
HADRIAN’S WALL FROM MC0 to MC9 13

Figure 5 Sketch map showing possible end of the Wall, MC0 to T0b

to find Broad Wall east of MC7. What has been roughly squared stones rather than flags, and it
is not unlike part of the Wall close to Wallsendseen of MC4 is not built to broad specification,

although it must be said that it is not impossible (NZ 298659). There are two offsets in the
Mining Institute section, but the Newcastle tothat two of the three legions may always have

built milecastles with side walls to a gauge of Wallsend section also had offsets70 and with
only one stone of the second course stillabout 8 Roman feet.

Bennett has recorded the discovery of what remaining it is impossible to be certain that the
Mining Institute discovery is Broad Wall; itis apparent Broad Foundation at St. Francis’

church, and postulates that the Newcastle- may well be, but there is some room for doubt.
It seems, at least in part, to have been soWallsend length was planned from the begin-

ning and that some start was made before the designated because this was where Broad Wall
ought to have been in the light of (what wasgauge of the Wall was reduced.67 Bidwell casts

doubt on this, pointing out that there was then) current theory. The first confirmed piece
of Broad Wall is roughly halfway betweensubsidence at St. Francis’ and, as found in

excavations in Buddle Street, the narrow turrets 7a and 7b (Collingwood’s numbering).
If these arguments are accepted, then thefoundation may have slipped to give the

appearance of a broader gauge.68 Wall from Newcastle to Wallsend is narrow on
narrow foundation for the same reason thatWhat is believed to be Broad Wall was found

by F.G. Simpson in front of the Mining Insti- lengths of the Wall over the crags are narrow
on narrow foundation: they were both builttute, but only the south side of the Wall was

seen. The description reported by G. Simpson69 late in an original programme which called for
a stone wall from Wallsend to the Irthing. Theis of Standard A construction with a flag

footing. The photograph in that report shows lack of broad foundation is likely to be due to
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Figure 6 Sketch map showing possible end of the Wall, MC0 to MC1

a lack of priority on the crags and in front of a The course of the Wall west of Wallsend is
well clear of the river, and it may be asked whymajor river; the foundation there could wait.
it did not come in a straight line from the apex
of the bend in the river. This may be explained

ALTERNATIVE TERMINI by the topography. The Wall is sited on the
edge of more or less level ground rather than1. Wallsend
running diagonally across the slope down to

If it is assumed that the Wall was always the river bank. At its final termination it might
intended to run from Wallsend, before the fort be expected to turn more or less sharply down
was planned, then there are at least two choices the bank, as indeed happens with the branch
of line which would put MC1 at about one wall at the south east corner of Wallsend fort.
Roman mile from the river. One line might turn It is better to take a wall straight down a slope
a little south at about the position of T0a (as rather than across it; there is much less chance
measured back from T0b at The Grange), of slippage.
either at right angles or less; two options are
shown in fig. 5, both of which put MC0 just

2. Newcastleshort of the present HW mark. Alternatively, if
the line had been planned to turn southwards a Although this paper takes the view that the

Wall probably ran to Wallsend in the originallittle way east of T0b then MC0 could again
have been on the river bank one mile from scheme, the alternative of an end in Newcastle

must be examined.MC1 (fig. 6). The second option has the merit
of providing an angle under Stott’s Farm which C. E. Stevens’s idea of the Wall going east of

the bridge to include the mouth of the LortFowler could have mistaken for a turret.
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Burn – the Lort Burn extension (see note 50) – area is firmly dated to 158 by RIB 1369, and
pottery from the rebuilt bridge at Chesters,is superficially attractive but does not fit into a

regular scheme of spacing. If, going by Low converting it from a foot bridge to a road
bridge, has established a mid-Antonine ter-Bridge and then to the river, the line had met

the river as much as 365m (400 yards) to the minus ante quem.73 However, the new bridge at
Chesters may have been built to carry a diver-east of the bridge, it would have been only two-

thirds of a Roman mile from MC4. A possible sion of the Stanegate, and may date to the
move forward into Scotland under Pius; therealternative is that it went even further east to

include the mouth of the Ouseburn. This is still was certainly other building work being carried
out at Chesters at that time.74an estuary sufficient to moor boats but the

distance, taking the route over Low Bridge, All The work carried out on the Roman settle-
ment in Gateshead does not throw any light onSaints’, and on to the east bank of the Ouse-

burn, would be about 6.4 turret intervals. This the date of the bridge. Pottery ‘‘was mainly of
later second- and third-century date with a fewis moving to the realms of speculation, and is

put forward merely as one doubtful possibility earlier sherds.’’75 The same source suggests that
there may have been a fort there which wasquite unsupported by evidence.

There is no obvious reason why the original replaced by the Newcastle fort on the return
from the Antonine Wall.line of the Wall should have gone down to the

river at Newcastle. Traditionally the bridge is Given that MC4, Westgate, is in fact a
milecastle, it seems highly probable that theascribed to Hadrian on the basis of his family

name,71 but the same family name is shared by Wall was originally designed to run past the
bridge at Newcastle (if it were built then) toAntoninus Pius. It is at least possible that the

bridge was built as part of the installation of end on the river bank close to the later fort at
Wallsend. If MC2 were 73m (80 yards) west ofthe Military Way on the return from the

Antonine Wall. Until the Military Way was MacLauchlan’s position, and MC3 lay on the
west bank of the Ouseburn as measured byestablished under Pius, there was no obvious

reason to provide a bridge at Newcastle, for Horsley, then the distance from MC1–MC4
would be divided equally into Roman miles,there was no road for it to connect to. Bidwell

and Holbrook note the suggestion that there save for the 282m (308 yards) by which the
block MC4–MC7 is out of position. MCs 2 andwas a route running north from Newcastle to

join the Devil’s Causeway, but see no evidence 3 may have been moved for local reasons.
for its existence.72 The repair of the Wall in this
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APPENDIX: TABLE OF DISTANCES WALLSEND TO MC9

Structure Intervals Intervals From Wallsend Notes metres yards
west gate (‘‘Hors’’=‘‘Horsley’’,metres yards ‘‘MacL’’=‘‘MacLaughlan’’)metres yards

Wallsend W gate
210 230

T0a(h) 210 230
375 410

Stott’s Houses 585 640
119 130

The Grange T0b 704 770 Grange – Hors MC2 1709 1870
494 540

MacL MC1 1197 1310 MacL MC1 – MacL MC2 1408 1540
1216 1330

Horsley MC2 2413 2640 Hors MC2 – Hors MC3 1709 1870
192 210

MacL MC2 2605 2850
1197 1310

MC3 Stephen St. 3802 4160 MacL MC2 – Stepney Bank 1517 1660
320 350

‘MC3’ Stepney Bank 4122 4510
59 65

‘MC3’ (from MC1) 4159 4550
987 1080

T3b(h) (from MC1) 5146 5630
123 135 Painterheugh – Stephen St. 1467 1605

‘MC4’ Painterheugh 5269 5765 Painterheugh – Stepney Bank 1111 1215
147 161 Painterheugh – MC4 641 701

T3b(h) (from MC4) 5416 5926
494 540 Stephen Street – MC4 2108 2306

MC4 Westgate 5910 6466
494 540 MacL MC1 – MC4 4713 5156

T4a(h) 6403 7006 Excess over 3 Roman miles 271 296
302 330

Horsley ‘MC5’ 6705 7336 MC4 – Hors ‘MC5’ 795 870
192 210

T4b(h) 6897 7546
494 540

MC5(h) 7391 8086 MC4 – MC5 1481 1620
494 540

T5a(h) 7884 8626
494 540

T5b(h) 8378 9166
494 540

MC6(h) 8871 9706 MC5 – MC6 1481 1620
494 540

T6a(h)/T6b (Shafto) 9365 10246
494 540

T6b(h) 9858 10786
494 540

MC7(h)/(T7a) 10352 11326 MC6 – MC7 1481 1620
494 540

T7a(h) 10846 11866
73 80

T7b 10919 11946
649 710

MC8 11568 12656 MC7 – MC8 1216 1330
477 522 Short of 1 Roman mile 265 290

T8a 12045 13178
486 532

T8b 12531 13710
501 548

MC9 13032 14258 MC8 – MC9 1464 1602
MC4 – MC9 7122 7792
Short of 5 Roman miles 282 308

Average Wall-mile MC1 – MC9 1479 1619 MC1 – MC9 11834 12948
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