrated 
blade; 6: circular scraper; 7: short end scraper; 8-9: scrapers on thermal spalls



were a few sherds of early Saxon chaff-tempered ware, datable to the 5th-8th centuries. 
There then appeared to be a hiatus in the pottery assemblage until the 13th-15th centuries, 
which was represented by a few sherds of Kingston ware. Early post-medieval pottery 
recovered included Frechen wares and Border wares, datable to the 16th-18th centuries 
and tin-glazed and transfer-printed wares continued the sequence from the 18th to 20th 
centuries (C Jarrett, pers comm).

Discuss ion
The site is located on the southern edge of a small island within the Thames flood plain 
and is likely to have been surrounded by a rich and varied habitat. As such it would have 
formed an ideal location for a variety of activities throughout both the prehistoric and 
historic periods.

Lithic and pottery fragments recovered were suggestive of intermittent and low levels of 
activity from most periods from the Mesolithic to the 20th century. The only structural 
evidence uncovered consisted of indefinable stake-built structures which were of uncertain 
date, but possibly associated with other stake-built structures of early Saxon date recorded 
at South Lane (Hawkins et al 2002, this volume, 185-210). The lithic assemblage, which 
included a tranchet axe, a microlith and probably a few struck blades of Mesolithic date, 
was also comparable to that recovered from East Lane and South Lane (ibid). The 
assemblage was suggestive of activities such as short-term hunting or task-specific camps 
involving limited core reduction and more geared towards tool use than production. Other 
elements of the assemblage would, on general metrical and technological considerations, 
be more consistent with a Neolithic or Early Bronze Age date, while much of the 
assemblage would be most characteristic of Middle or Late Bronze Age industries. The 
retouched and core tools from the later periods are dominated by scraping, cutting and 
piercing implements, all associated with animal processing, an activity often associated 
with low-lying areas (Bradley 1978). The pottery assemblage consisted mostly of small and 
abraded sherds but contained pieces datable from the Neolithic to the present. This would 
suggest that the site was peripheral to any main settlement areas, and the assemblage may 
even have been formed from activities such as manuring.

Although sedimentary analysis to clarify the nature of the island’s formation was 
attempted, the results were rather ambiguous. The upper part of the sedimentary sequence 
could represent an upstanding element of the Shepperton Gravel Terrace, or alternatively 
may have been formed by fairly rapid deposition from sand-rich floodwaters, such as 
slackening floodwater flow in an area just up-stream of the confluence between the 
Hogsmill and Thames rivers. The artefactual assemblages could shed little light on this 
matter, with material datable from the Mesolithic until the post-medieval period being 
recovered from throughout the soil and subsoils, although the general condition of the 
material provided little evidence for extensive alluvial displacement. The lithics tended to 
concentrate towards the base of the subsoil and the pottery tended to show a correlation of 
increasing age with increasing depth. This may suggest that all the artefacts were deposited 
near the surface and slowly worked downwards over time through such processes as 
bioturbation.
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