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THE ROMAN FORTS AT CORBRIDGE
John Gillam

ro m a n forts at Corbridge lie, one on top of the other, on a site at map reference
NY 982648, half a mile west of the village of Corbridge, Northumberland, on a
terrace on the north bank of the Tyne, some 16 m above its flood plain. The crossing
point is excellent, as are both axial and lateral communications. The character and
importance of the site varied from time to time; its importance as a military instal
lation seems'to have been greater when its main link was with the road to Scotland
than when it was with the Tyne-Solway route.
This paper deals only with the forts on the Corbridge site; it refrains from discuss
ing the Agricolan military base discovered in 1974 at Red House, three-quarters of
a mile to the west, the Bronze-Age and early Iron-Age remains which underlie the
forts, or the remains of the depot-town which overlie them. It is based almost
entirely on previously published material, of which there is no shortage. Account
is also taken of the results of the small-scale excavations undertaken, since the last
report was published in 1971,1 to obtain answers to specific unsolved questions, on
a site about which much was already known.
The excavations between 1906 and 1914 were well and fully published each year.
Although early coins and early pottery were found and published, only fragments
of any part of the structure of any o f the forts were observed and published, and
that without being understood.
In 1934 the Corbridge site came into the guardianship of the Office of Works,
and excavation began there again after twenty years. The University of Durham was
asked to undertake such research excavation as became necessary in the course of,
or was made possible by, the work of disengagement for consolidation, and was also
permitted to use the site for training. For many years the excavations were under
the direction of Professor Eric Birley and the late Sir Ian Richmond, and latterly
under various other supervisors. With a six-year break during the Second World War,
the investigation continued until 1973. It was during this period, working on a small
scale, and with a modest budget, that knowledge of the early forts developed from
nothing to as full an understanding of both their topography and chronology as could
ever be hoped for, given the limitations imposed by the guardianship-area fence, and
by the consolidated monuments overlying many of the early structures. Substantial
interim reports were published, on an average of once every two years.

The

1 AA* xlix, 1-2S.

When work had begun again, in the mid-1930s, one of Birley’s main concerns was
a reconsideration o f the site chronology.2 This had to be based almost entirely on
evidence published before 1915, as there was little which was new. The evidence was
considered against the background of the chronological scheme for Hadrian’s Wall,
which Birley and Collingwood had worked out a few years before.3 The first phase
o f the later layout of the site, that is those buildings, by and large, which are now
disengaged, consolidated and displayed, and appear on Richmond’s often reproduced
plan of 1943,4 was assigned to Wall Period II, beginning under Septimius Severus.
Traces of various modifications which had been made to these structures, sometimes
two sets o f modifications to one building, were assigned to Wall Periods III and
IV, beginning under Constantius Chlorus and Count Theodosius, respectively. The
later history of Corbridge was thus taken exactly to match the later history of
Hadrian’s Wall, as defined by Birley and Collingwood. The earlier history of Cor
bridge clearly could not match that o f Hadrian’s Wall.
There were two inscriptions o f Lollius Urbicus, one of them being a new find,
and two of Calpurnius Agricola.5 The mid- to late second century occupation was
then subdivided into Antonine I (Antoninus Pius) and Antonine II (Marcus Aurelius,
but lasting until the destruction of a . d . 197, which was one of the main joists in
the Birley-Collingwood scheme). The idea of a break in the occupation, under
Hadrian, was adopted from the earlier reports. There had certainly been a still earlier
occupation, well attested by coins and pottery, though hardly at all by structures,
which was taken to have lasted from Vespasian to early Hadrian, and was defined
as Flavian. This then was the new framework: Flavian, Antonine I, Antonine II,
Severan, Constantian and Theodosian. Birley had the insight and courage to put
forward a new hypothesis instead of merely copying out the former received doctrine.
This was rapidly accepted by Richmond, and then by everyone else concerned; it
has stood up to more than forty years o f severe testing. Divided and subdivided,
added to, modified here, made more flexible there, and made the subject of con
troversy at one point, it nevertheless still stands as an invaluable framework for,
and summary of, the history o f the site.
When, in 1938, Birley published groups of pottery from successive levels, he made
use of the actual term “level”, and numbered from the top downwards, beginning
with the latest— Levels, I, II, III and IV.6 This was a purely structural scale, unlike
that already discussed, which was based mainly on epigraphic evidence, and used
imperial and dynastic names as chronological terms. The dynastic scale was later
subdivided. Flavian became Flavian I, II and III, with the alternative terms Flavian,
Trajanic and Hadrianic. The present numerical scale was introduced in 1953. It made
slow headway, and it has been further subdivided, but, in slightly altered form, it
remains in use. It is not based on dates, but on structural sequence-—a simple I, II,
III, and so on, from the subsoil upwards. The two kinds of scale, the one chrono
logical and the other structural, are not of course strictly comparable. The structural
2 E ric Birley, Corbridge Roman Station (C orstopitum );
Official Guide . 1st ed itio n , 1935.
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scale is elastic in chronological terms, while the scales could be made to move along
side each other, like the parts of a slide rule. In practice it is possible to assign, with
fair confidence, absolute dates to some of the structural phases; fort IVA and the
first post-fort phase are both dated epigraphically. The various scales, down to the
later second century, may be placed side by side to form a concordance table; this
also should be o f help to those using reports in which the presence o f different
notations, sometimes in the same report, might be a source of misunderstanding,
if not of confusion and frustration.
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F O R T IA

The earliest fort on the guardianship site, fort IA, is naturally the most deeply
buried. It thus has the advantage that it has been less affected by levelling-down
later in the Roman period, or in the nineteen thirties, than some of its successors.
On the other hand, except in one area, it is the least accessible, and as a result has
been the last of the forts to reveal its general character. It was long accepted that
the fort had been larger than its successors. This was based in part on the probability
that the garrison had been the ala Petriana, and the belief, then, that the ala was
already one thousand strong. It has now beeni known for some time that the ala
was only five-hundred strong in the Flavian period, but certain structural points in
the fort still seemed to suggest that it had been unusually large.
On the southern part of the site the material from dismantled timber-framed
buildings of the first and second centuries has become compressed, while that of
the solid, and often re-surfaced, contemporary roads has not; this has caused the
overlying, and visible, third-century buildings to subside, in a regular pattern of two
parallel east to west depressions, interrupted on the line of the earlier via praetoria.
It was long thought that these depressions marked the line of the south ditches of
the earliest fort, and that the interruption fell opposite the position o f the southgate.7 The earliest tentative reconstructions of the fort showed it with an east to
east axis.

In 1956 and 1960 Mr. A. R. Birley found that there were no ditches and that the
depressions had had a different origin. In 1964 Mr. C. M. Daniels and Mr. J. Tait
found that the axis of the first fort was north to south, and that the axes of all
subsequent forts coincided more or less accurately with it. The idea, nevertheless, still
persisted that the first fort might have been wider than its successors, and a
tentative reconstruction was made of a fort with a tripartite pattern of blocks in
the southern portion, on the lines of Dalswinton II.8 This was never more than a
hypothesis, and in 1973, the forty-second and final excavation season,-it was carefully
tested, in the only possible place, the road between the third-century compounds.
The fort was found to be bipartite. A re-examination o f the evidence from other
parts of the site showed that the first fort had in fact been no wider than its suc
cessors. Except for fort IB, which was a modified version of IA, the general anatomy
of the later forts had been in no doubt.
In the plans, walls which are represented by foundations, sleeper-trenches or post
trenches, and have been observed and recorded, are shown in solid black; minor
interruptions by intersecting walls or by balks, are ignored. Walling restored by
interpolation or by extrapolation is shown by line-shading. Walling inferred with
confidence, or restored from parallels, is shown by unshaded double lines. Wholly
conjectural buildings are shown in open outline. A simplified plan, shaded by
stippling, of the masonry of the later site XI, is superimposed on each plan.
Dimensions are given in metres. On occasion, they are also given in Roman feet;
many of the measurements made during construction seem to have been in exact
multiples or fractions of Roman feet.
Fort IA is 135 m wide. Its precise length is unknown, but may be estimated
from the probable garrison. Two buildings in the eastern part of the central range,
the so-called hospital, and a granary, are known almost in their entirety. There are
three further buildings about which sufficient is known to make restoration possible;
these are, the headquarters building, a long, unsubdivided building, and a barrack
block. Enough survived of the remains of the prefect’s house to establish its character.
Except in the granary, where they are narrower, the post-trenches of IA are about
100 m deep, and 0-60 m (ped. 2) wide. The filling of the trenches is clean sand and
gravel; there is no admixture of occupation material, or of charcoal and fired clay.
Most of the post-holes were found empty, the wood having decayed in position. The
post-holes penetrate to the bottom of the trench, thus revealing that no sleeper-beam
or sole-plate had ever occupied the trench bottom. It is an invariable rule on the
site that, wherever there is evidence of a sleeper, it had lain in a shallow trench,
while wherever there are deep post-trenches, there is evidence that they had never
held sleepers. The post-holes fall at intervals which are fairly regular, though without
mechanical precision, at a mean distance of 0-74 m (ped. 2-5).
An exhaustive search, in 1971 and 1972, for a second granary to the east o f that
known and recorded, produced the clearest possible negative evidence. N ot only was
there no granary, but there was no structure of any kind, on what subsequently proved

to be the intervallum. As the prefect’s house is known to occupy much of the space
to the west of the headquarters building, and probably occupies most of it, there is
no room for a second granary on the west. It is unusual for only one granary to
be found in a fort, though there is a structurally linked pair in the Hadrianic fort
at South Shields. The Corbridge granary covers more than twice the area of each
of the pair of granaries at Fendoch, and it may have been considered large enough
to stand alone. Timber granaries normally have an odd number of parallel trenches
for their supports; at Corbridge there are seventeen. This figure implies sixteen
bays, which is readily subdivisible. The trenches for supports are regularly 1-48 m
(ped. 5) apart; the post-holes within them are less regularly spaced but they are at
approximately the same intervals as the trenches.
The building to the west has a wide central passage, or nave, doubtless once lit
by a clerestory, and nine rooms on either side. Its plan is substantially identical with
a building in fort IVA and with one at Fendoch9; these have both been identified
as hospitals. Precisely similar buildings are known at Inchtuthil and at Pen Llystyn10;
there they are integrated with tribunes’ houses, and have not been identified as
hospitals. The building may for convenience be referred to as the hospital.
The size and position of the headquarters building are securely known; it is larger
than all its successors, and lies somewhat further north, though on a shared axis.
N ot all details are known, and it remains uncertain whether the building faced north,
or, like all its successors, south. As the north wall is continuous it has been interpreted
as the rear wall, in spite of the absence of traces, which have been sought in vain,
of partitions for the aedes and for the offices. The building has been restored to
face south.
The north wall of the prefect’s house is on the same line as that of the headquarters
building. Only the northern part of the building, that which had survived the
levelling-down for the granaries of fort IVA, has been investigated and recorded.
A narrow, unsubdivided building, almost certainly of barrack-block length, is
known in the eastern part of the retentura. In the western part some of the contubernia
of a barrack block are known, though the decurions’ quarters are not. The contubernium partitions, measured over one wall, are an average distance of 4-27 m (ped. 14)
apart; this probably means that there were eight contubernia, which is appropriate
for cavalry.
The east and west ramparts have a thickness of about 6 m (ped. 20). The west
rampart, and the most southerly available portion of the east rampart, are laid
directly on the old ground surface, apparently after minimal preparation. In an
extremely wet area, south o f the east gate, the east rampart is founded on a
corduroy o f closely packed branches. North of the gate there are less closely spaced
planks, or split logs, and further north still, cobbles. The material is laid turf, with
an occasional admixture of unlaminated soil or clay. The lower part of the east and
west ramparts of fort IA did duty, with some repairs, for the whole of the time that
the site was occupied by a fort. The north and south ramparts lie outside the
9 P S A S lxxiii, 110-154.
10 J R S li, 158; A J cxxv, 102-192.

guardianship area. If the fort was changed in length to accommodate successive units
of different types, they may have had a more eventful history than the known
ramparts.
There seem to have been no guardchambers at the east and west gates. The towers
were formed by free-standing stout timber supports, partly within the body of
the rampart.
The plan o f IA, so far as it is known, allows, though it does not compel,
restoration as a fort for an ala quingenaria, and there is only one other possibility.
The ala Petriana was certainly at Corbridge in the Flavian period11; fort IB has
produced evidence of infantry in garrison, while the Red House site seems not to
have been planned as a fort. It would then seem highly likely, though it is not
completely certain, that the ala Petriana was the garrison of fort IA.
That the fort belongs to the Flavian period has long been firmly established.
Samian found in 1973 provides a terminus post quem of circa a . d . 85; the actual date
of building can hardly have been much later than this. The foundation was perhaps
a consequence of the re-organization of garrisons which is known to have followed
the first withdrawal from Scotland, in or shortly after a . d . 87. Corbridge IA would
then be approximately contemporary both with the rebuilt and enlarged forts at
Dalswinton and Newstead,12 and also with the first occupation for which there is
published ceramic evidence at Vindolanda.13
An approximate round-figure date of a.d . 90 may be suggested for the foundation
of fort IA.

F O R T IB

Fort IB is the same width as fort IA, but its precise length is unknown. Three
buildings in the central range of fort IA, the granary, the hospital and the head
quarters building, were retained in use in fort IB, either unaltered, or only slightly
altered. Two buildings in the central range, that to the south of the granary and
hospital, and the former prefect’s house, were either greatly altered or completely
rebuilt. The unsubdivided building in the retentura seems to have remained unaltered,
while the barrack to the west had been completely rebuilt, on a different frontage
and with different subdivision. The contubernium partitions are 3-55 m (ped. 12)
apart; this probably means that there were ten contubernia, which is appropriate for
infantry. The spacing of the partitions in the one barrack in the praetentura about
which anything is known was the same.
The buildings of fort IB were represented by sleeper-trenches, not post-trenches.
The sleepers had been c. 0-3 m (ped. 1) deep, from ground level, and the same
width. N o post-holes survived in the trenches, but along the edges were small
regularly spaced stake-holes.
11 R IB 1172.
12 Trans . Dum. and Gall xxxiv, 9-21; P S A S Ixxxiv,
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This phenomenon is not fully explained. It is regularly encountered in association
with sleeper-trench construction, both in fort IB and in fort IVA. It is also found
in association with the low stone walls of the part-timbered buildings of fort IVA.
It clearly had some connection with the use of beams or sole-plates, though it is
not known in precisely what way; none of the explanations so far published is wholly
convincing.
The method of construction has been recorded in six different buildings of fort
IB,14 while the only buildings of fort IB which were of a different construction were
those which had survived from IA. A charred beam survived below a secondary
partition in the hospital.15 In the waterlogged north-eastern praetentura, not far from
the surviving rampart strapping, several beams, both from partitions and from axial
walls, survived in shrunken but recognisable form. The mortices were clearly visible,
and the pointed ends of the side stakes survived. Elsewhere the construction was
represented by narrow shallow trenches, without post-holes, but accompanied by
stake-holes.
Fort IB certainly perished by fire. The evidence is widespread and abundant.16
Charcoal, unmixed with fired daub, overlay the remains of the granary. In even
greater quantity charred wattle and burnt daub overlay the remains of the hospital
and of the headquarters building, lying exactly as it would have done if all the walls
had fallen over in one direction, away from the post-trenches. Charred wattle and
fired daub overlay some of the sleeper trenches in the building to south of the granary
and hospital. As we have seen, a sleeper in the hospital had been charred in
position. At all excavated points on the site similar evidence was found at the
corresponding level. It is highly unlikely that the widespread burning was accidental;
if it was the work of the garrison, it could only have been in preparation for
precipitate withdrawal.
Below the charred floor boards of a room in the west range of the hospital was
found a large chest containing an assemblage of metal and other objects. These
included several pieces of armour.17 Mr. H. Russell Robinson of the Tower
Armouries has reconstructed the best preserved cuirasses.18 They are laminated plate
of the kind worn by legionaries.
The barracks for which there is evidence seem both to be of infantry type. If it
held a standard auxiliary unit at all, fortIB, taking its size into account,mighthave
held a cohors milliaria, with or without cavalry. In view of the find of the armour,
it is perhaps more likely that the garrison was formed, wholly or in part, by a
legionary detachment. Contubernia of the same size are known at Inchtuthil.
The foundation date of fort IB is known only within limits. It probably fell within
the last decade of the first century. There is no event in the written records with
which the construction might be tentatively associated.
The pottery of fort IB cannot be distinguished from that of IA. On no part of
the site have separate levels of the two phases been distinguished. IB is known only
14 A A 4- xv, 257; A A 4 xxi, 210-213; A A 4 xlix, 13.
15 A A 4 xxiii, 221; A A 4 xlix, 13.
16 A A 4 xxi, 219; A A 4 xlix, 13.

n A A 4 xlvi, 115-126.
18H . Russell R o b in so n 1975, 174-182.

from structural changes, associated with surviving floor levels only in one small area
o f the hospital. The pottery from the levels of period 1 as a whole includes vessels
of form 29, one stamped by, and the other in the style of, CALVUS of La
Graufesenque, who has been dated a . d . 60 to 85. A vessel of form 37, in the style
of MERCATO, also of South Gaul, has been dated a . d . 85 to 100. In general the
decorated samian from the level resembles that from Flavian Newstead.19 The other
pottery includes flagons with evenly protuberant rings on the neck, jars with crisp
regular rustication, and also plain jars with short sharply everted rims, with or
without shoulder grooves, carinated bowls, in oxidised fabric, with the softly reeded
rims of the immediate locality, several examples of mortaria, in typical fabric, of
Bushe-Fox’s forms 14 or 18, the types of which Q. VALERIUS VERANIUS was
one o f the manufacturers, as well as lids, dishes and other types, generally o f the
Flavian period. Most o f the pottery is light coloured, and none is black or burnished.
The widespread conflagration occurred, in all likelihood, at the same time as the
destruction of Broomholm, Dalswinton, Glenlochar, Newstead and Oakwood, on
the occasion of the second, and more urgent, withdrawal from Scotland. It is un
certain how relevant is the coin hoard of mixed metals, corroded by fire, which had
been deposited after a . d . 98. This was found in 1914 at a low level outside the fort
to the east.20 A numismatic terminus post quem is provided by a copper coin of
a . d . 92 which was found in the fired and charred debris of the headquarters building.
It is probable that the conflagration came at a markedly later date than this. The
generally accepted date for it, and for the second withdrawal from Scotland, is
c. a . d . 105.

F O R T II

Fort II is the same width as forts IA and IB. It appears to have used the same
east and west ramparts, and, so far as can be learnt from the surviving remains,
these were not substantially modified. The gateway timbers were renewed at some
time, but it is not known at precisely which point in the sequence this occurred. The
precise length of the fort is unknown, but may be estimated from the probable
garrison.
In the eastern part of the central range, substantial traces of only two buildings
survived. Later construction had almost certainly removed all traces of a third.
On each of three occasions, at the beginning of phases II, III and IVA, when the
fort was completely replanned and rebuilt, the positions of the granaries on the one
hand, and the commanding officer’s house on the other, were reversed. A possible
explanation for the changes of plan which caused these reversals has been put forward
orally by Mr. Daniels. If Tacitus’s words are strictly interpreted they can only mean
that fort granaries held, not merely the unexpired portion of a year’s supply o f
19 J. C urie, A Roman Frontier Post— Newstead , 1911,
203-217.
20 A A 3 xii, 250.

grain, but also a complete year’s supply in hand.21 If a fort was to be completely
reconstructed, the problem o f where to store the grain while the granaries were being
replaced, would naturally arise. As an officer, even one so senior as a tribune or
prefect, was mobile, and could be found suitable alternative accommodation, the
best solution would seem to have been to build the new granaries on the site of the
old house, while continuing to store the grain reserves in the old granaries, until
the new ones were ready. If this is what happened, it would explain perfectly the
change between forts II and III, and it would also explain why it was that the
granaries of forts IB and IVB, which were modifications only of forts IA and IVA,
did not merely occupy the sites of their precursors, but were in fact the same
granaries which had continued in use, little altered, and doubtless still holding grain.
The granary of fort IB had of course been burnt down, so the granaries o f fort II
could have been built on either of two sites; as it happens, a change was made. The
fact that there was a change o f site for the granaries of fort IVA, implies that the
timber granaries of fort III were still in sufficiently good order to be used for storage
at the beginning of the re-occupation, while the new part-stone granaries were being
built.
Whereas each o f the houses was built in conformity with the natural slope, each
pair o f granaries was built on a prepared level and horizontal site. In each instance
the level site was obtained, not by importing material from elsewhere (levelling-up),
but by digging material out (levelling-down). The effect of this, in the western part
of the fort, was that all but the northernmost edge of the remains of the houses
o f the commanding officers o f forts IA and IB, were removed by the granaries of
forts II and IVA, and that all trace o f the tribune’s house of fort II, in the eastern
part o f the fort, were removed by the granaries of fort III; the remains of the granary
o f fort IA, lying deeper, were less affected.
Because of the tendency of the ground to slope down from east to west in that
area, traces of a different building of fort II survived below the western part of the
northern granary o f fort III. This was a small rectangular building of post-trench
construction, with a single subdivision. It is closely similar to one in the central range
o f Fendoch, but it is of unknown purpose. South of the granaries of fort III, and
unaffected by them, a structure on an east to west axis lay alongside the via
principalis. This is subdivided in such a way that the lateral partitions do not cross
the main axial subdivision. In this respect it closely resembles some of the con
temporary barrack blocks, which suggests that, like them, it was intended as quarters
for personnel, and its position within the headquarters range suggests some connection
with administration. The structure is not known in its entirety, but if the distance
between the partitions be divided into the available space, a figure emerges of eight
contubernia, without officers’ quarters.
Generally similar structures are known in forts III and IVA, in each instance
resembling the contemporary barracks. A similar structure is known at Pen Llystyn,
where it is interpreted as a hospital. At Housesteads an extra barrack-block, no
shorter in this instance than the others, appears in the northern part of the central
21 T acitu s, Agricola , 22, 2.

range. These buildings are clearly for the accommodation of personnel, about four
to a room, which makes it difficult to accept that they had a directly administrative
function. Prison and hospital have alike been suggested as their function. In spite
of the absence of either literary or epigraphic evidence, the character o f the structure
seems to suggest that it held other ranks, and its position in the headquarters range
would seem to suggest that they were those who worked in unit headquarters, but
were not on the strength of individual sub-units. The term administration block may
for convenience be used to characterise the building.
The headquarters building is known almost in its entirety. It is wholly timber
framed and of post-trench construction. The post-holes in the trench o f the outside
east wall were preserved with unusual clarity. The post-trench was exceptionally
narrow, a mere 015 m (ped. 0-5); traces of small vertical wattles were visible in the
trench-filling, between the post-holes, which were regular in shape and spacing,
though not identical in size. Apart from this, and from the partitions of the barracks,
the post-trenches of fort II were similar in character to those o f fort IA, though.
they were narrower, 0-45 m (ped. 1-5) wide.
The building immediately to west of the headquarters, between the headquarters and
the granaries, is covered by the remains both of the part-stone part-timber hospital
of phase IVA, and also by the aqueduct and castellum aquae of a later phase. These
buildings were consolidated long ago, and have not therefore been available for
excavation. Both sleeper-trench constructions, and deep post-trench constructions
were observed and recorded in front o f the castellum aquae in 1909. The former
probably belong to fort IB, and the latter possibly to fort II. It seems reasonable to
conclude that a timber-framed building of post-trench construction occupied the site,
and by no means impossible that it was the hospital of fort II.
To the west, all but the northern edge of the structures of fort II had been com
pletely removed by the erection, in a levelled-down area, of the part-stone, parttimber, granaries of fort IVA. Two rows o f large and deep post-holes, seventeen in
each row, have been recorded, running east and west. The two rows, and the
individual post-holes in each row, are 1-48 m (ped. 5) apart. On the north side is
a further parallel row of smaller, more closely spaced, post-holes. In contrast with
the granaries of forts IA and III, each main post had been set within its own indi
vidual pit. There can be little doubt that these remains represent the north side o f
a granary, with its long axis east to west, and resembling in its construction the
granaries at Old Kilpatrick. To the south there is appropriate space for a second
granary of the same type, whose traces, apart from a number of post-holes dis
covered in the late 1940s, and recorded by Richmond, have otherwise been entirely
wiped out by the granaries of fort IVA.
More is known about the barracks of fort II than about those o f any other fort
at Corbridge. Parts of four barrack blocks are known, one almost in its entirety.
Two of them exhibit the unusual feature that the contubernium partitions run only
as far as the longitudinal medial wall, and do not cross the full width of any build
ing. The administration block is of the same character. The distance between the
partitions varies from block to block. In three instances it is 3-55 m (ped. 12), and

in one instance 4-45 m (ped. 15). In the available space, this implies some blocks
with eight, and others with ten, contubernia, which in its turn implies a mixed
garrison of cavalry and infantry, though it is not possible to distinguish barracks
from stables. As the fort is 135 m wide, as four blocks are certainly known, with
unrestored fragments of at least three more on the site, and as there is space
available, without leaving the guardianship area, for a further ten, the fort can hardly
have held other than a cohors milliaria equitata.
Almost everywhere the post-trenches of fort II had been cut through masses of
fired clay and charcoal, and, as a result, they were largely filled with a mixture of
sand, gravel and this burnt material. This enabled structures of fort II confidently
to be distinguished from those of forts IA or III. The structures of IB and IVA are
in any case distinguishable, for the method of construction was different. The
shallower trenches for some of the partitions of the barracks of fort II Were filled
with white lime. In 1973, a coin of a type first struck in a . d . 103 was found in one
of these trenches, on site XI. A coin of precisely the same date had been found on
site XX, nineteen years previously, at a lower level than structures of fort II,
though not actually sealed by them.22
The coins provide a terminus post quem for the construction of fort II. It may
be tentatively suggested that the fort was built c. a . d . 106, the date at which, it seems
generally to be accepted, Trajan, after the withdrawal from southern Scotland, added
to the number of forts on the Stanegate, and doubtless also reconstructed pre-existing
forts.
As has already been seen, levelling-down on site XI, both in the Roman period
and again thirty years ago, has removed stratified layers; elsewhere on the site, the
necessity to excavate in small holes between consolidated stone structures, has meant
that caution has had to be exercised in the correlation of levels. However, from the
officers’ quarters north of the visible granaries, where, alone on the site, were
preserved both concrete floors and plaster-faced walls, of more than one successive
early phase, substantial groups of pottery from clear-cut levels have been recovered
and published.23
Most of the samian in the group from the level of fort II has been dated to the
later Flavian period. The coarse wares include, among other categories, rustic ware,
jars with short, sharply everted rims, or with shoulder grooves, and carinated bowls,
or uncarinated dishes with reeded, and unreeded rims. Types are present which had
emerged before the second withdrawal from Scotland, and others which were still
on the market after work had begun on Hadrian’s Wall. In other words, so far as
precision is at all possible in these matters, the coarse pottery of phase II forms a
typical Trajanic assemblage. Although the group is large, it includes no blackburnished wares of any kind. There should be no need to repeat arguments, already
several times advanced, in detail, in print, for the belief that BB1 first reached the
region of Hadrian’s Wall early in the reign of Hadrian, and no earlier; BB2 reached
northern Britain later still. From this it would seem to follow that the occupation
of fort II had come to an end by the early years of Hadrian. It is possible that it

was in a . d . 121 or 122, about the time that work was begun on the Wall. A case
could be made out for the end of phase II having fallen earlier, but hardly for its
having fallen later.
There is the clearest possible negative evidence that the occupation of fort II did
not end in a conflagration. Charred wattle and fired daub was confined to the
filling of the post-trenches, and no trace of burning overlay any of the fort’s structural
remains. Only one of the six successive forts at Corbridge seems to have been
destroyed by fire; that is the second in the series—fort IB. Nor is there anything
at all to suggest that there was a break in the occupation of the site between forts
II and III.

F O R T III

Fort III would appear to be a rebuilding of fort II, more far-reaching than that
of forts IA or IVA, to accommodate a new garrison, of a different character. Fort III
has the same width as its predecessors, while its length may only be estimated.
In the eastern part of the central range is a pair of granaries, each, as at Pen
Llystyn, on an east to west axis. As has been seen, these were built in areas prepared
for them by levelling down. Each is the same length as the granary of fort IA, but
is narrower—9-5 m. The uprights had been placed, not in individual pits, but in lateral
post-trenches; the trenches are identical in number— seventeen—and in spacing—
1-48 m {ped. 5)—to those in fort IA. Each main upright had stood on a flat stone
at the bottom of the post-trench, presumably to prevent its sinking into the ground
under the weight of the granary contents. In no instance had a timber sleeper
occupied the bottom of the deep post-trenches.
South of the granaries lies a further building with an east to west axis. The only
lateral partition which is known completely runs the full width of the building, and
crosses the longitudinal subdividing wall; the arrangement thus differs from that in
fort II. The position of the partition in relation to the space available for the building
as a whole implies ten subdivisions. In both respects there is a similarity between
the building and the contemporary barracks thus once more implying its use by
personnel, for the same purpose as those already termed administration blocks. A
building lying parallel with the granaries at Pen Llystyn also has ten regular sub
divisions, with, apparently, an additional larger chamber at the inner end; it is there
characterised as a hospital.
So far as is known, the only building, of the twenty or so in the fort, which survived
little altered from fort II to fort III was the headquarters. Here, the only major change
was the replacement of the timber aedes by one partly of stone and partly of timber.
This was the first stone structure within the defences of the forts. Stone structures
in a similar position are known in late-Flavian forts in Wales and in Scotland.
Though, on the one hand, the excavators at the beginning of the century, and, on
the other, Richmond more recently, both concluded otherwise, fresh evidence
obtained during maintenance work, and observed by Dr. J. C. Mann, seems to show

that the upright timbers of the aedes of fort II had been incorporated and encased
in the stonework of fort III.
Nothing positive is known of the building or buildings which occupied the site
between the headquarters and the west rampart. Their remains had evidently first been
largely wiped out by the granaries and hospital of fort IVA, and then irrecoverably
overlain by the granaries and castellum aquae o f still later phases. The area of the
available space is somewhat greater than that occupied at Pen Llystyn by a, tribune’s
house, together with a structure which resembles those interpreted as hospitals at
Fendoch and in Corbridge I and IV, though it is not interpreted as a hospital in
the Pen Llystyn report. Similar structures have been conjecturally restored on the
plan of Corbridge fort III.
Except where it is crossed by the later aqueduct, the southernmost barrack on the
west side of the retentura is known almost completely. Substantial portions of two
others are also known. On available information they seem to be identical neither in
plan nor in width. Each has a contubernium width of 3-55 m (ped. 12) and, either
certainly or almost certainly, ten contubernia. The type o f barrack is similar to those
at Fendoch, Housesteads I and II, and Pen Llystyn. Unlike those at Fendoch and
Housesteads they are at right angles to the axis of the fort. The similarities between
Corbridge III, so far as it is known, and Pen Llystyn, are so close as to suggest that
those parts of Corbridge III which have not been available for excavation may also
have resembled Pen Llystyn, and this possibility has been allowed to influence the
tentatively restored plan.
Corbridge III would seem to be a fort exclusively for infantry, whether a single
or a composite unit, holding barracks for twelve centuries. Apart from Pen Llystyn,
and possibly Haltonchesters, no other fort of this type is known. Fendoch and
Housesteads, the only other known forts suitable for large exclusively infantry units,
held only ten centuries each. It is possible that Corbridge III was occupied by a unit
or grouping similar to that which had earlier occupied Pen Llystyn. It is also possible
that the identical unit which had held Corbridge III moved directly to Halton
chesters; this has the same number of blocks and is the same size as Pen Llystyn,
and thus as Corbridge III might be thought to have been.
If, as has already been suggested, the building of fort III was a direct consequence
of a change of garrison, then the date of foundation will have coincided with the
end of the occupation of fort II, that is not later than c. a.d. 122. The latest coin
found in the levels of forts I to III was a dupondius of Hadrian, a.d. 119 to 121.24
The amount of pottery sealed in the level of fort III is small. It includes samian
dated to between a.d. 100 and 120, and at least three examples of BB1. Almost
thirty years ago Richmond suggested that the Stanegate forts had probably remained
in occupation until forts were built on Hadrian’s Wall. This appears to have been
almost universally accepted. It would seem probable that the occupation of fort III
came to an end in c. a.d. 125, when Haltonchesters was built, possibly to hold the
unit from Corbridge III.

It is the strong probability that the use of the structures of fort III ended early
in Hadrian’s reign, combined with the almost complete certainty that the next set
of structures was erected early in the reign of Antoninus Pius, which provides the
main argument for accepting that there was an interval of some fifteen years during
which the site stood without a garrison, or was occupied only by a small caretaker
detachment. As the gap was less than a potter’s estimated working life, there is
naturally a certain amount of Hadrianic material from the site but the argument
does not depend on presences and absences, so much as on sealed groups and on
structural and epigraphic evidence. Evidence has already been considered, and
further evidence will be considered, which suggests that during the break in the
occupation the structures of fort III were neither dismantled nor allowed to fall into
ruin, but maintained in usable condition.

F O R T IV A

Fort IVA is the same width as its predecessors, though its length, like theirs, can
only be estimated. The road pattern of fort IVA followed the same general lines
as that of fort III, though no single building survived without alteration, and most
were entirely reconstructed.
The east and west ramparts were of turf, and they incorporated the surviving lower
part of the ramparts of fort IA, on almost exactly the same lines. The retention of
a turf rampart, some two decades later than the building of stone forts in the
immediate vicinity, is interesting, though, of course, the majority of the forts on the
strictly contemporary Antonine Wall had turf ramparts.
It is possible, though not certain, that it was in phase IVA that, as has been
mentioned, the gateway timbers were renewed. Evidence for this renewal, which
Richmond assigned to Antonine I, was obtained from the west gate in 1953, and
from the east gate in 1966; for ineluctable practical reasons, neither gate was com
pletely disengaged. In each instance the main uprights, which had survived as empty
holes, 0-30 m square and some 2 m deep, had been planted 1-48 m (ped. 5) apart,
in large individual pits, between road and rampart, thus implying that there had been
no ground-level guardchamber.
For the first time in the history of the forts extensive use was made of stone. The
aedes of fort III is the only earlier internal stone structure, though, naturally, the
Red House bath-house was of stone, as doubtless was also its as yet undiscovered
successor. As will appear there is evidence that no building of fort IVA had been
of stone from foundation to eaves, and many, though newly built, had been of
timber throughout.
In the eastern part of the central range, substantial traces of three buildings
survived; two were of timber, and one, to the height to which it survived, of stone.

The most northerly was represented by some 28 m linear length of post-trenches,
all that survived of a building otherwise largely removed by Roman and modern
levelling, to which, as the latest building of a timber fort, standing on the highest
part of the site, it had been particularly vulnerable. A graphic reconstruction is not
possible, but the structure had been carefully laid out, and, from its position in
the fort, there can be little doubt that it had formed part of the commanding
officer’s house.
Immediately to south lies a stone granary, 19*8 m from east to west, by 7*5 m.
There are no buttresses. Neither outer-walls nor sleeper-walls now stand higher than
0-45 m, and may never have stood much higher. Seven sleeper-walls run trans
versely, at intervals of 1-48 m (ped. 5), precisely overlying the post-trenches of a
granary of fort III, whether by accident or design. Two sleeper-walls run longi
tudinally, at a wider interval. The spacing of the sleeper-walls suggests a timber floor,
as at Housesteads, rather than a flagged floor, as in the later granaries at Corbridge.
Contemporary sleeper-walls running at right-angles to each other in the same
building have parallels at Haltonchesters, and in a later phase at Corbridge, while
the absence of buttresses has parallels at Whitley Castle, and in the western pair
of granaries of fort IVA.
To the south, largely overlain by the massive stone-work of site XI, and much
cut-about by developments in phase IVB and later, are the disjecta membra o f the
administration block. It lies east to west, and is of post-trench construction. It is
longitudinally subdivided, and the partitions cross the full width. The spacing of the
partitions, 5-1 m (ped. 17-25) is too great readily to allow the restoration of more
than six pairs of rooms in the available space, and certainly too great to allow the
restoration of eight. Those parts o f the block which were preserved at all, were wellpreserved. Deep post-holes, some lightly filled, and some empty, survived 0-67 m
deep, at intervals of 0-66 m, while the impressions of intermediate vertical rods or
wattles, 60 mm apart, were also well preserved; these are the only examples of this
relatively late date.
The headquarters building is known almost entirely. With only minor variations
it occupies the site of that o f forts II and III. The suryiving remains are of stone,
though the building may not have been of stone to its full height. The part-stone
aedes of fort III had been incorporated in the later stonework. The outer walls, on
the north and west, and also, so far as could be ascertained, on the south, coincided
so precisely with those o f forts II and III, that the later footing flags overlay post
trenches and empty post-holes. The stone east wall has been recorded as falling close
to but inside the line o f the earlier east wall.25 In fact they also coincide, and the
previous report is in error, as it also is in its record of the position of the stone east
wall in relation to site XI. The incorporation of the stone aedes, the accurate
reproduction of the earlier plan, and the placing of footing flags over post-holes
which, presumably, still held sawn-off timbers, or they would hardly have survived
empty and undisturbed, imply that the timber headquarters had neither been dis
mantled, nor allowed to fall into complete ruin, at the end of phase III.

The division between the basilica and the courtyard is represented by intermittent
lengths of stone wall. The bases o f the supports for the verandah are such as to
suggest that the supports had been cylindrical columns.
The building immediately to west of the headquarters, between it and the granaries,
is, as the term is here used, the hospital. The plan has been recovered in part, on
either side of the later aqueduct, and in front of the later castellum aquae. Enough
is known for confident restoration, and the plan is almost identical with that of the
hospital of fort IA. It is stone-built, but with indications that the walls may merely
have been sills for the support of sleeper-beams and a timber-framed construction.
There are stake-holes on both faces of the outer walls, at intervals, where they are
best preserved, of 0-5 m. This implies a method of construction matching in certain
respects that of all the known timber buildings of fort IB, and also many of the
timber buildings of fort IVA. It seems not unlikely that the use o f stakes was
somehow related to the use o f sleeper-beams, whether below, on, or above ground
level.
To the west lies a pair of stone granaries. These are some 30 m long, on a north
to south axis like that of fort I, and unlike those o f forts II and III. The granaries
of fort IVA have been covered, largely but not completely, by those of a later phase.
It is the Severan granaries, on precisely the same site, which have been consolidated,
are visible on the site, and are among its more impressive remains. The granaries
of fort IVA were o f stone up to a point, but were without buttresses. This is a method
of construction, which as has been seen, is not without parallel. In view of the fact
that in fort bath-houses buttresses always support vaulted rooms, while unvaulted
rooms have no buttresses, the absence of buttresses from all three granaries of fort
IVA implies that none had vaulted roofs. Conversely, it also follows, that the later
granaries, which were buttressed, may have had vaulted roofs. The granaries of fort
IVA were probably straightforward timber granaries, standing on low stone sill
walls. Stake-holes, at precisely the same interval as in the hospital, have been recorded
along the sides of the walls. The east wall of the later east granary precisely overlies
the east wall of the east granary of fort IVA, and the west wall of the later west
granary precisely overlies the west wall of the west granary o f fort IVA. On the other
hand, the west wall of the later east granary lies wholly east of, that is inside, the
west wall of the east granary of fort IVA, and the east wall of the later west granary
lies wholly west of, that is inside, the east wall of the west granary of fort IVA. The
later granaries are narrower. The reason for this is clear; while a narrow alley will
serve between a pair of unbuttressed granaries, a pair o f buttressed granaries requires
an alley wider by at least the degree of projection of two buttresses.
N o sleeper-walls of this period are known. Sleeper-walls assigned to Antonine I
appear on Richmond’s plan of 1950, and again on a plan o f fort IVA published
twenty-one years later;26 both are in error. A fresh examination of the consolidated
remains reveals that the earliest sleeper-walls are related, both structurally and in
plan, to the earliest buttressed granaries, and not to those of fort IVA. The floors,
in IVA, were presumably of timber, though how they were supported is not known;
26 A A 4 xxviii, 152-158 an d pi. XI; A A 4 xlix, 5.

Richmond records a number of post-holes inside the granaries, but it cannot now
be known whether these belonged to fort II or to fort IVA.
Substantial portions of a single barrack o f fort IVA have been recorded. This is
in the retentura, north of the granaries and hospital. Smaller portions of a further
two barracks, one in the retentura, and one in the praetentura have also been
recorded. In all three instances the construction of the contubernia had been in
shallow sleeper-trenches, without surviving main post-holes, but with stake-holes
alongside, 30 mm (ped. 1) apart, exactly as in all the main structures of fort IB.
While the northern part of the courtyard of site XI had been fruitful of barrack
plans for the earlier forts, later levelling had removed all trace o f structures o f fort
IVA, which had not only been inserted from a higher level, but had also penetrated
less deeply than the post-trenches of forts IA, II and III.
The decurions’ quarters in the most fully recorded block, which were of post-trench
construction, unlike the walls further east in the same block, were well preserved.
In one room a complete red concrete floor survived, on a solid cobble foundation.
It had been repaired in the course of phase- IVA, and had subsequently been cut
through by post-pits of a much later phase. In the remainder of this barrack the
contubernium partitions cross the longitudinal wall, as they do in the contemporary
administration block. The traces o f the partitions were faint and difficult to observe.
This is probably because they were of shallow sleeper-trench construction, as they
certainly were in the other contemporary barracks, and subsequently the sleepers had
been removed at the time of the erection of the stone partitions of fort IVB. Some
trace did however survive, and there was no trace of IVA timber construction in
the spaces between the cobble foundations of IVB. The space between the partitions
is 4-45 m (ped . 15), and there were quite certainly eight contubernia. This implies a
possible cavalry garrison, or a mixed garrison.
It is always possible that fort IVA held a task force, including a legionary detach
ment, though the fact that both the inscriptions which may be confidently assigned
to this phase are legionary, is not necessarily evidence of this. Given that the garrison
was a standard unit of the auxilia, this choice lies between an ala quingennaria and
a cohors milliaria equitata. The garrison of fort IVB was a cohors milliaria equitata,
and the same unit is known to have been elsewhere when fort IVA was occupied.
There was then a change of unit. As the occupation of fort IVA ended neither in
disaster, nor in a period of abandonment, it seems unlikely that a unit would be
moved from the fort to be replaced by another of precisely the same type. The IVA
and IVB garrisons were then, probably, not merely different, but different in type.
It follows from this that the IVA garrison is likely to have been an ala quingennaria.
Four different methods o f construction have been noted in the buildings of fort
IVA. As these are linked to each other by structural sequence, by plan, and by shared
features, the different methods were all in use together. Stone sill-walls, accompanied
along the face by stakes, had been used for the hospital, and for the western
granaries. The same type o f walling, but without stakes, had been used for the
headquarters and for the eastern granary. Post-trenches, of much the same type as
in forts II and III had been used for the prefect’s house, for the administration block,

and for the decurions’ quarters. Sleepers, in shallow trenches, accompanied along the
face by stakes, had been used for the contubernia in both praetentura and
retentura.
The date of construction of fort IVA is in no doubt. It is not only the most secure
date in the history of the site, but also one o f the more secure in the history o f Roman
Britain. It ought to be necessary neither to stress this, nor to rehearse the arguments,
but, as the chronology o f later Antonine Corbridge has become a subject of dis
cussion, it is well that the basis for the datum line should be made clear.
In 1907 an inscription of Antoninus Pius and Lollius Urbicus, dated to a . d . 140,
was found re-used near the south end of the eastern of the disengaged and visible
stone granaries.27 In 1935 a second inscription, of a . d . 139, was found re-used as
a paving slab near the north end of the western visible granary.28 Unlike its
companion and its successors, the earliest stone granary on the west faced north;
the inscriptions were then, in either instance, found near the front o f the earliest
stone granaries. It would seem in the highest degree probable that they had been
re-used near to where they had first stood; this is not completely certain, nor is it
an essential part of the argument. The cobble foundation for the portico at the north
end of the west granary, in its earliest stone phase, was stratigraphically linked with
the decurions’ quarters of, by definition, fort IVA, in the barrack to the north. This
confirmed the assignment of the earliest stone granary to the same phase. Closely
stratified pottery, which has been published, leaves no doubt that the decurions’
quarters of fort IVA are to be given a date, firmly if approximately, in the early
Antonine period, and this automatically carries with it the earliest stone granaries.
Even if it were to be argued that the inscriptions had not come from an earlier phase
of the structures in which they were found, there is still a limit to the number of
structural phases to which they could be assigned; in fact it is almost completely
certain that they date fort IVA to a . d . 139 and 140. It was probably built in
preparation for the Antonine advance into Scotland.
As will emerge, fort IVB was probably built when Cn. Julius Verus was governor.
The end of fort IVA will then have fallen at or a little before this time. There is
no evidence that fort IVA was destroyed; there was no burnt wattle or fired daub
over the structures. Four buildings continued in use unaltered as part of fort IVB,
and, while a fifth was enlarged, it showed no signs of other reconstruction. Whatever
happened in the sixth decade, whether a revolt o f the Brigantes, as Haverfield
suggested, or some other military activity, it left Corbridge unscathed.
The quantity of pottery from the level of fort IVA, or from the unsubdivided levels
of fort IV as a whole, is relatively small, though sufficient to establish its character.
Most of the samian has been dated to the Hadrianic-Antonine period. The coarse
wares include, among other categories, ring-neck flagons in late development,
mortaria from the same factories as vessels found in Scotland, as well as bead-rim
and upright-rimmed cooking-pots, flat-rimmed bowls and flat-rimmed dishes, all in
BB1, but, at first sight surprisingly, no BB2.
11 R IB 1148; A A 3 iv, 262.
28 R IB 1147; Germania xx, 21-25.

Fort IVB is the same width as its predecessors, and appears to have used the same
east and west ramparts as IVA. Its length may be calculated with some confidence.
In the eastern part of the central range the timber prefect’s house was replaced
by a stone tribune’s house on the same site, but not to the same plan; the stone
house was long ago disengaged, consolidated and displayed. While in the nature of
things this is incapable of proof or disproof, the building may well have been of stone
up to the eaves; there is certainly nothing to suggest that, like some of the buildings
of fort IVA, it was part-timbered. The structure, which had been largely removed
on the east by the east range o f site XI, which is at a lower level, had already been
recognised as an Antonine “commandant’s house” some years before re-excavation
began in 1958. Before that it had been regarded as of later date than site XI.
Immediately to the south, and stepped down from the tribune’s house by as much
as 0-7 m, the small granary of fort IVA remained unaltered, so far as the surviving
remains testify, except that it was enlarged to the east. To the south again, the timber
administration block of fort IVA was done away with and not replaced. Its site was
in part disturbed by an open east to west drain, with sumps at regular intervals.
A length of 3-7 m o f the west sill-wall o f the headquarters of fort IVA survives, 31 m
thick, and to its apparent original full height of 0-6 m. It had been raised in height
by the superimposition of a wall 0-6 m thick, of masonry resembling that of the
stone tribune’s house, rather than either the masonry upon which it stands, or
the characteristic masonry of later phases. From this it would seem to follow that the
part-timbered headquarters was converted in IVB into one wholly of stone, using the
pre-existing sills as foundations.
The hospital shows no sign of- change. While it might be that it was modified in
IVB above the level to which it has survived, it was certainly not drastically modified.
The granaries remained unchanged in IVB. When they were reconstructed it was
with buttresses, and these belong to a much later structural phase.
In the retentura, the centurion’s quarters, at the west end of the barrack of fort
IVB which lies to the north of the granaries and hospital, were entirely built of stone,
possibly up to full height. The stone walls replaced the post-trenches of the
decurions’ quarters of fort IVA, on the same site but to a somewhat different plan.
In the initial publication o f this part of the site, these structures are defined as
“Antonine II”. Subsequent investigation in a nearby area showed this to have been
an error. The structures are in fact one phase earlier than others on the same
published plan which are correctly defined as “Antonine II”.29 Only a limited
number of cobble-founded contubernium partitions was available for excavation.
Those on the east had been wiped out by the levelling of site XI, while others were
covered by substantial consolidated structures. Enough was, however, learnt to show
that the interval was 4-45 m (ped. 15), which, in the available space, implies eight
contubernia. Though complete certainty is impossible, for, as we have seen, the
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cobble foundations had interfered with the earlier shallow sleeper-trenches, it
appeared as though the stone partitions had precisely replaced the timber partitions
o f fort IVA.
Portions of further stone barracks o f what was almost certainly fort IVB were
investigated in the praetentura in 1937.30 These included the longitudinal walls of
two blocks, with an alley between them. The remains were assigned to “Antonine
I,” and there can be little doubt that in the sense in which the term was then used,
this was correct, for no distinction was then made between IVA and IVB. In view
of the discovery of 1973 that barracks o f fort IVA elsewhere in the praetentura were
of timber, there can be little doubt that the stone structures investigated thirty-six
years previously were part of fort IVB.
The presence of an eight-contubernium barrack in a fort 135 m wide once more
compels a choice between two types o f unit as the garrison, and two only. Here
however an inscription comes to our aid. This was brilliantly, and acceptably
expanded by Richmond, followed by Mr. R. P. Wright, from a portion o f the
whole.31 It records activity at Corbridge by the cohors I fida Vardullorum, milliaria
equitata, under a joint imperium. As Corbridge had ceased to be the site of a fort
by a . d . 163, the inscription can hardly be later than that; and as-the joint imperium
firmly places it not earlier than a . d . 161, it can hardly be assigned to an earlier phase
than IVB. The garrison of fort IVB was then almost certainly the cohors I fida
Vardullorum. It is possible that the altar which once formed part of the market cross
in Corbridge township had been set up under the same tribune as the slab under
consideration. It is possible also that the detachment o f cohors I Vardullorum, which
had dedicated an altar subsequently found in a second-century level at milecastle 19,32
four miles from Corbridge, had itself come from Corbridge. If the equation is
accepted, this is doubly o f interest. It tends both to support the idea, now gaining
ground once more, that milecastles might have been manned from neighbouring
forts, rather than-by special sub-units, and also to provide crisper evidence for the
occupation of a milecastle in the period a . d . 158 to 163 than has hitherto been
available.
The date o f foundation of fort IVB is known with less precision and confidence
than that of fort IVA. The pottery does little more than indicate the approximate
period, which is already reasonably certain on general grounds. Because of the nature
o f the site, and the way the investigation developed, very little pottery can be
assigned confidently to the levels of fort IVB. But, as the occupation of fort IVA
quite certainly began in a . d . 139 to 140, arid as the occupation of fort IVB came to
an end, almost as certainly, in a . d . 163, then the changeover from IVA to IVB
fell within these limits. The rebuilding of a fort, in part, to house a different type
of unit is likely to have taken place when there were widespread unit moves, in
other words, more probably at the beginning of Period II on the Antonine Wall,
than in the course o f Period I. Again, as there had been time to introduce structural
modifications to fort IVA, the changeover may well have fallen late rather than
30 A A 4 xv, p la n facing 294.
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early in the twenty-two year period. An inscription set up under Cn. Julius Verus,
as is universally accepted, though the name is incomplete, was found near the centre
of the Corbridge site in 1908.33 It was interpreted by Richmond, followed by Wright
and others, as a dedication to Mars the Avenger. This has now been shown to be
an error, and there is nothing to prevent the interpretation of the inscription as a
building record, though of somewhat unusual pattern. The fact that it was set up
by a legionary detachment, does not preclude its recording the erection of a fort
for a unit of the auxilia.
Though it was not the end of the use of the Corbridge site for military purposes,
the end of fort IVB marked the end of its use as the site of a fort. The barracks,
and the six typical central-range structures of phase IVB formed without doubt part
of a fort. The structures which succeeded them were, equally without doubt, those
of something quite different. When the changes were made in the next phase, the stone,
when stone was used, was always of the same kind. Among the changes made were
the following. The decurions’ quarters north of the granaries were cut through by
the,post-pits of a timber building o f unknown purpose. The clay and cobble
foundations of the related contubernia were overlapped by masonry to a different
plan. A wall was built around the granaries, cutting them off from the rest of the
site in a compound of their own. On the east, this wall overlies the dismantled remains
of the hospital o f fort IVA. The wide front entrance o f the aedes o f the headquarters
was made narrower. The timber floor of the easternmost granary was removed, and
industrial waste from a process which has not been identified accumulated between
the sleeper-walls. On the east and west sides of what had been the praetentura were
erected subdivided stone buildings, each on a north to south axis, with a wide space
between them. A detailed account of the structural history of this phase will, it is
hoped, be published later. In the meantime, this summary will serve to demonstrate
at what point in time Corbridge ceased to be the site of a fort. The date of the event
is only one degree less certain than the date o f the foundation of fort IVA.
Structures seal coins terminating with the date a . d . 161. The two inscriptions of
Calpurnius Agricola, one closely dated to a . d . 162/3,34 almost certainly date the
new construction. The beginning of Antonine II has long been assigned to this date.
The event coincides almost precisely with the end of the main Roman occupation
of Scotland.
There are well established historical links between Corbridge and Scotland. Red
House fort may have been a base for Agricola’s advance into Scotland, in c. a . d . 80.
Fort IA, on the new site, may have been founded when Scotland north and west
of Newstead was given up, between a . d . 87 and 90. The modification of fort IA,
into fort IB, to accommodate a different unit, may have been o f purely local
significance. The burning down of fort IB may have occurred when the rest of
Scotland was evacuated, early in the second century, in less leisurely fashion than
it had been close on two decades previously. Fort II functioned as a Stanegate
fort, for another two decades, together with Brampton, Carlisle, Nether Denton,
Vindolanda and others. Fort III may have been part of Hadrian’s first fortline in
33 R IB 1132.

34 R IB 1137 an d 1149.

a.d. 122, before the move to Haltonchesters a few years later. The break in the
occupation of Corbridge fell when neither Dere Street, leading to Scotland, nor the
Stanegate, was held; the fort concentration being then on Hadrian’s Wall. Fort IVA,
a.d. 139/140, certainly goes with the Antonine advance, and its period of occupation
probably corresponds generally with Period I on the Antonine Wall. It is not im
possible that the occupation o f fort IVB corresponded with Period II on the
Antonine Wall, a.d. 158-163, as this has recently been dated.35 Finally, Scotland
and the fort at Corbridge were abandoned together.
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