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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
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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).

Discussion

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 reductipn 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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