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ABSTRACT

Ancient sources consistently identify a strong hasi@ment to Roman military
activity along the northern frontier from the eesli occupation campaigns to Late Antiquity.
This element is formed by four established prowdhdieets, theCLASSES BRITANNICA
GERMANICA, PANNONICA andMOESICA. The current understanding of these units, howaser
disproportionate to their importance and some ogrigterpretations are in urgent need of
revision in view of new archaeological and epigiamlata relevant to the fleets.

This study identifies and analyses the main theaied problems in the study of naval
activity on the northern frontier on the basis @ihcrete archaeological and epigraphic
evidence. In order to establish a reliable fourmhafior further research, every site on the
northern frontier identified as a fleet base inrent research is studied in detail to identify
fleet related evidence. These surveys, one for edctine provincial fleets based on the
northern frontier, constitute the four main chaptefrthe thesis. The evidence for each fleet is
summarised independently at the end of each chaptevise current understanding of the
respective fleet. The concluding chapter drawsIbfoar of these summaries and reassesses
the current understanding of naval power on théheon frontier of the Roman Empire from
the £-3" century, highlighting several misconceptions #st in current scholarship.

As such, the study illustrates that there is afistlly less evidence for the provincial
fleets than is currently being assumed, while Widence at hand is not being utilized to its
full potential. It is shown that literary evidenbar naval activity must be treated with far
greater care than hitherto anticipated and thatnaber of difficulties in our understanding of
Roman naval activity on the northern frontier aaesed by a serious misinterpretation of the
termclassis. Although the “regular” fleets were evidently famnaller than currently believed
and had a far more limited range of operations #@ssumed, the naval element in Roman
military activity on the northern frontier was farore substantial than these four established
classes: there is clear evidence not only for the useadfhoc fleets, created and often
requisitioned for specific military campaigns, kalso that naval arms were maintained by
both legions and auxiliary units. These detachmptaged a significant role in the control
and safeguarding of the Empire’s northern frontigzrobably more so than the established

fleets, theCLASSES BRITANNICA GERMANICA, PANNONICA andMOESICA.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION




.1 OUTLINE

There is a significant body of historical and ameablagical data that is of direct
relevance to Roman naval activity, particularly isothe north-western provinces of the
Empire, where recent research has produced a nushiieds of Roman ships and harbour-
works, and several sites traditionally identifiesl fieet bases have been studied in detail.
Research on Roman naval activity, however, has bested and the majority of the work
that has been carried out is marked by an ovearredi on outdated historical treatises that
frequently incorporate somewhat fanciful interptietas of literary sources, individual
epigraphic monuments and finds of stamped tilesis€Equently, the current understanding of
Roman naval activity is far removed from any actexdence for naval activity, as will be
shown.

In order to counteract these inherent problemaumneat research, this thesis aims to
systematically deconstruct some of the unrealestigessments of Roman naval activity that
are prevalent in modern scholarship in order tal#sth a sound basis of reliable evidence
that will facilitate further research in this aré@a.particular, it attempts to identify the extent
and nature of the four established Roman provinibedts that operated on the northern
frontier from the I to the & century, thecLASSES BRITANNICA GERMANICA, PANNONICA and
MOESICA. The study furthermore attempts to identify to whatent these ever operated as
part of a larger “Roman Navy”, and to what extestad operations on the northern frontier of
the Roman Empire were ever organized as part ofoweeall naval policy, as is frequently

assumed.



l.1 TRADITIONAL SOURCES OFEVIDENCE FOR NAVAL ACTIVITY IN THE ROMAN PERIOD

In dealing with military campaigns, Roman sourcemsistently highlight the
significant role played by naval forces, notablyisahe texts of Tacitus and Cassius Dio
The earliest mention of Roman naval activity istive context of the Punic Wars, during
which Rome ceased to rely solely socii navalesand established itself as a Mediterranean
naval power through the capture and mass repraduofia Carthaginian cataphract ve$sel

This early drive in naval activity appears to hé#een a temporary measure in direct
response to Carthage’s naval dominance of the WedW#editerranean, rather than a
conscious establishment of a standing “navy”. Duitie £' century BC, however, Rome was
heavily engaged in naval activity not only durirfge tMithridatic Wars, but also in the
ongoing battles against pirates in the Eastern tdgdnean and Adriatic. This prolonged
need for a naval force led to the development oéstablished “Roman Navy” out of fleets

drawn from allied states in the Eastern Mediteraahe

! See below, esp. notes 9-17.

2 Polybius,/oropiawv 1, 20.8-16 states that the Romans decided to diquinqueremesind 20triremes but
lacked the necessary shipbuilding skills. Instéey tborrowed vessels frofarentum Locri, EleaandNeapolis

to transport their soldiers to Sicily in 261 BC. ha Carthaginian vessel was beached in the Stfdilgssina,
Rome salvaged it, using it as a model to constancentire fleet. For a detailed discussion of Romawval
activity during the Punic Wars see Morrison & Caaf£996), pp. 43ff.

% For naval activity in thlithridatic Wars see AppianMithridatesVIll, 51.1, describing Sulla’s wait for the
arrival of Lucullus’ fleet in his winter quarters @hessaly and the subsequent construction ofea, ftes well as
the destruction of Flaccus’ fleet by a storm offri8iisi. A more detailed discussion of the navalexsmf this
conflict can be found in Morrison & Coates (1996p. 115-117 and Starr (1993), pp. 1-4. pinacy see
Appian, Mithridates XIV, 92-94 who states Mithridates mobilised pisafeom Asiaand describes themodus
operandi.Arguing that their main base was@ilicia, he discusses their rise to dominance first inghstern
Mediterranean and ultimately all across the Methiigean. He proceeds to describe how Pompeius was
furnished with 120.000 infantry and 4000 cavalridirs, as well as 270 ships and 6000 Attic taleitgombat
piracy. Dio XXXVI, 20-23.4 discusses pirates as backgrotordPompeius’ career, stating that they sailed in
substantial fleets and even attacked Ostia and ttii@mn harbours. He goes on to describe the Rwsiranited
responses until Aulus Gabinius’ proposal that art@nsul (Pompeius) be put in charge of a substafiaiae
solely to combat piracy. Cicer@e imperio Cn. PompeB1-36 extols Pompeius’ virtues by describing the
suffering of all Mediterranean peoples at the haofdpirates and exaggerating his quick and compreke
victory. More detailed discussions of Piracy in #astern Mediterranean can be found in De SouzZz9j19p.
97-178; Morrison & Coates (1996), pp. 117-119; Bich(1993), Pohl (1993) and Starr (1993), pp. 2-4

3



While these engagements in the Mediterranean ayeod example of direct naval
action, Caesar relied on naval units mainly forpgurpand transport, both in his campaigns
against th&/enetiin Gaul and, particularly so, in the invasions ait&n in 55 and 54 Bt

The Civil War of the ? half of the f' century BC was instrumental in increasing the
importance of Rome’s naval forces. The strugglevbeh Caesar and Pompeius resulted in

several naval engagements such as thosMlassili® as well as the Pompeian naval

* For naval engagements in the Gallic Warsee Caesabe Bello Gallicolll, 9.1 outlining the building of
warships on the Loire in order to attack Yeneti The section closes with a discussion of the dlesit, naval
warfare in general and the Romans’ lack of a promy. DBG lll, 11.5 describes local vessels supplied for
Caesar’s campaigns by tfctonesand Santonito form a fleet against théeneti. DBG IIl, 13 provides a
detailed description of the vessels used byMaretiand their differences from Roman vessels, followgd
brief discussion of a naval encounter highlightthg superiority of Roman vessels in terms of spdwed,
showing that local vessels were more suitable écctinditions at handdBG 11, 14 discusses the battle between
Caesar’s fleet and théenetj stating that the latter had about 220 shipsdhlertthan the Romawessels. Dio
XXXIX, 40-43 summarises Caesar's campaign agaimstvienetj describing how Caesar built local boats as
they were most suitable to ocean navigation. Tipeseed of little use against théenetistrongholds, forcing
Caesar to await the arrival of Brutus with a Medaeean fleet. Chapter 41 contrasts the small &id |
“Mediterranean” vessels with larger and limberingll types. Contrary to Caesar, Dio argues thatRomans
did use rams against théenetj waiting for a calm during which the heavy vessekre practically useless
because of their over-reliance on sails. StrabeographylV, 4 discusses th¥enetj their shipsand Caesar’s
naval engagement, following Caesar in arguing tittRoman vessels could not ram those oleetj as their
planks were too thick. Fo€aesar's invasions of Britainsee Caesame Bello GallicolV, 21-23, which
describes Caius Volusenus’ scouting Britain by shipwell as the subsequent crossing of troops fteetof
requisitioned vessels and ships built for the eadiampaign against théeneti Caesar’s fleet consisted of 80
transports for his 2 legions as well as 18 furthessels for mounted auxiliaries and several wassBIBG IV,
28.1 deals with the 18 vessels transporting thalcawand their distress in a storl@BG V, 1-2 outlines the
preparation for the"d invasion of Britain, stating that Caesar had rsigjoned and/or built 608aves actuariae
(to a design more suitable to local conditions thames onerarigeand 28 warships, which were to proceed to
Portus Itiusto embark his troop®BG V, 8 describes the Channel crossing by Caesarte fof “more than 800
ships”, stating that the sight of such a large héw&e caused the enemy to flee. Mason (2003)6@p/6 and
Morrison & Coates (1996), pp. 119-124 provide fartbiscussions of the naval aspects of these campai

® CaesarDe Bello Civili I, 34-36 describes the Pompeian fleet of sevaves actuariagaised from private
owners inlgilium and Cosasailing toMassilia On reaching the city, merchant vessels from tireosinding
areas are requisitioned to form a navy. Caesaorespby constructing twelve warshipsayes longaefrom
scratch in merely 30 day®BC I, 56-58 deals with the first of the naval battlesMassilia Domitius
Ahenobarbus leaves the harbour with a fleet of &rships (11 cataphract) and several smaller vesSatsar’'s
much smaller fleet under Decimus Brutus, manned alitoice soldiers armed with claws and grapplingkiso
engages them, but is outsailed and outmanoeuvriega®cular interest is the reasoning that Cassegssels
were less agile not only because of untrained créows especially becausdatditate et gravitate navium
impediebantur; factae enim subito ex humida matewwa eundem usum celeritatis habeBamMonetheless,
Brutus’ fleet manages to repel the sortie, captun sinking 9 Massiliot vesselDBC II, 3 discusses the"?
naval battle ofMassilia, initiated by Pompeius’ dispatch of 16 new vess#lsluding warships, to support
Domitius Ahenobarbus. These join the repaired rettmnaf the earlier Massiliot fleet, and engage Bsufleet
(which now included 6 captured Massiliot vessel3@spite their superior speed and nautical skillyéaer,
Pompeius’ forces are defeated yet again. While hueharsalialll, 509ff. is probably not to be used for details
of ship construction or battle tactics, being arbelished epic poem written in the mid' tentury AD, it
nonetheless shows the acute awareness dfléissiliabattles’ importance in the Roman psyche towardstite
of the Julio-Claudian period. As it presentsacéntury AD Roman’s view of naval warfare, it fugtmore
provides interesting details of what the mechanisineaval encounters would have been at this tifrue. a
detailed discussion of these see Morrison & Coit®986), pp. 129-132.
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intervention in theDyrrachium campaign and the engagements off Siciljhe resulting
conflict between Octavian and Sextus Pompeius am@glly a naval one that saw the creation
of a major fleet based iRorum Iulii andPuteoli” and, after the naval battle @umaé, the
large scale attack of Sicily with major naval ergragnts aMylae andNaulochusin 36 BC.

These continued disputes of the late Republiclfrerided in the clash between Octavian and

® For theDyrrachium campaign see PlutarcRompey64.1, who states that Pompeius’ naval dominance was
absolute — he had a fleet of 500 fighting shipsamraoi) and innumerable Liburnians (liburnijicind scout
boats (kataskophi CaesarDe Bello Civili lll, 2-8 supports this, stating that Pompeiuseflevas drawn from
several provinces and allies in the east. Caesawal forces, on the other hand, were below sthergipable of
transporting “merely” 20.000 soldiers and 500 caualhs Caesar had to transport his troops acrass\tiriatic,
naval clashes were practically inevitable. Thet firart of Caesar’s army crossed the sea successhmt the
fleet was sent back ®Brundisiumto bring the remainder of his troops. The Pompeidmiral Marcus Bibulus,
however, intercepted these vessels on their wal tmattaly and destroyed 30 of the@BC Ill, 14&15 deals
with the naval blockade dDricum by Bibulus, leaving Caesar trapped and cut offnfrois reinforcements,
which remained at Brindisi. The transhipment of €2ais army across the Adriatic, as well as the kdde of
Oricum, are also discussed in AppidRoman Histonl, 54-56. DBC Ill, 23-27 outlines another blockade, this
time of Brundisium at the hand of the Pompeian Admiral Scriboniusoland his fleet of 50 ships and includes
a detailed description of Marcus Antonius’ use icéships to break the blockade. When Caesar’s flaally
crossed the Adriatic, it was pursued by Quintusdays’ fleet, but could shelter from a storm thaeeked the
Pompeian fleet. Foengagements off Sicilyn the early autumn of 48 BC s&8C I, 101, describing Cassius’
assault on the part of Caesar’s fleet that waschaddessanaunder Marcus Pomponius which, again, involved
the use of fireships. The city was held, howeved @assius moved on to attack the remainder of aC'scffeet

at Vibo. Despite the Pompeian’s renewed use of firesliagsar’s troops gained the advantage and captured
two quinqueremes and two triremes.

" For the harbour @orum lulii (Fréjus) see Reddé (1996), Février (1963) and DonnadieB5)1%orPuteoli
(Pozzuoli,) see Piromallo (2004) and Fischer (1986a). Both dumdbare also discussed in Lehmann-Hartleben
(1923). Primary source references for both harboansbe found in Starr (1993), p. 9 note 23.

8 Appian, Roman HistoryV, 81-84 describes how Octavian aimed to attackySfrom Tarentum while his
admirals Calvinius Sabinus and Menodorus sailedh fiiwe Thyrrhenian side. Pompeius’ fleet under Mesies
met the latter force near the bay @fimaeand had the advantage of the open seas for marnoguwhile
Octavian’s forces were limited in their movemengstiaey were close to the shore. In a scene remimisaf
Homeric heroes, the two generals are describethamg their vessels against each other.

° The run-up to the invasion of Sicily, with the atien of large fleets and their progress towardsistand, is
described in the passage above (note 8) and inaApRioman HistoryV, 93-105, while Chapters 106-109
contain a detailed discussion of the naval battlslgae, beginning with a brief description of the twodts,
and stating that in the main, Octavian’s vessetieurgrippa were much larger and heavier than thallsand
swift ships of the Pompeian fleet, but manned Wats able seamen (who were, however, better fightér
seems that the conflict itself was resolved notrsah by superior seamanship, but by brute forcelase
quarters fighting. Dio XLIX, 2&3 states that Agripgand Demochares waited for each other to makértie
move, until by accident both full fleets engagedhreather. While both sides had different strengtifmpeius’
forces being superior in terms of seamanship wliéavian's forces were the more ferocious fighterthey
were evenly matched overall. The famous battl&ladflochus is discussed in detail in AppiaRoman History

V, 118-120, suggesting a “gentlemanly agreementaaet decisive battle between two navies of 3G3els
each. These were equipped with all manner of devtoeimprove their chances in hand-to-hand combat,
including Agrippa’s invention of apraé, an advanced grappling-hook. The battle itsefirissented in various
phases: positioning, firing of missiles, ramminggoappling, and hand-to-hand combat. See furtHeraeces in
note 10, below.
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Marcus Antonius in the battle oActium in 31 BC, probably the most famous naval
engagement in Roman histdty

With the Principate, the focus of naval activityfd from the Mediterranean, where
two permanent fleets were establishedviigenumand Ravennd’, to the provinces. Naval
support, as well as direct naval action, playe@mtral role in the conquest of the Balk&ns

and were crucial in the various campaigns thattéethe creation of the German provinces

° The build-up towards the engagement, with fleetthered aEphesogMarcus Antonius) andBrundisium
(Octavian), is described in Plutarcdyvravioo 56 & 61-64; Dio L, 11-15; Orosiugiistoriae adversum
Paganos VI, 19.6&7 and Velleius Paterculus LXXXIV, 1-2. Did, 16-34 presents the actual battle,
characterising both generals in long speeches asdriding how Agrippa swayed Octavian’s plan farciéul
tactics in favour of a full-on traditional attackt first, neither side initiated an attack until @ecian’s ships
suddenly advanced in a crescent, trying to encid®nius’ fleet. While Octavian’s smaller, moreilagressels
concentrated on disabling enemy vessels, Antotarge, cumbersome ships followed the traditionati¢aof
firing missiles and grappling hooks at the enemgsets, turning a naval encounter into hand-to-tamdbat.
Neither tactic, however, proved superior. Dio ptatiee decisive move in the battle in the handslebgatra,
who — unable to withstand the suspense of a matiohtild — fled, signalling her vessels to follovhi§ caused
several sections of Antonius’ fleet to retreat, @uatavian’s ships to attack individual vessels. Sehelashes
remained indecisive, until Octavian launched fitta@ks against the remaining vessels, utterly degistg these.
Florus, Epitomae Tito Livio Bellorum Omniuih 21 agrees with the general lines of this actphighlighting
that Antonius’ ships possessed towers and, at upne ranks of rowers, were much larger thanbinemesof
Octavian’s fleet. Plutarcllvravioo 64-68 states that before the battle actually begaimnius burned all but
60 of his Egyptian vessels in an attempt to ridg@lhof smaller ships. The account of the actuttlddiffers in
that Plutarch suggests Antonius’ forces initiated attack. He does, however, describe Octaviatésnat to
surround the enemy fleet. Plutarch disagrees wughatccounts above, stating that Octavian’s fleet weable to
use their rams as these might have broken off gpaanwith the larger vessels. Yet he does agree tha
Cleopatra’s flight was decisive in the battle oftidlm. OrosiusHistoriae adversum Pagandd, 19.8&9 states
that Octavian’s fleet was made up of 28ves rostratae@nd 30sine rostris(triremesand liburnians), while
Antonius’ forces consisted of only 170 vessels.iTamaller number, however, was balanced by tmajrasing
size, rising up to ten feet above the sea. Théebatmained indecisive from th& %o 7" hour; victory only came
at nightfall. PropertiusilegiaelV, 6, reflecting on the battle of Actium, is anaample of the importance this
battle took in the mindset of Augustan Rome. Desji# being an elegy, it describes the tactics eygul (as
mentioned by Dio): a crescent shape attack by @at&s/ forces fandem aciem geminos Nereus lunarat in
arcug, Antonius’ significantly larger vesselslgssis centenis remiget glighe difference in tactics (Antonius’
uehunt prorae Centaurica saxa minantisit are — in reference to Octavian’s rammingi¢aetescribed atigna
caug. For a detailed history of events leading to lh&le ofActiumincluding further references, see Morrison
& Coates (1996), pp. 157-170. For full discussiohall naval battles of the civil wars see MorriskrCoates
(1996), pp. 124-175; Starr (1993), pp. 5-8 and Kapern (1897), pp. 426-457. Recently, Republican hava
conflicts have been summarised in Steinby (2007).

M The creation of these fleets is described in TacknnaleslV, 5.1, stating that under Augustlialiam utro-
gue mari duae classes, Misenum apud et Ravennaminprmque Galliae litus rostratae naves praesidéban
SuetoniusPe vita Caesaruntl, 49 merely states that Augustclessem Miseni et alteram Ravennae ad tutelam
Superi et Inferi maris conlocaviOn the creation of these fleets see also Sta893)l pp. 11-24. Reddé (1986),
p. 187, however, points out that any dates of &stabent for these fleets are hypothetical suggastias the
sources merely attribute their establishment (&edcbnstruction of their home ports) to the reifjogustus.
For an archaeological evaluation of the harbolRaatnna see Mauro (2005); oklisenum see Chapot (1896).

12 Djo, XLIX, 37 describes naval blockade of Sisaaring which several encounters between Roman Messe
and native dugouts occurred; Appidityrian Wars XXIl, 6 states that Siscia was important as a syppke due
to its position on two rivers and harbour were shigere built for the Danube conquest. The impoeanic
Siscia as a naval base is also pointed out in §t@bographyVIl, 5.2. StraboGeographyVIl, 3.13 confirms
that the Danube was regularly used as a naval gupplte by the Romans. Ovidx PontolV, 7.27&28
describes how naval units were used to quickly egrntvoops to Aegyssus in AD l1@onec fluminea deuecta
Vitellius unda intulit exposito milite signa Getfsee also Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 7-9, 21 &arr
(1993), pp. 129-132.
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along the RhinE. All occupations of Britain required large numbefsvessels to convey
armies across the Chanfielas did expeditions into the Black $eaDuring the Flavian

period, naval activity is furthermore attested dgrthe Batavian uprising and the revolt of
Antonius Saturninusn the German provinc€s as well as the Agricolan campaigns in

Scotland’.

13 On theearliest campaign under Drusussee Florug€Epitomae Tito Livio Bellorum Omniuth 30 stating that
DrususBonam et Gesoriacum pontibus iunxit classibusquesfiit While a clear reference to naval operations
on the Rhine, the geography Bbna and Gesoriacumremains unclear. Tacitugnnalesll, 5.3 describes the
motivation for the first campaign into Northern @amy to be a naval one, namely thahul bellum maturius
incipi legionesque et commeatus pariter vehi; integ equitem equosque per ora et alveos fluminuniaried
Germania fore Dio LIV, 32 describes this campaign: Drusus shilerough thdfossa Drusiananto the North
Sea and to the river Ems. At one point his flees weactically stranded at low tide (a common ocmuee in the
extensive mudflats of the Wadden Sea). Forcmpaigns under Tiberius in AD 5seeRes Gesta®/, 26 in
which Augustus describes thaassis mea per Oceanum ab ostio Rheni ad sokntisiregionem usque ad fines
Cimbrorum navigavitVelleius Paterculus 11.104-106 deals with the samaval expedition, describing how the
Roman fleet followed the North Sea coast to sailthm river Elbe. Tacitug&\nnalesl, 45.2 states that later,
following the revolt of the Rhine legions in AD 1Hiberius considered sendimgma classenagainst them. The
Germancampaigns of Germanicus in AD 15are described in Tacitudnnalesl, 60-70: Germanicus repeated
the tactic seen under Drusus, sailing 4 legionsuitin the North Sea to meet his cavalry and auidBaat the
river Ems. After visiting the site of the Varus ak¢er, the legions were sailed back along the sante they
came, although 2 were disembarked to ease the’ gfapsage over shoals (a number of soldiers froeseth
legions subsequently perished in adverse weatherebeejoining the fleet). On th&econd German campaign
of Germanicus (AD 16)see TacitusAnnalesll.6-8 describing how a ‘fleet of 1000 vessels’different types
was built:aliae breves, angusta puppi proraque et lato utepeg facilius fluctus tolerarent; quaedam planae
carinis, ut sine noxa siderent; plures adpositismgue gubernaculis, converso ut repente remigie viel illinc
adpellerent This fleet included both transports and shipshJiighting decks. The ships rendezvoused at the
insula Batavorunto take on troops and follow the route of Drusfleét to sail to the EmsAnn.. 11.23&24
describe the return voyage of these units: dubeddack of seamanship amongst the bulk of Germahtonops,
the entire fleet is wrecked in a major storm. Irdje@ermanicus’ flagship, &ireme, apparently is the only
vessel to return. See also Konen (2000), 73-153

14 For theinvasions under Caesarsee note 4 above. Thabortive invasion” of Caligula is briefly described
in SuetoniusPe vita CaesarunV, 44-46 and DidLIX, 25, both sections suggesting that the emperat ase
triremeto sail out into the channel. Cassius D, 19-22 states thatlaudius’ invasion in AD 43involved the
transhipment of 4 legions from Gaul to Britain whioccurred in three stages. It remains unclear hvenehis
implies several sailings with different landing pisi, or one route sailed in three waves (e.g. @e&a{2002];
Frere & Fulford [2001], p. 47). See Mason (2003), §7-104; Starr (1993), pp. 152-153.

15 TacitusAnnalesXIl, 17 describes how part of a fleet, returnifigasubjugating Zorsines, was beached on the
Chersonese in a storm and their commanders kilfdddals. See Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp.4.7-2

18 TacitusHistoriae IV, 16 describes how the revolt of Civilis spreachaval personnel: the fleet was rendered
immobile as Batavians amongst the rowers firstdakeptitude and hindered operations until ultihatewing
their vessels towards Civilis’ troops and killinigetr commanders, so capturing 24 vesddist. IV.79 deals
with a later stage in the conflict — naval forces larought from Britain to harass the Batavian s but the
majority of vessels are attacked and sunk or cegtiny the Canninefateslist. V, 18 is an example of the
importance of naval forces: had they arrived inetithe routed Germans could have been capturednifas
problem is described iHist. V, 21, where the fleet is conspicuous by its absgiormido et remiges per alia
militiae munia disperseHist. V, 22 sees the ultimate embarrassment for the flée a night raid their vessels,
including apraetoria triremis are stolen and sailed up the river Lippe. See létsen (2000), pp. 321-331.

1 Tacitus,De vita Iulii AgricolaeXXV describes Agricola’s march to Scotland, highligg his use of a fleet
and land based army in combined operatigstus classe exploravit; quae ab Agricola primudsampta in
partem virium sequebatur egregia specie, cum simuh, simul mari bellum impelleretuDVIA XXXVIII
states that Agricolaraefecto classis circumvehi Britanniam praecipibrder to show thataledoniahad truly
been subjugatedVIA XXVIII, finally, presents a short anecdote in whigiUsipian cohort stole thrdiburnae,
but — incapable of sailing them — wrecked themnraiempt to return to Germany.



Rome’s naval forces were heavily engaged throughioeit?® century: the Dacian
Wars of Domitian and Trajan relied on naval suppdrerever possibt& while the latter's
campaigns in the East led to the creation of a fbgerating on the Euphrates and Tigris
rivers®. The Marcomannic Wars under Marcus Aurelius sashér naval engagements on
the Danub®, while Septimius Severus’ military campaigns iroand once again required
significant levels of naval supp&tt

While historical sources provide little informatiom naval activity in therécentury,
its importance in this period seems to be indicétgdhe frequent depiction of naval vessels
in the coinage of Postumus, Carausius and AllgEtys 1.4-1.9, as well as the granting of the

title Gordiana to both Italian fleefé. Accounts of the struggle between Constantine and

'8 On theDacian Wars under Domitian, see Strobel (1989). There are few referencesvalractivityin this
campaign; Jordane&etica Xlll, 76, states that Domitian rushed to lllyricumith troops from across the
Empire, possibly implying naval transports (seeenb?2 above). The bridge built by Fuscus definitelguired
ships €onsertes navgsNaval activity is attested more reliably férajan’s Dacian War. Pliny, Panegyricus
Traiani 81-82 briefly refers to the naval aspect of thasnpaign, depicting the emperor himself on a vessel:
enimvero, si quando placuit idem corporis robumaria proferre, non ille fluitantia vela aut ocukequitur aut
manibus, sed nunc gubernaculis adsidet, nunc culentissimo quoque sodalium certat frangere fluctus,
domitare ventos reluctantes remisque transferrgatim freta Trajan’s column offers iconographic evidence
for the use of ships (e,dFifis 1.1-3; see also http://cheiron.humanities.mcmastertegan/indices.htmlisearch
term “boat”). For a critical discussion of theséeafs see Leper & Frere (1988), a more optimisppraach can
be found in Capo (2000). Whatever the reliabilifytlee column as evidence, the presence of scenustidg
ships indicates that the campaign had a naval eler8ee also Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 93-10

19 Dio LXVIII, 26 describes how Trajan built shipsareNisibis, as there is no wood in the Tigris regim the
subsequent description of the battle, Dio emphasiszat the Romans had so many ships that they cmild
pontoon bridges to cross the river and still haveetive flotilla to participate in the fighting.nfleets on the
Euphrates and Tigris see also Saddington (2001).

? The naval aspect of Aurelius’ Wars is reflectedéenes on the column of Marcus Aurelius that degtitps,
similarly to those on Trajan’s column. Dio LXXI, I9also hints at the importance of naval dominamtéhe
Danube, stating that following the wars one of taditions imposed on thazygeswas that they were not
allowed to possess boats or sail across the DanUaeitus Germania XLI, in contrast, states that the
Hermunduriwere allowed to trade across the river and uas & waterway.

2L While the literary sources for this campaign, Hao 11, 14 and Dio LXXVII, 11-13 (cited as 76.18
Mason [2003], p. 136 [note 2] and as 74.13 in JtE903], p. 155 [note 111], presumably due to défeces in
book and chapter numbering between the standatwredif Boissevain [as followed by H.B. Foster'seat
2004 edition] and various others [e.g. that of BryCwhich is found in the old Loeb editions]), dot mention
any naval activity other than the implied use apsHor the channel crossing, it has generally essumed that
naval support played a major role in Severus’ $&lotCampaigns. This theory rests primarily on Rfigu
interpretation of an inscription from Rome thatraseo indicate a special combined command ofcilresses
BRITANNICA, GERMANICA, PANNONICA andMOESICA (CIL VI, 1643) in the course of this campaign ($&@enast
[1966], p. 44), and the suggestion of naval involeat in this campaign by Haverfield & MacDonald 229, p.
123. This suggestion has been boosted by evidemcgelveran rebuilding of supply buildings at Cailge and
South Shields, which has been taken to imply suppgs by sea (see Mason [2003], p. 136). See Siaor
(1993), p. 155; Miller (1956), p. 40. N.B. Thisiak is not included in the newest edition of Bambridge
Ancient History, Vol. Xllwhich does not refer to any naval operationscoti@nd under Septimius Severus.

22 Starr (1993), p. 192
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Licinius provide literary references to naval atgivin the early il century®, while
Ammianus Marcellinus refers to regular river paroh the Meuse acting as ice-breakers in
the winter of AD 357 The late Roman writer Vegetius furthermore inelsican entire
chapter on fleets in his manual on all things wmilif> and theNotitia Dignitatum lists
numerous small naval units. In addition to thisiiMas panegyrics refer to several flotillas
stationed on the Rhine and Danube rivers duringtheentury®. The most concrete evidence
for late Roman naval activity, however, is thex de lusoriis Danuvifrom AD 412, an
imperial codex stating exactly how many vesselstarbe stationed and maintained on the
Danube inMoesia SecundandScythia and detailing the number of replacements thatare
be built every yeaf.

It can be seen, therefore, that there is amplealyeevidence highlighting the
importance and continued use of naval forces irflicts throughout the Roman period. No
primary sources, however, suggesRaman Navyin the modern sense of one centrally
controlled naval arm of the militsfy Indeed, Roman naval operations seem to have been

highly flexible and adaptable to local and tempgpraquirements. Any study of Roman naval

% 7osimus Historia Novall, 22-26 states that Constantine constructedriacha at Thessalonica and fitted out a
fleet of 200 thirty-oared warships and 2000 tramspessels before the battle of Adrianople (AD )324cinius,

in response, drew together a fleet of Egyptian,eRfgan, lonian & Dorian, Cypriot, Carian, Bythiniand
African ships. While the naval forces play no partZosimus’ account of the battle itself, he dedsesi that
Constantine’s fleet was subsequently ordered fimenRiraeus to aid in the siege of Constantinopienius’
admiral Abantus sent 200 large vessels against t@atirse’s vanguard of 80 small ships, but was at an
engagement in a narrow channel in which Constastimere mobile vessels had an advantage. On thiediagx
130 vessels of Abantus’ fleet were wrecked in argfrwind, and Constantine’s fleet proceeded to Kade
Constantinople. The final naval aspect of this fetlows Licinius’ flight to Chalcedon: Constantimesponded
by constructing “small vessels” and transporting ditire army across the Hellespont; Anonymus Vates,
Origo Constantini Imperatori&/, 23-38 describes the same episode, suggestaigCibnstantine sent his large
fleet, under Crispus, to occugysia According to this source, the above encountek face off Callipolis, and
Licinius’ general was called Amandus. See alsor§i®93), pp. 197&198; Reddé (1986), pp. 347&348.

2 Ammianus Marcellinu&kerum GestarunXVIl, 2.3. A further reference to naval action 4@ lusoriae (late
Roman warships) against the Alamanni in AD 359lmarfound in thdRerum GestarurkVIll, 2.12

%5 Vegetius Epitoma rei militarislV, 31-36. It is not entirely clear whether Vegstiwrote during the latef"4or
around the mid Bcentury AD. For discussions and models of late Roressels on the basis of this text see
Baatz & Bockius (1997); for a critical approachguing that Vegetius’ description is purely fictiti® and of
little value to modern scholarship see Rankov (2002

% E.g. Eusebius Oratio de Laudibus Constartihi& VIII; Claudius MamertinusGratiarum Actio Juliano
Augusto VII, 3; ClaudianPanegyricus de Quarto Consulatu Honorii Augu€P3-633.

27 Codex Theodosianus VII.17. see Appendix, .

% See Starr (1993). The title “The Roman ImperiavjN81 BC-324AD” suggests one Roman navy in the
modern sense. This study will show that such a v&ewwaccurate, although still frequently encouatein more
recent literature, despite efforts to prove theti@y by scholars such as Saddington (1990a) amiK¢2000).
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activity must therefore establish a clear time-feams Republican conflicts relied on a naval
infrastructure that differed drastically from thatthe Principate. The numbers of ships and
fleets in late Roman sources such asNbétia Dignitatumand thelLex de lusoriis Danuvjii
however, cannot be related to the known fleet sires from the %3 centuries, showing
that a further change in the organisation of Romeigal forces must have occurred at some
point during the § or 4" centuries.

While Rome’s naval activity during the Republic apps to have been in direct
response to individual conflicts (both internal amdernal) and consequently temporary, the
literary evidence summarised above suggests ted®timcipate introduced a more permanent
organisation. Two main “Praetorian” fleets were dmhsn Italy (theCLASSIS PRAETORIA
MISENENSISat Misenumand thecLASSIS PRAETORIA RAVENNATIS® at Ravenn}, while several
provincial fleets were stationed along the perighef the Empire in Britain LASSIS
BRITANNICA), the German province€l(ASSIS GERMANICA), PannoniaLASSIS PANNONICA),
Moesia CLASSIS MOESICA, the Black Sead{ AssIsS PONTICA, Syria CLASSIS SYRIACA), Egypt
(cLASSIS ALEXANDRINA), Lybia (CLASSIS NOVA LYBICA) and Mauretania (originally made up
from detachments of the Syrian and Egyptian ff8tsThis structure must have been
modified at some point during the®3or 4" centuries, possibly as a consequence of
Diocletian’s reforms and/or changes caused by adgioms and the creation of breakaway
empires such as that of Postumus or that of Carauwsid Allectus, as late Roman sources
reveal a much higher number of smaller fleets,istat all along the periphery of the
Empire’.

References to Roman naval activity are not, howeirarited to literary sources. A

significant corpus of inscriptions, both Latin aBGdeek, attests the presence and importance

2 Frequently also identified &3.ASSIS RAVENNATIUM OF CLASSIS RAVENNAS

%0 Starr (1993), pp. 117-120.

3L A study of late Roman fleet organisation is cutlyebeing compiled as a doctoral thesis at the Brsity of
Regensburg: Himmler, forthcoming. See also Pfertd¢2005); Bakker (1997); Sarnowski (1990) and e&glly
Hoéckmann (1986).
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of fleets and naval action throughout the Roman iEmpNhile the majority of such
inscriptions date to the®43" century and deal with the Praetorian fleetdViigenumand
Ravennanaval activity is attested epigraphically throaghthe provinces, particularly so on
the northern frontié€f. These inscriptions not only prove the presencélest soldiers at a
site, but frequently mention the names of shipsksaand frequently even more than one fleet
under one command As some of the monuments include depictions eétflsoldiers and
ships, they have also been used for iconograpbéareh into Roman naval activity

In addition to inscriptions, there are numerousypiabat refer directly to naval action,
fleets, ships or their creW’s Finally, an ever increasing number of militarpldmata directly
mention fleets, both in the Mediterranean and tioeipces. These are of particular interest as
they record fleet activity in a province at a sfiegoint in time, since the exact date of the
constitutiois included in the diploma formufa In addition to this, they also provide detailed
information on the changing legal status of fledtlers, and status differences that existed

between soldiers of the Praetorian and those gbrinincial fleets’.

32 While Spaul (2002) has attempted to compile adfsall Roman naval inscriptions, his study is wdisf
inaccurate in various places, with false citatiassvell as frequent inclusions of irrelevant insioins. As such

it may serve as an initial stage for further reskanto the epigraphy of Roman fleets, but canreoused as a
reliable tool for reference. Starr (1993) is maitdgsed on epigraphic data and contains an appesfdix
inscriptions referring to naval praefects organibgdleets, but is somewhat outdated as his lisiaseriptions
were compiled in the 1930s. A comprehensive listnaf/al inscriptions, albeit with a bias towards the
Mediterranean evidence can be found in Reddé (1986)707-713. For naval inscriptions from Germamyg
the Low Countries see Konen (2000), pp. 470-477 Rfedldehirt (1995), pp. 45-54. Bounegru & Zahariade
(1996), pp. 115-118, as well as French (1984), det epigraphic evidence for naval activity on tlosver
Danube and in the Black Sea. For inscriptions ftbennorthern frontier see Appendices II-VI.

% For examples of epigraphic evaluations of therimfation on naval inscriptions see Pferdehirt (19%8ddé
(1995); Reddé (1986), pp. 665-679; Kienast (196@)der (1957); Wickert (1949).

% For a discussion of the problems involved in sactapproach see Tilley (2000) and Tilley & FenwitR80).
Examples of iconographic interpretations of epigiepnmonuments can be found in Bockius (2001); stz
(1996) and Elimers (1978).

% A full list can be found in Reddé (1986), pp. 74B4.

% For a summary of how to read military diplomatal arse the information they contain, see Lambert &
Scheuerbrandt (2002).

37 For a complete list of diplomata up to 2004, sepgnt theRoman Military Diplomas (RMDpublications by

M. Roxan with Pferdehirt (2004). Later diplomatanche found in subsequent publications Lof Année
épigraphique(AE). Pferdehirt (2002), pp. 56-97 & 167-173 pes a detailed discussion of problems in the
legal status of fleet soldiers and its changes twe. The status of fleet soldiers’ families arhieges therein
are discussed in the same publication, pp. 185-2BJ-212, while pp. 230-233 specifically deal witiplomata

of soldiers from the two Praetorian fleets.
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L1 PAST SCHOLARSHIP

Despite this relative wealth of references for Ramaval activity in source material
traditionally used by scholars of ancient militéwgtory, research into Rome’s fleets has been
limited — especially in comparison to legions andikaries™.

English speaking scholarship still relies heavity@®tarr's 1941 treatise which tries to
establish the thesis of one “Roman Navy” on thasbat epigraphic and literary evidence,
with brief excursions into archaeological data. Shenainly take the form of discussions of
stamped tiles but include sporadic discussionsites sdentified as possible fleet baSes
Arguing that Constantine’s campaign against Ligridearly marks the disappearance of the
Augustan navy as an effective force, for neitheth& hastily-levied squadrons shows any
traces of the old fleets® Starr sets the chronological framework of hisegsh as 31 BC —
AD 324. There is no geographical restriction om&anvestigations, although it is important
to realize that he deals with events in the prasnm a somewhat cursory fashion, merely
presenting literary evidence and sporadic archagmb traces for the provincial fleets in
order to outline their histofy. Within these wide parameters Starr attempts tvige a
synthesis of Rome’s naval forces, their historygragional spheres and tasks. This is achieved
primarily by the discussion of fleet related inptions and historic sources dealing with naval
action, as well as a presentation of possible bddissreliance on literary and epigraphic

sources, however, means that Starr’'s model of Romaval forces is one of a large ‘navy’

% The following discussion focuses on research mmpiws that deal with Roman naval activity, as vesll
selected articles. While there are a number oflpigklevant articles appertaining to individualdts, these are
discussed in the relevant introductory sectiongach of the four fleets studied below. See pp..Z8ffassIs
PANNONICA), pp.87ff. CLASSIS MOESICA, pp. 140ff CLASSIS GERMANICA and pp. 224ff. (LASSIS BRITANNICA)
below.

% Starr (1993) is the B edition reprint of the original 1941 publicatiofihe only change from the original
edition are the correction of minor misprint$%(2d) and an updated bibliography plus plates dostiktions.
The entire argument, however, still relies solety avidence available in 1941 and hence does net itzth
account any advances in scholarship nor importaiagological finds of the last 65 years.

0 Starr (1993), p. 198

“! This is clearly reflected in the structure of #tedy, which contains 4 chapters on aspects of ‘ftéi&n
Fleets”, but manages to deal with “Naval Powerl@Northern Frontier” in a single chapter of 43¢mg
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that eventually outdates its initial purpose anddsigned administrative and logistical tasks
instead of primarily military ones, until its sugsal decline in the Iatéd3:entury AD?

Starr’s study focuses on the Praetorian fleeth@fMediterranean and their command
structure, as is to be expected from a primariligr@phically and historically motivated
study. On the basis of inscriptions appertaininghiese fleets he argued — against popular
opinion at the time — that the Praetorian fleetsewsever the sole domain of the imperial
familia*® and tried to reconstruct their ‘Rangordnung’ aldhg lines of the land based army,
highlighting similaritie$*. Starr suggested that overall command of all nduetes lay
directly with the emperdt and that fleets were divided into squadrons opshinder
nauarchj while individual vessels were captainedtiygrarchi®.

This caused a number of responses, all of whicHt deigh intrinsic epigraphic
problems. Wickert, for example, argued that tHeodJDlaudian fleets were in fact controlled
by freedmefY, while the revisions of Starr's naval ‘Rangordnubg Sander and Kienast
provide different respective explanations for taeks ofnauarchusandtrierarchus'®.

Starr's focus on epigraphic data, as well as hablematic interpretations thereof,
ensured that his brief summaries of the actuabhysind development of the ‘Roman Navy’
have remained largely unchallenged until recei@lgce Starr’s treatise, there have only been

two major studies of Roman naval activity that @ipe not only to establish an overall history

2 Starr (1993), p. 168.

“3 As first suggested by Mommsen (1881), p. 463 e-adso the discussion in Kienast (1966), pp. 9&79.

*4 This approach has found resonance amongst vasihadars of fleet epigraphy. An overview of theemns
involved in, as well as reasons for, comparingeatfi’‘Rangordnung” to that of the remainder of Raremy
can be found in Reddé (1995).

*5 Starr (1993), p. 31: “Every praefect of a fleetidg the Empire, as every legate of a legion, was\tice-
regent of the emperor, appointed directly by hinhisf own advice, and serving at his pleasure. Thistjcan
justify the praefect’s authority only as a delegatof the emperor’Bnperiumproconsulare; ...”

“® For nauarchi see Starr (1993), pp. 38-43, frerarchi pp. 43-45. See also pp. 55-61 for a discussion of
similarities between the organisation of a navaiwcand that of land based units.

" Wickert (1949).

8 Sander (1957); Kienast (1966). Indeed, the disonssn the precise hierarchy continues even undiy. See
Reddé (1995); Forni (1992a); Forni (1992b).
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of Rome’s various naval squadrons, but also tosass$keeir structure, ships, bases and
operational duties, as well as changes in thesetione™.

Where Starr's “Roman Navy” may be criticised fortt;jg too much emphasis on
historic and epigraphic data, and consequentlyginohg events in the provinces their due
attention, Viereck’s “Classis Romana” has shorteaysiof a different soft At first, this
major work seems to present a comprehensive histoayl aspects of Roman naval activity,
with chapters on all types of naval vessels usethbyRomar®, their armamenf, strategy
and tactic®’, a detailed history of naval engagemehtand a discussion of individual fleets
and their bases as well as a more general evatuatiBoman harbours and harbour warks
Unfortunately, however, the work lacks any refeemother than a general bibliography.
Closer scrutiny reveals various details such gs glains, lists of fleet bases and even the list
of individual fleets to be overly optimistic andsdioses a lack of critical scholarship in the
collation of sources.

The most useful resource for research into Romaslreactivity is the monograph
“Mare Nostrum” by Reddé. Utilizing literary and gpaphic sources as well as a critical
assessment of archaeological data, this study mtsesa overall history of Rome’s naval
forces. Adopting a similar approach to Viereck, &edegins his work by presenting the
types of vessels used in the Roman period — aalrdifference, however, being his inclusion

of a presentation and evaluation of source matérigefore discussing fleet history, Reddé

9 Viereck (1996); Reddé (1986).

0 Viereck (1996).

* Viereck (1996), pp. 19-9deal with actual warships, auxiliary vessels amgigports, while pp. 121-156 deal
with various types of support and supply vessels.

2 Viereck (1996), pp. 92-120.

>3 Viereck (1996), pp. 157-167.

> Viereck (1996), pp. 168-236 lists and discusses rttajor naval engagements of Roman history — albeit
without any reference to ancient source materiatadever.

% Viereck (1996), pp. 252-259 present a list of widlial fleets with associated fleet bases (for Whim
evidence is provided), while pp. 260-273 discussvikm Mediterranean harbours on the basis of skdtatspAll

of the harbours discussed, however, are takentljirfom Lehmann-Hartleben (1923) and for the mikjor
there is no evidence that they ever served a myilgarpose at all.

*° Reddé (1986), pp. 11-141. See pp. 11-14 for theudsion of source material.
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presents a list of possible military harbours erafiting to define how a military harbour can
actually be identified — and concluding that ipisctically impossible to do 30

It is only once this basis of firm archaeologicatalis established that Reddé embarks
on a discussion of various sources dealing witbt fectivity and operations, attempting to
analyse their functions and tasks through varidwases of the Roman perf8dwWhile Reddé
readily admits that there is not enough evidenceresent a clear and accurate history of
Roman naval activity, his data is sufficient tooall him to suggest that the concept of
permanent fleets, rather than temporary naval fonceesponse to a temporary requirement,
is an Augustan ofigé He furthermore argues that the setting up of peent fleets brought
with it a change in tactics, vessels and functiérfleets that was to last throughout the
Principate, but failed to survive the political amditary unrest of the 3 century®.

Where Reddé’s study was the first major fleet stiadglace a significant emphasis on
archaeological traces of naval activity, this ajppiohas been favoured by more recent work.
The ever increasing amount of data that a detaliscussion of all evidence appertaining to
Roman naval activity throughout the Empire wouldénéo include, however, has meant that
more recent studies have focussed on individuatdle- notably the ones on the northern
frontie®*. The geographical limitations of these studiesombination with the increased

volume of archaeological data in comparison witht #vailable in 1986, however, meant that

> Reddé (1986), pp. 145-319; where pp. 145-163 disethat a military harbour actually is and howaih de
identified (on this see also Morel [1991]; Rickmfi988]; Blackman [1982a]; Blackman [1982b] and de
Coetlogon Williams [1976]), while pp. 164-308 prasease studies of Roman harbours that may haveder
military purpose. The concluding pages of this isecof the study (pp. 309-319) then take the ewden
discussed as basis for the charting of a briebhisdf Roman harbour development.

8 Reddé (1986), pp. 323-652, where pp. 323-453 (Méssions’) deal with literary and other evidencaval
involvement of the Roman military, while pp. 457266Les politiques Navales de I'Empire Romain’) tand
identify the role of naval action within Roman $&gy and politics from the late Republic to tHecentury. Of
particular interest to this study are pp. 356-3@8ich deal with naval developments on the riverthefRoman
Empire, although study of events from th& -B“ century is sadly limited to a discussion of theriGan
occupation, a brief overview of the Balkan occupaths well as Trajan’s Dacian War and naval agtieit the
Euphrates. The bulk of this section deals withpghablem of fortified landing places (‘Schiffslanddtermed
‘débarcadére’ by Reddé], e.g. Dunafalva, dter, Szentendre) and their function in tffeadid 4" centuries.

9 Reddé (1986), p. 655.

0 Reddé (1986), p. 655-659.

1 See especially Mason (2003) on fleet activity iritdBn, Konen (2000) on Germany and Bounegru &
Zahariade (1996) for the Lower Danube.
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it has been possible to produce more refined rasdme cases more accurate — assessments
of some aspects of naval activity in the northeovmces of the Roman Empire.

In 1996, the Romanian scholars Bounegru and Zatanmblished a study of fleet
activity on the lower Danube from theé' 1o 6" century® This volume follows Reddé’s
approach in so far as it also attempts to draw ath larchaeological and literary source
material to reconstruct fleet hist6fyIndeed, its very layout reflects that of Reddssdy, if
in a different order: Bounegru & Zahariade alsoatewchapters to the types of vessels used
on the Danube during the Roman petfods well as harbours and pé8risYet these are
placedafter an overview of the fleet’s history and an epigia@ssessment of its hierarchy of
comman@® — both chapters in a style highly reminiscent @i problematic approach. The
final section of the study is an attempt to recargtthe duties and function of tlmeAssIS
MOESICAON the basis of earlier evidefite

This different order of chapters typifies the caldifference in approach between this

study and that of Reddé. Where Reddé establisliiech aarchaeological basis from which to

2 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996).

%3 See Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 1: “L’ élatiorad’une histoire de la flotte du Bas Danube @endes
ler-Vlle (?) siécles ap. J.C. ayant comme bassdesces historiques et épigraphiques contient thainedegré
de difficulté [...] le matériel archéologique et éighique accumulé offre des perspectives encounsega

% Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 46-72. This chajst, however, flawed in that it displays a distiover-
reliance on the plans provided by Viereck (see rsodgthe trireme (Fig. 7, p. 47), ttiburna (Fig. 12, p. 54)
and the “riverine’liburna (Fig. 13, p. 56). Aside from the study of one gtechtile from Novae that depicts a
ship (Fig. 11, p. 52) the remainder of the chaggsals with iconographic interpretations of the stop Trajan’s
column as well as depictions of freighters and fmalessels ratis and musculuy on various mosaics from
Ostia, Sousse and Althiburbus.

% Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 73-90. This chaf divided into two sections, one on ocean-harbo
along the black sea (pp. 74-82) and one on rivenénas (pp. 82-88). The first of these is basicallgiscussion
of evidence for harbours &tallatis, Tomisand Histria. While such evidence does exist, a distinct probtd
this section is that it fails to deal with the qii@s of what actually makes a military harbour deed, the very
example of an ideal Roman harbour cited at theevut©stia (p. 73, see also Fig. 19, p. 74), hdarsproduced
no evidence for any military presence. The seatiemiverine harbours consists of brief discussiohBrobeta,
the late Roman landing site at Haiducka Vodenio#offving Reddé’s discussion of similar sites on teper
Danube as well as a list of sites which ought teehserved as naval stations on the basis of egigrap literary
references. See also Maps 1 and 2 (pp. 89&90 fiengial 1-3" and 4-6™ century naval bases respectively).
% Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 7-28 deal with tistory of the Moesian fleet, a discussion thativided
into two sections. The first deals with th&3® century and cites literary sources for naval égtion the lower
Danube, as well as listing sites where fleet-relatdefacts, stamped tiles and inscriptions hawenlfeund (pp.
7-22). The second section focuses on the&% century and discusses various late Roman refesetocaaval
units, arguing that these are to be included indis&ribution map created earlier (pp. 22-28). Hpégraphic
discussion (pp. 29-43) is based on a comparisdm tivét Praetorian fleet of Ravenna in which argusiemnilar
to those of Starr are presented. It does, howéwvelyde a useful “Supplementum Epigraphicum” (pp5-1118)
which lists inscriptions referring to tl|eASSIS MOESICA

" Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 91-109.
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draw historical conclusions, Bounegru and Zaharf@@sent a colourful mixture of historical
and archaeological data. This frequently resultheidentification of sites as fleet bases at
the hand of tenuous historical or epigraphic dad¢apite the lack of any concrete evidence for
a naval presenf® The overall impression is that the authors attemjpdentify as many fleet
bases as possible in order to highlight the impaeeof naval activity on the Danube, rather
than presenting a critically balanced reflectionvbiat may have occurred at the time.

Despite its problems, Bounegru and Zahariade’s wa@& groundbreaking in so far as
it is one of the earliest studies of Roman navélig to move away from the notion of one
Roman Navylnstead, a large part of the volume focuses anindividual unit, thecLASSIS
MOESICA’®. This approach is favoured in more recent reseavhith more or less accepts that
Roman provincial fleets were independent unitdfhaathan having been part of one large
navy in the modern sense.

Probably the most substantial study of a singlevipaial fleet is that of theLAssIs
GERMANICA by Koner®. Compiled as a doctoral thesis at the UniversityMiinster, it
presents meticulously researched discussions ofagects of the fleet's operations —
including a detailed discussion and assessmentatfral conditions in the Rhine valley
during the Roman peridtl By virtue of its nature as a thesis in Ancienstdiy, Konen’s
work focuses more on literary evidence than arclogezal data — although by no means

neglecting the latter.

% E.g. Ratiaria (Bounegru & Zahariade [1996], p.: IB)en que les recherches archéologiques ne lenigsas
encore mise en évidence et que les sources épiguegshet historiques refusent de mentionner conathe ta
présence d’'une base navale a Ratiaria s’averg@degible dés la période de la création de la fivésique. Le
nom de cette localité qui provient du type de ranatis ouratiaria, suggére un rapport direct entre le toponyme
respectif et les activités se déroulant dans l&gphe la navigation militaire sur le Danube. Onjgute la
supposition, difficile a vérifier, selon laquell@faria elt constitué la base de départ de I'exjpédile Vitellius
(12 ap. J.C.).”

%9 with the obvious exception of pp. 103-109, “L’aitéé de la flotte aux IVe-Vie siécles ap. J.C.”,igthdeal
with the naval units that formed part of the lataran frontier system on the lower Danube.

% Konen (2000).

" Konen (2000), pp. 8-72: Pp. 8-46 of this introdugtchapter uses ancient and medieval literarycsmsyras
well as data from geological investigations, tocdss what the Rhine and its tributaries, as welthasDelta
systems of the Low Countries, looked like in tharRo period. Pp. 46-72 attempt to assess to whahetttis
environment would have facilitated naval operatiand what natural limitations would have been inggbosn
any fleet activity in this region.
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Konen’s study is divided into chronological sectomccording to historical events.
The first section is a discussion of referencesdwal activity during the Julio-Claudian
period, i.e. the German campaigns of Drusus anan&eicus and naval events until around
70 AD’% The second part deals with references toctiaessis GERMANICAIN the late I and
2" centurie§®. After an assessment of tasks of the ffeeKonen closes with a brief
discussion of the decline of the Rhine fleet as pathe “3° century crisis™ and concluding
summary.

Whilst difficult to navigate due to various “tempbrglitches” in his chronolody,
Konen'’s study presents a complete and compreheassassment of all data available for the
CLASSIS GERMANICA Following the approach of Bounegru & Zahariaden&n studies a
single individual provincial fleet — refuting theotion of one centrally structured “Roman
Navy” as suggested by earlier scholars. Unfortupateowever, his emphasis on historical
sources directly influences the weighting of diéfietr historical episodes. As such, his study
devotes significantly more space to the occupatieniod rather than the laté' fo 39 century
on the Rhine. It is hardly surprising, therefotggttthe majority of his conclusions relate to

the Julio-Claudian period. This, however, leaves with the impression that the established

"2 Konen (2000), pp. 73-296 (‘Das Zeitalter der Gararkriege und die Anfinge derASsIS GERMANICA(12 v.
—16 n. Chr."). At 223 pages, this is by far thegést section of the book (a reflection of the lmiaghis period in
literary source material). Confusingly, the titleesns to indicate the Augustan occupation of Gernanyg
general timeframe, but the section actually inctudaliscussion of fleet references up to AD 70 {52-188),
as well as a presentation of the types of vessal os the Rhine from the'to early 3 century AD (pp. 189-
243). The survey of possible fleet bases (pp. 28);20n the other hand, deals — as expected -yssit sites
dating to the earlier half of the first century AD.

3 Konen (2000), pp. 297-347 (‘DieLASSIS GERMANICAIM 1. und 2. Jahrhundert n. Chr."). Konen discasset
only the personnel and vessels of the fleet (pf-3®) as well as its Flavian reorganization arfdresces to
naval activity between AD 70 and 165 (pp. 331-348}, also events from AD 17 to the Batavian reiml&D
69/70 (pp. 303-331). This reduces the actual d&onsof the post Julio-Claudian history of the flée 22
pages, a reflection of the relative scarcity oédimreferences to tfeASSIS GERMANICAInN literary sources.

4 Konen (2000), pp. 348-421 (‘Aufgaben und TatigheT. Interestingly, it is this section with itsreewhat
speculative title that includes the most reliakikcdssions, namely those of epigraphic monumerndsstamped
tiles, as well as artefacts associated with thet.fle

S Konen (2000), pp. 422-463 (‘Die Flotte in der Zadtr Reichskrise [166-284 n. Chr.]"). While thelirsion of
the term “& century crisis” may sit uneasy with many conterappischolars, the chapter nonetheless critically
assesses various genres of source material awafibthe &' century in an attempt to identify a formal end to
the German fleet. Whilst concluding that it is possible to define a definite end point as evelatsgathe Rhine
were extremely fluid in the earlier part of the ey, Konen clearly identifies that the Diocletisforms at the
very latest brought definite changes in naval gotia the Rhine that were incompatible with the &xise of
one large provincial fleet (p. 463).

® See notes 72&73 above.
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cLASSIS GERMANICAOS the later I and 2¢ centuries AD is unduly underrepresented because
of a lack of primary source material, an impressibat casts a shadow of doubt on the
validity of some of Konen’s more general verdicts.

The most recent monograph on Roman naval actiapyart from Steinby’s recent
study of the Republican fleéfsis Mason’s study oRoman Britain and the Roman N&ty
While the title of this study suggests a returrStarr’'s notion of one Roman Navy, its main
body actually deals solely with naval activity inritBin in general and thecLAssIs
BRITANNICA in particulaf®. Yet the introductory chapters on origins of thavy its
organisation and vessels, conversely, seem to gab@dhe notion of one centrally organised
Roman Navy made up from several ufiits an interpretation that had been suggested to be
incorrect even in the early 1998s

These inconsistencies found in the introductory emdcluding sections of Mason’s
study seem to be a direct result of his declaréshgit to provide an understanding of the
significance of Rome’s naval powers for the genpuallic®?. As the primary sources on naval
activity are incomplete as well as inconsistent arsignificant proportion of past scholarship
on the subject has been overly general if not fahdhere is no firm basis for such an overall

history of all aspects of any of Rome’s fleets. bfacompensates for this by referring to

" Steinby (2007).

8 Mason (2003).

9 Mason (2003), pp. 67-148. Chapter 5 (pp. 67-78) ietailed study of Caesar’s campaigns in Britainije
chaper 6 provides a detailed analysis of navabadas part of the conquest and occupation (pp.04j-BSome
sections of this chapter appear to imply thatah&ssis BRITANNICA was in existence during this early period in
the history ofBritannia — despite the suggestion in the title of the folltg chapter (‘The mature Classis
Britannica; c. AD 90-193’, pp. 105-134) that thetBh fleet was firmly established only around AD. €hapter

8 (pp. 134-148) examines events from 193-276, dinpa (possibly over-optimistic) examination oé theet’s
role in the Severan campaigns in Scotland, and esiggnot only an intimate link between tbeassis
BRITANNICA and the establishment of the Saxon Shore forts1($®-148), but also a drastic reorganisation ef th
fleet as a result of the administrative reformghie early &' century (pp. 140-143).

8 Mason (2003), pp. 8-66. The structure, as welllias of argument, of these three chapters is highly
reminiscent of the generalising approaches foun¥iereck’s “Die Romische Flotte”. A crucial diffemee,
however, is that Mason backs his argument withresfees to both primary data and other secondamatiire —
providing a firmer basis to his argument.

81 See references to Saddingon below, notes 89&90.

82 Mason (2003), pp 8: “In the popular imaginatiowis Rome’s legions that enabled her to win and hol
empire. The truth of that cannot be denied but whatot so widely known or appreciated is the elgual
important part played by the Roman navy in the &itijon, maintenance and protection of that empire.
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various types of evidence — or different fleeto-highlight whichever point he is trying to
make in these sectiofis

Despite such problems, the central section of Masstudy offers an assessment of
the CLASSIS BRITANNICA based on a balance of literary, epigraphic antdasmaclogical data. It
is in this section of the work that interesting nswggestions are made — such as the thesis
that the main base of tl®AsSIS BRITANNICA may not have been located in Britain, but at
Boulogne in Gallia Belgic&*. A particularly important point of the study is Bta’s
suggestion that, even during th& the 39 centuries AD, units other than the established
provincial fleet in Britain may have been direatiygaged in naval activity,

Aside from these major monographs on Roman natality, there have been several
shorter syntheses providing overall histories as @glalarger works on ancient naval activity
or the Roman militaf?. While the majority of these have followed theelinf Fiebiger's
summarizing entry in the Realenzyklopa&fie producing overall outlines of fleet activity
throughout the history of the Roman world, someehawviced new ideas that ought to
drastically change scholars’ understanding of tlnetion of Rome’s fleets.

In this respect, the work of Saddington in thelyed©90s was groundbreaking.
Moving away from the traditional approach of acagphistorical dates as fact or (in the case
of Reddé) trying to verify or disprove them by aeblogical data alone, Saddington tried to
argue for a revision of fleet chronology on theidax his analysis of Julio-Claudian fleet

epigraphy, arguing that this showed that none efgfovincial squadrons could have been

8 Despite declaring his study as “book devoted esiehly to theCLASSIS BRITANNICA” (Mason (2003), p. 14),
Mason discusses events on the Rhine in AD 14 (p.@0well as the Danube (pp, 21&22) in order &xdrthe
origins of the British fleet. The majority of dateken to support his%chapter on ‘Organisation and size of the
Imperial Fleets’ (pp. 27-34) is based on epigraplta from the Italian fleets, while his chapternessel types
is based on data from Morrison’s reconstructioa @reek trireme (pp. 40-44), iconography from Nakftica
and the Levant, as well as that from Trajan’s colujpp. 44&51-61 [see also pp. 21-26 on a discussfaie
column’s iconography]) and further literary refecen to the campaigns in Germany (pp. 48&49), abagdhate
Roman sources (pp. 37&46). The section on flee¢b§sp. 61-66), while including data from Londanpased
primarily on reports of the excavation at VelserHolland, Cologne in Germany, the main ltalian &hatth
African ports as well as the Athenian ship-shedzeat.

8 See also chapter 5 on theassis BRITANNICA, below.

8 Mason (2003), pp. 120-128.

8 E.g. Rankov (1995); Chapters 1 and 2 of Guillet®9@3); Webster (1969).

87 Fiebiger (1899).
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created before the middle of th& dentury AD®. A further survey of literary references to
naval activity showed that no sources actually rréfe established fleets on the northern
frontier during the Julio-Claudian campaigns. Ors thasis, Saddington proposed that in
looking at Roman naval activities throughout the giien one should distinguish between
‘standing fleets’ and what he called ‘invasion f#e- ad hoc created naval squadrons,
created in response to a direct military requirenae not of a permanent natiite

Various ideas of Saddington’s are taken up an@ldeed further in some of the more
recent fleet studies — notably in Konen’s studythef cLASSIS GERMANICAdiscussed above
and the research published by Maseum fiir Antike Schiffahat MainZ°. A recent paper by
Rankov, looking at theLASsSIS BRITANNICA, picks up on this and highlights various issues in
current understanding that Mason, for examples f@ildevelop'. Crucially, Rankov looks at
concrete data such as tiled stamps, inscriptioms aasociated forts for the British fleet,
establishing that the evidence suggests operatibtigs unit must have been far more limited

than frequently assumed in past scholar$hip

8 Saddington (1990b); Saddington (1988). See alsdiSgton (2007).

8 Saddington (1990a), pp. 229&230.

% pferdehirt (1995); see also_http://www1.rgzm.dellliome/frames.htnunder the headings “Themes” and
“Fleets and Frontiers”. The original text by Pfdnaeis the German version.

1 Rankov (2005). See especially p. 62 which suggesistheCLASSIS BRITANNICA may have developed out of
the earlier ‘invasion fleets’ of Caligula and Clausl Rankov makes it clear, however, that the ttimnsto its
becoming a permanent ‘standing fleet’ can not I@ginted with accuracy, as the earliest refereacectassis
in literary sources dates to AD 70. The remaindahis article challenges a number of common assiomsg,
such as that the fleet was actively involved ingyjef the British army (pp. 63-64).

92 Rankov (2005), p. 65: according to Rankov, comceatidence for fleet activity is only found in tBeglish
Channel region (apart from inscriptions relatedhi® building of Hadrian’s Wall), while the size thie forts at
Boulogne and Dover allows for a navy of, at mosguad 100 vessels. The article also includes aaftange
discussion of the types of vessels used by the (ige 62-64) and the way they were constructedraaittained
(including possible explanations for the lack apssheds associated with the provincial fleets pp69]).
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l.v METHODOLOGY

The above overview of evidence for naval activigd summary of the main
monographs on the topic has shown various aspéctte c@urrent understanding of Rome’s
fleets to be inconsistent or controversial. Yetgniicant proportion of these instances are
caused not so much by the evidence itself or laekebf, but by scholars’ approaches to data
appertaining to Roman naval history. Indeed, marscamceptions are rooted in an uncritical
acceptance of frequently problematic ancient Iiiesources by early scholars of the Roman
fleets”. Literal readings of some sources, combined with direct application of modern
concepts of a ‘navy’, have resulted in some distbitiews. More recent studies that attempt
to present comprehensive ‘overall histories’ haxacerbated these problems by accepting
results of problematic studies as fact and usiegnttio develop further theses. This created
models that are far removed from any evidence &ahactivity in the Roman peridt

Studies that focussed on archaeological evideramier than relying solely on
epigraphic data and ancient literary sources, haeeluced more refined models of the
Roman fleets — often differing starkly from estab&d and accepted theSedwhile the
inclusion of archaeological data in any assessmériRoman naval activity has by now
become standard, there are still vastly differg@mraaches to the study of Rome’s fleets. The
discussions of past scholarship above show howestutat separate literary evidence from

archaeological and epigraphic data result in ctearguments and more fruitful conclusions

% In order to present comprehensive histories oRanian Navy”, many early ‘fleet historians’ (e.gat
[1993]; Fiebiger [1899]; Kromayer [1897]; ChapoBB6]; Mommsen [1881]) accepted data without dugcati
analysis, creating theoretical models based onlithiéed evidence available at the time as well asrent
concepts of a navy. Such models have had to beeevi view of archaeological or epigraphic discms: but
theories proposed by Mommsen or Starr continuestadzepted as fact (e.g. Viereck [1996]), partitylso in
general historical works that briefly refer to fleetivity as an aside (e,g. Horn [2002], pp. 1148

% This is particularly true in the case of Vieredl096) and some summaries of individual fleets, alf as
references to fleets in more general historicabaesh (e.g. Black [2000]; Mitova-DZonova [1986];e€le
[1977]; Reed [1975]; Condurachi [1974]).

% See for example the reinterpretation of the ehi$yory of thecLAsSIS MOESICAIn Sarnowski (1987), pp.
261&262 as well as the discussions on Reddé (188@)p. 14&15 above and Konen (2000) on pp. 17-%eb
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than those with a mixed argum&htn this, it is important to note that studiesttastablish a
firm archaeological and epigraphic base before lempgnting this with literary evidence
appear more successful than approaches that caelemework on the basis of literary
evidence alone, into which archaeological and epigic data is then made tofit

On this basis, future research ought to focusetevant archaeological and epigraphic
data and establish a basis of firm evidence fronthvto draw tenable historical conclusions
in line with — or, if necessary, disproving — amtiditerary sources. Such an approach,
covering Roman naval history from the Punic Ward &te Antiquity, would significantly
exceed the scope of a doctoral thesis. It woulth&rmore have to be at least tripartite in
nature, as Roman naval policy differed drasticeiyween the Republic, Principate and Late
Antiquity®®. Ancient sources and epigraphic data imply thatds during the Principate that
Rome’s fleets were established as permanent unatgétained their structure for an extended
period®. It appears sensible, therefore, to limit thisigtto the i to 3% centuries, as research
based primarily on archaeological and epigraphi@ da more likely to produce pertinent
results when investigating established structuraer than flexible and variable strategies
such as the naval policies of the Republic and latgquity. This timeframe has a direct
bearing on the data that is to form the basis liar study: the % to 39 centuries AD have
produced the most reliable and comprehensive cogbuspigraphic data for the Roman
Empire, as well as most of the useable militaryahyata that have been found to date.

Within this timeframe, Rome’s naval forces coresiisbf two Praetorian fleets in Italy

and at least eight provincial fleets spread througlthe Empir€®. Any study of the Misene

% See, for example, the clear arguments and positiselts of Reddé (1986) [pp. 13&14, above] as spado
the problems identified in Konen (2000) [notes 73&&bove] and Mason (2003) [notes 79&80, above].

" Typified in the different approaches of Reddé @)3%nd Bounegru & Zahariade (1996).

% See pp. 8-10 above.

% As opposed to the flexible arrangements in diresponse to a conflict seen during the Republither
multiplicity of smaller units of the later Empirege pp. 9&10 above). On the issue of establiskedsfisee also
Rankov (1995); Saddinton (1990a); Saddington (139%B&addington (1988).

10 The QASSES PRAETORIA MISENENSISANd PRAETORIA RAVENNATIS as well as thecLASSES BRITANNICA
GERMANICA, PANNONICA, MOESICA, PONTICA, SYRIACA, ALEXANDRINA andNOVA LYBICA. A further squadron
may have been based in Mauretania. See discussiwe app. 10.
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and Ravennate fleets must be based primarily ograghy, as reliable archaeological
evidence for these units is extremely limit¥d The epigraphy of the Praetorian fleets,
however, has practically been studied to exhaudtpmumerous scholdfé. Without the
discovery of new, ground-breaking data, it seenigely that the remaining problems in this
field can be resolvé®®

The study of individual provincial fleets, on théher hand, has produced interesting
results in the past decdd® In Europe in particular, archaeological reseasehr the past
years created a firm new base of evidence that beaysed to re-examine Roman naval
activity, in the manner proposed ab&l7e The scale — and, frequently, lower standard — of
archaeological research on the eastern Black 8eealj in the Near East and North Africa,
however, cannot be compared to the situation irojiirin order to create as comparable an
archaeological basis as possible between the priavifbeets studied, both in terms of quality
and quantity of research, it therefore appearsilsien® limit this study of ¥ to 3% century
naval activity to the northern frontier of the RamEmpire, i.e. Britain and the Rhine and
Danube provinces.

These chronological and geographical limitatioesassitate that this study examine
four provincial squadrons in detail — tbeassIsS BRITANNICA in Britain, CLASSIS GERMANICA
on the Rhine and theLASSIS PANNONICA and CLASSIS MOESICAon the Danub@® As

discussed above, the most interesting results iratbe past been reached by studies of

191 While it is likely that the Praetorian fleets usearbours throughout the Mediterranean, concretefpfor
their presence at sites is limited: e.g. the maasels at Misenum and Ravenna (see note 11 above) and
Vespasianic work at the harbour of Seleucia Pi{&tarr [1993], p. 115; see Erol & Pirazzoli [1992])

102E g. Spaul (2002); Reddé (1995); Starr (1993)nk# (1966); Sander (1957); Wickert (1949)

193 This is highlighted by Pferdehirt (1997), who sesig plausible new solutions to various problensluiing

that oftrierarchi andnauarchibut is unable to prove their accuracy due to laickufficient data. Spaul (2002),
on the other hand, fails to present any new argtsnererely listing existing evidence (frequentlgdourately).

104 E.g. Mason (2003); Konen (2000); Bounegru & Zadwdei (1996) - although each of these studies suffers
from problems in their approach to the study of Romaval history (see pp. 16-20 above).

195 As, for example, at theLASSIS GERMANICAbase in Cologne-Alteburg (most recently Hanel f0@runotte

& Schulz [2003]; Fischer [2002]; Fischer [2001]k€esalso site discussion below, pp. 185-191.

1% Due to lack of archaeological evidence or literatuthe CAssIs PONTICA is not included. Aside from
overviews in general treatises (e.g. Starr [1998], 125-129; Meijer [1986], p. 216) and researcheldaon
literary evidence such as Josephlssopia Jovdouxov mol&uov (€.9. Saddington [2007], p. 215) the only study
dealing directly with this fleet is a brief evalicat of a collection of related inscriptions (Frerj@d884]).
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individual Roman fleets. As such, each of the uwlvssequent chapters is dedicated to a single
fleet. The summarizing conclusion that forms thmalfichapter combines the results of each
‘case study’ in an attempt to draw more wide-raggionclusions about the structure of the
four provincial fleets studied in particular andvabactivity on the northern frontier in
general.

The reasoning behind the order of the four chapierbased on their geographic
distribution as suggested by recent reseafighl(7): the CLASSIS PANNONICAIS the only true
riverine fleet, while thecLASSIS MOESICAand CLASSIS GERMANICA are both believed to have
operated in coastal as well as river environment®. chapter on theLASSIS BRITANNICA is
placed last, as this fleet was stationed aroundland in a primarily coastal environment. On
the basis of their geography alone, it might theneefbe presumed that distributions of
archaeological traces of theLASSIS PANNONICA and CLASSIS BRITANNICA might differ
significantly, while the results of research inth@ CLASSIS MOESICAANd CLASSIS GERMANICA
should lie somewhere between the two.

As each of these four units has its own problentstastory of research, each chapter
begins with an introduction to the fleet in questi®hese sections deal with past scholarship
and problems therein, geographical distribution msdies affecting quality and quantity of
relevant archaeological dafa It has been established that the uncritical iépetof doubtful
results of earlier studies forms a major issudendtudy of Rome’s naval forces. This factor,
as well as some scholars’ evident desire to ideasf many fleet bases as possible, whatever
the evidencl®, means that the identification of permanent flestes in current literature has
to some extent become unreliable. This is partibulaue of sites identified on a solely
epigraphic basis or at the hand of stamped tilesealA single inscription, after all, need not

imply anything more than the temporary presenca eingle soldier or vessel at a site and

197 As, for example, problems caused in the studyhefctASSIS PANNONICAdue to sites’ location in countries
with significantly different archaeological apprbas such as Hungary, Bosnia and Serbia. See bel@8,

1% This is particularly true of Viereck (1996), seelp above, and Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), seé %16
above.
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could — for example in the case of a deceased Vieteran® — have no bearing on any fleet
base whatsoevEf. Equally, a sole shipment of stamped tiles as pie general supply of
building materials, or even a single stamped thkenfl in a secondary context can hardly be
taken as proof of an established naval base —uwgthsuch evidence has frequently been
taken to imply just that in past resedrch

In view of these problems, it is necessary to sewurrent scholarship and survey
primary data related to the fleets, in order t@lelssh reliable lists of permanent bases along
the northern frontier on the basis of concrete @vag. These can then serve as the ‘firm
archaeological bases’ from which to draw furthenaosions. Such an approach may also
offer an opportunity to rectify some current misceptions as to where the four fleets under
investigation actually operated.

In order to create an accurate reflection of dalated to the fleets, the main sections
of each of the subsequent chapters contain sdr&teaiscussions. In thesa) bases of the
respective fleet as identified in current literafueis well as further sites that produced relevant
evidence, are plotted on regional maps and disdusséetail in order to re-evaluate their
status as permanent fleet base. The volume ofptetented in these site discussions is then
assessed according to three main criteria: nunfoedevant inscriptions, quantity of stamped
tiles and archaeological data indicating navalvagtisuch as harbour-remains or actual
vessels. Relevant results are plotted and comparéie original distribution map of fleet
sites. These plots are accompanied by discussioeach type of evidence in order to avoid
mixed argumentation wherever possible.

As has been stated above, not one of the gerore & sufficiently reliable to ensure

identification of a permanent naval base. The tlpkd#s — epigraphy, stamped tiles and

199 As in the case of the deceased veteran ofthesis GERMANICAwho died at the landlocked site of Bad
Minstereifel. Se€IL Xlll, 7941. See Appendix IV.

10 The dedication of an altar to Neptune such assiatp by the centurion Caius Marius Maximus filcaach
(AE 1923, 32) for example, need not imply a permanent fleesg@nee at this site. It could simply have been set
up in completion of a vow made during a storm dveotaval difficulty upon safe deliverance from it.

11 As in the case of Richborough, see below, pp. 268
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archaeology — are therefore combined in maps tw $he types of evidence at each site — as
well as ‘insufficient’ or ‘inconsequential’ evideglt? This enables a visual representation of
the range of operations of each fleet through & pforelevant data. Due to the inherent
problems in epigraphic data and stamped tilesjsasisised above, the existence of permanent
bases can only be postulated at sites that conatiteast two genres of eviderite While
this approach may appear overly negative, it isesgary in order to ensure that further
theories on the history and development of navalgsoon the northern frontier during the
Principate rest on a foundation of reliable datathe same time it produces a completely
justifiable line of argument for the identificatiar fleet bases. This results in a reliable list of
permanent naval bases on the northern frontierdicgpto the data currently available which
may serve as basis for any further historical wonkthe CASSES PANNONICA, MOESICA
GERMANICA andBRITANNICA during the Principate.

The discussions of data for each fleet includéimneary conclusions relevant only to
the respective fleet — frequently relating backptoblems identified in each introductory
section. In this way, each fleet is accorded audision of its own, as identified as desirable in
the survey of past research abdeThe results of each fleet study are then combinete
conclusion of this thesis which discusses thenihéwtider context of fleet studies in general

and our understanding of 1o 3¢ century Roman naval policies in particular.

12 nsufficient evidence’ could be a single inscription, or reuskstamps, whileihconsequentialevidence’
is data indicating a naval presence that is noneoted to the standing fleets of th& tb 3° century, e.g.
Byzantine harbour-works or an inscription of napatsonnel not attached to a standing fleet sut¢headisces
epibataof LEG vil CLAUDIA onCIL Ill, 14567 from Viminacium(see below, pp. 92).

3 1n the case of inscriptions or stamped tiles thrasst furthermore occur in sufficient numbers.Ha tase of
archaeological data, it must, of course, dateealtt8™ centuries AD.

14 35ee p. 17 above .

27



CHAPTER I

THE CLASSIS PANNONICA
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.1 INTRODUCTION

In comparison to the other provincial fleets undevestigation, thecLASSIS
PANNONICA has seen relatively little stutly. As such, its history and development are by no
means clear. There are two main theories regartiedleet's establishment: one group of
scholars, following Starr, sees it involved in #aliest Balkan campaigns, such as the siege
of Sscia in 35 BC, as well as the Augustan advance towgtdsDanube in 15/12 B¢,
Others argue that the honorificavia in the full title of thecLassIS FLAvIA PANNONICA
indicates its creation during the Flavian periodstrlikely in the reign of Vespasidfi This
necessitates an implicit acceptance that earlferegeces to naval activity refer to units drawn
from other fleets, orad hoc naval squadrons created in direct response tomgdeary
requirement®. While various inscriptions confirm the existermfethe CLASSIS PANNONICA
throughout the % century?, the fleet's development in th& Zentury is not understood as
the last associated inscription dates to AD 201207

While the current understanding of the Danubet'ietistorical development is

problematic, its geography is even less clear.rStegyued that the fleet initially operated

115 Apart from relevant chapters in general works.(8tgrr [1993], pp. 138-141 and Reddé [1986], [98-203
on its bases), few articles have dealt directlyhwitiis fleet (Dimitrijevé [1996]; HoSek (1994); Zaninovi
[1993]; Soproni [1990]; Soproni [1987]; HeydendddB52]).

HOE g. Starr (1993), p. 138; Moc(1962), p. 623. Zaninoi(1993), p. 58 states that thleASSIS PANNONICA
originated in the campaigns of 35 BC, arguing fertfor its direct involvement in quelling the rewvof AD 6-9.
Strangely, he argues that it was established Wwidgpasian at a later stage of the article.

17 As seen on most inscriptions (see Appendix I)\wal as in the acronym CLFP on its stamped tifs £.1).

18 E g. Dimitrijevic (1996), p. 144. While Reddé (1986), p. 298 notes use of naval forces during the
occupation of the Balkans, he suggests that a pemmtdleet was only established during the Flayaniod
(Reddé [1986], p. 300). Presumably this is the \s\gument Zaninovitries to make, but fails to communicate
(see note 116 above). Soproni (1990), p. 732 arthasTacitusAnnales Xll, 30 indicates that theLASSIS
PANNONICA must have been in existence by AD 50. The probmmounding the historical development of the
CLASSIS PANNONICA prompt HoSek (1994) to disregard its establishmentdevelopment entirely. He
concentrates solely on various tasks it may or nwyhave fulfilled (a debate based primarily oreiptetations
of the column of Marcus Aurelius) and tries — unganingly — to argue that the Pannonian fleet cstesi of
both military vessels and ships belonging to pewvaintractors (see HoSek [1994], p. 24).

19 Thereby validating the theses of Saddington (ge€@&21 above).

120 There is also general agreement amongst schdidhe oLASSIS PANNONICAthat the depictions of ships on
the column of Marcus Aurelius, however ‘conventised’, are evidence of its direct involvement et
Marcomannic Wars (e.g. Starr [1993], p. 140; Heylbeff [1952], p. 150).

121 starr (1993), p. 140.
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along the Danube fror@arnuntum to the Iron Gates until the division Bannonia into two
provinces under Trajan. During this reform it wasigned tdPannonia Inferior with a main
base affaurunum. According to Starr, however, duties of theassis PANNONICAIncluded
regular patrols of the upper reaches of the Savk Rwave rivers, extending its area of
operations well intoPannonia Superior'?2. Current scholarship agrees that the fleet
headquarters were located ®urunum®®, but the geographic extent of regular fleet
operations is less clear. While operations on thaeube betweearnuntum and the Iron
Gates are assumed by the majority of scholars,nabeu of articles extend Starr’s thesis,
suggesting that the fleet operated along the SadeDaave, as well as its subsidiaffés
Heydendorff implied that operations of theassis PANNONICAextended far beyond the limits
of the twoPannoniae, arguing that the fleet controlled the Danubeaasupstream a€astra
Regina, a premise developed further by Vier&ck The wide range of fleet operations
suggested in these studies leads both scholamdetuify fleet bases througho&annonia

Inferior, Pannonia Superior, Noricum, Raetia and perhaps everegio X of Italy*?®

(Fig. 2.2).

The thesis that theLASSIS PANNONICAS regular area of operations covered at least
two, if not five, Roman provinces throws up a sig@aint question in terms of fleet
administration: the praefecture of the Pannoniaetflwas sexagenary, and therefore

subordinate to the command of any provincial gowefd It is furthermore clear from

122 starr (1993), pp. 138-40. While diplomata suchCéis XVI, 91 list the CLASSIS PANNONICAas part of the
exercitus Pannoniae Inferioris, Starr argues that its range of operations inauRnonia Superior on the basis
of CIL VIII, 7977, which links a praefect of the m#onian fleet with a governor of both provinces] &iL I,
4025 fromPoetovio, dedicated by #&ierarchus of the CLASSIS PANNONICA Such evidence, however, is tenuous
at best.

123 g. Dimitrijevic (1996), p. 144; Reddé (1986), p. 300.

124 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 154; Visy (1994), p. 86. Reddé (198§6)299 argues that any evidence for naval
activity along these rivers dates to the late Ropenind, suggesting that during the Principatedisience of the
Pannonian frontier was organised in a linear syssdomg the Danube, while late Roman frontier dedenc
adopted an ‘in-depth’ approach along the main iut® the interior.

125 Viereck (1996), pp. 221, 227-230, 255&256; Heyd®tfd(1952), p. 151. Reddé (1986), pp. 300-301
discusses a number of sites along the upper rea€hies Danube, but argues that these need notdaaved as
fleet bases.

1281t has recently been questioned whet®pna may not have been locatedRegio X rather than ifPannonia
Superior (see Sasel-Kos [2002]).

127°E g. Pferdehirt (2002), pp. 56&5%rfatum: 80.000 is supposed to say 60.000); Pferdehir®%L9p. 37;
Mocsy (1962), p. 624.

30



military diplomata that from AD 107 onwards tli@ASSIS PANNONICA was part of the
exercitus Pannoniae Inferioris'?®. As such, the extent of fleet operations suggesyecurrent
research implies that the governorsRaihnonia Superior, Noricum and Raetia would have
had to allow a unit not under their command (nantleéyPannonian fleet) to operate in their
provinces. This model seems problematic in viewhef otherwise relatively clear structures
of Roman frontier control as currently understood.

The wide geographic spread of sites currently@ated with thecLASSIS PANNONICA
furthermore presents difficulties for its study doevarying levels of archaeological research,
in terms of both quantity and quality, between thedern countries of Germany, Austria,
Hungary, Croatia, Bosnia and Serbia. This problemggravated by the political situation in
former Yugoslavia, which has created a difficutnfrework for archaeological research at the
best of time¥”. In the affected areas, such difficulties havemfed to sites being identified
as fleet bases not because of any concrete evidenceval activity, but on the basis of
unreliable literary sources. Most frequent amorsgeth problematic methods is the recurring
assumption that sites identified as fleet basd¢blamotitia Dignitatum must also have served
as stations of theLassis PanNONIcAfrom the £43™ century®®. It is therefore necessary to
reassess the sites currently identified as basdseoPannonian fleefFig. 2.2), in order to
identify reliable evidence from which any furtheonclusions regarding its history and

development may be drawn, as stated in Chapter I.

128 See note 122 above.

129 The lack of excavation in the former Yugoslav omsi is only part of the problem. The biggest chmajés
posed to Western scholars lie in access to pulditstas series have been stopped or have chaitiged®@ften
articles are impossible to locate - see Wilkes 80@p. 124-136. A further issue is the frequend u$
archaeology as a political tool to disseminate pgamda and current ideology, frequently falsifyorgbiasing
interpretations.

130E 9. Mogy (1962), p. 624. See also the discussion in RéH@€6), p. 300-301.
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[ STES

1. CASTRA REGINA (Regensburg}®!

Regensburg is situated at the most northerly pointhe Danube Limes, near the
confluences of three major Danube tributaries,Lthaber, Naab and Redéh While the site
is known mainly for its legionary fortréS§ it also had an auxiliary fdif' and civilian
settlement. As there is no evidence that the se¢the ever acquired the legal status of a city,
it appears that it remained under military conthmbughout its history’>. Regensburg is well
excavated, but any overall understanding of the aitd its development is limited by its
urban nature. There is evidence for continuoudese#int from the Roman period until the
present. A pre-Roman settlement has been suggéstieaot yet proven archaeologicafly

The legionary fortress at Regensburg, baseeaf il ITALICA CONCORS was built in
preparation for Marcus Aurelius’ Marcomannic wansthe later 2 century®’. A building
inscription indicates that it was garrisoned by AT9"*® The fortress measures 540 x 450m
(24.3ha) and follows a north-south alignment. Isvbaiilt in stone from the outs&t While
small finds attest continuous use throughout the Roman and early medieval period, the
development of the fortress in thd 8nd 4" centuries and remains unci&4r

A fortlet at nearby Grol3prufening has been showrbé contemporary with the
legionary fortress. It is usually presumed thatGex 80m (0.48ha) installation controlled the

valley of the Naab as well as the river's confluemith the Danubé".

131 Sjte numbers in this chapter correspond with thussel in the distribution mapsgs. 2.2 2.14, 2.15 2.16 2.17
132 Fischer (1986b), p. 146; Ulbert (1960), p. 65.

133 Ulbert (1960), p. 64.

134 Ulbert (1960), p. 65.

135 Ulbert (1960), p. 65.

136 Fischer (1986b), p. 146.

137 Dietz & Fischer (1996), p. 78; Ulbert (1960), 9. 6

138 Djetz & Fischer (1996), p. 84; Ulbert (1960), g. 7

139 Ulbert (1960), p. 72.

140 5ee Reuter (2005); Dietz & Fischer (1996), pp fil&8bert (1960), pp. 75ff.
141 Fischer (1986b), p. 148.
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An important auxiliary fort is located at Regenghbiumpfmihl. Established in the
Flavian period, it represents the earliest evidesfd@oman occupation at Regensbdfglts
elevated position dominates the Danube valleypatiat where it is crossed by a Roman road.
Evidently, the fort was established to control thiger crossing’®. Excavations at the site
have shown that the initial earth and timber foaisweplaced by a stone installation of 1.9ha
during the reign of Hadrian or Antoninus Pilfs The fort follows a rectangular plan along a
north-south axis and was protected by a 2m thidkaval a ditch*. While the size of the fort
is usually published as 160 x 137m (2.19ha), antestidy has shown that these figures are
not entirely reliable, as they have been determswely by tracing stone robber trenches. In
some cases, however, these may not actually bétotig auxiliary fort of the ™ century“®.
The fort at Kumpfmuhl was destroyed in the earbgss of the Marcomannic wars and not
reoccupied. It is a rare example of a destructayed actually containing small-finds that
allow a clear association with the Marcomannic W4rs

A vicus with several pottery dumps that provide datesesponding to those above
extends around the f&ff. Bath buildings in thevicus area produced a large number of
stamped tile¥®. Such tiles, mentioning several units, are foustbss the site. A large
number ofCOH II AQVITANORVM tiles indicate that this was the main garrisontapthe

Marcomannic Wars®. Other units found on tiles from Kumpfmihl includex 1 FLAvIA

142 Fischer (1986b), p. 146; Ulbert (1960), p. 66. Tate is supported by the fact that the numismnetid
ceramic evidence from Kumpfmiihl is identical to tihaterial from nearby Eining. This fort was estsiidid
under Titus (AD 79-81), as shown by a building nistion. See also Dietz & Fischer (1996), p. 45.

13 Ulbert (1960), p. 67.

144 Dietz & Fischer (1996), p. 46; Ulbert (1960), 7; Ghese dates, however, are not clearly suppdited
archaeological data. It has merely been assumedhiindort was built in stone at the same timetagroforts on
the Raetian Limes. As there is no evidence to ediitt this claim, a Hadrianic — Antonine date isgumed.

145 Ulbert (1960), p. 68.

148 Fischer (1986b), p. 146.

147 Dietz & Fischer (1996), p. 63; Fischer (1986b)146; Ulbert (1960), p. 69.

18 Ulbert (1960), p. 68.

149 Ulbert (1960), p. 68.

150 gchleiermacher (1959), p. 58; Steinmetz (1926)24ff — noteably, none of the stamped tiles from
Regensburg indicate the presence of a fleet.
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CANATHENORVM MILL EQ SAGGITARIORVM, ALA | FLAVIA SING CIV ROM P F, COH Il
BRITTANORVM EQ andCOH Ill THRACVM CIV ROM EQ BIS TORG™™

While there is no epigraphic evidence to indicateaval presence at Regensburg,
finds from the “Eiserner Steg” area have been takeimdicate a Roman military harbour:
excavations in 1900 revealed large ashlars witlhhcaed small finds, as well as a “large
amount of rubble including Roman materiaf® The finds includéerra sigillata fragments as
well as coarse-waretegulae, nails, belt-fittings, axes, a key and coins. Bssemblage was
assumed to have come from a harbour site assodistiedhe legionary fortress’. A recent
evaluation of associated numismatic evidence, hewedentified that the finds date to tHé 3
century, and can therefore not be related to thebkshment of the fortress in AD 174
Indeed, there is no evidence that the finds retai@ harbour installation — or even that they
are military. Given their findspot, they are matkely to come from a sunken cargo ve§Zel

A significant number of inscriptions show that timain garrison of Regensburg was
LEG Ill ITAL CONCORS™®. The site has also produced diplomata from AD*318nd 153>
Neither of these, however, mentions a provincieétll In view of the absence of any fleet
related data, there is no reason to assume a pasénce at Regensburg, despite various

references to the contrary in modern scholarship

2. BOIODURUM/CASTRA BATAVA/BOIOTRO (Passau)
Passau is a strategically important site at thefleence of the Danube and ffih

reflected in its role as an important military balseughout the Roman perioHid. 2.3). The

%1 Dietz & Fischer (1996), p. 53; Dietz et al. (1979) 66ff.

132 pallmeier (2000), p. 73.

133 Dallmeier (2000), p. 73.

134 Dallmeier (2000), p. 73.

155 Dallmaier (2000), p. 74 — contains further refeemon arguments for a harbour at the site.
%8 Ulbert (1960), p. 74.

157 Dietz & Fischer (1996), p. 70.

18 Djetz & Fischer (1996), pp. 54&69; Ulbert (1960),68.

159E g. Viereck (1996), p. 255; Heydendorff (1952)151

10 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 150; Genser&&Y pp. 11ff.; Schonberger (1956), p. 43.
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site is recorded in all major geographic soutteand is identified as an important garrison in
the Notitia Dignitatum™®2 The history of Roman Passau is fairly well knowmqugh mainly
conjectured as one of the three forts at the si® lheen partially excavated but remains
unpublished. All that is known of this so call€dstra Batava is that it was located between
the Inn and Danube in the current old town of Pass# was therefore situated in the
province of Raetia, and was probably garrisoneddyors ix BATAVORUM'®2

A second fort, located on the southern bank of lte has been identified as
Boiodurum. It was excavated extensively in the earl§' 2@ntury, the 1950s and 198%sas
well as in ongoing small scale rescue excavatfdn#\s no datable material has been
published for theCastra Batava, it is not clear whether the two installations xasted or
whetherBoiodurum housed an earlier garrison. The fort forms an ulagrectangle of c.
1.3ha, protected by 3 ditcH&% Most of its northern front appears to have beeded by the
river Inn, but any existing remains have been dgstt by the construction of a railway

linet®’

. With one of the sides missing and many excavieatlires not clearly datable, current
‘understanding’ of this installation is, to a largstent, conjectur&® Excavations at
Boiodurum have produced a coin series spanning the period78£268°. Ceramic data
confirms occupation in thelcentury, but no fine-ware forms pre-date AD 79.t8is basis,

it is argued that the fort must have been estadtismder Domitian and was abandoned in the

mid 3° century”®

151 ptol. Geogr. Il 12.5; TabPeut I1,4; ItAnt 249,5.

182 Not. Dig. occ. xxxiv, 44 .

183 Alfldy (1974), p. 58; Schonberger (1956), p. 75.

1641906-1911 under F.J. Engel, see Friesinger & Kimiger (1997), p. 151; the 1950s excavations ardighem

summarily by Schonberger (1956); work from the 19®B0summarized in Wandling (1989a).

185 Wandling (1989b), p. 245, Wandling (1987).

186 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 151.

187 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 152; see altanp in Genser (1986), pp. 18&21.

188 Schonberger (1956), pp. 55ff.

189 Schénberger (1956), p. 61.

10 For the date of establishment Bbiodurum see Schénberger (1956), p. 75 and Friesinger &zirger

(1997), p. 152; for the proposed end see Friesi8girinzinger (1997), p.152; unfortunately, no esitte is
cited to support this claim, inviting the conclusithat the sole evidence for this date lies ingbi@blishment of
the later fort oBoiotro (see below, p. 36).
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As the associatedicus and pottery kilns date to the mid®Zentury AD", while
coins and pottery from the civilian settlement ssjgt was occupied throughout th¥ and
into the early § century’? it appears unlikely that th@astra Batava supersede8oiodurum.
The evidence seems to suggest instead that thmstadlations co-existed throughout most of
the 29 century

Several tiles stamped/mB andALAE have been found &oiodurum, but do not help
to identify its garrisol”. The epigraphic record is similarly inconclusive. number of
inscriptions have been found in the area, but cabeoassociated witBoiodurum'’>. The
only inscriptions certainly from Passau fail to reaamy units based héfé

In the late 3 century,Boiotro replaced the two forts discussed abosg. €.4). This
fortress remained the main military centre in tieigion throughout the late Roman peffdd
It is the most westerly example of the late RomaAftrip’ type of fortification, being
trapezoidal in plan — long side facing the rivewith projecting fan-shaped towéf8 The
walls are up to 3,6m strohd and protected by a 2m deep and 8.5m wide defeitiold’.
While the architecture clearly reflects the latenRm nature of the fortress, small finds
confirm that it was occupied throughout tH& @nd %' centuries. The coin series, however,

stops as early as AD 378

" wandling (1989a), p. 236.

2\wandling (1989a), p. 236, see also Friesinger &aXnger (1997), p. 152.

13 The dating ofcastra Batava to the 2° century currently rests on the presencecofi Ix BAT during this
period. A precise date will only be available oeseavation data has been evaluated and published.

174 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 153; Genser&a) p. 23; Schénberger (1956), p. 62 — the lattgue that
theNvMmB stamped tiles may in actual fact reatMER. See Genser (1986), pp. 24ff.

175 schénberger (1956), p. 58; While CIL 11l 5690, riening abeneficiarius, was found at nearby Wernstein, it
cannot be assumed that this inscription originedlyne fromBoiodurum. Indeed, another inscription found in the
area, CIL Il 5692, has been shown to come fromuiitream site of Straubing. See Schdnberger (19569,
esp. note 63. Nonetheless, it appears that theseawastoms station Bbiodurum, which may well explain the
presence dbeneficiarii. See Schonberger (1956), p. 75.

Y8 CIL 111, 5691-5693.

Y7 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 145; Genser&&) pp. 22ff.

178 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 146 , see gian in Genser (1986), p. 23.

19 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 146.

180 Genser (1986), p. 23.

181 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 149.
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While the garrison oBoiotro is not known, there have been several attempts to
identify a naval base at the site, none of whiaidgd conclusive resulfé. The thesis of a
naval presence at Passau rests on some scholavittoan that ‘Altrip’ style fortresses were
used by naval units, and H6ckmann’s argument tieaPtissau fort was moved to the location
of Boiotro in order to take advantage of local topographyo&ky promontory breaks the
Danube stream near the site of the later basetirmyezalm water for a harbotdf (Fig. 2.4).

Yet such considerations are mere conjecture arréftre of little relevance to this study, as
there is no evidence to indicate a naval presenPassau during the first three centuries AD.
Even were arguments in favour of a harbouBaibtro to be accepted, this could only be

relevant to the late Roman period.

3. IOVIACUM (Schldgen)

Situated in a Danube bend between Passau antfiamd framed by the Andlersbach
and Miihlbach river§® Schlégen controls the entrance to one of thedshgorges on the
Austrian Danub®®. It is usually identified afoviacum, a site listed in th&lotitia Dignitatum
as base of a naval detachment®s 11 ITaL*®". Despite extensive discussions, it has not been
resolved whether this association is actually aiff® As the site is identified in the Antonine
Itineraries, however, it is clear that an earliestallation, for which Schlbgen is the only

candidate in the region, must have existeldaacum'®®.

182 See Hockmann (1998a) and Hockmann (1998b) fomate to locate a harbour. Friesinger & Krinzinger
(1997), p. 149 discuss possible garrisons. Vie(@8R6), p. 255 also identifies Passau as a flast.b

183 For ‘Altrip’ style fortresses, see Hckmann (199&b 12; see Hockmann (1998a), p. 21 on topography

184 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 160.

185 Bender & Moosbauer (2003), p. 223.

186 Genser (1986), p. 44.

187 Not. Dig. occ. xxxiv, 37.

188 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 160.

189 1tAnt. 249, 1; see also Wilkes (2005), p. 194.
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The site has a long research history that incliedgéensive excavation seasons, the
latest of which took place in the 198%s These identified several forts, the most studigd
which is an irregular trapezoid fortlet, of 0.6%hat lies parallel to the Danube along an east-
west axi$’>. The remains of its curtain wall stand up to 1.66rplaces and there is evidence
for the existence of interior towéra

Finds from this main fort and its associatecls (situated further west on an elevated
plateau) indicate that it was built in stone in thied quarter of the™ century and occupied
continuously until the mid % century®® The site has two distinct phases, separated by a
significant amount of material — up to 1.4 metrésdeposits between the two phases of
defensive ditches. The end of period 1 is marked bgstruction layer found throughout the
site. While this makes the earlier phases easiedate, hardly any traces of structures
associated with this period survivé

Coin finds from the destruction layer indicatettti@e earlier fort cannot have been
destroyed before the second quarter of theehtury®. While fine-ware finds support a date
of c. AD 200 for the establishment of the earliert,f the pottery assemblage as a whole
clearly indicates that the fort must have been tbbiétween AD 130 and 188.
Unfortunately, there is virtually no datable matkrfrom the second period apart from
associated coarse-wares, a chronology for whiclyéiat® be established.

A feature with a width of 1.05m and a depth ofrGQdepth has been interpreted as the

foundations of a quay’ (Fig. 2.5. A second quay is proposed on the basis of featof

10 For a detailed history of excavations see Geris#8€), p. 45 note 3 (1833) & p. 47 note 22 (195ft8)the
1980s excavations see Friesinger & Krinzinger (3997162; see also Bender & Moosbauer (2003).

1 Bender & Moosbauer (2003), p. 223; Friesinger &ninger (1997), p. 162.

192 Bender & Moosbauer (2003), p. 223.

193 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 163.

194 Eckhart (1969), p. 50.

195 Eckhart (1969), p. 51 argues that the fort muselexisted by AD 200 because of two CaracallanscohD
198 & AD 201-201). This thesis cannot be supporéedthe coins could have been in circulation foextended
period until finding their way into the fort. Thiestruction is dated through an issue of Licinib 308-324)
sealed in the destruction layer.

1% 5ee Eckhart (1969), pp. 51&52. The earlier forshiherefore be that identified in the Antoninedtiaries.
197 Bender & Moosbauer (2003), p. 223; Eckhart (1969%2.
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comparable construction that run along a similagnahent®® A stone block discovered
nearby has been identified as a mooring stonewtbatd have been situated on top of the
postulated quay wall, considered by the excavatensroof that the structure was indeed used
for mooring ships, rather than being a supportimad % secure the river bank near the fort

A small road leads towards the ‘quayside’ from @degjyate of the fort. It has been used to
argue that there was a significant amount of gdaadssport to and from the alleged mooring
point. Indeed, one scholar suggests that it may lBeen a slipway for carrying out ship
repairs inside the foit’

This interpretation is not without problems: whebeact water levels during the Roman
period are unknown, the structure is about 35m dway the current Danube bank. It seems
unlikely that in Antiquity the Danube actually carmtlese enough to the fort for the walls to
act as a quay. The rather fanciful identificatidnSzhldégen as a naval base containing a
fabrica for ship repairs inside the fort cannot be maimgdi as it appears unlikely that vessels
were carried up a ramp and into the fort for refpdir In addition to this, the remains inside
the fort identified as ship-sheds are in no retatw the known sizes of vessels operating on
the Northern frontiéf?

It appears that the remains have been interpestedquay and harbour simply because
Schlégen is presumed to have been the naval basacum identified in the Notitia
Dignitatunt®. In themselves, the remains cannot be seen atustreevidence of a harbour

— particularly in view of the fact that it is noten clear whether they were actually located

198 Eckhart (1969), p. 42.

199 Eckhart (1969), p. 43.

20 Eckhart (1969), p. 45.

21 For the thesis of Schlégen as a naval base, SdemBEq1969), p. 63. Bender & Moosbauer (2003234,
argue succinctly that, even had the Danube reattteetbrt in Antiquity, there would still have beardifference
off 11m between the river level and that of thesated fort. The quay wall would therefore have bsituated at
least 6m above the waterline, making the dockingeskels impractical if not impossible.

202 5ee Bender & Moosbauer (2003), pp. 228&229, coingahe structures’ sizes to the measurementseof th
vessels from Oberstimm (Oberstimm 1: 15.7m x 2.@werstimm 15.4m x 2.65m) and Mainz (Mainz 1: 21.6m
X 2.79m; Mainz 2: 17.5m x 3.7m).

203 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 161; see alseréck (1996), p. 255 for identification of Schliges a
naval base.
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near the ancient course of the Danube. While thesga of Schlégen in the®t 3% century
remains unclear, there is no conclusive evidentkeasite to suggest a naval presence during

this time.

4. LAURIACUM (Enns-Lorch)

While there is no epigraphic material frdrauriacum, the site can be identified on the
basis of several records in ancient geographiccesiif. It occupies a strategically important
position on an elevated plateau dominating thelaente of the Enns and Danube riv&ts
Some excavations were undertaken by Gaisberg@eiad" century, with more concentrated
research carried out in the early decades of the @btury. Aside from sporadic rescue
excavations at the site, research in the later d¢falhe last century focussed on the civilian
aspects of the archaeologylafuriacum?®®.

It has traditionally been assumed that the firditamy base at the site was an auxiliary
fort for anala®®’, but a recent assessment and revision of data deotier excavations shows
that there is nothing in the archaeological redordorroborate this assumptf@h The main
military phase ofLauriacum was the fortress ofeG 11 ITALICA?® with its significant
extramural settlement. This was established incthese of the Marcomannic WatSand
continued in use until the lat& Sentury™™.

The fortress measures 539 x 398m (21.5ha), witinded corners and rectangular
interior towers as well as horse-shoe shaped gater§*2 While the well-excavated interior

follows the traditional layout of a legionary fass'® the entire plan is not rectangular but

204 |tAnt 235,1, 249,1, 256,6 & 258,2; TabPeut 111B;1.

295 Genser (1986), p. 126.

2% Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 189; see alsen€er (1986), pp. 129-136.
27 y/etters (1977), p. 359, see especially notes 26827

298 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 188; Rupreclesier (1980), p. 11.

209 Eckhart (1983/4), p. 17; Ruprechtsberger (19809; Wetters (1977), p. 355.
29 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 190; Eckhar®8B/4), p. 17.

2 Eckhart (1983/4), p. 18.

%12 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 191; Vetter9{T), p. 364.

23 5ee plan in Vetters (1977), p. 364.
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forms a parallelogram. Small finds from the exceret in the interior indicate that the
fortress was constructed around AD 175-192. Varisagments of building inscriptions
show that different interior buildings had been pteted between AD 192 and AD Z8%
Numismatic evidence dates a destruction layer withé fortress to ca AD 278 and shows
that the fortress was subsequently rebuilt undeekan and Probids®.

While it is generally assumed thiaauriacum was the base afeG Il ITALICA, one
inscription refers to a soldier 0EG xv APOLLINARIS?*’. A single inscription, however, cannot
be taken to imply any prolonged presence of this ainthe site. A large number of stamped
tiles fromLauriacum refer toLEG Il ITALICA . Yet several stamps show that auxiliary units also
supplied building material for the legionary fosse®.

There is no evidence in the archaeological redordndicate any form of naval
presence, let alone that of the Pannonian fleet.dtear, therefore, that the only basis for the
assumed naval presencelatriacum is its mention in theNotitia Dignitatum, where it is
identified as base of theLAssIS LAURIACENSIS®. Clearly, this does not suffice to imply a

base of theLAssIs PANNONICAIn the £'to 39 century.

5. ARELAPE (Pé6chlarn)

The Roman fort of Pdchlarn is situated on thetriggnk of the Danube in a fertile
plainr’?®®>. Roman remains at the site have been recordedras as the 18 century, with
further observations known from the™@nd 18 century?’. These early scholars were able
to associate Pdchlarn withrelape on the basis of several ancient geographic sotffces

Systematic excavations were carried out from thd &f" century until the outbreak of

24 Eckhart (1983/4), p. 19; Vetters (1977), p. 363.

25 Vetters (1977), p. 365.

2% For a detailed discussion of layers and theingaee Genser (1986), pp. 146-153.

27 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 188.

28 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 189.

29 Not. Dig. occ. xxxiv, 43. For identification ofélsite as a naval base see Viereck (1996), p. 255
220 Genser (1986), p. 233.

221 E g. W. Lazius — for literary references and désion see Genser (1986), p. 233 note 3.

222 TabPeut 11,5; ItAnt 234,3 & 248,5; Ptol. GeogrlB,2 & VIII 7,5.
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WWII. For a long time, research took place onlythe form of sporadic rescue excavations,
until a large scale project of systematic excavakiegan in 1982,

Until 1928, only the defensive ditches of the farére known, and a theoretical
reconstruction attempted on the grounds of data fifee Upper German and Raetian frontier
forts®®%. It has since been shown that there were two a@pd&toman forts at Pochlarn, an
earlier installation in earth and timber and arlatee in stone. Interestingly, the later stone
fort does not occupy the site of its predeced3or

Small finds and fine-wares indicate a Roman presest Arelape in the late T
century?®, but it is not clear whether these finds were eissed with the earth and timber
fort??’. The date of the earliest garrison at the siteefoee remains unclear.

Several units have been considered as garrisoAr@bpe, mainly on historical
grounds. It seems most likely that it WaBHORS | FLAVIA BRITTONVM, Which is referred to on
several inscriptiorf8® One of these has been dated to fHec@ntury on stylistic grounds.

On this basis, it is generally assumed thatdbelORS | FLAVIA BRITTONVM was based at
Arelape from the reign of Hadrian or Antoninus Pius onveard

There is no evidence at Pdchlarn that indicatgsfamn of naval presence, although
this has frequently been sugge$t&dndeed, while the garrison is not known, it appeaost
likely to have been an infantry cohort. The nawsdagiation in other studies is based solely
on the identification of the site as a late Romlagtfbase in thalotitia Dignitatun?>’, where

it is listed as base of theguites Dalmatae and thecLASSIS ARELAPENSIS ET MAGINENSIS™.

22 For detailed discussion of archaeological invesiims at Pochlarn see Genser (1986), pp. 233-235.
224 Genser (1986), p. 241.

225 Genser (1986), p. 242.

226 gtiglitz (1967), p. 136.

227 Genser (1986), p. 245.

228 Eor a discussion of possible garrisons see Géh986), pp. 242-245.

229 gtiglitz (1967), p. 132.

Z0\vilkes (2005), p. 195; Viereck (1996), p. 255.

L Alf6ldy (1974), p. 343, note 12.

232 Not. Dig. occ. xxxiv, 34842 .
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6. FAVIANA (Mautern)

Mautern is situated on an elevated plateau juthtgthe Danube at a point where the
river exits the narrow valley of the Wacl&t and is known from ancient literary sourcés
While there has been some discussion regardinigletstification in the 1970s, it has been
positively identified as ancieftaviana (also termedFavianis) in recent investigatioR%.

Systematic excavations at Mautern have taken plader the auspices of the Austrian
Archaeological Institute since WWII, although therbad been sporadic earlier
investigation&®. A large scale project has been under way atitaesisice 1992". The site is
difficult to access archaeologically, as it undeglthe modern village of Mautern. Only parts
of the Roman fort are known, but its overall sizeestimated at around 3ha. No interior
buildings have been excavatét Small finds indicate that the earliest occupatimsurred
during the Flavian period, but to date the onlytdess that can be associated with this period
are extensive destruction layers in the north-wasieea of the later fort.

Two defensive ditches, identified as fort I, hdween identified in several rescue
excavations. As the individual sections identifea not align, it is virtually impossible to
gauge the size of the earliest peff8dSouthern Gaulish and Italiaillata associated with
this earliest phase clearly indicate that it wasl@dshed in the early Flavian period (AD
70/80%* and was occupied until the reign of Tr&f&n

A second fort existed from AD 100/110 — 120/440Very little is known of this fort,

other than an approximate date range as indicateslall finds. It is usually assumed that it

23 \Wilkes (2005), p. 196; Friesinger & Krinzinger @®, p. 208, Genser (1986), p. 271.
234 5ee Genser (1986), p. 271 for references to MauinetheVita Sancti Severini.

235 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 208.

23 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 209.

%7 See Groh et al (2002) and Gassner et al (2000} @etailed discussion of earlier research areteetes see
Genser (1986), pp. 271-276.

238 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 210.

239 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 210.

20 Groh et al (2002), p. 555; Gassner et al (200038@.

241 Gassner et al (2000), p. 382.

242 Groh et al (2002), p. 555.

23 Groh et al (2002), p. 555.
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had the same basic plan as its better known sumrcasd was built of earth and timber. As
the entire installation has only been identified tbe basis of isolated interior structures,
however, such theories are merely hypothétital

As fort 3 / 4 was built of stone and remains dfaie been found in several places, its
plan could be reconstructed, suggesting an ared78f x 175m (3.06h&¥. Faviana
underwent significant changes in the late Romarogewhen it became the base of the late
RomanLEG | NORICORVM. Changes in the"century can be observed in the construction of
new and larger walls with massive projecting tow8rs

The Notitia Dignitatun?®’ identifies Faviana as base of a naval detachmentef |
NORICORVM, but its earlier garrison is unclear. Severalstié¢ the site have been stamped

coHive®*® others are marked byoHORS Il BATAVORVM?*®

. Arguments for the latter unit as
garrison seem to be supported by a military diplomach implies that the " Batavian
cohort was based here around AD #10From AD 140 onwards;0HORS | AELIA BRITTONVM

MILLIARIA is thought to have occupied the stone fofaiana®™’

. Various legionary stamped
tiles indicate that all Norican Legions provideditimg materials for this foft?

Clearly, the only evidence for a naval presencéatitern is the mention of the
liburnarii of LEG | NORICORVM in the Notita Dignitatum. As this is not supported by any

archaeological evidence, however, the site canmiifipbly be argued to have been a fleet

base in the si— 39 centuries AB>

244 Gassner et al (2000), p. 383.

245 Gassner et al (2000), p. 384.

24 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 211.

247 Not. Dig. occ. XXXIV, 41.

%8 These have been used to argue for the presenceHmiRS| VBIORVM, an association that has not been
accepted (see Genser [1986], p. 288).

29 Gassner et al (2000), p. 356.

ZOCIL XVI, 174. See Gassner et al (2000), p. 354edinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 210.
1 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 210.

2 Gassner et al (2000), p. 358&359.

23 Although this has been suggested, amongst ottweidiereck (1996), p. 255.

44



7. COMAGENA (Tulln)

Tulln is situated on the right hand bank of thenize at the mouth of the “Grosse
Tulln” river®*, dominating the “Tullner Becken”, a large riverjol in Lower Austrid>. The
site is mentioned in several ancient geographicesbli and has been excavated more or less
continuously from the late ¥&century to the 1970s. Since then, research hasdseeed out
primarily in the form of small scale rescue excawat>".

These investigations have shown that almost tiafeoRoman fort at the site has been
eroded by the river, while extensive stone robbamgl medieval re-use of remaining
structures pose further difficulties for archaetagresearch®. It is estimated that the fort
measured around 4.2ha, with side lengths of ard@sd- 230rm>°. The earliest fort at Tulln
was established in the lat& d¢entury (presumably under Domitian) in earth amber. It has
been identified on the basis of sections of theéegasallum as well as palisade post holes,
several ditches ardliae®®’.

Several sections of later fortification walls wedentified in the 1980s, including the
porta principalis dextra which is built in stone with horse-shoe shapedeating towers”.
The initial stone phase is presumed to be Trajaftie fort was destroyed twice in th& 3
century, as indicated by two destruction layereddtetween AD 258 and 283 on the basis of
associated numismatic fifdé A further destruction layer dates to the secoald ¢f the 4"
century®. It appears thatomagena was immediately rebuilt after each of these events

The garrison of the fort remains unclear. It isally presumed to have been the |

COMMAGENORVM, which is believed to have given the site its naiitee unit is known from a

%4 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 226.

25 Genser (1986), p. 357.

>%TabPeut IV,1, ItAnt 234,1 & 248,3.

%7 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 227; for a disd history of archaeological investigationsGamagena
see Genser (1986), pp. 357-359.

28 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 226.

29 Genser (1986), pp. 361-363.

20 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 228; Genserg§ay p. 363.
%1 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 228. See altangbid, p. 226
%2 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 229.

23 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 229.
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military diploma, several inscriptions and stampiégs, all of which suggest that it occupied
the fort at Tulln until the "8 century®. The garrison of the earlier fort, however, is kioown
as theaLA | COMMAGENORVM can only have moved tdoricum in AD 106 seeing that it was
stationed aTalamis in Egypt until thef®™.

In theNotitia Dignitatum, Comagena is identified as base @QvITES PROMOTIas well
as thecLAssIs (CO)MAGINENSIS™®. In view of the complete absence of any evidemceah
earlier naval base in the epigraphic or archaeoc&gecord, however, the identification of

Tulln as a station of theLASSIS PANNONICAcannot be maintainé¥.

8. VINDOBONA (Vienna)

Vindobona is the first site in this discussion actually ltathin one of the Pannonian
provinces: several ancient geographical sourcegédtinPannonia Superior?®®. Throughout
modern literature, the site is considered a bast@EtLassis PANNONICA®®, although the
only known military structure at the site is a uary fortres§° The earliest period of the
fortress has an irregular plan of about 18?6hit was modified and extended to about 22.9ha
in the 29 century’? Although it has never been excavated extensivetause it lies beneath
the modern city centre, enough individual sectioh¥ienna’s legionary fortress are known
to conjecture a sketch plan. The majority of themniegarding the interior layout, however,
are based on the fully excavated officers’ quafférs

Individual small-finds, as well as a funerary inggon referring to LEG Xv

APOLLINARIS indicate a military presence at Vienna in theyeai century, although this may

%4 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 227.

25 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 227.

256 Not. Dig. occ. xxxiv, 36 & 42.

%7 Vjiereck (1996), p. 255; Alféldy (1974), p. 343ted.2.

28 TabPeut IV,1; ItAnt. 248,2, 266,7, 261,4a & 26@40l. Geogr. 1 14,3.
29 visy (2003a), p. 54; Viereck (1996), p. 256.

270 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 241.

"1 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 244.

272 Kronberger & Mosser (2002), p. 573.

273 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 244.
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only have been of a temporary nafifeThe earliest identified phase of the legionamréss
dates to around AD 8&. A building inscription may suggest that the fess was rebuilt in
stone under Trajan, but the reading is uncertainrig small fragments survi¢®. Current
research at Vienna indicates four main phasesedadittress. Established in earth and timber
under Domitian, it was rebuilt in stone in the rafd century. This stone phase has in the past
been associated with both the Marcomannic wars thadTrajanic inscription mentioned
above. It seems most plausible, however, thattitadly is Hadrianic and associated with the
arrival of LEG X GEMINA at Vienn&'’. A third period dates to the first half of th& 8entury,
while final changes occurred in the earfy&ntury’® Due to the nature of urban excavations
it is unclear whether these phases apply to theeefurtress, or are local modifications to
individual sectors. The lack of data associated lie entire fortress has led to extensive
discussions regarding the fortress’ chronology. ilgVikhe above periods are commonly
agreed on, they are by no means conclusively prbyehe archaeological recéfd

Some of the most recent excavations inrgtentura andprincipia, combined with a
new project of digital mapping and database cdtbecof all earlier excavation®, have
provided new insights into the earliest phasesefiégionary fortress. Two consecutive earth
and timber fortresses have been identified, wiigerhain phases of the installation could be
dated to the A century®.

The results of these digitized re-evaluationsywall as a tombstone dated to pre AD

50, have been used to argue for an eatlgentury installation avindobona®®? In view of

274 Kronberger & Mosser (2002), p. 574.

275 Kronberger & Mosser (2002), p. 574.

278 5ee discussion in Neumann (1973).

2" Mosser (2002), pp. 102ff.

2’8 Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), pp. 245&246.

279 Genser (1986), pp 508ff. for dating and possilleigons see also Neumann (1985b), pp. 121ff.
20 Kronberger & Mosser (2002), p. 573; Mosser (1998).

21 Kronberger & Mosser (2002), p. 573.

282 CIL 111, 15196.
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historical arguments this is suggested to have bgemporary base oEG XV APOLLINARIS,
established around AD 3%,

A spread of various types of small finds indicatest the fortress at Vienna supported
extensivecanabae. The finds that have been used to delineate itsnéxndicate that the
earliest occupation is late Flavian — which coroegfs to the above theories regarding the
establishment of the legionary fortré¥s

The most interesting aspect\dhdobona for this study is the alleged military harbour
at the sité®°. Unfortunately, concrete evidence for a naval gmes is scant. The identification
of Vienna’'s harbour rests on two features: the fssan extra gate in the wall of the fortress
that is linked to steps leading to what is assuncetiave been the ancient course of the
Danubé® and a feature that was identified as a harbotmerearly 28 century, a thesis that
has been maintained uncritically throughout thé tasitury®’. The feature in question is a
60cm thick layer of fine concrete, initially integted as the bottom of a Roman harbur
There are, however, no parallels of concrete harlbottoms from the rest of the Roman
world. It seems likely, therefore, that the featimequestion may be little more than a
collapsed wall or similar structure.

Numerous inscriptions are known from Vienna, whiatlicate the presence, not only
of the x, xm, xiv and xv legions, but also of theLA | FLAVIA AVGVSTA BRITANNICA
MILLIARIA CIVIVM ROMANORVM BIS TORQVATA OB VIRTVTEM %%, While the majority of tiles
from the site were stamped by thexi andxiv legiong®, there are also tiles ofGHORS |

AELIA, LEG Il ITALICA, LEG XV APOLL and theALA THRACVM VICTRIX. While there is a

283 Mosser (2002), pp. 102ff.

24 Donat & Pichler (2003), p. 28.

285 Reddé (1986), p. 300; Heydendorff (1952), p. 157.

288 Genser (1986), p. 501.

27 pascher (1949), pp. 166&167.

288 Kenner (1910), p. 62b.

289 5ee Neumann (1961/62) for inscriptions discoveretb 1960.
290 Neumann (1985a), pp. 254ff.
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significant amount of epigraphic data indicating firesence of auxiliary units at VieAffa
no associated auxiliary fort has been found to,dafgeroblem that could be explained if the
ALA | FLAVIA BRITANNICA occupied the site of the legionary fortress atatier daté®.

Apart from the alleged harbour, which cannot bentdied as such for certain and is
without date, there is nothing in the archaeoldgieeord to suggest a base of the Pannonian
fleet at Vienna. Clearly, the interpretation of thike as a naval base is caused by the
assumption that the identification of Vienna asi® fleet base in thidotitia Dignitatun®®®
combined with an alleged military harbour, makesaitgood candidate for aLASSIS
PANNONICA base. Even if there was a harbour at Vienna, howéveras clearly attached to
the legionary fortress — as indicated by the assedisteps leading up to a gate in the fortress
walls discussed above — and can therefore notkem tas evidence for a base of thessis

PANNONICA.

9. CARNUNTUM (Petronell/Bad Deutsch-Altenburg)

Carnuntum, the capital ofPannonia Superior, is attested in several geographic
source&. It is strategically located at the point where tf\mber Road’ crosses the
Danubé®. Excavations have been carried out at Petroneltesil885% identifying a
legionary fortress and auxiliary fort, as well asignificant civilian settlemefit”.

The precise size of the legionary fortress remaimdear, as it had a polygonal plan
and not all walls have been fully excavated. Itlsar, however, that it extended to around

17h&®. The earliest phase of the fortress is Claudiahlmlieved to have been built by

21 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 243; Neuman@gsb), p. 120.
292\wilkes (2005), p. 197; Friesinger & Krinzinger @&, p. 243.

293 Not. Dig. occ. xxxiv, 28praefectus classis Histricae.

24 TabPeut IV,2; ItAnt 247,4, 262,3&8, 266,14 & 267, Ptol. Geogr. 11, 14.3.
2% Eriesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 258.

298 Eor a discussion of researchGatrnuntum see Genser (1986), pp. 576-595.
297 ilkes (2005), pp. 197&198.

298 \/isy (2003a), p. 55; Genser (1986), p. 620.
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XV APOLLINARIS?®®. From the early ¥ century onwardsCarnuntum became the main base of
LEG xIv>®. The majority of theories on the phases of th&des atCarnuntum are based on
historical considerations and epigraphic mat&talwhile the Claudian establishment is
corroborated by small finds such as fine-waresraititary equipment®, the stone rebuilding
of the fortress — which entailed some changesstgeneral layout — has been associated with
a Vespasianic building inscription. Finds from #esociated layers, however, do not support
a date before the early“entury®. The stone fortress was levelled for the estaivlesft of
phase three, which brought more changes to theulagbthe fortress. Associated pottery
dates this destruction to around AD #JDThe third period fortress was destroyed by an
earthquake between the earl§l and mid 4 century, and rebuilt under Valentinian | — a
phase that was followed by a final period in thtedd" century®”.

Stamped tiles and inscriptions from the fortressagation indicate the presence of
LEG | ADIVTRIX andLEG X GEMINA. Further tiles stamped by all known Upper Pannonia
legions indicate that there was a significant amairinteraction in the supply of building
material$®. While a wealth of epigraphic material shows thet xiv GEMINA was based at
Carnuntum from the early 2 century onwards, any detailed discussion of swsices
garrisons is virtually impossible: historical angents regarding troop movements in this part
of the Roman world have not yet been resolved sau®ed tiles and monuments cannot be

dated, or do not appear in significant enough nustzeallow for detailed interpretatith.

29visy (2003a), p. 55.

390 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 258.

301 Genser (1986), p. 647.

392 Genser (1986), p. 652.

303 Genser (1986), p. 653.

304 Genser (1986), p. 653.

305 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 261; Genserg§ay p. 654.

308 Kandler (1991), p. 237.

397 For a discussion of the problems and considersfiovolved in identifying the early garrison Garnuntum,
as well as a comprehensive list of epigraphic mamtmfrom the site, see Genser (1986), pp. 628-646.
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The fortress supported a substantial civilianeient. It was elevated to the status of
municipium under Hadriaff® and developed into a significant Roman provinciay with
associated public buildings including an amphitteeand large batf¥.

The auxiliary fort atCarnuntum is one of the most studied forts on the Pannonian
Limes*™®. It was established under Domitian and rebuilthia early 3° century, presumably
under Trajaf’. In the mid ph century,horrea andfabricae were built inside the fort. The fort
was rebuilt in AD 200 and remained occupied unl final destruction by the same
earthquake that destroyed the legionary fortféss

As only the northern and southern defences oktréest earth and timber fort have
been excavated, no conclusions regarding its sipebe reached. The stone fort measured
207 x 177m (3.66}° Several sub-phases indicate changes and additioe 2 and ¥
periods, but there appears to have been no chante ioccupying urit®. The building of
horrea andfabricae in the mid 2¢ century may be a sign of preparations for the giaw@nnic
wars, although there is no concrete evidence tgpaipthis theory™>. Stamped tiles
throughout the site, as well as various ownersffigran equipment identifying individual
turmae, indicate that the auxiliary fort@arnuntum was garrisoned bata | THRACVM 318

One inscription fronCarnuntum appears to identify a naval element at the saefar
as the relief over the text depicts a boat beatieglegenddix Italia (Fig. 2.6**". While the
iconography of this funerary inscription highliglashaval element, this is not reflected in the
text, which is a vow to a deceased wife and chiédichted by drumentarius of LEG X

GEMINA.

398 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), p. 259.

399 Friesinger & Krinzinger (1997), pp. 261-266.

310 Jilek (2005), p. 166, Friesinger & Krinzinger (799p. 263.

3L Although this date is a result of purely histoticansiderations, as shown in Stiglitz (1986), @62
312 visy (2003a), p. 60; Genser (1986), p. 652; Kandteal (1981/82), p. 32.

313 Genser (1986), p. 625.

314 Jilek (2005), p. 167.

31> Miiller (2003), p. 146.

31 Stiglitz (1986), p. 204.

317 Kruger (1970), p. 57, Cat. No. 331 (plate 67).
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While there is a wealth of archaeological mateaiaPetronell and the site clearly was
an important military centre, there is no data thaht indicate any form of naval presence.
As such, it is unclear why the site has been ifledtias a fleet base, other than that some
scholars argue that a fleet detachment may rebdigssumed to have been stationed in every
provincial capitai’®. Without any evidence for a naval presence, howetere is no reason

to identify Petronell as a fleet base of the Ppate.

10. BRIGETIO (Komarom)

Aerial photography has identified at least 18 terappcamps arounBrigetio®*®. Of
more interest than these, however, is the legiofianyess, which was the base IHG |
ADIUTRIX *%°, The site is well known from several ancient gapbic source$* and has been
excavated systematically since 1927. A new arcloggml programme under Borhy and
Szamado has been carried out since 1892

East of the legionary fortress, an earth and tmahiliary fort, presumed to date to
the mid £' century on historical grounds, has been idenfiffedt is believed to be a
‘predecessor garrison’ to the legionary base whiels established around the turn of the
1%Y2" century*

The legionary fortress at Komarom has a rectamguém of 430 x 540m (23.22H3)
and was protected by a curtain wall as well asubloditcii*°. The lack of datable evidence
from the legionary fortress makes proposed datesphiases little more than an exercise in
historical conjecture. No date is given for thelieat earth and timber fortress, while the first

stone phase is argued to have been built undear @jHadrian; no evidence is presented to

38E g. Viereck (1996), p. 255.

39Visy (2003a), p. 79; Visy (2003b), pp. 34-38.
320 visy (2003a), p. 75.

%21 1tAnt. 246,4, 262,10, 263,2 & 264,7.

322 /isy (2003a), p. 76.

323 visy (1988), p. 54.

324 Kuzmova (2001), p. 102.

323 visy (1988), p. 55; Fitz (1976), p. 33.

326 visy (2003a), p. 77.
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support this clairff’. While the plan of the fortress Btigetio is based almost solely on aerial
photograph¥®, some interior structures have been excavatedr&hats of these excavations
support the theory of an earth and timber phaseepieg the stone phase, but fail to provide
chronological details beyond the existence of thsebstantial, but undated destruction
layers?®.

South of the fortress, excavations discoveredildibg containing several hundreds of
kilos of lead, a find that has led to theories sipg a major supply centre Btigetio®*’.
This reasoning seems supported by the use of thikaay fort at Carnuntum as a supply base
in the 29 century, as well as the establishment of signifigaottery workshops® and other

manufacturingfficinae®*?

atBrigetio at this time.

A Roman bridge and bridgehead fort of 175 x 17@08ha) have apparently been
identified in the 19 century, but there is no actual evidence for tegistencé® Ceramic
evidence dates the bridgehead to the I&teéntury, which has led to an association with the
Marcomannic war§”. Coin finds from the reign of Commodus, howeveggest that the fort
may only have been established after the Marcorcamais>>.

Excavations by Paulovics apparently uncoveredsiras between the fortress and the
Danube bank which were interpreted as harbouritiasiland storage buildings of theassis
PANNONICA (Fig. 2.7). A tile allegedly stamped by tl® ASsSIS FLAVIA HISTRICA has been used

to support this claiffi®. The features in question are actually no more the parallel walls

running down to the Danube from the fortress canérhile they could indeed form a rather

327V/isy (2003a), p. 76.

328 visy (2003a), p. 76.

39 visy (2003a), p. 77.
330visy (1988), p. 56.

31 See Bonis (1977).

332 Bonis (1986), pp. 301ff.
333 visy (1988), p. 57.

334 Kuzmova (1997), p. 45.
335 Kuzmova (2001), p. 104.
33 visy (2003a), p. 77.
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oddly shaped fortified stretch of bank — interpdets a harbodt’ — it seems more likely that
they are part of a later, rectangular fortificatisrhich has been partly eroded by the
Danubé® Such an interpretation suggests itself not omytlee grounds of the different
construction method of the walls in comparison with remainder of the legionary fortress,
but also their significantly better state of consgior™® (Fig. 2.9).

In addition to the tile argued to indicate theel&®0manCLASSIS FLAVIA HISTRICA,
there are numerous tiles stamped UBG Xl GEMINA, LEG Xl GEMINA and LEG XV
APOLLINARIS, as well a3EG | ADIUTRIX >,

While the archaeological record does not providg eonnection with theLASSIS
PANNONICA, a single inscription froniKomarom does mention a fleet sold?&t The presence
of a trierarch aBrigetio, however, need not imply a permanent fleet baskisisité*? it has
already been shown that baBnigetio and Carnuntum appear to have acted as supply and
storage bases in the Marcomannic wars, a campaigrich theCLASSIS PANNONICASeems
to have been involved as a supply tHitAs such, the occurrence of a tombstone of a fleet

soldier can easily be explained.

11. AQUINCUM (Budapest)***
Aquincum, modern Budapest, was the capitalRaihnonia Inferior, as identified in
several ancient geographi&s While it was an important civilian and adminisiva centre

for the province, several military installationsdicate that it was also of major military

837 Lérincz, (1975), p. 349.

338 See plan in Fitz (1976), p. 35.

339 Visy (1988), p. 55.

30visy (2003a), p. 76.

3LCIL 111, 4319 = RIU 02, 555; see Appendix II.

342 Viereck (1996), p. 255; Starr (1993), p. 140; Mo(1962), p. 624

313 See note 20 above.

344 The most recent results of research in progregsyaincum are collected in Zsidi (2003). As the civilian
settlement atAquincum cannot be seen as a fleet base on the basis lohemiogical evidence, a detailed
discussion of irrelevant aspects of the city’s asgilogy is avoided. An overview of the military taltations at
Aquincum and their history clearly show that there are rhaeological grounds to presume a fleet base here.
342 |tAnt 245,7; Ptol. Geogr. Il 15.3.
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importancé*®. South of the civilian settlement is a legionamyrtiess with associated

canabae®*’, which is protected by two bridgehead installai@cross the river. There are also
two early auxiliary forts, as well as a substan@aixiliary fort south of the legionary

fortres$*®,

The earliest military installation agquincum was a Claudian fort located slightly
south of the later legionary fortré8% Its precise size is not known, as its positiorthe
urban setting of modern Budapest makes large seakevations impossible. Estimates on the
basis of the known remains indicate a fort of ab®90 x 250m (4.75ha), which was
garrisoned before the establishment of the legiofatress™.

Another early fort is located south of the lategibnary fortres8™. Little is known
about this auxiliary fort of about 140 x 180 — 20(Qra. 2.66hay? Its location in an urban
setting makes excavation difficult and complicatesess to important sectdts Parts of this
fort have been excavated in the 1980s and 90spdiupublished in enough detail to allow
critical assessment of evideftke The excavators argue for an initial earth andénmphase
followed by a stone phase dated to the edfyc@ntury, but do not support these hypotheses
with archaeological data. Several questions rensmide from the lack of supporting
evidence: the end of the fort is not actually ledi, but presumed to lie somewhere in the late
2" century AD®°. There is furthermore no indication as to whenfits¢ earth and timber fort
is believed to have been established. The probkeniat, while a significant amount of

Claudian small finds were discovered during exdamathe excavators are keen to associate

348 visy (1988), pp. 80ff; for a discussion of the agpaphy ofAquincum see Zsidi (1995).

37 pbezy (1986), pp. 404ff.

348 See foldout map in Zsidi (2003); for researchaithe early 1990s see Németh (1995) and NémetH 199
319 5ee Mees (1993) for a discussion of early ceramaiterial fromAquincum.

0 visy (2003b), p. 60.

#1yisy (2003b), p. 60, Németh (1990); Németh & Ki&(d986).

2 visy (2003b), p. 60.

#3Kocsis (1984), p. 505.

#4visy (2003a), p. 102.

% Visy (2003a), p. 104.

55



the original foundation of the fort with a Vespastbuilding inscriptiof*®. This inscription
states that theLA | TYNGRORVM FRONTONIANA built a fort under Vespasian, demonstrating
that the fort existed at the same time as the fegiofortress. It does not clarify, however,
whether the fort built by this unit was the eadlieslitary base at the sit¥.

The legionary fortress #quincum was established byeEGIO 1l ADIUTRIX. Its earliest
phase was constructed around AD 89, and consi$taal @arth and timber fortress measuring
430 x 460m (19.78h%P Some interior structures, suchfakricae, theprincipia and several
horrea have been excavat®d Datable evidence from these interior excavatisimsws that
the fort was rebuilt in stone in the earl§f' 2entury. Due to the legion’s involvement in the
Parthian Wars, historians argue that the stoneepmasasuring 460x520m (23ha), must have
been built after AD 117/12&. It seems that the fortress was rebuilt in a séatane phase
under Hadrian, but located further away from theri a position it retained until the late
3early 4" century AD®% In the 30s of the®century, a new late Roman fortress measuring
720 x 300m (21.6ha) was established in the samié@usThis appears to have taken over as
main garrison ofAquincum in the late Roman perid.

Not far from the legionary fortress was a substhitanube bridge, which led into the
‘Barbaricum’ and was guarded by a bridgehead fargwn asTransaquincum. This fort
measures 76 x 76m (0.58f%)and was built with tiles stamped bgG 1l ADIVTRIX andLEG
Il FLAVIA . The presence of these tiles is hardly surprisagy,an obvious link with the
Aquincum fortress is provided by the Danube Britfifelt seems that the bridgehead fort was

established in the early2century — probably coinciding with one of the sigphases of the

6 Fitz (1976), p. 83.

%7Visy (2003a), p. 103; Visy (2003b), p. 60; Szirr®90), pp. 683ff.; Visy (1988), p. 81.

8 visy (2003a), p. 99; Visy (2003b), p. 59; Visy 88, p. 81; Fitz (1976), p. 83.

¥9Fitz (1976), p. 84.

30visy (1988), p. 81; Nagy (1977).

%1 yvisy (2003a), p. 99; Visy (2003b), p. 59.

%2 visy (2003b), p. 59.

33 visy (2003b), p. 61; Visy (1988), p. 82 presumieal it was 76x78m, a measurement that has beeserebiy
the excavations of Halitzky (see Visy [2003b], fb).6

%4 visy (2003b), p. 61.
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legionary fortress — and remained in operationl tinéi 4" century®®. It is not clear what unit
garrisonedlransaquincum, though the small size of the fort suggests thatay have been a
detachment of the legion based atAlgeincum fortress.

Another auxiliary fort is located at Albertfalvan a Danube island in the southern part
of modern Budape¥f. The fort, measuring 166 x 190m (3.2ha) was ithjtiaelieved to have
been a Claudian establishm®&htRecent evaluations have shown that the Claudiatufes
actually belong to a marching camp, and that a peemt fort was only established on the
island under Vespasian or Domitf&h While the garrison of this earliest earth ancbémfort
is not known, it is presumed to have beeraknin view of the size of the foft. In the late
Trajanic period the fort was rebuilt in stone afighsly enlarged to a size of 186 x 218t It
seems to have been rebuilt again following the Mia@nnic Wars, until its final destruction
in the 3% century ™™

While several military diplomata for the provinoé Pannonia Inferior have been
found in the area around Albertfalva, the garrisérhis fort is still unknown. Inscriptions
appear to indicate the presence ofaan | FLAVIA BRITANNICA MILLIARIA in period 3, but
there is no evidence for earlier and later gars¥6nAs the garrisoning of Lower Pannonian
forts has been extensively studied at the hand ibifany diplomata, Visy suggests that the
fort at Albertfalva was garrisoned byvaxillatio of LEG 11 ADIVTRIX during the periods for
which the garrison remains uncl&dr A newly discovered diploma has given rise to the
theory that from AD 180-260 the fort may have bemcupied by acOHORS MILLIARIA

NVMIDARVM 274 This hypothesis rests on the assumption thabagking forts in Pannonia for

35 visy (1988), p. 84.

3% See foldout map in Zsidi (2003); Visy (2003b)6g.

37 Visy (2003b), p. 63; Visy (1988), p. 87; Fitz (B7p. 91.
38 visy (2003a), p. 104; Visy (2003b), p. 63.

39 visy (1988), p. 87.

370visy (1988), p. 87; Fitz (1976), p. 91.

371 visy (2003a), p. 104; Visy (1988), p. 88.

372 Fitz (1976), p. 91.

373 Visy (1988), p. 89.

37 Visy (2003a), p. 105; Zsidi (2003), pp. 93ff.
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this period have been identified and dated coeEtven if this were so, a certain conjectured
element remains to the argument.

A second fort, built in the late®century, was located across the DanubEaatra
Aquincum near Albertfalvd’. This installation extends to 84 x 86m (0.71haj &Enbuilt with
the fan-shaped corner towers and U-shaped gatesaharacteristic for this period. It is
believed that an earlier fort may underlie thistatation, as tiles stamped byoH vii
BREVCORVM and LEG Il ADIVTRIX have been found at the site There is, however, no
concrete evidence to support this claim.

The identification oAquincum as a fleet base is made difficult by the sheer rermob
military installations at the site. There are nangped tiles or inscriptions indicating the
presence of theLAssis PANNONICA While Viereck argues for a fleet base — indeexlfléet
headquarters — at Alt Ofen (Obutf&) there are no military installations that the fleeuld
have used at this site. The only fort in thquincum area that could be considered as a
possible fleet base is the installation on thenslat Albertfalva. Such a theory would,
however, be no more than a conjectured attempteatify a fleet base at the provincial
capitaf’.

The identification ofAquincum as a fleet base must be treated with great carthea
majority of studies proposing such identificati@strtheir case on a fleet inscription allegedly
from Budapest®. The monument in questis, however, has frequently been misidentified.
While CIL Il cites it as being fromquincum, the actual locality given in the accompanying
paragraph iAquincum-Patka. It was, therefore, not actually found at Budapést in the

village of Patka, which is located about 80km te #outh-west. As such, it can hardly be

375 Visy (1988), p. 85.

378 visy (2003b), p. 62; Visy (1988), p. 86; it seethat architectural details and historical consitlers form
the main basis for the dating of this fort. Whiéstmeans that the given date of AD 294 need bynaans be
accurate, it seems justifiable to tentatively dhaeefort into the later3century.

377 Visy (2003b), p. 62.

378 viereck (1996), p. 255.

379 See also pp. 48-50 above for a similar argumegaroingCarnuntum.

380 Starr (1993), pp. 88&140; Viereck (1996), p. 255.

3LCIL 111, 10343 = RIU 6, 1400; see Appendix II.
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used to argue for a fleet base at Budapest. Ag ikewnly one inscription known from Patka
— a dedication at that — it cannot be used to e@ofleet base even at this site. As there is no
navigable river in the Patka area, the inscripttan at best be interpreted as a dedication
made by an individual who happened to be a fleleliesp but which is of no help in locating

permanentLASSIS PANNONICAbases.

12. ALTINUM (Kolked)

The fort ofAltinum is identified as a fleet base by Viereck, but asged with modern
Mohag and calledAltina®®. In actual fact, RomaAltinum has been identified as Kélked near
Mohag on the basis of several ancient geographic sotircehile Altina has been shown to
be modern Suin in former Yugoslavi¥”. Clearly, the site referred to by Viereck mustéav
been Koélked — as it is the site nearer to MéhRoman surface finds have been reported from
Kolked since the early 8century®®. These consisted mainly of bricks and tiles a ase
pottery, although there were occasional coin fiffts

Altinum was an auxiliary fort, situated on a hilltop owerting the river Danut&’. It
had a significanticus settlement, which has been identified in sevenatesy campaign&®
Fulep carried out excavations in the 1970s whichestigated a section of the fort's
defence®®. The majority of research on Kolked, however, #&sdxl on aerial photographs.
Excavations could only identify the perimeter of flort and identified that initially there was
an earth and timber fort, which was rebuilt in f8h Aerial photographs indicate fan- or U

shaped corner towers, which are taken as eviddratdlte fort was still occupied in the late

32 \/iereck (1996), p. 255.

383 |tAnt 244; see also Wilkes (2005), p. 207.

34 \Wilkes (2005), p. 185, see also Barrington 21, C5.
33 visy (2003b), p. 107.

30 yisy (2003a), p. 132.

387 Visy (1988), p. 125.

38 sy (2003a), p. 132; Visy (2003b), p. 107.

39 visy (2003b), p. 107.

390visy (2003a), p. 134.

59



Roman perio¥’. The data from Fillep’s excavations has been cazdbiwith aerial
photographs in order to propose an estimated $i28@x 150-180m (ca. 3.814.

Katona Gyr has carried out sporadic and localized rescuavatons at Kolked since
1987%. These have provided numerous small finds, hitedfao shed further light on the
site’s history. While older research assumed #aihunvKolked was the base afoH |
LusITANORVM>? there is no reliable evidence for the garrisonthe fort. Stamped tiles
indicate that building materials were suppliedLbg 11 ADIVTRIX andCOH VIl BREVCORVM®>,
while others bear @vADRIBVR stamp. A few epigraphic monuments have been foaride
area around Koélked, but these do not refer to amitg wirectly*®. Two units are mentioned as
garrisons ofAltinum in theNotitia Dignitatum®®”: a CUNEVS EQUITVM FORTENSIVM as well as
EQVITES SAGITTARIF®® As both of these are cavalry units, there is vidlence for a fleet
presence even in the late Roman period.

It appears, therefore, that the identification Affinum as a fleet base rests on a
confusion of sites. In the listings for the prowndoesia Secunda, the Notitia Dignitatum
lists a station also namédtinum as base of theILITES NAVCLARII ALTINENSES>%®. While this
is a naval unit, it can clearly not be brought inémnection with the fort at Kélked which — at
this time — was located in the provinceMaleria. As the archaeological data from Kolked is
in no way sufficient to postulate a base of thessis PANNONICA it must be concluded that

its identification as such must be caused by agading of theNotitia Dignitatum, and can

therefore not be maintained.

#1visy (2003a), p. 134; Fitz (1976), p. 117.

392 Fitz (1976), p. 125.

393 Visy (2003a), p. 133; Visy (2003b), p. 107.

394 Fitz (1976), p. 117.

3% Fitz (1976), p. 117.

39 visy (2003a), p. 134.

397 Not. Dig. occ. xxxiii, 28 & 44.

3% These are identified adtino, nunc in burgo contra Florentiam — indicating that they had been withdrawn
from Altinum while theNotitia Dignitatum was being collated.

399 Not. Dig. or. xI, 28.
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13. MURSA (Osijek)

Mursa was an important civilian settlement on the rigank of the river Dra8® near
its confluence with the Danuff& In the first century AD it was an important naliy centre
during the occupation d?annonia, which is reflected in the epigraphic record datia this
period: there are various references toAam | HISPANORVM ARAVACORVM and COHORSII
ALPINORVM EQVITATA?®?, From the mid T to the early ? century an auxiliary fort was
located aMursa. It appears to have been extended in the courfeagdn’s Dacian wars, and
possibly occupied by a detachment &G x GEMINA for a brief period®, before being
abandoned following the conquestdcia’®.

From the mid # century onwardsylursa was a primarily civilian centre, granted the
status of acolonia under Hadriaff>. In the 4" century, the site once again gained military
importance with the establishment of a baseL&s10 vi HERCVLIA as well as thecLASSIS
HISTRICA, as indicated by thiotitia Dignitatum®.

While a number of important battles were foughamklursa in the late Roman
period”’, it is clear that the site was civilian in natdreing the 2* and 3 centuries, when it
acted as one of the main centres of sarcophagudugion for Noricum and the two
Pannonian provinces and was one of the major crggsdints of the Drave rivef. This
importance is reflected by the Drave bridge whiaswliscovered in the mid 1988% There

is no evidence for a military presence during theiod other than Deneficiarii altars

0 pinterovi (1956), p. 92.

91 Bulat (1990), p. 419.

492 visy (1988), p. 126.

“%3 pinterovi (1978), p. 202.

%4 Bulat (1990), p. 419.

“Svisy (1988), p. 126; Pintera¥(1978), p. 203.

0% visy (1988), pp. 126&127; Not. Dig. occ. xxxii, Sgraefectus classis Histricae, Mursae.

407 Angyal (1970), pp. 238ff. identifi¥lursa as the site of the battle between Gallienus agdrnus in 260, as
well as that of Constantius against Magnentiussih 3 but no actual garrison can be identifiedMiursa before
the 4" century.

%8 pinterovit (1967), p. 62.

409 Bulat (1990), p. 429.
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identified in early 1970s, all of which date to thte 2° century®. Yet the presence of a
statio of beneficiarii need by no means imply a military presence, asas/a by several other
such stations in the Roman wdtit

As there is no evidence for a military presendsvben the Pannonian occupation and
the late Roman period, there is no reason to cendi site as a possible base of¢hessis
PANNONICA™2 Clearly, past scholarship has only suggestedahithe basis that the site is

identified as a late Roman fleet base inNlo@tia Dignitatum.

14. ACUMINCUM (Slankamen)

The site ofAcumincum is known from several references in ancient gedgesfi>. It
has been identified as modern Slankamen, a sitatsed on a hill opposite the mouth of the
Tisza river on the right bank of the DanteWhile the majority of remains at Slankamen
are medieval, Roman fortifications were clearlycdimed during excavations. Research
identified repairs and rebuilding work that coulel diated provisionally to thé"?3" century.
Neither establishment of the fort nor its end, werelayout and size, however, are kndtin
It seems ironic, that while so little is known abtie military installation afcumincum, an
associated sanctuary of Jupiter Dolichenus is mdhg well documented both in terms of
small finds and excavatioHs

While COHORS | CAMPANORVM VOLIs shown to have had some connection to the fort
of Acumincum in that tiles stamped by this unit were found he@HORS | BRITANNICA C R
EQVITATA has also been suggested as a possible garrisorheorbdsis of historical

consideratiorf®’.

*0Bylat & Pinterové (1971), p. 114.

“11Ott (1995).

12 As has been suggested by Viereck (1996), p. 258$W(1962), p. 624
“13ptol. Geogr. 297.13.

“4vVisy (2003a), p. 147; Pileti(1971), p. 960.

> visy (2003a), p. 147.

418 Zotovié (1971), p. 64.

“17Visy (2003a), p. 147; Visy (1988), p. 129.
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The identification ofAcumincum as a naval station is based on literary evidertoec
it as a military harbodt®. Yet it is unclear whether the site referred tdrisdeed Acumincum,
or ratherAquincum. Even if Slankamen is accepted as the site refaogethe text identifies
Acumincum as a naval base in the course of the campaig@®e$tantius II, i.e. the mid™
century. As such, the only evidence for a fleespnee afcumincum is neither ‘concrete’, as
set out in Chapter I, nor can it be connected &cCiaSSIS PANNONICAIN any way. Indeed,
there is no evidence to suggest a naval presenaayoform atAcumincum in the f'to 3

century AD.

15. BURGENAE (Novi Banovci)

AncientBurgenae has been identified as modern Novi Banovci nedgridde. The site
was originally identified as a Roman military irgion by Fréhlich, who estimated its size
at 500 x 600m (30h&y. More recent investigations, however, have showai the fort is
much small€¥®. The Belgrade Military Museum has carried out @ati@ns in an effort to
create a plan of the fort and establish an accwsate However, investigations at Novi
Banovci achieved little but to establish that neitlobjective could be reached as major
sections of the structures have been eroded bpameibe. Nonetheless, a substantial stone
wall with a horse-shoe shaped projecting tower eissovered”.

While unable to shed light on the size or planBaofgenae, investigations at Novi
Banovci discovered several tiles stamped dmH | THRACVM ROMANORVM EQVITATA?,
which is also mentioned on an inscription from #ie'®. It is believed hat this mounted

cohort garrisone@urgenae from the reign of Antoninus Pius onwaftfs No other garrison is

*18 Ammianus Marcellinus XVII 12 & XIX 11.8; Dimitrijei¢ (1996), p. 154; Viereck (1996), p. 255.
19 See list of literature on the “Yugoslav” frontierVisy (1988).

420visy (1988), p. 130.

“2lvisy (2003a), p. 149.

22 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 147; Visy (1988), p. 130.

‘3 CIL 1N, 15138.

424 Visy (1988), p. 130.
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indicated until the late Roman period, whdBargenae is listed as base of thevnEvs
EQVITVM CONSTANTIANORVM and the praefectus legionis quinta louiae in the Notitia
Dignitatum®®°. Evidently, none of the units listed as garrisofBurgenae have any naval
detachments.

It appears that Novi Banovci has been identifischdase of theLASSIS PANNONICA
on the basis of 6LFp stamped tiles which were found h&feWhile this may be considered a
small number of tiles compared to finds of tileansped by other provincial fleets, it is a
significant number for theLAssIs PANNONICA Nonetheless, the identification of a fleet base
solely on the basis of 6 stamped tiles, when thHg otier arguments are circumstantial ones
based on local topography and river motfthss difficult to support. The material does not
reflect more than that theLASSIS PANNONICA was actively involved in activity at Novi
Banovci. The site was therefore clearly within spdere of operations of the Pannonian fleet,

but the evidence does not suffice to assume a pemmdeet base at the $ité

16. TAURUNUM (Belgrade — Zemun)
Ancient Taurunum, the modern suburb of Belgrade — Zemun is locatedl strategic
position at the confluence of the Save and Daniveest?°. It has long been identified as the

main base of theLAssIs PANNONICA

. This identification is based mainly on referenges
ancient geographies, which appear to emphasizeaisre as a fleet bdSé while the
Antonine ltineraries identify it asfaurunum Classis, the Tabula Peutingeriana shows

Taurunum with the symbol of two towet¥ usually reserved fomunicipia or other

% Not. Dig. occ. xxxii, 5, 24, 46; Seeck argues tBatgenta (Not. Dig. occ. xxxii, 18, 37) is in fatie same
site, and that thequites Dalmatae therefore usetlovi Banovci as well. While it is not clear to what extent this
theory is acceptable, it is of little relevancehis study.

“2% Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 148; Dusahi(1988), p. 87; Reddé (1986), p. 301.

427 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 148.

28 As has been suggested by Dimitrije¢1996), p. 148; Reddé (1986), p. 300; Mo(1962), p. 624.

42 visy (1988), p. 130.

30 Starr (1993), p. 140; Reddé (1986), p. 302; /dd962), p. 624.

31 |tAnt 131,6 — identified a¥aurunum Classis; see also Ptol. Geogr. | 15,3.

*2 TabPeut V,5.
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settlements of high status. Clearly, the site andi® cannot have had such a status as a
civilian settlement, as it is little more than aopgy understood fort. Serbian scholars argue
that this discrepancy may be explained by the itamoe of the site, had it been the

headquarters of theLassis PANNONICA™?

, although this conjectured argument has littlasas
in actual evidence.

As systematic excavations on a large scale havernaken place at Zemun, no
precise dates or phases, let alone a coherentlopra, can be identifi€d®. Nonetheless,
excavation produced some interesting remains efiotstructure§®. It appears that the fort
on the Danube bank was established in fl@23° century*®. The only “plan” available is
extremely conjectural and seems to be more of semat to join 6 known walls into a
connected pattern rather than being a coherent(piarz.9**".

Apart fromTaurunum’s status in the ancient geographic sources, themofi@ being
a fleet base is supported by ‘several’ tiles stairpethecLASSIS PANNONICAthat have been
found at the sif€® That these tiles cannot be taken to identify mig@n on their own is
shown by several tiles stampedL®g vil cLAVDIA that were also found at Zeniiin

An inscription from the site provides a furthemkito the Pannonian fl€é?. It is of
particular relevance as lulius Celer is identifeescriba classis. This rare rank is unlikely to
have been carried on board of individual shipsh@dadquarters of a fleet or a permanent base,

however, such an administrative post may be exget#hile the inscription does not specify

the fleet Paternus lulius Celer served in, it appasafe to assume that it was the Pannonian

“33 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 146. However, such an argument canhhaglconclusive in itself if not supported by
archaeological or epigraphic evidence.

“34 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 144.

“3 Dimitrijevi¢ (1956-57), p. 307.

43¢ visy (2003a), p. 150.

37 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 145.

438 \isy (2003a), p. 150; Dimitrijevi(1996), p. 145; Du3ahi(1988), p. 87. Unfortunately, none of the avaiabl
publications specifies the actual number of tiles.

*9See CIL 11, 13394.

49| LJug-1, 278; see Appendix II.
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fleet, as he apparently died in active service. GibressisS PANNONICA after all, was the only
‘regular’ fleet operating ifPannonia Inferior from the £'to 3% centuries.

A sarcophagus discovered in 1945 is also of releeawhile some sources attribute it
to a fleet soldiéf, there is no actual inscription to support thientification. It appears that
in a circular argument the sarcophagus was idedtiis that of a fleet soldier because
Taurunum was identified as a fleet base, rather than becafisany real evidence on the
object itself.

In view of the archaeological data alone, namelyuaspecified humber afLASSIS
PANNONICA stamped tiles and one inscription, a permanent Baee affaurunum, let alone
the fleet headquarters, cannot be presumed. Thafispeighlighting of the site as a naval
base in geographic sources, as well as the fatttlleainscription is not of regular naval

personnel, but of acriba, however, suggests that a base of ¢thessis PANNONICAWaS

located at Belgrade — Zemun.

17. SINGIDUNUM (Belgrade)

Ancient Sngidunum, now capital of Serbia, is identified as basa®f Iv FLAVIA in
Ptolemy’s Geographié¥. This is supported by epigraphic finds from tf& &nhd 3 century
that refer to this uniif®

Archaeological research has been carried out Igr&@e since WWII, but mainly in
the way of rescue archaeolddy This has resulted in the majority of publicati@msthe site
being primarily concerned with individual finds, a&lin local discoveries or overall

circumstantial historical theori€s. While there has been an increase in archaealogic

441 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 145.

42 ptol. Geogr. 111 9.3.

43 Popovi (2005), p. 105; Popadi(2000), p. 8; Popo¥i(1997), pp. 59&60.
44 Bojovi¢ (1975), p. 83.

“>Wilkes (2005), p. 208; Popav{1997), p. 18.

66



research in recent years, the focus has been oanttient city’snecropoleis, and is thus of
limited value for this study®.

Little is known of the legionary fortress &@ngidunum other than its roughly
trapezoidal plan with side-lengths of 560 x 330/88(. 20ha}*’. While some recovered
sections of the stone perimeter wall date to the 2 century and some excavation of the
interior has taken place in the southern part ef fhrtress, the identification of individual
phases is made virtually impossible as the cerpaat of the installation has almost
completely been lost to modern building acti{iy Data from the southern interior
excavations allows some interpretations regardivanges to the fortress layout in tH&/4"
century, but sheds no light on earlier developmerisirrent theories regarding the
establishment and arguing for an early military artgance of Belgrade must therefore be seen
as conjecture based on historical consideratfdnimdeed, the most recent excavations which
actually recorded the reaching of natural soikf@ito identify any early phases of the fortress
at all. One must conclude, therefore, that militacgupation of the site in the form of an
established legionary fortress only began in tHeeéntury™°.

While a double ditch system has been discovelteel, only dating available is a
‘possible association’ with houses of wattle andildaonstruction. As these structures
contained artefacts from thé' and 29 centuries it has been suggested that a nearby-fort
presumed on the basis of ditches and local topbigapnsiderations — existed at this tfitte

Sngidunum was a major civilian centt& which is reflected in the extent of the

settlement (30-35ha in the®3and 4' centuryf®>>. Some of the most important pottery

*4° popovi (1997), p. 19.
*4" popovi (1997), p. 19.
“8popovi (1997), p. 19.
“9 popove (1997), p. 19.
0 popovi (2005), pp. 42&43; Popowi(1997), p. 19.
1 popovi (1997), p. 19.
52 popovi (1997), p. 19.
453 Popove (1997), p. 19.
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workshops for the region, producing a lotalka sigillata imitation, were active in the"?
century®,

The presumed base of thieassis PANNONICAat Belgrad&® is not reflected in the
archaeological evidence from the site. Indeedeénss highly unlikely that the Pannonian
fleet would have been based in the provinc#&loésia Superior. Had there been a naval base
at Sngidunum — and there is nothing in the archaeological re¢orduggest this — it seems

more likely that it would have been garrisoned g Moesian fleet.

18. EMONA (Ljubljana)

Due to large scale building programmes on theditbte Roman city oEmona in the
post-war period, rescue excavations have beenedaatt at Ljubljana on a large s¢afe
Despite archaeological investigations, importanpeats of the site’s history remain
unresolved. Its foundation, for example, has beadiad almost exclusively on the basis of
historical data. It remains unclear, therefore, thbethe site came under Roman control in
the course of Octavian’s lllyrian campaigns, or thiee it was only formally taken over under
Tiberius and Claudid®’.

While Emona, situated on the Save river, flourished as aiawikettlement, it seems
that it initially was a legionary fortress. This alu has been indicated by Schmid’s
investigations of the city wall in the early®@entury. Schmid identified several phases of
wall construction and repairs, but could not previthtable evidence to support his th&8es
In view of this, it is unclear to what extent theesof the legionary fortress, given as 22.75ha,

is actually based on firm evidence, or whethes thie result of topographic consideratiGis

44 Bjelajac (1987), p. 473.
> viereck (1996), p. 256.
4% Curk (1972/73), p. 125.
7" Wells (1974), p. 185.
58 Schmid (1913), pp. 61ff.
9Wells (1974), p. 185.
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Recent archaeological investigations of the pptfitom Emona indicate that the
earliest permanent Roman settlement at the siesdatAD 10-1%°. This date is supported
by epigraphic finds from the site, in particularbailding inscription from AD 14/15.
Interestingly, this does not mention a militaryg@ece, indicating that the site was of a purely
civilian nature by this dafé". It seems likely, therefore, that thelonia of Emona was
established around AD 14, which fits with the hiital considerations referred to ab8¥e

While there is nothing in the archaeological relicof Emona itself to suggest a naval
presence, the remains of a ship, thought to haga B®man, were found in a nearby moor,
then called the Laibach moor, in 1880(Fig. 2.19. The wreck in question is that of a large
cargo vessel of thBrahm type found throughout North Western EurdFig. 2.11). These
large flat-bottomed boats would have been idealnforigation of shallow rivers as well as
swamped moof€>. C14 dates have yielded surprisingly early davegtis vessel, indicating
that the timbers it is built from were felled inetiearly to mid pa century BC. Presumably,
therefore, the ship was used in the second andbpswven the T century BC. It would be
unrealistic to propose a longer ‘working Iif&®. While this makes the ship from the Laibach
moor near Ljubljana the earlieRBtahm type vessel known, it cannot be of any consequance
a study of theeLASSIS PANNONICA

An inscription built into the chapel of a hospit Emona is more relevafit’. It
identifies Lucius Aelius Nigrinus asiles of the CLASSIS PANNONICAand indicates that he
died in active service. It is not certain, howetbkat the inscription was found in Ljubljana, as

it was reused in building the hospital chapel. Enader the assumption that the inscription is

40 Curk (1972/73), p. 127.

“wells (1974), p. 186.

62 Maxfield (1986), p. 282.

%3 Gaspari (1998), p. 527.

44 Similar to, for example, the Zwammerdam vesses, Woerden ships and the cargo ship from Mainz
Kappelhof (see also http://www1.rgzm.de/Navis/hdraedes.htr

% Gaspari (1998), p. 527.

%¢ Gaspari (1998), p. 528.

7 CIL 11, 14354. See Appendix II.
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from Emona, one individual inscription cannot be taken asdemce of a permanent fleet

basé®

19. POETOVIO (Ptuj)

The late Augustan legionary base and latonia of Poetovio was situated at an
important crossing point of the Drave ri{r The majority of research on Ptuj has been
historical in nature, rather than in the form afteeological investigations. It is believed that
the initial garrison alPoetovio wasLEG VIl AVGVSTA, which was replaced G Xiil GEMINA
at some point in the®lcentury™. It is commonly assumed that this change occuilreihg
the reign of Claudiué®.

An inscription found in 1963 refers to the estsifient of acolonia at Ptuf’? This
has recently been reinterpreted to suggest thatsthtus was conferred &oetovio between
AD 103 and 1053 In the 2° century, the settlement expanded rapidly unticitupied both
banks of the river Drav&’. Under Hadrian, a monumental bridge was buiRtag, identified
on the basis of a substantial marble building ipsion found in 1913, as well as large ashlars
and timber posts found in the river B&d

Poetovio has produced a large number of inscriptions, mastijian in naturé’®. A
number of military inscriptions, however, referttee two legions mentioned abdVe LeG
Xlll GEMINA was clearly involved in the construction Bbetovio’s public buildings and

aqueduct, as tiles stamped by this legion are falrmlighout such structufé§

%8 As suggested by Viereck (1996), p. 255 and S893), p. 140. May (1962), p. 624, on the other hand, is
of the opinion that the inscription froBmona is not sufficient to argue for a fleet base atgite.
*%9 Tomang-Jevremov et al (2001), p. 93.

*"0Vomer Gojkové (1998), p. 17.

"L Tomang-Jevremov et al (2001), p. 93.

472 Mrav (2000), p. 78.

3 Tomant-Jevremov et al (2001), p. 94; Vomer Gojko{1998), p. 17.

474 Bratané (1954-7), p. 162.

47> Mréav (2002) p. 15.

4’® Eor a discussion see Subic (1977), pp. 92-100.

" Tomant-Jevremov et al (2001), p. 94.

4’8 Tomant-Jevremov et al (2001), p. 94.
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A", Even though

An important inscription link$oetovio with the CLASSIS PANNONIC
it is misspelled and the initial ‘t’ is omitted, it clear that L. lulius Maximus was a
trierarchus in the Pannonian fleet. While this inscriptionréfere reflects the presence of a
fleet soldier of thecLASSIS PANNONICAat Poetovio, it is a votive inscription which may have
been set up at a shrine far from any fleet basale/diny single inscription is insufficient as
evidence for a permanent fleet presence, a votigseription is even less conclusive than a

funerary oné€®. As such, there is no concrete evidence to sutistartheories of a permanent

fleet base aPoetovio™?,

20. SISCIA (Sisak)

Roman Sscia has been identified as modern Sisak, situatedhatetdge of the
Pannonian plain near the confluence of the rivarp#® and Save, on the basis of several
mentions in ancient geographic sources and otkes*¥8 The site was originally occupied by
a substantial pre-Roman settlement, ancigsgestica®®’. There appears to have been a
significant degree of interaction, as well as rarljt conflict with Rome during the Republic,
culminating in the annexation &egestica under Octavian. This event has been dated to 35
BC on historical ground®>. Historians argue that a legionary base was éskegnl atSscia
under Tiberius in an attempt to deal with the Dalamarevolt§®® but this has not been
proven archaeologically.

In the Flavian periodiiscia was granted the status ot@onia and settled by veterans

of the Praetorian fleet based at Ravéfiha&he site proceeded to develop into an important

479 CIL 111, 4025. See Appendix II.

80 gee discussion of epigraphy in Chapter |, pp. 25t#ve.

“81 Starr (1993), pp. 139&140.

82 The ancienColapis.

483 Ko&evi¢ & Makjani¢ (1995), p. 1; Buzov (1993), p. 66; Brizzi (1982) 33.

84 Brizzi (1982), p. 33; Faber (1972/73), p. 160.

485 Ko&evi¢ & Makjani¢ (1995), p. 2; Buzov (1993), p. 66; Brizzi (1982) 35.

8¢ Faber (1972/73), p. 160.

87 Ko&evi¢ & Makjani¢ (1995), p. 2; Nenadi(1986/87), p. 101; Brizzi (1982), p. 37.
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civilian and commercial centre of the Roman Empredlected in the establishment of an
imperial minf®. In the Diocletianic reformsSiscia became capital of Pannonia S&tia

While the history of the site is well known fronstorical sources, archaeological data
is extremely limited and insufficient to presentyaoverall discussion of the urban
development or a possible Roman military presehoeal rescue excavations throughout
Sisak have discovered numerous signs of destruletyans, as well as several phases of urban
development, but the evidence is too sporadic &bleran overview of the entire $ite

Archaeological research has been carried out dhpbuildings such as the central
baths, the forum and the capffdl Small-finds from these excavations underlineftu that
Sscia was an important civilian and administrative ceritoen the £ to the &' centurie®®
and include a number of items of military equipmiratt indicate a military presence beyond
the £ century AD®® Yet no associated structures or fortificationgehbeen discovered.

Several boats found at Sisak provide a naval adiome These are very simple
dugouts and can hardly be related to any militamt (Fig. 2.19. Indeed, they have been
carbon-dated to thé'2and #' centuries BC, and are thus not relevant to thidy8t*. In view
of the site’s position at the confluence of tweers, a quay has long been presumefisata.
To date, however, there have been no archaeoldiidalto corroborate such claiffis

There is no firm data to suggest a Roman navaepee aSscia. Indeed, it seems
that a £-3" century fleet base is presumed solely the baaisthie site is cited as a fleet base
in the Notitia Dignitatum®®®. This reference alone, however, does constituticint

evidence to presumecaAssis PANNONICAfleet base during the't- 39 centuries.

“88 | eitner (1984), p. 234.

89 Buzov (1993), p. 66.

0 Buzov (1993), p. 66; Nenad{1986/87), p. 101.

91 Nenadé (1986/87), p. 100; Faber (1972/73), p. 159.

92 See catalogue and plates in Leitner (1984).

193 Ko&evi¢ & Makjani¢ (1995), p. 3.

494 Jurist (1993), p. 69.

495 Ko&evi¢ & Makjani¢ (1995), p. 10.

98 Not. Dig. occ. xxxii, 56 praefectus classis Aegetensium siue secundae Pannonicae, ... nunc Sisciae. See also
Viereck (1996), p. 256; Starr (1993), pp. 138&1B@ddé (1986), p. 298; Még (1962) p. 624.
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21. SERVITIUM (Bosanska/StaraGradiska)

Servitium is identified in several ancient geographic sosffée and mentioned in
Ptolemy as border town oPannonia’®® Yet the identification with modern Bosanska
Gradiska (also known as Stara Gradiska) that hes peoposed by Gros§e and which is
generally accepted without criticism is by no mearertain®. While the Tabula
Peutingeriana situatesServitium on the right bank of the Save river, the localitysBnska
Gradiska is not on the river, but in a forestechatedeed, Bosanska Gradiska is identified as
a Roman site on little more than a few surface kfimals™®".

Servitium is seen as a fleet base in view of an entry in Nogtia Dignitatum,
identifying it as the base of trrAsSIS PRIMA PANNONICA®Z Clearly, however, this does not

suffice to presume a permanent base ofcthressis PANNONICA® from the £'— 3% centuries

at the site — particularly so in view of the ladkaoy archaeological data.

22. SIRMIUM (Sremska Mitrovica)

Srmium, which has been identified as modern Sremska Mg is situated on the
low northern bank of the Save river, at an impdrf@oman road junction. It connects the
North-South route towardSarnuntum and Aquincum with the East-West road from lItaly to
the Danube frontié?*,

A significant pre-Roman settlement at the site waisquered by the Romans in the
final decades B®”. Historians disagree whether the Roman occup&igan in 35-33 BC or

only in 13-9 BC. As no archaeological evidencewvailable for this period, the arguments for

7" TabPeut VI,1; ItAnt 268.

9% ptol. Geogr. 1115.4 & VIII 7.7.

9 Grosse (1920), p. 74.

20 ilkes (2005), p. 185.

01 pinterovi (1973/5), p. 124.

02 Not. Dig. occ. xxxii, 55praefectus classis primae Panninicae, Seruitii.
03 Suggested by Viereck (1996), p. 255; Mp€1962) p. 624.

04 For a detailed discussion see Mirko(1971), p. 8.

0% Mirkovi¢ (1971), pp. 8-10.
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either are conjectured and based solely on histosource¥®®. Srmium was granted the
status of acolonia under the Flavian&’ and gained in importance as a civilian and
administrative centre from thé“%o the &' centuried®. During Domitian’s Danube Wars it
may have served as a short term base.#ar | ADIVTRIX, but there is some disagreement
regarding the precise date and extent of this giimal occupatiotl®. The archaeological
record corroborates the site’s importance in tAtahd 3 centuries, as the majority of
structures excavated date to this period. Unfoteipa little earlier material has been
recovered™.

An excavation of the Roman Save bridge discoveaechaeological remains,
identified as those of a harbour that could infenaaal presence &@rmium (Fig. 2.19°%
These features are connected directly with fostfim walls dated to thé"/6™ century. Even
if the excavated discoloured soil and timber pasésaccepted to have been a quay, they are
of little consequence to this investigation as theytoo late to have been associated with the
cLAssIS PANNONICAof the F'— 39 centuries.

Various military and civilian stamped bricks hdween found aSrmium, indicating
that numerous units were involved in work at the’$i. While Srmium has been identified as
a fleet base in several studi®sno tiles of thecLASSIS PANNONICAhave been found. Several
inscriptions fromSrmium underline the presence of the twasIONES ADIVTRICES as well as

514

LEG | MINERVIA, LEG IV FLAVIA and LEG VIll AVGVSTA®"". Inscriptions referring taeG I

ADIVTRIX are the most common, and have given rise to thayhbat a vexillation may have

%% Mirkovi¢ (1971), p. 11.

07 Mirkovi¢ (1971), p. 6.

% Mirkovi¢ (1971), p. 6.

% For a detailed discussion see Mirkb(1971), pp. 26ff.

>0 gee Duval & Popovi(1977) for excavations of major public buildings, well as ramparts.

> MiloSevi¢ (1995), pp. 201&8202; ParavPesikan (1969), p. 87.

*12 Stamps of military units includ@EG | ADIVTRIX, LEG Il ADIVTRIX, LEG IV FLAVIA, LEG X GEMINA, LEG VI
CLAVDIA, LEG VI HERCVLIA, LEG XIV GEMINA, LEG | NORICORVM, LEG Il ITAL SAB, ALA DALMATORVM
SAGITTARIORVM, ALA | AVGVSTA ETRVREORVM, ALA | GALLORVM ET BOSPORANORVM, COH. Il ALPINORVM,
COHORS | ALP PERCOH | ALP EQ COH Il ASTVRVM ET CALLAECORVM, EQUITES SIRMIENSESEXERC PANN INF For
a full list and detailed discussion see Mirko{1971), pp. 95-118.

3 viereck (1996), p. 256; Starr (1993), 138-140; KoL 962), p. 624.

14 Mirkovi¢ (1990), p. 631; for a collection of inscriptiorauhd up to 1971 see Mirkavin Sirmium 1 (1971),
pp. 60-90.
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been based here in th&?and 3 century'®. There is, however, no evidence to corroborate
this claim and no associated fortification has bekemtified. The epigraphic record further
attests thaSirmium was an importanstatio beneficiariorum in the late 2 and early %
century. Thebeneficiarii identified on these inscriptions are mainly ass@d withLEG 1
ADIVTRIX , but some seem to have been affiliated w#® 111l FLAVIA , LEG | ADIVTRIX andLEG
X GEMINA®,

While Srmium presents a rich epigraphic record and has prodadadye number of
stamped tiles, there is no material related tocthressis PANNONICA The identification of the
site as a fleet base appears to rest solely oNdh#&a Dignitatum, whereSrmium s listed as

base of thecLASSIS PRIMA FLAVIA AVGVSTAY

. If Srmium was a late Roman fleet base, the
presumed harbour may indeed have been identifizéaty, as the discolorations and timber
post date to the late Roman period. Yet there iking to suggest that the site ever was a base

of thecLASSIS PANNONICAfrom the £'to 39 centuries.

23. GRAIUM (Sremska/Bosanska Raca)

The site ofGraium, identified as a fleet base in thetitia Dignitatun™*® presents a
number of problems. To date, the site could nopa&tively identified. While it is usually
associated with Sremska/Bosanska Raca on the Sdbgnian bordéf®, it is not clear
whether this is, indeed, where anci@mtium was located. Even if Sremska Raca is accepted
as the site of ancief@raium, little can be said about it. Scattered surfacdsf are the only
evidence for any Roman presence. In view of therd®s of interpretable evidendgraium

can therefore be ignored for the purposes of thidys The site has clearly been identified as

1> Mirkovi¢ (1961/62), p. 325.

*1% Jeremt et al (1988), pp. 145&146.

1" Not. Dig. occ. xxxii, 50praefectus classis primae Flaviae Augustae, Sirmi.
18 Not. Dig. occ. xxxii, 51praefectus classis secundae Flaviae, Graio.

*19 Grosse (1920), p. 74.
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a fleet base solely on the basis of its mentiobas® of thecLASSIS SECVNDA FLAVIAIN the

Notitia Dignitatum®’.

24. ? (Progar)

The site of Progar on the Save is identified byhaeological data alone. It is one of
the most interesting sites in dealing with theassis PANNONICAaS it is argued to have been
the fleet’s tile production cenftd, although this identification is not without prebis.

Progar is located about 30km upstream ffGamrununyZemun. Numerous tile kilns
have been found at the site. These have been tatbe early & century on the basis of
numismatic evidencé’. One of the kilns excavated contained more thatild® stamped by
the CLASSIS PANNONICAIN various type fornt$® (Fig. 2.1). While this is the most significant
number of tiles of the Pannonian fleet found anywhéhe current dating of the kilns is
problematic. The kilns have been dated to theentury on the basis of a Constantinian coin
“associated” with one kiln. The excavators assuimexefore, that this coin indicates that the
CLASSIS PANNONICAKilns were still operating during the reign of Ctanginé?”.

There is no evidence, however, that thessis PANNONICAStill operated in the 4
century, and it is equally uncertain whether tHa kontaining the tiles actually dates to the
4™ century. No publication to date provides an adegudiscussion of the nature of the
“association” of the Constantinian coin with thénkin question. It has furthermore not been
specified whethecLassis PANNONICAtiles had actually been burned in the kiln in gioest
or whether they were only found associated witfr.itAs such, the site appears to have the

potential to be the tile manufacturing centre & tleet, and may even present an opportunity

2 Grajium is identified as a base of toeassIS PANNONICAIN Viereck (1996), p. 255; Mdg (1962), p. 624.
%21 rincz (1990), p. 83.

%22 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 154.

52 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 155.

%24 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 154.

%2 Dimitrijevi¢ (1996), p. 155.
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to re-evaluate the end date of this fleet. In vadwhe current level of scholarship, however,
these possibilities are negated by the lack ofildatéhe site’s publication.

The significant number of stamped tiles suggegisobbnged presence of tleeAssIs
PANNONICA at Progar. Due to the unreliable context, howewas, questionable whether the
tiles actually attest a permanent fleet base. Aeetis no other form of evidence related to the
CLASSIS PANNONICAat the site, it appears safer to treat them mexglydicators that Progar

was in the territory under direct control of thenRanian fleet.

Two final sites ought to be discussed as they ywed inscriptions of theLAassis
PANNONICA. Neither is located on the Danube or in the araditionally seen as the
operational sphere of the Pannonian fleet makiegithnlikely to indicate sites of permanent
fleet bases. Yet the inscriptions are clearly ezlato theCLASSIS PANNONICA and must
therefore be taken into consideration in any furtheories developed in this study.

An inscription found aKerepesin Hungary?® is of interest in view of a recently
proposed reading which argues that the final Imelies that a vexillation of theLAssIs
PANNONICA was based in Marcomannic territdty This reading is based on the findspot
which is located on the left bank of the Danubedelythe territory under Roman control.
While it cannot be argued for certain that the fipgion was originally set up at Kerepes
itself, seeing that it is built into the wall ofetlChurch, it appears reasonable to assume that it
originates in the general area. It is thereforendérest solely by virtue of coming from
beyond the actual Roman frontier. While the presavfca vexillation beyond the frontier is
of little use in attempting to identify bases ok tbLASSIS PANNONICA the existence of
temporary commands must be taken into accountyrsabsequent evaluation of data.

A further inscription referring to theLAssIsS PANNONICAwas found beyond what

might reasonably be assumed to have been its spheperation aBurneri in the Thracian

26 AE 1988, 940 = AE 1991, 1329. See Appendix II.
%2’ See Soproni (1990), p. 731.
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Chersonesé®. While Caius Manlius evidently held the posipoéefecus Classis Pannonicae,

the combination of this title with the praefectuoé the CLASSIS GERMANICA presents
problems: it is not clear whether these titlesiatended to be read together or as consecutive
parts of thecursus honorum. While a progression from praefect of the Pannoffieet via

A% to an imperial procuratorship would make senseh su

praefect of thecLASSIS GERMANIC
an interpretation of the inscription as a contiraioursus honorum is made difficult as the
two fleet commands are joined by, rather than being two separate “entries”.

As such, it appears that Gaius Manlius may hatedaas praefect of both fleets at the
same time. Such a union of two separate ranks rongeent unification of the commands of
units from entirely different parts of the empiems highly unlikely. The only Pannonian
setting in which such a joint command might be saenplausible — albeit only if of a
temporary nature - would be as a special commankdercourse of Trajan’s Dacian wars or
the Marcomannic wars of Marcus Aurelius. The forimgoothesis appears to be supported by
the date of the inscriptiaiY.

The inscription is of no use for any attempt tentify bases of a provincial fleet, as
Caius Manlius was not praefect of a fleet, butgoleary tribune at the time the inscription

was set up. As such, the findspot of the inscnipti@ed have no connection to thenssis

PANNONICA>3Y,

328 CIL I, 726 = Dessau 1419. See Appendix VI.

2 Though it seems strange to hold two consecutiegincial fleet praefectures — even though the second is of
a higher denomination.

%30 As taken from the imperial titulature.

1 The same applies to the reference todiessis GERMANICAIN this inscription. As such, it will not be
discussed again in Chapter V.
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[1.111 DiscuUssION

The survey of data above has shown that the nyajofisites currently identified as
bases of theLAassIs PANNONICA as shown irFig. 2.2, have been identified as such either on
the basis of references to naval units inNlog&tia Dignitatum or on the grounds of historical
considerations rather than concrete archaeologiat. The clear disparity between the 24
(+2) sites currently associated with tbheassis PANNONICA and the number of sites that
actually produced reliable data indicating sucleatfpresence reflects the primarily historical

approach to studies of the Danube frontier thatdess adopted until recently.

Epigraphic evidence for the CLASSIS PANNONICA (Fig. 2.14)

Fig. 2.14 highlights the problems encountered by any stuthes have, in the past,
attempted to study the history of tlbeassis PANNONICAON the basis of epigraphic data.
While all sites on this map — with the exceptiorkefepes — have long been assumed to have
served as fleet basé$ none produced sufficient epigraphic materialuggest a permanent
fleet presence: as no site produced more thangéesimscription, they cannot be identified as
fleet bases on the basis of epigraphic materialeatd

In contrast torFig. 2.2, which outlines all currently identified basestbé Pannonian
fleet, there is evidently no epigraphic evidence tfee CLASSIS PANNONICAIN Noricum or
Raetia. With the exception of the inscriptionsEmnona (18), Burneri and Kerepes, all of the
epigraphic material related to the Pannonian fettially originates from the two Pannonian

provinces. While the inscription from Burneri inetiThracian Chersonese cannot have any

%32 For Brigetio (10), see Viereck (1996), p. 255; Starr (1993Y140; Mogy (1962), p. 624; foAquincum (11)
see Viereck (1996), p. 255; Starr (1993), pp. 88%1dr Taurunum (16) see Starr (1993), p. 140; Reddé (1986),
p. 302; Mogy (1962), p. 624; foEmona (18) see Viereck (1996), p. 255; Starr (1993),40; forPoetovio (19)
see Starr (1993), pp. 139&140.

33 See discussion on the reliability of epigraphitada the identification of permanent bases, pg&Z&above.
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relevance in a discussion of possible permanentsba$ thecLASSIS PANNONICA* the
inscription from Emona, referring to an active fleet soldier who died duaty, is clearly
relevant. The value of this inscription as evidefarea naval base is limited, however, as it is

not actually certain to originate froBmona>>°

. While the inscription from Kerepes may have
been moved as well, it is not relevant for thisdssion of permanent fleet bases, as it refers
directly to a temporary commatif

With one exception, the remaining inscriptions @veyund inPannonia Inferior. The
inscription fromPoetovio (19), however, is a dedicatory inscription sethypa trierarchus.
As such it cannot be taken as evidence of a pemt@nassis PANNONICAbase. Indeed, CIL
lll, 4025 proves no more than the temporary presexid_. lulius Maximus, trierarch of the
Pannonian fleet. As such, he may well merely haagsed through Ptuj and need not even
have been on active service diifyThe inscription from Patka ‘neakquincum (11) presents
similar problems. The confusion surrounding itgoriis exacerbated by the fact that it was
found reused in a local estate, making it unredidbt any attempts to locate a permanent base
of the CLASSIS PANNONICA Its nature as a dedicatory inscription, set upPbhyMagnius
Victorinus, does not prove anything but his presen@s seen with the inscription from Ptuj
above®, CIL IlI, 4319 from Brigetio (10) is insufficient as evidence for a permandeétf
base, as it seems likely that any fleet presen8eigétio must be seen in connection with its
supply role during the Marcomannic wairs

The only inscription from the survey above thauldoimply a fleet presence of
consequence is ILJUG-1, 278 froraurunum (16). While this inscription alone cannot prove

the existence of a naval base, the fact that it sedsup by acriba of the fleet suggests that

>34 See pp. 77&78 above.
3> See p. 69 above.
3¢ See p. 77 above.
%37 See p. 71 above.
>3 See pp. 58&59 above.
9 See p. 54 above.
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the fleet presence it refleatsay have been of a more permanent naflir€learly, therefore,
the epigraphic record alone cannot prove the axsteof any bases of theLAssIs

PANNONICA and must therefore be used in combination withraypees of evidence.

Tiles stamped by the CLASSISPANNONICA (Fig. 2.15)

The survey above has shown that any evaluatiohlesf stamped by theLassis
PANNONICA (SeeFig. 2.15) can have little impact in a study attempting dentify permanent
fleet bases, unless tiles stamped by the fleetraocsignificantly higher numbers than those
stamped by other units. The various units idemtifi@ stamps fronCarnuntum, Vindobona
andLauriacum, for example, clearly show that building matefal military installations was
frequently supplied by several units, if not théirenarmy of a provinc&".

The evidence from Novi Banovci (15) is therefacg sufficient to argue for a base of
the CLASSIS PANNONICA at the site. While there are several types of sfasnggesting a
regular supply rather than a one-off shipment olidng materials, six tiles are not sufficient
to suggest a prolonged or permanent fleet pressnte site. They do indicate, however, that
the site was frequented by the Pannoniantéet

While Taurunum (16) has long been presumed to have been the hades of the
CLASSIS PANNONICAON the basis of ‘several’ tiles stamped by thetfl@o exact number of
tiles has ever been published for this site. Thakes it impossible to assess whether the tiles
indicate a prolonged or even permanent fleet paesah Zemun. While it appears that there

are several types of stamped tile, indicating spppkr a period of time, it is not possible to

>0 5ee pp. 65&66 above.

41 For stamped tiles fromauriacum, see p. 41 abov€arnuntum produced tiles stamped by all legions based in
Pannonia Superior, see pp. 50 above; for the various units idemtifie stamped tiles froiviindobona, see p. 48
above.

*2See p. 64 above.
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argue for a permanent presence of ¢thessis PANNONICAON the basis of the stamped tiles
from this site alor&®

The forty tiles from Progar (24), bearing differéypes ofCLASSIS PANNONICAStamps
(Fig. 2.1), on the other hand, seem to be reliable evidéocean extensive fleet presence,
particularly so in view of their apparent associatiwith a kil*%. This is problematic,
however, as the kiln is dated to tH8 eentury, a time when current scholarship beligties
CLASSIS PANNONICA had ceased to exist. Unfortunately, the evidenoenfProgar is not
published in sufficient detail to provide firm eeitce for this later history of the Pannonian
fleet. Indeed, it is not clear whether the tilegavactually burned in théh4century Kilns, or
merely found in their vicinity. On the basis of therrent state of publication, the stamped
tiles from Progar show that the site appears toehbgen part of the fleet's general
infrastructure, but cannot be used to argue faranpnent fleet base.

It is impossible, therefore, to locate permanésgtfbases on the basis of tiles stamped
by thecLAssIS PANNONICA. These do, however, clearly show that the flgmrated in the
area of the confluence of the Save and Danubestivbe most south-easterly region of

Pannonia Inferior (Fig. 2.15).

Direct evidence for naval activity (Fig. 2.16)

Fig 2.16 shows that any study of tloieAssIS PANNONICAbased solely on archaeological
data is doomed to fail, as there is no direct aolugical evidence for a naval presence
during the Principate in the entire region. Whideona (18) produced the remains of an

ancient ship — significant in that it is the eatiexample of its type — the vessel is pre-Roman

*3See p. 65 above.
44 See pp. 76&77 above.
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and as such irrelevant for this stdtfy The same applies for the several boats that haga
found atSscia (20) which are little more than small, pre-RomagalitS*°.

While the data for harbour installations at Pag2auSchlogen (3)Brigetio (10) and
Srmium (22) is far from convincing, the remains that gnae to such hypotheses all date to
the late Roman period. Even if they were takenrasfpf harbours, these could therefore not
be used in any assessment of thessis PANNONICAIN its -3 century structure. The
harbour atdcumincum (14) is furthermore not supported by any archaecéddinds, but rests
on a literary source identifying it as a militargrbour. The source in question, however, is
late Roman and cannot be used to argue for a hasbthe site in thet3" centuries ADY.

There is, therefore, no archaeological data ofsequence which can be used to

identify permanent bases of theAsSIS PANNONICA

Evaluation of evidence for the CLASSIS PANNONICA (Fig. 2.17)

There is an evident discrepancy between the maywisl sites identified as bases of
the CLASSIS PANNONICAIN current literatureRg. 2.2) andFig. 2.17, which plots actual evidence
for the fleet. The fact that evidence for navaltsims only found at 12 out of the 24 sites (+
two findspots of inscriptions) originally studie@flects the common reliance on unclear
historical sources and circumstantial evidence urrent scholarship. In actual fact, direct
evidence for thecLASSIS PANNONICAIS only found at seven sites — six of which prodlice
insufficient data to postulate a permanent fleespnce.

Taurunum (16) is left as the only site where a base ofdbh&ssis PANNONICAMay
reasonably be presumed, although there is no denpreof of this. The distribution of fleet
related evidence, however, is highly interesting. 2.17 indicates three concentrations of

evidence related to th@ AssIS PANNONICA the presence of three sites that produced mhteria

*>See p. 69 above.
*®See p. 72 above.
%7 See p. 63 above.

83



around the confluence of the Save and Danube itedicagular fleet operations in this region.
It seems likely that these were centred on a peemtamase. There is further evidence for the
fleet in the Danube knee betweBngetio (10) andAquincum (11) as well as in the Upper
Save and Drave areas Etona (18) andPoetovio (19). The two latter sites, however, are
identified solely on the basis of individual ingtrons, which do not prove any form of fleet
presence.

In summary, there is no reliable evidence for algmmged presence of th&AssIs
PANNONICA outside the province dPannonia Inferior. Within this province, it appears that
the fleet was clustered around its upstream anchdweam borders in the regionBrfigetio
and Taurunum respectively. While the survey above has therefared to identify any
definite bases of theLASSIS PANNONICA it has significantly altered the understandingho$ t
fleet's area of operatioris.

This affects the main research problems identifirethe introduction to this chapter
directly. Current scholarship grapples with the sjiom of how theCLASSIS PANNONICA
which was part of thesxercitus Pannoniae Inferioris, could have operated iRannonia
Superior, Noricum and Raetia, as this implies a conflict of responsibilitiesathcannot be
explained by any current models of the military ri@ardnung®®. If the cLassis
PANNONICA’S regularoperations were confined annonia Inferior as suggested above, no
such conflict exists, as the isolated data fronsidetthis province can be linked directly with
temporary commands in the course of major campaigng/hile it cannot be taken as

absolute proof, this observation lends credencé&dddington’s thesis that Roman naval

*#8 The results from surveys such as this cannot I8416onclusive, as they are directly influenced eyyv
different standards of and approaches to archaealogsearch. Future research will no doubt affeetmodel
established here, and may disprove any theorié®klntSites in former Yugoslavia in particular effcountless
opportunities for further research on potentiakfldases, which is required urgently if researchetiaon
concrete evidence is to move away from minimaligtraaches such as the one presented here.

9 See discussion pp. 30&31 above.

*%This includes the inscription from Kerepes and ftem Burneri. While Soproni (1990), p. 733 suatip
argues that the date of the inscription from Kesgplaces it in the context of Marcus Aurelius’ Mamannic
Wars, the inscription from Burneri appears to réfea special command in the course of Trajan'sida@/ars,
as the Imperial titulature used dates it to AD {deke Konen [2000], p. 470).
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operations were significantly more flexible thaaditionally assumed and often responded
directly to major military events".

The survey above did not provide evidence for ¢laely history of theCLASSIS
PANNONICA, as the level of archaeological research at rekesiées is insufficient to allow for
a definite identification of a fleet base, let aorefined chronological arguments. The data
from Progar, however, has shown that further arcloggcal research has the potential to
drastically change the current understanding otthesiS PANNONICA

The finds fromSscia seem to confirm historical sources suggestingvalnaockade
in 35 BC that included a battle between Roman ship$ native dugout¥. There is no
evidence, however, of theLASSIS PANNONICAS involvement in this campaigff. Indeed,
none of the sites directly affected by the Julia«@lian conquest of the Balkans produced any
evidence for thecLASSIS PANNONICA As there is no concrete evidence that the fleettedi
during the Julio-Claudian period and literary sasrclealing with naval activity during this
period fail to mention theLAssIsS PANNONICAby namé®*, scholars arguing that the fleet was
established under the Flavian Emperors seem teemires convincing ca3g. Any theory
regarding the establishment of tlmAssiS PANNONICA must, however, remain purely

hypothetical.

51 See Saddington (1990a).

52 Dijo, XLIX, 37. For further primary references asuimmary see note 12 above.

*3This has been suggested by Starr (1993), p. 1&8n@vi: (1993), p. 58; Magy (1962), p. 623.

4 Tacitus,Annales X1, 30, for example, states that in AD 50 Vannaasclassem in Danuvio opperientem
perfugit. While this seems to indicate that some fleet afger on the Danube it seems unlikely to have been t
CLASSIS PANNONICA as one would expect Tacitus to actually haverrefieto this unit by name.

> See p. 29 above.
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CHAPTER I

THE CLASSIS M OESICA
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.1 INTRODUCTION

Despite a significant amount of research, theohysof the CLASSIS MOESICAIs far
from clear®®. As with thecLASSIS PANNONICA current scholarship is divided as to whether
the Moesian fleet was a Julio-Claudian or Flavieeation. Bounegru and Zahariade follow
Starr, arguing that it must have existed by AD B2i&hen C. Poppaeus Sabinus was installed
aslegatus Moesiag’. Condurachi supports this thesis, citing findsrfr@atiaria as evidence
for an Augustan naval bas@ Both argumentations have, however, been dispréven

While theories of an earlier establishment restitmmary sources referring to naval
activity, scholars favouring a Flavian date bassirtargument on the honorifieLavia >,
There are several indicators for the date of tlmsonific: a military diploma from AD 92
dischargesis qui militant in classe Flavia Moesitd, while two inscriptions dated pre AD 86
refer to thecLAsSSIS MOESICA without its honorifié®2 The title must therefore have been

conferred under Domitian, and can not be indicatiwea Vespasianic reorganisation or

¢ Aside from Bounegru & Zahariade (1996) and relés&ations in general works (e.g. Starr [1993] Reddé
[1986]), there have been several studies otthessis MOESICA Matei (1991); Matei (1988); Sarnowski (1987);
Mitova-DZonova (1986); Condurachi (1974).

5 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 8&10; Starr (1993131; For an early history of the lower Danube
region see lvanov (1997), pp. 473-503.

58 Condurachi (1974), p. 84; see also discussidrati@ria below, pp. 101-103.

9 sarnowski (1987), pp. 261&262 identified that therence cited by Starr as implying the existesfahe
CLASSIS MOESICAby AD 12 does not actually mention the fleet. HeHarmore showed that any early data from
Ratiaria and the naval connection implied through the siteime can be related to legionary movements.
%0 For a discussion of literary references to Juliau@ian naval activity on the lower Danube see i@tabove
and Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 7&8. A Flawagation is proposed by Gudea (2001), p. 13; Ivano
(1997), p. 511; Sarnowski (1987), pp. 263&264. Bige 3.1for stamped tiles that include this honorific.

5L CIL XVI, 37. As fleet soldiers served 26 yearshas point in time, this coulimply the existence of a
CLASSIS MOESICAIn AD 66 at the very earliest. It is by no meawidencdor its existence by AD 66, as this
would necessitate that any dischargees servedliiterim of their duties in the Moesian fleet.dtlikely,
however, that some soldiers from other fleets dgisumere transferred to the ASSIS MOESICAUpON its creation.
As any years served in other units would have caitdwards their full term of military service, theassis
MOESICAcould for example, have been established in ADp8@vided that the very first intake of personnel
included soldiers who had already served in othés dor 20 years. It is furthermore possible thaltliers who
had not served a full 26 years may have been savithchn honorary discharge as a special rewant — f
example in recognition of support for VespasiaAim 69. See Pferdehirt (2002), p. 58; Gudea (200122;
Ivanov (1997), p. 511; Bounegru & Zahariade (19969; Sarnowski (1987), p. 263.

2 CIL IX, 3609; AE 1969/70, 595a; see Appendix Bee also Ivanov (1997), p. 511; Bounegru & Zahariad
(1996), p. 9.
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creation, as has been sugge¥tedndeed, Kienast presented a convincing argunteitthe
title FLAVIA was granted to the Moesian fleet in AD°¥6

The problems of the honoriffLAVIA have occupied so pre-eminent a role in studies
of the cLASSIS MOESICAthat its actual origins remain unclé8r lvanov, however, produced
an interesting model: accepting a naval presendh@ianube before the Flavian period, he
argued that such vessels were not organized ictasais but ran under thpraefectiof the
portoria Ripa ThraciaendRipa Danuviiuntil AD 69/7¢°®. AE 1960/70, 595a, identifying a
praefectus classis Moesicae et Ripa Danwould then be interpreted as dating to a stage of
transition during the earliest stages of ¢hessis MOESICA®".

While military diplomata show that the Moesiareflevas assigned tdoesia Inferior
following the division of the province in AD 88 current scholarship readily identifies
permanent fleet bases throughdesia Superiomnd along the Black Sea littotal Had
this been the case, it would have created simdanimistrative problems to those discussed
with reference to theLAssIs PANNONICAabove, albeit on a smaller scife

It is generally assumed that tbeassis MOESICAwas directly involved in the Dacian
wars of the early ¥ century, although the only evidence for this corimethe form of naval

scenes on Trajan’s column in Rotffe The remainder of the fleet’s history and operstic

53 As suggested by Gudea (2001), p. 13. A reorgaoisander Vespasian is put forward by Starr (19p3),32
and Condurachi (1974), p. 83.

4 Kienast (1966), p. 74. See also Bounegru & Zatar{d996), p. 9; Strobel (1989), p. 17; Sarnow$R8(),
p. 264.

*%*Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 8 state that&tldifficile de préciser, au stade actuel de laudoentation
dont nous disposons, a quelle autorité furent sidorées ces unités navales et comment furent elles
organisées”, despite later arguing that the flest @stablished in AD 15, contrary to this veryestant.

¢ See Ivanov (1997), pp. 509&511: the organizatibnaval vessels into the @EsISMOESICAIs to have
occurred in the course of the wider reorganisatibiine lower Danube frontier at this point.

%7 See Appendix II; also Dotini-Boila (1977). lvanov's interpretation, however, is ndthout problems, as
Reddé (1986), p. 407 argues that current data t@naee the existence of tip@rtorium Ripa Thraciadefore
the early 2° century. Until an earlier date is proven, the abtheory must therefore remain. See Saddington
(1988) onpraefecti ripaein general.

*%8 vanov (1997), p. 511; Starr (1993), p. 133.

% Gudea (2001), p. 22; Ivanov (1997), pp. 511&51@uBegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 19; Petto{di991a).
More critical, Reddé (1986), pp. 302-308.

> See pp. 30/31 above.

"1 Starr (1993), pp. 133&134; Zahariade & Bounegi29@), p. 35. Matei (1988) reconstructs an entistoiny
of the fleet’s involvement in Trajan’s Dacian wadely on the basis of plates from the column.
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not generally understood, aside from its involvemerthe conquest and control of Black Sea
colonies’ There is evidence that tioeassis MoEsicaexisted well into the third century: an
inscription fromTyraswas set up by aniles classiariusn AD 2147° and the fleet is named
asKAaoong ®Aaovtac Muaikng Fopdiavne on a 3 century inscription fronTomis’.

The identification ofCLASSIS MOESICAbases is complicated by a number of factors: as
with the chapter above, standard and extent ofamalbgical research vary significantly
between modern countries in the study area. Somg @iathe research area have furthermore
been studied in significantly more detail than athén the course of regional research
project8”. In addition to this, changes in the course oflamube and serious erosion have
affected several sites. This is particularly pratdgic in the Danube delta, where changes in
the stream partly destroyed several sites and nediycaver other, entirely unknown oné%

Despite these problems, some attempts have beds tmadentify permanent bases of
the Moesian fleet, but these rely heavily, if noliey, on historical data and unreliable source
material. As with thecLASSIS PANNONICA the assumption that sites identified as navaébas
in the Notitia Dignitatumserved as fleet bases during the Principate is amptacé’”. In
addition to this, a number of sites on the lowenilllze are identified as permanent fleet bases
solely because their names imply a naval assoniafidn view of these problems, the sites
identified asCLASSIS MOESICAbases in current scholarshifg. 3.2 need to be reassessed in
order to identify firm data from which to draw foer conclusions on the history and

development of the Moesian fleet, as discussechap@r I.

"2 See Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 15-22; $1£93), pp. 136&137.

3 AE 1990, 870. See discussion in Bounegru & Zabari@996), p. 22.

>’ |SM II, 106. See Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), 1. Starr (1993), p. 137.

> This is particularly evident in the Djerdap, wharehaeological research was undertaken on a $aaje
prior to the construction of a hydro-electric darhe detailed knowledge of this stretch of riveinistark
contrast to other parts Moesia SuperiarSee Gudea (2001), p. 38; Pettofd991a), pp. 207-210; Petrdvi
(1984); Petro\i (1980).

°"® For a discussion of these problems see Mitova-bB¥ar(1986), p. 504. The problems resulting fronioser
erosion are particularly evidentbviodunumsee discussion below, pp. 115-118.

>’ Bounegru & Zahariade (1996); Matei (1991); Mitdbaenova (1986).

"8 These ar®atiaria (see discussion below, pp. 101-103) &exaginta Pristgsee discussion below, pp.
106&107). See also Ivanov (1997), pp. 512&513; Zaloe & Bounegru (1994), p. 37; Mitova-DZonova (€98
p. 507.
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. n  STES

1. MARGUM (Dubravica)°"

The fortified Roman city oMargum which can be identified with modern Dubravica
on the basis of ancient geographical sources, dmesrnthe confluence of the rivers Morava
and Danub®®. Visible remains form a 720m x 820m rectangléhi@ countryside, suggesting
thatMargummay have been a military site Excavations in the late 1940s, however, did not
produce any military find8% Arretinesigillata from the site indicates thMargummay have
been occupied as early as the second half of ttectntury®

While the main interest in the site lies in itsspible identification as a production
centre for a local type dkrra sigillata called Viminacium— Margum sigillata®®*, it is not
clear why it is frequently identified as a base tbé cLassis MOESICA®. Indeed, the
identification ofMargumas a military site in gener8f is highly problematic: while several
stamped tiles from the site refer tacastrum Margumthese date to the fourth century. As
such, they cannot be used in any argument for danyil presence during thes:B™

centuried®”. Any military association appears to be based oenzark by Kanitz, who took

the rectangular plan and a reference inNloéitia Dignitatum listing Margumas base of the

" Site numbers in this chapter correspond with thssel in the distribution mapsgs. 3.23.31, 3.32, 3.33, 3.34
%80 |tAnt 132,4; TabPeut VII,2. There are, howevemsdssues regarding the location of this site: fbieof
Margumis situated on the Danube near the confluenceitheMargus(Morava) and the Danube. The site of
Horreum Margi(also known aslorrea Margi) also lies on the Moravaalbeit significantly further south. The
sites are frequently confused (e.g. Bounegru & Aaba [1996] map 1, whetdorreum Margi[2 on their map]
is identified as a fleet base, even though them® isuch evidence from the site). This is due tsinterpretations
of the Antonine ltineraries and the Peutinger Tabldirkovi¢ (1977) confuses the issue further by identifying
the site at the confluence of tMargusand Danube adorreum Margi(map p. 258). It must be noted,
therefore, that the site discussed hefdasgumon the Danube and nblbrreum Margj located further south
on the Morava.

81 Gudea (2001) p. 52, Bounegru & Zahariade (199638p

2 M6esy (1970), pp. 1448&5.

83 Bjelajac (1990), p. 191.

84 Rutkowski (1968), p. 22; Mirkowi(1986) p. 209; Bjelajac (1990) p. 200.

> viereck (1996); Reddé (1986).

8¢ Gudea (2001), p. 52.

%87 Mirkovi¢ (1986), p. 210.
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classis Stradensis et Germensisimply a naval base at the sfte This entry in theNotitia
Dignitatumappears to be the sole evidence for any argumagtgesting aLASSIS MOESICA
base aMargunt®®. While there is no direct evidence for the preseoicthe Moesian fleet, it
must evidently be questioned whetiargum served any military purpose at all during the

Principate.

2. VIMINACIUM (Kostolac)

Viminacium the capital oMoesia Superigris located on the right bank of the river
Mlava near its confluence with the Danube and adletl an important junction of the Roman
Danube Roati® (Fig. 3.9. As there are several visible remains, the fegreivilian settlement
and surrounding areas have a long history of aatign researci’. Regular investigations
since 1977 have led to the excavation and detatady of several cemeteries from the
Roman to early medieval pericds

While such research shed light on many of theccagpects oViminacium the
military history of the site has been studied inléss detail, despite the visible remains of a
rectangular fortification, extending to 443m x 388iExcavations in the late ¥%entury
under Valtrové, as well as in 1902-03 under Vasind 1957 under Pindihave provided
some information regarding the history of this tegiry fortress, which has two phases: the
earliest is in earth and timber and has been datéuke late 1st century on the basis of south

Gaulish terra sigillata®®. Contexts associated with this phase vyielded sévend pipes

% Not. Dig. or. xli, 39; see also Mirkov{1986), p. 210: “La présence d’un camp militamenain & Margum
n'a pas été archéologiquement confirmée, maisrtadastrictement rectangulaire de la ville romate#e
gu’elle apparait sur le plan de Kanitz, est frapgari, referring to Kanitz (1891).

*%9 For arguments suggestiMprgumas a fleet base see Viereck (1996), p. 255; Pét(a9id91a), p. 209;
Bounegru & Zahariade (1996) rightly orMiargumfrom their £-3" century fleet base map (Map 1) whilst
including it for the 4-6" century distribution (Map 2) — although misideyitify the actual site (see note 582).
%9 MiloSevi¢ (2002) p. 151, Gudea (2001), p. 53; ItAnt 133,@bFeut VII,2.

91 For a discussion of the research history and éuntéferences see Mécsy (1970), pp. 145-158; see al
Popovt (1967).

%92 MiloSevi¢ (2002) p. 151; SpasDjuri¢ (2002).

%93 According to Popovi (1967), the “precise” measurements are 442, 7mbx638.

%94 Bjelajac (1990), p. 24.
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stamped by bothEG vii CLAVDIA andLEG Il FLAVIA . The fortress was rebuilt in stone and
garrisoned by EG VIl CLAVDIA, as shown by numerous inscriptions that referctliyeo this
legion andLeEGviicL stamped tiles that are found throughout the fostiesseveral styles.
Terra sigillata associated with this second period ranges fromTtlaganic period until the
early 3% century®®. Gudea argues thatG vii cCLAVDIA was stationed atiminaciumfrom AD
56-57 onwards, although he does not provide evielémrcthis hypothesis®

Several fragments of military diplomata, as wellame entirely preservemnstitutiq
have been found atiminaciuni®’. While all of these date post AD 92, they do muatlude
references to theLAssIS MOESICA In fact, the fleet does not appear on a singleodnal from
Moesia Superiof® Nonetheless, Bounegru and Zahariade identifsninacium as the
upstream limit of theLASSIS FLAVIA MOESICAS sphere of action from thé't 3% century®.
This theory is based on an inscription found atlmgalaissugNiS), which identifies Lucius
Cassius Candidus asnles classiariu¥°. While this title and his position afisces epibata
indicate a connection to a naval Gfithe clearly served ireG vii cLAVDIA rather than in the
cLAssis MOESICA This suggests that the legion baseWiatinaciummay have sustained its
own naval arm, but is clearly not evidence forphesence of the Moesian fleet.

Structural remains neariminaciumhave been identified as a fortified harbour or
landing place, but they havetarminus post quernf AD 542% (Fig. 3.49. As such, their

construction is probably related to building a¢iivon the site of the civilian settlement and

% Bjelajac (1990); see also Gudea (2001), p. 55.

*% Gudea (2001), p. 53.

%97 0On fragments see Du3&rfR001); Mirkovi: (1999); Dusari (1997); Mirkovit & Vasi¢ (1986). The
preserved diploma is discussed in DuSa&Nasi¢ (1977).

% See discussion of CIL XVI, 37, note 561 above.

*9 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 19. For furthemidfications ofViminaciumas acLASSIS MOESICAbase
see e.g. Viereck (1996), p. 255; Petéad\i991a), p. 27.

B0 CIL 111, 14567. See also Bounegru & Zahariade9@) pp. 35&36; Sarnowski & Trynkowsky (1986), p.
539; Reddé (1986), p. 303.

01 For a discussion of the rankdisce(n)s epibataee Viereck (1996), p. 246.

%92 |ndeed, it is this reference to the garrisoVimhinaciumthat leads to the suggestion thamninacium rather
than the findspoNaissuswas used as a naval base.

%3 Based on numismatic material from foundation tresciMirkovi (1999) p. 20.
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the establishment of eastrumin the Justinianic perid®’. A late Roman naval presence is
supported by thé&lotitia Dignitatum which identifiesViminaciumas a base of theLAssIs
HISTRICA®®®,

While there is evidence for a late Roman fleetebasViminacium naval activity
during the Principate is attested by a single ipfon suggesting a naval arm ofG Vi
CLAVDIA. There is no evidence, therefore, that theassis MOESICA ever maintained a

permanent base here.

3. NOVAE (Cesava)

The auxiliary fort ofNovaeis located at the confluence of the rivéesava and the
Danubé&. It has an earth and timber phase, dated to tiehialf of the 1 century AD on the
basis of Claudian and Neronic coins. A destructiayer has been linked with Dacian
incursions in AD 68-69, but there seems to be ndegxe for this hypothesis. A second earth
and timber fort dates to the second half of tHedntury AD. In the Trajanic period, a stone
fort of roughly 150m x 150m was built lOHORS | MONTANORUM as shown by a building
inscription and several stamped tif€s A limited number of tiles stamped h¥G vil
CLAVDIA, based at nearbyiminacium have also been found. These occur mainly irvities
located on the opposite side of the Danube in ntoday Romani&®.

Petrové has argued that the fort @esava maintained harbour facilities of a type
similar to the fortified landing site LAnde-Burgus at Hajddka Vodenica, but the
photographs provided as evidence are of such paality that hardly anything can be

identified on therff® (Figs. 3.5, 3.5: apparently, a wall with tower foundations atetsd runs

8% Milogevi¢ (2002), p. 154.

%> Not. Dig. or. xli, 39.

% tant 281,1; TabPeut VII.

97 The size of this fort is far from clear: Gudea@2} p. 63 lists five separate and published measents. See
also Gudea (2001), p. 64; VagL990); Vast (1987); Vast (1982/83).

6% Gudea (2001), p. 64.

%9 petrovit (1991a), p. 212.
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down towards the rivef’. A site plan by Gudea, based on sketches by Marsitpo
identifies structures on the river bardig( 3.7). Even if the identification of these remains as a
Roman landing site is accepted, it cannot be tadkemmply a CLASSIS MOESICAbase at
Cesava, as the Hajtka Vodenica design of landing sites is late Ronfar. a late Roman
landing site aCesava to be proven, however, clearer evidence rneduks presented, as the
site is not associated with a fleet in tNetitia Dignitatum it is listed as the base of the
AVXILIARES NOVENSESand a unit oMILITES EXPLORATORES™,

The only link betwee’esava and theLAssIS MOESICAis a diploma dated to around
AD 140 that lists the fleet as part of theercitus Moesicae Inferioff¥. This constitution,
however, cannot be taken as evidence that the Mioéigiet maintained a baseGasava, as
the fleet is only one of the units listed on it. #axch, the diploma could have belonged to any
soldier from any of the units mentioned on it. Bgtue of its being proof of discharge from
the army, anybody in possession of such a constitwould furthermore no longer have
been a member of tl|@ASSIS MOESICA

As the diploma is therefore of no use in an attetopdentify a permanent fleet base,
the possible remains of a late Roman landing saeige the only evidence that could be used

to argue for a naval presence asava™

4. DROBETA (Turnu-Severin)
Drobetais one of the most studied sites in modern Roni&hi@ihe Roman remains
consist of a fort and the ruins of a Roman bridgeally seen as Trajan’s Danube Britige

This direct association with the emperor may welldme of the reasons for the intensity of

610 Gudea (2001), p. 39 and Peto(1991a), p. 209.

11 Not. Dig. or. xli, 23&34.

®12RMD 2, 106 = AE 2001, 1725; see also \¢4di987), p. 122.

®3 There is, therefore, no reason to assumeAssIS MOESICAbase, as suggested by e.g. Gudea (2001), p. 39;
Petrovi (1991a), p. 27.

14 TabPeut VII; Mécsy (1970), pp. 116, 123, 166, 207.

®1> Gudea (2001), p. 81; Tudor (1965); Davidescu (1980
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research that has been carried out at thi§'Sitéhe first fort atDrobetawas constructed of
earth and timber and has been dated to the Flgpeaond — though not on the basis of any
published findS. Its plan is not known. A stone fort measuring m28 137.5m, which is
situated on a level plateau on the left side of@haube, was built to replace it in the Trajanic
period*®

The stone fort aDrobeta had extension walls that enclosed a stretch oDiweube
bank, and have been interpreted as a ship lanitie?d’<Fig. 3.9). On the basis of the alleged
fortified port created by these walBrobetahas frequently been identified as a base of the
cLAssIs MOESICA?’. This particular means of fortifying a bank, howevis almost identical
to the design found at late Roman Hajh Vodenica and observed at the late installation o
Cesav&?. It is not clear, therefore, whether the fortifieaihk atDrobetamay not in fact be a
late Roman addition to the fort. This seems torloicated by the plan published in Bounegru
and Zahariader(g. 3.9, which shows the eastern extension wall to beegito a projecting
fan-shaped tower. This tower, however, is parthef Diocletianic/Constantinian fortress that
replaced the Trajanic fortificati6ff (Fig. 3.10. It is equally possible that the extension walls
running down to the river may originally have béeined by a third wall to form an enclosed
annex&, but that this third wall has been eroded by traniibe ig. 3.1). Despite these
problems, Bounegru and Zahariade Dsebetaas an example of a ‘typical’ riverine harbour

of thecLASSIS MOESICA?*,

1% Eor a complete history of excavations and furteéerences see Gudea (2001), pp. 81-85.

17 Florescu (1967), p. 145; Gudea (2001), p. 83.

8 Tydor & Davidescu (1976).

19 Gudea (2001), p. 82.

620E g. Gudea (2001), p. 81; Bounegru & Zahariad®§)9pp. 1, 10, 82; Petrav{1991a), p. 209.

62 See pp. 93&94 above.

%22 For the dating of fan-shaped projecting towertinBalkans in general and Drobeta in particulee, s
Southern & Dixon (1996), pp. 133-135. A later dimtethe extension walls may also be implied byrinend
end tower to the eastern wall implied by Gudegigns.g as round straddling corner towers are usually sse
an example of late@early 4th century military architecture (see VjaQ03b], pp. 112-114); Mackensen
[1995], p. 101).

2 As frequently found in the region, for examplédatscugsee Ivanov [1997], p. 551)ovaeSvistov (see
Ivanov [1997], p. 562 anNicopolis ad Istrun{see Poulter [1999], pp. 4&5).

24 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp. 82&93.

95



Four tiles stamped by th@AssIsS MOESICAhave been found amongst those of other
units atDrobetd?. In view of the sheer number of units supplyifestifor the building of the
bridge and fort aDrobetg however, a permanent base of theassis MOESICAcannot be
suggested on the basis of only four stamped tikes.there is no epigraphic material
supporting the hypothesis of a fleet base at ikes the current identification ddrobetaas a

base of theLassIs MOESIcais therefore by no means certain.

5. EGETA (Brza Palanka)

There are three Roman forts at the modern site re& BPalanka, which has been
identified as ancienEgetd?® (Fig. 3.19. These occupy elevated plateaus dominating the
confluence of the Cerveni and Danube rivers. Thiéiest of the three forts has a typical
rectangular plan with side lengths of 106m by &nin view of its architecture, particularly
its smaller size and the projecting round cornereis, Fort || appears to date to théd 3
century?®. Fort 1ll must have been the latest fortificatiavith a triangular plan adapted to the
requirements of local topography. There is no geednformation on its size, as it has
suffered severely from erosil To date, only Forts | and Il have been partially

excavate®f®. The former consists of an earth and timber phaiseceeded by a stone f3ft

82> Other units includecOH | ANTIOCHENSIVM, COH Il CAMPESTRIS LEG | ITAL, LEG 11l FLAVIA FELIX , LEG V MAC,
LEG VII CLAVDIA , LEG XIIl GEMINA, COH | CRETVM, COH Ill BRITTONVM, COH Il HISPANORVM, ALA GALLORVM ET
PANNONIORVM; see Gudea (2001), pp. 83-85.

626 Also known as Aegeta — see Bounegru & Zaharia888), pp. 24, 25, 28, 85, 88; also known from ItAnt
218,3 and TabPeut VII.

%27 These three forts are identified either as A, B @r(see Kanitz [1892]; Petr@j1984]) or I, Il and lI
respectively (see Gudea [2001]; Petédii980]; Petrowt [1986]). For the earliest (A/l), see Petroy1984), p.
161: there is some disagreement as to its actzel The above measurement is published both bytK&r891)
and Petrovd (1984). Gudea (2002), however, presents two furnieasurements, namely that of Kan(li30m
x 150m) and one by himself (140m x 150m). Thempoigonclusive discussion or presentation of evidexxto
which of these measurements actually is accurate.

528 petrovit (1984), p. 161 cites Kanitz as giving side length§4m x 26m. On p. 164, however, he states that
the fort has side lengths of 84m x 33m. This digarey is not, however, given any discussion. Fersécond
fort at Egeta, see Wilkes (2005), p. 211. On thindaf rounded corner towers, see note 624 above.

529 petrovit (1984), p. 161.

30 petrovi (1984).

83! Gudea (2002), p. 87.
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while the construction of Fort Il, which was buiitstone from the outset, has not been dated
accuratel§*>

The excavations &getaproduced some datable finds: Arretsigillata, Vespasianic
and Domitianic coins. These are, however, of littke for dating the fortifications, as their
context is not clear: Petraviuses them as dating evidence for Foff3llwhile Gudea
associates precisely the same finds with the spivese of Fort %% Tilestamps of both
COHORS | CRETUMBNALEG VII CLAVDIA have been found throughout FAPl

Despite the absence of any epigraphic evidencthéofleet,Egetahas been identified
as a base of theLassis MOESICA®®. This identification rests on Petréid hypothesis that
parallel structures running towards the river mayenbeen part of Roman do&Ks The walls
he reproduces on the basis of a plan by Kanitzdcmdeed be interpreted as part of a naval
installation €ig. 3.13. They are, however, clearly associated with Fonthile Petrové links
his proposed harbour remains with Forf¥ll If associated with Fort Ill, they must be late
Roman, as suggested by Bounegru and Zahariade agmtify them as a late Roman to
Byzantine harboGr®. This theory is supported by the fact that Mwtitia Dignitatumlists
Egetaas base of theraefectus Classis Histric&®.

It is important, therefore, to identify whetheetfeatures on Kanitz’' plan may in fact
be interpreted as the remains of &3f century harbour. This, however, is virtually
impossible without further excavation, as no daatohds from this area have ever been

published. As it is, the identification of a harb@olely on the basis of a #@entury plan can

832 petrovit (1984), p. 165.

633 petrovi (1984), p. 165. The association Sfcentury finds with a structure that appears te dathe %
century on the basis of its architecture, howeseems unlikely and is not adequately explained.

834 Gudea (2002), p. 87 — an argument that makes semge in terms of the dating of the finds. It cartmeo
relied on, however, due to clear errors of site famik association at other points in Gudea’s stadyshown in
the case oMargum pp. 90&91 above.

%35 Gudea (2002), p. 87.

3¢ Gudea (2001), p. 39; Petro\il991a), p. 209.

837 petrovit (1991a), p. 210.

838 See Petrovi(1986), p. 372: “Cette muraille est disposée pedjmilairement au lit du fleuve et descend
rapidement du haut plateau (ou I'on a identifiédstellumlll de plan triangulaire flanqué de tocirsulaires)”.
9 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 85.

49 Not. Dig. or. xlii, 42.
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at best be vague. It can therefore not be said wettainty whether harbour installations
existed atEgetaduring the Principate. Even if such facilities st&d, however, there is no
data to link them with theLAssIS MOESICA Indeed, frequent referencesSdOHORS | CRETVM
on stamped tiles and votive offerings from a saamgtuo lupiter Dolichenu&** suggest that

this was probably the garrison Bfjeta

6. AQUAE (Prahovo-Kusjak)

None of the major works on the Roman Provinciatemention the site of Prahovo-
Kusjak, even though it is one of the most importsites for any study of Roman use of the
Danube and naval activity in the Balkans: the eft€rahovo-Kusjak has been identified as
the Roman fort ofAquaeand was excavated briefly in the late 19%0sThe site of this
auxiliary fort is still visible in the modern top@phy as an elevated rectangle of 840m x
485nP*3. The fort itself, however, was substantially smialbs the elevated area is divided by
a substantial man-made dit¢h The earliest phase, which has produced no dafiablg, is of
an earth and timber construct?dh A second phase in stone can be dated to AD 9%@n
basis of a building inscription which unfortunatédyls to mention the garris6ff. There are a

number of tiles stamped byeG xi GEMINA®Y

as well as two funerary inscriptions
mentioning aCOHORS | CANTABRORVMand acOHORS Ill CAMPESTRIS*®

A naval base af\quaehas been suggested ever since the 1986-88 exumavati the
site which discovered a Roman harbour and the resvafitwo Roman shif¥. The remains

of the harbour essentially consist of a long quadenout of ashlars, as well as a series of

84 Mbcsy (1974), p. 256; \ikovic-Todorovi: (1964-65), p. 182.

%42 Gudea (2001), p. 89; for a referencéuaesee also TabPeut VII.

643 Gudea (2001), p. 89; Jovanéyill996), p. 263; Mécsy (1970), p. 53.

44 Mocsy (1970), p. 53.

%45 Gudea (2001), p. 89.

SocIL I, 1642.

47 CIL 111, 14599.

48131 111, 463; 13L 111, 461,

9 For suggestions of a naval basé\quiaesee Gudea (2001), pp, 27; Pettafli991a), p. 209. Excavations at
the site were carried out in the course of a laegearch project prior to construction of the Dggrdl dam:
Petrovit (1991a), p. 216; Petrav{1991b), p. 295.
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columns mounted on stone platforms, which have l@enpreted as mooring fastenings for
ship$° (Fig. 3.14). Series of solid planks have been found togaifigr the stone blocks of the
guay, indicating that there may have been a woatieathing to protect moored ships from
weaf®, Petrové argues that in addition to the quay, two parallells ran into the Danube
and formed a protected harbour b&%¥inThis last hypothesis is somewhat unreliable,
however, as it is only stated in one publicationd ao supporting plans are provided.

During excavation of the harbour, wooden remairgewidentified as two Roman
ship$*? (Fig. 3.19. Unfortunately, post excavation conservation fdse timbers has been
somewhat rudimentary, making any interpretatiorthef remains difficuf®®. For this very
reason, these highly interesting remains are onbmk through a brief note made at the 15th
Limeskongresand a summarizing description with some interpregaattempts by a German
specialist>®. Bockius does not offer any interpretation of ir@me, stating merely that it
“appears to be a bundle of planks connected to egwér by iron clamp$®®. He further
argues that the two separate finds may be the sassel, as the construction is very
similar®®’. Ship 2 has been dated to the 2nd century assifeend overlying a Trajanic coin

and associated with ‘a brooff There is some disagreement regarding the cotisinuc

850 petrovit (1991a), p. 216; Petrav{1991b), p. 296. These columns have clear marka o them,
apparently by ropes. These vary in height by ahautapparently indicating differing water levelslie
Danube according to season.

1 petrovi (1991b), p. 297.

852 petrovi (1991a), p. 216.

853 petrovit (1991b), p. 297.

54 Bockius (2000), p. 169; it appears that the tiraierve been treated with an ‘obscure substanceataally
sped up their deterioration, rather than preserihiegn. Any interpretation is further hindered bg fact that
there are no sketches or other means of reconstyubie original positions of individual timbershigh have
been ‘conserved’ individually.

8% petrovi (1991b); Bockius (2000).

856 Bockius (2000), p. 169; the use of iron clampisiggly interesting, as it indicates that ship 2nfrBrahovo-
Kusjak combines both Mediterranean and North-Eurohip building techniques (see Bockius [2000],19{5
ff.).

%7t is equally possible that there are two separassels constructed in the same method. This sewmes
plausible as the two clusters of wood were found@aetres away from each other (Pett¢¥R91b], p. 297).
This does, however, mean that there is an entinghublished Roman ship Atjuaewhich cannot be identified
further as it has not been studied and no photbgrapve been published.

58 Bockius (2000), p. 171 refers to this as a periscoment by Petrovj but does not elaborate on the type of
brooch in question.
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material of ship 2, originally identified as poplas one piece of it was studied in detail at the
RGZM in Mainz and clearly identified as dak

While Prahovo produced the only finds of Romarmpshin this region these cannot be
linked to thecLAssIS MOESICA Bockius’ investigations clearly showed that essel studied
was of a flat bottomed type. While it is impossitdereconstruct the hull shape accurately as
the wood has been significantly contorted, the flattom and virtually rectangular cross-
section show that ship 2 cannot have been a nyiltassei®°.

As Aquaeis situated at the lower end of the second ofltbie Gate gorges, it may
well have been an important harbour for civiliamppimg: the sheer rock faces of the Djerdap
would have made mooring impossibleg( 3.19. Any vessels having to pass through the
lower Djerdap could therefore have awaited favolerabnditions for an upstream passage at
Aquaé®. Considering the stream levels in the Djerdape-RAnube narrows from a width of
more than 5km upstream of the two gorges to ab@Qim2at their narrowest point — it seems
equally possible that the different levels of roparks in the ‘mooring columns’ froiquae
indicate the offloading of heavy cargoes from visagtempting an upstream journey at the
site. Such cargoes might then have been transpatted) the Djerdap road, making the

ships’ passage easier and s&fgFig. 3.17).

9 Bockius (2000), p. 171.

%% |ndicated by the use of rectangular chine-blosks, Bockius (2000), p. 174.

%1 This may have included simple issues of timinchsag waiting for daytime in order to pass througghltron
Gates in daylight. As the stream through the Irate@orges before the building of hydroelectric davas

even more substantial than todaguaemay furthermore have served as a safe harboitraatsimes when the
Danube carried more water than usual (such astedtery rainfalls), possibly making any passage feriaot
impossible.

%2t seems likely that the Djerdap road was alsdt fiori towing ships upriver, or to give extra casitto vessels
moving downstream by guide ropes held from the bévikile the building of this road was clearly a oraj
engineering project that involved several legiomd auxiliary units (as shown by several inscripsi¢e.g.Fig.
3.1§, LEG VII CLAVDIA andLEG Il FLAVIA are mentioned directly in an inscription found migs Tabula Traiani
[see Petrov [[1990]], p. 887]), there is no evidence for thieAsSIS MOESICAs involvement. See also Jordévi
(1996); Petrovi (1990); Sasel (1973). The above suggestion warddest that a similar harbour may have been
located at the downstream end of the Upper Iror @atge (e.gDiana or Drobete?), as well as the upstream
ends of either gorge (e.Dierna& TransdiernaandEgetarespectively?). Any such hypothesis could, howgever
only be proven by further research at the sitapigstion. This has probably become impossible oltieet
construction of two hydroelectric dams and consatjaeeation of large reservoirs in the region.
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While Prahovo may therefore well have played atreémole in Danube shipping
during the Roman period, there is no evidence foreatended presence of tleAssIs
MOESICA at the site. Any suggestion of a fleet baseAquae appears to rest solely on

Petrovi’s unproven hypothesis of a strong naval presemeeighout the entire Djerd3.

7. RATIARIA (Ar &ar)

Scattered remains of Roman structures in the Kaleta near the village of &ar
have been identified as the ancient military amilian centre ofRatiaria, commonly argued
to have been a base of theassis MOESICA on the basis of an inscription referring to the
Colonia Ulpia Traiana Ratiari&* There are numerous epigraphic finds from the &ieof
which can be associated with the Roman milf&ryNone of these, however, mention the
CLASSIS MOESICAor any naval ranks.

Despite a long cooperation project between the éfsity of Bologna and the
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences archaeological data Ratiariaremains scarce. Apart from
apparently late Roman fortification walls in thelé&ta area, no structures indicating a military
presence have been discov8f@dAs Claudian and Neronic coins, as well as smiatlsf
confirm continuous occupation throughout tfieahd 29 centuries, however, an earlier fort at
the site is generally assuni&d From the end of Trajan’s Dacian Wars onwai@atiaria
appears to have lost any potential military impoct until the late Roman period, and

became one of the most important civic centrdddesia Superidf®,

653 petrovit (1991a); Petro¢i(1991b).

854 CIL 111, 14499. Discussions dRatiaria can be found in Hosek & Velkov (1958), p. 32; Velkd966), p.
155; Velkov (1987), p. Ratiariais also referred to in ItAnt 219,3 and TabPeutl \Mfbr the identification of
Ratiaria as a fleet base: Gudea (2001), p. 93; Bounegrul&adade (1996), p. 12; Sarnowski & Trynkowsky
(1986), p. 537; Reddé (1986), p. 303.

%% The identified units areec i FLAVIA (CIL 111, 6239), LEG XIll GEMINA (CIL 11114646) and armLA CLAVDIA
(CIL 111 14217). There are a number of tiles stachjpg LEG 1l FLAVIA , LEG V MACEDONICA, LEG VII CLAVDIA ,
LEG XIl GEMINA andCOHORS | CRETVM(Gudea [2001], p. 94; Bollini [198D For a detailed discussion of civic
and military inscriptions fronRatiaria see Ivanov (1987), esp. pp. 30&31.

8¢ popova-Asenova & Atanasova (1987) pp. 85ff.

%7 Gudea (2001), pp, 93

%% Gudea (2001), p. 94; Naidenova (1983), p. 251kMe(1966), p. 158
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The Notitia Dignitatumrefers to graefectus classis Ratiariensiwhich may explain
the common identification of the site as a navalebim some extefif. Most publications on
Ratiaria, however, argue that it must have been a fleex bagiew of its name: aRatiaria
appears to be derived fromatis, meaning a raft or small type of vessel, it igdwedd to imply
an important naval connectidfl This theory, however, cannot be supported asettmeratis
is not known to have been used in a military contExen if the town’s name was a direct
reflection of its nature, therefore, this need lmy means have been military. Indeed, the
Althiburbusmosaic from Tunisia, which illustrates variousdgf ships, includesratis sive

ratiaria®’*

(Fig. 3.19. The vessel depicted, however, is little morenthasimple rowing boat
similar to themusculustype. As such, the nanfRatiaria can hardly be taken to imply a
permanent presence of theassIS MOESICA

Some scholars have argued farlassis MOESICAbase aRatiaria as early as AD 12
on the basis of two passages in G{idUpon critical evaluation, however, it emergest tha
Ovid does not actually mentioRatiaria by name. Velkov, who developed this theory,
assumed that the point of departure of the nava¢@ixions discussed by Ovid wRstiaria
solely on the basis of the etymological consideratidiscussed abdt/é

In view of the above discussion, it is importanttdge that, despite significant efforts,
an ltalian team tasked with finding Roman harb@ailities atRatiaria as part of the Italo-

Bulgarian cooperation project was unable to dolsstead, they suggested a hypothetical

location based solely on topographic consideratiéns

659 NotDig Or. 42, 43.

70 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 21; Velkov (1966)157; Giorgetti (1983), p. 21.

"1 The mosaic originates in tliggidarium of the House of the MusesAlthiburbus and is now located in the
Bardo museum, Inv. Tun. 576.

672 Qvid, Ex PontolV, 7.27 and IV, 9.75 discuss the campaigns of l\fiite and L. Pomponius Flaccus, who
sailed up the Danube with flotillas to attack theltB cities of Aegyssos and Troesmis. See Boun&gru
Zahariade (1996), p. 14; Velkov (1966), p. 156.

673 velkov (1966), p.156. Even if these two naval adifiens were to have left frofRatiaria, however, there is
no reason to link these flotillas to theassis MOESICAuUNless it can be proven that the unit actuallytegiss
early as AD 12.

674 Brizzi (1984), p. 83
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Evidently, none of the arguments for a naval basRaiaria stand up to critical
analysis. As there is no evidence for a naval presat the site other than a reference in the
Notita Dignitatum there is therefore no reason to believe Reatiaria ever served as a base

of thecLASSIS MOESICA

8. DIMUM (Belene)

While Dimumis referred to in the Antonine Itinerari&s its location is subject to
some discussion: while some scholars locate it &etvthe modern cities of Svistov and Rusé
in Bulgarid’®, the actual site obimumis on a Danube island near modern Belene, west of
Svisto¥’” and is argued to be one of the main bases otthesis MOESICA’®. While the
site’s location on an island may suggest a naval as garrison, there is little in the
archaeological record to support such a claim: egoply, surface surveys at the site during
the 1970s identified the remains of wharves andkslaps for the refitting of ships, as well
as harbour installatioRS. The sources cited to support this claim, howewemtion no such
evidencé® and the only archaeological evidence is that @bastantinian fortre§%. Earlier
fortifications are assumed on the basis of numiemfatds from the Flavian period and
solitary ' centuryterra sigillata and amphorae, but no associated structures hawe bee
found®2

The only published ‘evidence’ for naval installatsoare a number of apparently man-

made canals which have been identified as so call&eypegiis and are argued to have

875 |tAnt 225,3.

67 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), Map 1.

77 lvanov (1999), p. 507; lvanov (1997), p. 554; M#eDZonova (1994); Mitova-DZonova (1986).

678 Mitova-DZonova (1994), p. 52 Mitova-DZonova (1986)506.

679 Mitova-DZonova (1994), pp, 52.

%80 See Mitova-DZonova (1986), p. 505 with furtheerehces. Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 14 whiaé t
“on suppose avoir existplusieurs installations portuaires, des canaux frefuge des navires, méme des
chantiers navals de réparations.”, suggestingtiegt were also unable to find any evidence for Mito
DzZonova'’s theory.

%1 vanov (1999), p. 507; lvanov (1997), pp. 554&555.

%82 For a discussion of small finds see Mitova-DZon(\@94), pp. 54&55 + appendix, pp. 61ff.
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served as docks for the building, repair and stietieof vessels of theLAssIs MOESICA®. It

is by no means certain, however, that these camale indeed man-made, or that they are
Roman. The author furthermore states that theyoasged in a swanip’. It seems plausible,
therefore, that the canals simply served as reguierways or were part of a drainage
system, rather than being part of an elaboratel mafvastructure.

A passage in Theophylactus Simocatta, stating ghgts were constructed at a site
called Securisca has also been taken as evidence for a naval quesa Dimunt®. As
Dimum cannot simply be equated with the nearby siteSeturisca despite Mitova-
Dzonova’'s best attempts to do so, however, thisragnt is clearly flawed. Even BDimum
could be read foiSecurisca however, it cannot be assumed that a site whash ship

construction in the7 century was necessarily a naval base during tineipate.

9. NOVAE (Svistov)

Over the past decades, the legionary fortredoabehas been extensively excavated
by Polish Archaeologist¥. It appears certain that the camp was the base®f ITALICA,
although the site has frequently been listed aase bf thecLAsSIS FLAVIA MOESICA®®. The
fortress, measuring 485m by 365m has two main gff&sthe earlier earth and timber phase
is dated to the Flavian period, replaced by a sfurase in the early"2century AD, after
which the fortress remained occupied without majmnges until the mid®%century AD®.
The site has been identified as the baseeafi ITALICA on the basis of numerous stamped

tiles and inscriptions from the sité

683 Mitova-DZonova (1986), p. 506.

884 Mitova-DZonova (1986), p. 506.

%85 Mitova-DZonova (1994), p. 58.

%8¢ Donevski (1997); Dyczek (1997); Sarnowski (199Bdnevski (1996); Sarnowski & Trykowski (1986).
87 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), pp.10&11; Viereck9@g p. 255.

%8 Donevski (1997), p. 332.

%89 Donevski (1996), p. 202; Donevski (1997), p. 332.

899 For a full discussion see Kolendo (2001).
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The identification ofNovaeas a naval base rests on a number of structuréheon
Danube beach that have been identified as a hadEin. 3.20: three parallel sets of walls
at a right angle to the river bank have been im&tegl as the remains of ship-sHed¢rig.
3.21). As Sarnowski does not provide accurate plangrecise measurements, however, this
identification remains unproven. A connection wsitme form of naval installation remains
likely as the structures are situated between é#ggohary fortress and the river Danube.
Nearby, a long stone structure runs into the riarnowski identifies this as a driveway for
carts and wagons to unload stiisStone ashlars found in the river Dermen Dere e
identified as traces of a breakwater or quay. 8.29, while a ditch fortified with shoed oak
posts is identified as a wharf or dock structtftésig. 3.29).

None of the structures presented as a harbourcaré@ncing in themselves and their
interpretation is mere conjecture. Indeed, Sarnowskiself states that his so-called
breakwater may be nothing more than a cargo ofestatropped from a ship and never
recovere®® The fact that there are numerous remains, howellest which are dated to the
15-3" century on the basis of associated surface matwizs suggest that there was some
degree of naval activity at this site in the Rorpariod®®.

This hypothesis is strengthened by a number e$ tifom Novae: these have been
marked with a stamp in the shape of a ship anduead ITAL (Fig. 3.29. These stamps have
been taken as evidence that the legion ffdavaehad its own vessél. It is therefore
reasonable to assume that the structures founeimiter and on the beach ldbvaemay
indeed be the remains of a Roman harbour. They atp however, allow for the clear

identifications of the structures suggested byetkeavator.

91 sarnowski (1996), p. 197.

%92 Sarnowski (1996), p. 197.

%93 Sarnowski (1996), p. 197.

894 Sarnowski (1996), p. 198. The shoed oak postdeseribed as similar to known Roman bridge posts.
89 Sarnowski (1996), p. 197.

%9 Sarnowski (1996), p. 196.

%97 Sarnowski (1996), pp. 199&200; Sarnowski & Trynlehiv(1986).
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While a degree of naval activity may be postulaaediovae any such theory must
focus on the concept of the legion stationed hestaming its own naval arm, as there is
some circumstantial evidence for this. There isemimlence, however, thdovaeever was

used by theLAssIs MOESICA

10. SEXAGINTA PRISTA (Rusé)

Ancient sources use several different names far siie of Sexaginta Prista
permutations includeSexsanta Pristeor simply Prista, as well asSexaginta PristfS®.
Sexaginta Pristahowever, is by far the most commonepigraphic sources and generally
used in modern scholarsAfp The site is frequently identified as an importhase of the
cLassis MOESICA®. As it lies beneath the modern city of Rusé, havewarchaeological
investigations have been few and unsystematic,have to date discovered no more than a
corner of a late Roman fortification with walls ning off towards the south and w@dt
Several numismatic finds date this structure toseond half of the'8early 4" century®®
There may well have been a predecessor fort franfitst century onwards, as an inscription
indicates a military presence®¢xaginta Pristan the Flavian period®.

Due to the current state of archaeological re$edrterpretations of the site rest
mainly on historical and etymological considerasio8imilar to the arguments for a fleet base

at Ratiaria, it is generally agreed that, apioti¢ is the Greek term for a type of military

vessel, the site’s name ‘Sixty Warships'’ is andatibn of its having been a naval b3&e

6% Stanchev (1987), p. 231; Bounegru & Zahariade §L99ap 1.

%9 See also TabPeut VIII,2; ItAnt 222,3.

"0 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 14; Reddé (1986304.

"1 lvanov (1999), p. 510; lvanov (1997), p. 582. Bsatins at Rusé are, however, currently takingeplés
such it is to be hoped that more useful materighreéing the archaeology 8exaginta Pristavill be available in
the near future.

92 Stanchev (1987), p. 236.

%3 Stanchev (1987), p. 236.

04E.g. Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 14; Stan¢ti®87), p. 232; Condurachi (1974), p. 87; Velko964),
p. 106. Sarnowski (1987), p. 265 refutes this themiguing that the name is more likely to refea tiver
crossing by a legion, or similar one-off eventheatthan a permanent base of thessis MOESICA
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While etymological arguments alone cannot be usadentify a naval base, there is
some reliable evidence froiffexaginta Pristahat may suggest a connection to the fleet.
Sarnowski mentions an inscription which was fouhthe village of Svalenik near Rusé and
published by Angelov in 19%. If the suggested reading, identifying Lucius Miscias a
miles classiariugs accepted, this might indeed imply that the igoloh question was a soldier

A%, Milites classiarii however, are also known to have served in

of the CLASSIS MOESIC
infantry units, although these are usually refet@dn the inscriptiorf§’. In addition to this,
Lucius Mucius could also have served in any otliegh® Roman fleets, although this may be
considered unlikely. While the inscription suggestame connection to a naval unit at
Sexaginta Pristait can therefore not be identified as definitedyerring to a soldier of the

CLASSIS MOESICA Indeed, the vicinity of the base fG 1 ITaLICA, which may have had its

own naval detachment, could suggest that Luciusitdumay have belonged to that ledih

11. DUROSTORUM (Silistra)

RomanDurostorumwas the base @EG xI CLAVDIA, which is mentioned in a number
of inscriptions and ‘thousands of stamped tli&SLEG | ITALICA andLEG V MACEDONICA also
appear on stamped tiles from Silistra, albeit &8sl commoni{°. There is a degree of
contention regarding the actual organization ofsitee which comprises a legionary fortress, a
late Roman fortification, extensiveanabae and a municipiunf': Excavations have
uncovered a wall, corner tower and some interioidings in the south-western corner of the

legionary fortresS? Parts of theanabaehave also been excavated, and small finds, as well

%5 sarnowski (1987), p. 265. See Appendix III.

% Angelov originally readnmiles cohortis Lucensiumr Lusitanorum This, however, places the inscription at a
significant distance from the nearest known statibthese units. See Sarnowski (1987), p. 265.

%7 See, for example, the discussion afisces epibatérom Viminaciumon p. 92 above.

"% See discussion Movaepp. 104-106 above.

" Donevski (1990a), p. 239; see also Donevski (1976)

"%Donevski (1990a), p. 239.

"1 Donevski (1990b); Donevski (1990a), p. 239 ff.]i€u(1978); Velkov (1960a), p. 214.

"2 Donevski (1990a), p. 237.
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as coins, indicate continuous occupation from fHe®6" centuries AB*. Themunicipium
however, has not been located, and there is caasigediscussion regarding its precise
positior/*4

A 60m long wall with a width of 2m, constructedmhkish rubble aggregate with an
ashlar facing on its river side, has been integareds evidence for a dock or quay at
Durostorumand given rise to the identification of the sieaabase of theLassis moesicA™
(Fig. 3.29. The wall, however, is clearly associated witte |[&oman features and contains
spolia built into its core. It must therefore be seerpag of a hastily constructed defensive
system dating to the late Roman peff8dAs the “harbour installations” Bounegru and
Zahariade refer to — without providing referencesaotual evidence — have since been
identified as parts of a late Roman fortress, thenmeo evidence to support their claim of a
naval base @urostoruni®’.

The only remaining argument for a permanent flpetsence at the site is the
hypothesis that, as vexillations HG X1 CLAVDIA have been found aistrus, Tomis Tyras
Olbia andChershonesuyghe legion based &urostorummust have operated in conjunction
with the cLassis Moesicaand therefore have shared a B¥seAs Bounegru and Zahariade
themselves admit, however, it is entirely possiiigt LEG XI CLAVDIA maintained its own
naval detachmefit. Even if thecLAssis MoEsicadid transport parts of the legion on a

regular basis, however, this need by no means iiti@ally it maintained a permanent base at

Durostorum

"3 Donevski (1990a), p. 239.

"4 Donevski (1990a), p. 243; Poulter (1983), p. 80.

"> Donevski (1990a), p. 244. FBurostorumas a naval base see Bounegru & Zahariade (1998%; Viereck
(1996), p. 255

"9vanov (1997), p. 589; Donevski (1990a), p. 244.

" Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 14; lvanov (19%1g, 46.

"8 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 15.

"9 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 15.
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12. AXIOPOLIS (Cernavoda - Hinog)

Axiopolis identified as a base of tkkeassis MOESICAIn several studies, has seen little
excavatio’’’. While a 2°-3" century fort at the site incorporates reused sfmora an earlier
structure, this need not have been of a militatyinea The site is known primarily from late
Roman literary referenc&s: the Notitia Dignitatumlists it as a base filites superuentores
and seat of thepraefectus ripae legionis secundae Herculiae cabkoduintae ped.
inferioris?%

Although neither of these references directlynete a fleet, Bounegru and Zahariade
identify Axiopolisas a permanent base of thenssis MOESICAduring the Principate, stating
that ‘I'existence des aménagements portuaires a Axiopoést pas encore entierement
confirmée”?® This seems to imply that such harbour facilitiewehat some point been
suggested. As Bounegru and Zahariade do not prangereferences to such a discussion,
however, it is not possible to reconstruct theguanent. Ceramic evidence froAxiopolis
shows that the site was established as early %8 century BC, although the majority of
finds date to the'®century AD?%. Nothing is known of the interim period, leavirtgunclear
whether the site was even occupied during the Pae.

The only evidence for a naval presencésbpolis which also shows that the site
was occupied during the Severan period, is a dgdic&o lulia Domna set up bgautae

universi Danwvii®®

. While it is not known whether these sailors wemnnected to the
CLASSIS MOESICA their subordination to an imperial legate, Ludiaistinianus, rather than a

praefect of the Moesian fleet, makes any suchHigkly unlikely.

" The site is listed in It Ant 224,2; TabPeut VII,I8is identified as a naval base in Gudea & Zituhr (1997),
p. 78; Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 15; Mat&i9(), p. 150. Apparently, some excavation was edrout

at the site in the late f&entury (1895/96 and 1899) under P. Polonic. issovered a Roman settlement and
Byzantine fortress. See http://www.cimec.ro/ArhepddDigitalarchives/5Sites/CetateaAxiopolis/M.htm

21 On the archaeology @fxiopolissee Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 78. For a detdikmlission of literary
references see Matei (1991), p. 150 note 55.

22 Not. Dig. or. xxxix, 21&30.

"2 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 15.

24 Barnea (1960), p. 79.

"2 CIL I, Supp.1, 7485. See Bounegru & Zahariad@9@), p. 15.
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13. CAPIDAVA

The late Roman fort &apidavahas been under excavation for over 80 yéarghe
standing remains have been dated to fA@Bearly 4' century on architectural grourids
Several inscriptions and a large volume of stamfed mentionLEG | ITALICA, LEG XI
CLAVDIA, LEG V MACEDONICA, LEG Il HERCVLIA and COHORS | GERMANORVM?®, Romanian
scholars currently assume that the first fort atdite was built byEG X1 CLAVDIA andLEG V
MACEDONICA in the Trajanic period. The latter of these is saggal to have garrisoned the fort
until AD 167, when it was replaced by a vexillatiofLEG | ITALICA. COH | VBIORVM andCOH
| GERMANORVM are to have supplemented the garrison from theaii@wars to AD 143 and
AD 143 — 248 respectivel§’. This historic development is not supported by any
archaeological evidence and rests solely on thes baf stamped tiles and historical
conjecture. As such, its validity is somewhat gioestble.

While thecLAssIs MOESICAdoes not appear on any inscriptions or stampesl fritam
Capidava the site has frequently been identified as & fesé®’. This is due to the discovery
of a large wall made from material similar to Vitrus’ hydraulic cementhat runs parallel to
the Danub&' (Fig. 3.2§. Despite being damaged to an extent that makgsaanurate
identification difficult at best, this 61m long stture has repeatedly been identified as a
mooring quay for vessels of teassis MOESICA®,

Even if the thesis of a Roman quayCatpidavais accepted there is no reason why this
should imply that the fortress was a base ofdiressis MOESICA The garrison may well have

sustained naval vessels of its own, or any quay simaply have existed to offload supplies

and goods for the fort.

% Florescu (2001); Florescu (1958).

27 Namely that there are square and U-shaped toagmsell as fan-shaped corner towers. See plan teiMa
(1987), Plate LXVIII.

" Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 79; Florescu (1958257.

"2 For a detailed history and further literature €eelea & Zahariade (1997), p. 79.

0 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 79; Bounegru & Zatthi(1996), p. 15; Matei (1991), p. 151.

31 Matei (1991), p. 151.

32 E.g. Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 15; Matel ()9 p. 151; Florescu (1958), p. 17. See also
http://www.cimec.ro/Arheologie/Capidava_en/destttie
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14. CARSIUM (Harsova)

The scarce archaeological remains at Harsova heee laentified as a fort known
from ancient itineraries on the basis of an ingwip referring toCarsium dated to AD
272 The only published archaeological remains areehof a 140m long wall that has
been dated to the laté"2entury>* Apparently, excavations have discovered an edie
with three phases, dating to th& 2 3% centuries, although to date these have not been
published®. The theory of earlier forts at the site is, hoervsupported by epigraphic
material implying the presence of eithen II HISPANORVM ARAVCORVM OF ALA | GALLORVM
FALVIANA 3¢ As there is no published archaeological or epigi@evidence to suggest any
form of naval activity aCarsium it is unclear why the site has been identified &sse of the

CLASSIS MOESICAIN past studi€s”.

15. TROESMIS (lIglita)

Troesmishas been termed “one of the main Roman militarytreesnon the lower
Danube”® two Roman forts have been proven archaeologicalhile epigraphic material
attests the presence oéinabae as well as a further civilian settlemé&ft In Ptolemy’s
GeographyTroesmisis identified as base &G v Maceponica’. If the identification with
Iglita is correct a legionary fortress remains to beadisred as both identified forts are late

Roman and could not have accommodated an entiienleyen if combined". Despite this

significant archaeological interest in the sitesréhhave been virtually no excavations of the

"33 CIL 111, 12465. For references @arsium see ItAnt 224,4; TabPeut VIl 4.

34 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 79.

"% Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 79.

3%|1SM V, 94-114; see also Zahariade et al (1981259.

3" Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 15.

"% Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 80; DgudBoila (1972), p. 134.

39 1tAnt 225,2; TabPeut VII,3; Dotiu.Boili (1972), p. 137.

"0 ptol. Geogr. 111,10.5.

"l Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 80; the easterrisatrectangle of ca. 120m x 145 while the westerinis of
a trapezium shape measuring 150 m x 80m/100mplissible, however, that only partl.@s v MACEDONICA
was ever based atoesmisThis would mean that an undiscovered fort, rathen a legionary fortress, must
exist around Igta.
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forts; the current state of research relies alnsmdely on air photographs and surface
observation§” As the aerial photographs concentrate on latedRoi@atures, however, little
detail is known about the earlier remains, datedht 293 centuries on the grounds of
historical consideratior&’.

The majority of the epigraphic material frofmoesmis most of which was found in
the 19" century, is connected to the civilian populatiatthoughLEG v MACEDONICA andLEG
| ITALICA are frequently mentioned on inscriptions and statrles**. Troesmishas been
identified as a base of tlrrAsSIS MOESICAON the basis of two kinds of evidence: while an
allegedly man-made canal, discovered during togtcastudies in the late f%entury, can
hardly be taken as evidence for a prolonged fleesancé&™, acLFLM stamped tile forms a
direct connection to the Moesian fIE&t A single stamped tile, however, can hardly bemak
as proof of a permanent fleet b4de- especially not in view of the significantly lamg

numbers of tiles stamped byG v MACEDONICA andLEG I ITALICA.

16. BARBOSI

The fort at Barbg lies at the confluence of the rivers Siret anchillze, controlling
the river approach to the Danube from an elevatesitipn on the so-called Tirighina
promontory. The site has been studied mainly in ¢aely 208" century, but sporadic
excavations have been carried out in recent {&afghe fort appears to have four phases,

dating from the reign of Trajan until th& dentury*®.

"2 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 80; Simion (19809ragic archaeological investigations have takenepla
the civilian settlement.

3 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 80.

"4 I1SM V, 146, 176, 216; see also DaroBoila (1972), p. 135ff. There is also a stamped tileLaf!
PANNONIORVM: ISM V, 214; see also Gudea & Zahariade (1997)0p. 8

"> See argument in Dotia.Boili (1972), p. 135.

"% ISM V, 217; Barnea & Stefan (1974), p. 21.

"7 As has been argued by Gudea & Zahariade (1991n&pu & Zahariade (1996), p. 11. For a more scapti
appraisal see Reddé (1986), p. 304.

"8 parvan (1913/14), pp. 99ff.; for more recent eatians see Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81.

9 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81; Petculescu (1982)53; Gostar (1980), pp. 72&73.
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Barbai has been identified as a base of thassis MOESICAIn several recent studies
as more than 55 of its stamped tiles have beendftiené®’. Several types of stamp occur
throughout the site, indicating a regular supphpoifiding materials to the site over a period
of time™. This need not, however, imply that there was anpeent detachment of the
CLASSIS MOESICAat Barbagi, as the site also produced a large number of stemped byeG
V MACEDONICA, LEG | ITALICA and COH Il MATTIACORVM 2 In view of the absence of any
epigraphic data indicating a fleet presence oraeological evidence for naval activity, the
CLFLM stamped tiles from Barbbcan therefore only be seen as part of a wideplsupf
building materials. As such, the data from Barlolmes suggest that the site was located in the

CLASSIS MOESICAS general sphere of operations.

17. DINOGETIA (Garvan)

Excavations abinogetiahave been ongoing since 1939While there has been some
debate as to the identification of the site in past, Parvan’s original identification on the
basis of the Antonine ltineraries has by now besmegally acceptéd”. The site is situated on
a rocky promontory which turns into an island dgririgh water levelS®.

The fortifications aDinogetiahave been dated to the lat&@arly 4" century on the
basis of their U-shaped towers and fan shaped cooners®® 2' — 3¢ century pottery and
inscriptions recovered during excavations of canlistructures outside the fortress, however,

show that the site must have been occupied dutiegPrincipat®’. While it has been

0 For tiles with fleet stamps see Sanie (1996)1g@ff.; Matei (1992), p. 154; ISM V, 308; Parva®{B-14),
Plate 1X, Fig. 1. For identifications of Barfi@s acLASSIS MOESICAbase see Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81;
Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 11; Matei (1992)%4; Reddé (1986), p. 304.

1 sanie (1996), Fig. 9, Fig. 10.

2 For summaries see Gudea & Zahariade (1997), pn81Sanie (1996), pp. 142ff.

>3 Torbatov (1999), p. 271.

4 |tAnt 225,5. See als$tefan (1958).

>>Barnea (1986), p. 447.

% Matei (1991), p. 154; Barnea (1966), Fig. 1; Mitet al (1957), p. 209.

>’ Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p.80 ; Ghisi-Coma et al (1959), p. 650.
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suggested that such an occupation may have beeatarpmilthere is no archaeological
evidence to support tHE.

Several stamped tiles have been discover&iratgetia namingLEG V MACEDONICA,
LEG | ITALICA, COH Il MATTIACORVM, COH | ciLicvM and including one with arLm stamp®.
These have not only been used to argue for areeanilitary installation aDinogetig but
also led to the identification of the site as aebabthe Moesian fleft. As it is not clear
whether there even was a fortlihogetiaduring the Principate, however, one tile stamped

by the fleet can hardly be taken as proof of a p@entCLASSIS MOESICAbase.

18. ALIOBRIX (Orlovka)

The site ofAliobrix occupies an elevated position on the left bankhef Danube,
facing the presumedLAssSIS MOESICAheadquarters aloviodunum Aside from a visible
rectangular enclosure that is littered with stampigs and ceramic remains, there is no
archaeological evidence from the site that dategsheo Roman peridd. As such, the
identification of this enclosure a&liobrix rests solely on an interpretation of Ptolemy’s
Geograph{’% While a recent study states that there is noamwmlogical evidence from
Orlovka, it appears that systematic excavations @ik place in the 19604 These
recovered solitary fragments of' tentury pottery and"¥3 century amphorae amongst

large quantities of pre-Roman matefial

8 Torbatov (1999), p. 271.

"9 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 80; Matei (1991),5%. There actually is only o FLM stamped tile,
published in ISM V, 263.

0 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 80; Bounegru & Zatuhi(1996), p. 11; Matei (1991), p. 154.

%1 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81; Gostar (196798.

%2 ptol. Geogr. 11l 10,7

%3 Gudea & Zahariade, (1997), p. 81: “Although thiereo archaeological evidences (sic!), the existasfan
early fort seems beyond any doubts (sic!). [...] Bhare only square plan buildings at the surfack stamped
bricks”. This statement, however, is at odds whith fiact that Gostar clearly wrote a report on azolayical
research carried out at the site in the 1960sGsestar [1967], p. 987).

%4 Gostar (1967), p. 989-991.
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A number of stamped tiles froAliobrix show that building material for the fort was

% The latter have

supplied byLEG vV MACEDONICA, LEG | ITALICA and theCLASSIS MOESICA
frequently been taken as proof thtobrix was a permanent base of the Moesian et
While the evidence would not be sufficient to idigna fleet base at any other site — clearly
several units also contributed building materialsimilar quantities to the Moesian fleet —
this argument may be swayed by the locatioAladbrix. As the site is located directly across
the river from the alleged main base of thenssis MOESICAIt must be considered as a
possible bridgehead fort. As sudkiobrix could hypothetically have served as a naval base,

provided it can be proven that the headquarteteeofLAssis MOESICAactually were located

atNoviodunum

19. NOVIODUNUM (Isaccea)
Noviodunuma Roman fort on the Danube near Constan modern Romania, has

A% While the site has been

long been regarded as the headquarters o€tithssis MOESIC
excavated in the 1950s, the results of this rebeare limited, as heavy erosion due to
changes in river levels and the Danube bed hasogest most structures near the water

line"®®

(Fig. 3.27), a problem that would clearly have affected axigteng evidence for harbour
structures. On the basis of numismatic evidence, 1850s excavations established that
Noviodunumwas occupied from the™century until well into the Ottoman perid Within
this timeframe, three phases of Roman occupatioe baen identified, none of which have

been dated by firm evidence. Substantial walls@gecting semi-circular towers measuring

up to 10m across, however, suggest that phased 2 are late Romarriy. 3.29. The latter is

%> Gostar (1967), p. 991.

%® Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81; Bounegru & Zatui(1996), p. 11.

*" Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 11; Viereck (1996255, Starr (1993), p. 135; Reddé (1986), pp.
305&619.

* Barnea & Mitrea (1959).

" Barnea, Cernovodeanu & Preda (1957), p. 173.
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confirmed by a large number of late Roman and Byzarcoins that have been associated
with phase 8°

While past research projectsNaviodunumcould not identify any military structures
dating to the Principate, several hypocausts haen lexcavated. These produced a large
number ofcLAssIs MOEsICAstamped tiles that clearly belong to an earliergokeof the site
than the late Roman remains discussed above, hobthe dated precis€ly. Since 2000, a
joint research project of the Institutul de CeragrEco-Muzeale Tulcea, University College
London and the University of Southampton has beemyimg out further research at
Noviodunur’?. While research to date has mainly involved fildveys and the creation of a
3D model of site topography, the 2006 season itledta high density of*+3™ century finds
in an area between the locations ‘Telita’ and ‘B4t A trial trench in 2007 not only
produced small finds dating to the Principate Hsb @ number of tiles stamped by military
units, including thecLassis MOEsIcA With the prospect of further excavation in thenoag
years it is to be hoped that th&3“ century development doviodunumwill soon be better
understood. In view of the current state of redeatdNoviodunum however, no structures
dating to the Principate can be identified. As su¢hmust be concluded that the only
currently identifiable structures of a military ne¢ at the site are late Roman and any
evidence for a naval presence that may have exstéaely to have been lost due to erosion.

As such, the identification dloviodununrests on a large number ofFLM stamped
tiles, as well as three inscriptions that indicassal activity. Only one of these, however,
refers directly to thecLASSIS MOESICA a sarcophagus found Atoviodunumbears a long
dedication, which includes two references to a feeof the Moesian fleet, Postum(fs

While ISM V, 273 does not refer directly to tleeAssis MOESICA the fact that it was

®Barnea (1977), p. 108.

"I Barnea & Mitrea (1959), p. 470.

72 ockyear et al (2005/6); see also http://www.ucLiéi/archaeology/project/noviodunum

"3 See http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/project/ndvioum/2007rep/2007-English-lores.pglide 5.
™ ISM V, 281; see Appendix IIl. See also GamberaRsQ).
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dedicated to th®omino et Dominaeby the crew of théiburna armatais a certain indicator
of a naval connection — even if not necessarily tfidhe Moesian fleet. The same is true of
AE 1992, 1498, which was set up llmvi Optimo Maximo et Genio lody atrierarchus
Caius Candidus Germanus. This inscription is ah@rrdirect indicator of naval activity in
that it names a naval rank, but fails to specify tnit. As the latter two inscriptions are
dedications, they cannot be used as reliable itmicaf a fleet base. The epigraphic record
alone is therefore as unreliable as the curreritagalogical situation in that it fails to prove
current theories that suggest not merely a permdrese, but the headquarters of thessis
MOESICA at Noviodunum

Aside from the recent find mentioned above, tdsmped by the Moesian fleet have
been found throughout the site Mbviodunum These occur iseveral types, indicating that
the Moesian fleet supplied the site with buildingterials over an extended period of time. It
is not clear, however, whether therLm stamped tiles were produced locally or brought to
the site from elsewhef€. The identification ofNoviodunumas a base of theLAssIs
MOESICA on the basis of three inscriptions (two of whichribt necessarily have to be related
to the Moesian fleet) and a numberaafLm stamped tiles is made more difficult by the fact
that the site also produced several tiles stampead® v MACEDONICA, LEG XI CLAVDIA and
LEG | ITALICA'"® as well as inscriptions referring to soldiersLa& xi cLAvDIA *"" andLEG |
ITALICA /"8 Indeed assuming that no established fleet baseeisted afNoviodunum both
stamped tiles and inscriptions of the fleet couddily be explained: i€LFLM stamped tiles
were regularly brought to the site by vessels @& ¢hASsSIS MOESICA just as building
materials were evidently supplied by two legionsyould not be unlikely that the crews of

these vessels occasionally set up dedicatory ptamms '°. Indeed, as there is evidence for

"> 7ahariade, Mgeteanu & Chiriac (1981), p. 256.

""® See Zahariade (1999); Barnea (1988).

TISM Vv, 276.

BISM vV, 271.

" See discussion of epigraphic data, pp. 25&26 above

117



soldiers and building material @EG 1 ITALICA at Noviodunumthere is a possibility that the
two inscriptions not referring to theLAssIs MOESICAmay in fact relate to the naval
detachment of this legion that has been suggebimeeaather than the Moesian fl&8t

With neither harbour nor associated military stnoes, and no reliable epigraphic data
to suggest a permanent fleet presence, the idstidn ofNoviodunumas headquarters of the
CLASSIS MOESICAIS therefore less than secure. While any thesikegite as a fleet base must
therefore remain hypothetical to some extent, thet that finds related to the fleet are
concentrated around this site and neakbgbrix does suggest that a permanent base of the
CLASSIS MOESICAIs to be found somewhere in this region. A posiidentification of a naval

base, however, will only be possible on the bakfarther research.

20. AEGYSSUS (Tulcea)

The site ofAegyssuswas first occupied in the Laténe period, and dgyedl as an
emporionduring the Hellenistic peridd. The Greek colony was known to the Romans, as
indicated by several references in Latin literafuoen the early T century AD®2 Aegyssuss
furthermore included in the Antonine ltineraffimplying that it was a Roman city during
the Principate. This is supported by ceramic andismnatic finds as well as stamped tiles, all
of which date to the™ and & centurie§®* Various inscriptions of soldiers fromec |
IOVICA, LEG V MACEDONICA and aVvEXILLATIO ARGYSSENSIS indicate a military presence at
Aegyssusluring this perio”. Despite some excavation, however, no Roman stespre-

dating the # century AD have been found to d&fe

80 5ee discussion of Novae, pp. 104-106 above.

81 Opati (1977), p. 310.

82 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81; Matei (1991),55; Ovid,Ex Pontol, 8.13; IV, 7.21&53.
"B tAnt 226.2.

84 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81.

85 ISM V, 286-289, see also Matei (1991), p. 155

8¢ Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81.
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Aegyssusas been listed as a fleet base by some scholarshdre is some debate
regarding this identification as it rests primaly a number ofLFLM stamped tiles allegedly
found atAegyssusvhich have never been publish&d The Notitia Dignitatumidentifies
Aegyssusis the seat of praefectus ripagwhich may be another reason for the hypothesis of
a naval base at the Sit& As there are no military structures from the Eipate and the
existence of tiles stamped by tbeassis MOESICAremains unproven, the identification of

Aegyssusss a base of the Moesian fleet cannot be upheld.

21. HALMYRIS/SALMORUS (Murighiol/Independen ta)
The fort at Independéa, initially studied primarily on the basis of adnphotography,
has been associated with a base identifie@asiorusin the Antonine lItineraries and also

known as the GreeKalmyris'®®

. The earliest archaeological discovery in the avaa a coin
hoard recovered in 1909 which contained coins ddftiom the & — 6" centuries. It is not
clear, however, whether this hoard is to be seatrett connection with the fortification at
the sité®. The substantial walls and horseshoe-shaped pirgemwers of this fortress, as
well as the fact that its layout is clearly adaptedocal topography, suggest that it is a late
Roman constructioi®.

Excavations from 1981-1990, provided evidence tihatsite served as a military base
from as early as the®lcentury AD®% Historical arguments suggest that the site caetin

into the 7 century, but there is no archaeological evidencsupport this claifi®. The site

appears to consist of four main phases: a pre Rosedttement followed by military

87 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 81; Reddé (198630p.

88 Not.Dig. or. xxxix, 34 praefectus ripae legionis promae loviae cohortitntpe pedaturae inferioris,
Aegisso.

89 |tAnt 226.1; sestefan (1984), p. 310.

90 liescu (1974).

91 Zahariade (1991), 313-318tefan (1984), p. 310.

92 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 82; Zahariade €t387), p. 97.

%3 Suceveanu & Zahariade (1987), p. 87.
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occupation from the Stearly 3% century AD, including rebuilding in the mid"2century,
which in turn was superseded by a later fortressipied from the § — mid 7" century®*
Ceramic finds confirm that the site was occupiedrdpthe £ and 29 centuries; usually these
are associated with the remains of wooden strustore the southern side of the later
defences, which are therefore seen as early eadhtiember fortifications. This theory,
however, is not supported by the archaeologicalrB®. Indeed, some scholars have argued
that any ¥ century occupation dfialmyrismust have been primarily civilian in nat(it®

A stone fort of about 2.58 ha was constructechin 2 century and a large civilian
settlement of about 10ha developed to the westt8f. iTo date, this has not been
excavate’® Despite apparently being built in th& 2entury, the fort does not conform to
the rectangular layout usually found in forts aktperiod, but has a trapezoidal shape that is
adapted to local topography, as usually found & ldte Roman perid®. The coin series
from the excavations centre on tHe-@" century, indicating that this was the main perdd
occupation at Independe™.

A number of inscriptions have been found at the, sndicating various units at
different points in time. During the Principat&G | ITALICA, LEG V MACEDONICA andLEG XI
CLAVDIA are attested as vexillations on an altar and througrious dedications and
tombstones of individual soldiéfS. Six further inscriptions confirm that the site sva
occupied from the®1— 39 centuries, but do not mention any military uffits

Several studies identiflalmyrisas a fleet base, even though there is no evidemce f

naval activity at the sit&* while a harbour has been presumed and theorétications have

94 7ahariade, et al (1987), p. 97.

95 7ahariade, et al (1987), p. 99; see also Zaha#sallkelps (2002), p. 235.
79 7ahariade & Phelps (2002), p. 235.

97 7ahariade & Phelps (2002), p. 235.

98 Zahariade & Phelps (2002), p. 236.

' Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 82.

800 Opait (1988), p. 483.

801 See Zahariade (1990), pp. 259ff.

802 pyblished and discussed in Zahariade (1990).

803 E.g. Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), Map 1; Vieret896), p. 255.
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been proposed, there is no evidence to supporthiiist™. Independeta is associated with
the cLASSIS MOESICAON the basis of inscriptions which refer teieus classicorufif®. Eight
such votive inscriptions have been dated from AB 18 AD 200 on the basis of stylistic
ground§®. While the onlyclassisknown to have operated regularlyNfoesia Inferiorat this
point in time is thecLASSIS MOESICA however, it is not clear why the presence ofvdian

settlement termed\acus classicorunmeed necessitate a naval base at the site.

22. ODESSUS (Varna)

Odessusan important Greek colony on the Black Sea cdsstame a major city in
the Roman peridd’. The Roman remains at the site consequently iechaths, frescoes,
mosaics and all the usual features and finds assacivith a well preserved Roman &1y

Odessudas frequently been identified as a base ofthesis MOESICA presumably
on the assumption that because the site was a tnagl@ harbour, it must also have been used
by the Moesian fle&t®. While the city is known to have been an importamt in the Roman
Empire, there is no evidence that it had any nnjlitharactet'®. Nonetheless, there has been
significant interest in Roman naval activity@tlessusdecause of an inscription recording a
shipwreck in the harbour itsélf. Underwater investigations at the site, howevailed to
identify either a Roman shipwreck or Roman porilitaes, merely noting the presence of

submerged harbour facilities dating to th& teéntury*>

84 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 82.

805 7ahariade & Phelps (2002), p. 236; Gudea & Zabar{d997), p. 82; Bounegru & Zahariade (1996),1p. 1
Matei (1991), p. 156; Zahariade (1991), p. 314;afmde (1990), p. 259.

806 7ahariade & Phelps (2002), p. 236; Zahariade (},921314.

807 |tAnt 228,3; TabPeut VII,3. See also Nawotka & \Waiz (1998), p. 262; Velkov (1960b), p. 339.

808 \/elkov (1960b), p. 340.

809 viereck (1996), p. 255.

819 preshlenov (2002), p. 240; Gudea & Zahariade (1,9987.

811 Dj Stefano Manzella (1999).

812 Tonceva (1994), p. 144.
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23. CALLATIS (Mangalia)

Callatis was founded as a Greek colony and continued tocbapied until well into
the late Roman peri6tf A variety of inscriptions show that it was an ion@nt
administrative centre for the provinceMbesia Inferiorduring the Principate, a fact reflected
in references to the site in ancient geographiccasit. The importance of the city in th&-1
3 centuries AD can furthermore be seen from thetsukial defensive wall that enclosed
Callatisin this period">.

Tiles stamped byEG v MACEDONICA occur throughout the site, indicating that it must
have been involved in construction work at the ®%ftyStamped tiles were also found in
underwater surveys dEallatis Roman harbodt’. While these investigations produced a
plan of the harbour, this is mainly conjectured afdittle use for the purpose of identifying
detailed aspects of harbour dedi§r(Fig. 3.29. Indeed, it appears that most of the structures
identified are actually of Greek origin, and ardygoresumed to have continued in use during
the Roman peridd®.

The identification ofCallatis as a naval base rests solely on the fact thadithevas a
major harbour on the black €4 There is no evidence for any prolonged preselidbeo

CLASSIS MOESICAat the site, however, making such arguments pagaijectural.

24, TOMIS (Constanta)
Established as a Greek colony on the Black $emisbecame capital of the province

of Moesia Inferior in the Roman peri8&. This is reflected in several references to theisi

813 Avram (2001), p. 612; lonescu & Georgescu (19pB)205; Dorgiu-Boila (1971).

814 strabo, GeogiVIl,6; Ptol. Geogrlll,3. See also Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 8ppiei (1969).
85 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 86.

81° Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 86.

87 Scarlat (1973), p. 549.

818 preda (1991); Scarlat (1973).

819 Scarlat (1973), p. 549.

820 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 1.

821 Matei (1989a), p. 39; Stoian (1961), p. 233.
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ancient literature, as well as its appearance énntlajor ancient geographiés Numerous
finds such as statues, funerary monuments andahediag remains of public buildings show
that Tomis was a thriving urban centre during the Princiffdteimpressive late Roman
fortifications remain standing to this day. Unforaely, this means that earlier phases of the
city's defences have seen little or no sfifdlyThe epigraphic record, however, shows that two
auxiliary cohortsCOHORS VIl GALLORVM andCOHORS | CiLIcvMwere based afomisat some
point during the $-3 century and atatio beneficiariorunexisted at the sité”

As a major coastal towd,omishad an important harbour. This has been studied to
some extent, but while the results appear impres#iney are largely hypothetical: there is no
evidence for the large harbour with breakwaters ahip-sheds that is alled&8 The
archaeological record froomisdoes, however, reflect a distinct nautical elem&etveral
fragments of $-3 century anchors have been found in the watersndrdomi$?’. One of
the most famous Roman small finds from Constas a strigil with graffiti of two ships(g.
3.30. This has been studied in detail, including affesmto identify the type of vessel
depicted. While Matei’'s particular interpretatianby no means conclusive, the ships depicted
are clearly not military vesséfé,

Tomishas frequently been identified as a base ofthessis MOESICA?. This theory
is based not so much on its position as provirgagital and the discovery of a singleFLm

stamped tile, but on two inscriptions referringttie Danube fleét® One of these refers to a

822 1tAnt 227,3; TabPeut VI, 4; see also Gudea & Zigde (1997), p. 86.

823 Stojan (1961), Figs. 9-14.

824 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 86.

8515M 11, 190 & 192.

826 Matei (1989a).

827 For detailed studies see Cosma (1975); Cosma J1@84ma (1973).

828 Matei (1989a), p. 52.

829 Starr (1993), p. 159 note 34: rather interestingbarr discounts the site as a fleet base in his text, but in
listing bases of the fleet, it is shown as onéehefrnost important bases (see p. 169, note 42);iKi&89a), pp.
53&54 and Viereck (1996), p. 255 argue thamiswas the main base of the A&SsISFLAVIA MOESICA more
critical: Reddé (1986), p. 264.

891SM 11, 199.

123



praefect of thecLAssIS MOESICAat Tomisunder the Gordian emperors and is thus one of the
latest extant references to the fféktwhile the other attests a veteran of the ¥féet

The evidence related to tloeAssis MOESICA— although far more substantial than at
any other Black Sea port — is not sufficient tovyera permanent fleet baseTaimis While a
single stamped tile can hardly be seen as coneusine inscription of the veteran does not
state where he served. The occurrence of an inseripeferring to a praefect of tleAsSIS
MOESICA at the provincial capital, on the other hand iedhasurprising: it would indeed be
strange if he had not passed through the capitglofithe province he was stationed in at
some point during his career. As such, the evidémre Tomismay suggest that the AssIS
MOESICA frequented this harbour, but cannot be taken adeage for a permanent naval

station at the site.

25. (H)ISTRUS (Histria)

Histrus another city founded as a Greeknporion remained occupied until the
Byzantine periotf®. Its importance as an urban centre in the Romaiogés reflected in
several references in ancient geographic soursesiell as the substantial fortifications that
are still visible toda¥**. Two separate fortification systems are known, ghgier one, with
two phases, dating from th&/2" to 3% century AD, the later late Rom&n Several units are
represented on inscriptions frafistrus These includ€oH Il HISPANORVM ARAVACORVM as
well asLEG I ITALICA andLEG XI CLAVDIA %3¢,

Histruswas an important naval centre in the Roman peifitds is shown by a coin

issue of Severus Alexander minted Histrus that depicts a lighthouse, highlighting the

8lISM Il, 106. See also note 574 above.

82 CIL 111, 7552; see Appendix II.

83 Hockmann (2001/02), p. 169; Avram (2001), pp. §9@udea & Zahariade (1997), p. 85; Suceveanu@),99
p. 233.

834 Strabo, Geogr. VI1,6.1.

83> Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 85.

8%1SM 1, 273, 278, 292, 302.
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importance of the site’s harb&tf In view of this perceived importance of the hanbat
Histrus extensive archaeological investigations have hmeried out in the city’s harbour.
These focussed on an area where an ancient quajlegddly been identified at low water in
the 1950s, and employed modern technology sucbres gquipment in order to trace ancient
structure®®. Divers recovered ashlars of the same stone asiseabsin the Greek Acropolis
of Histrus indicating that the identified ‘quay’ was, in faan artificial structuf&®. Further
research, however, established that the struatugeiestion was not in fact a quay, but a very
early perimeter wall of the Acropolis itself. Argemts for extensive Roman harbour facilities
have been proposed nonetheless: the only evideresernged, however, is the lighthouse
depicted on the city’s coinage: topographic cormsitiens based on this image form the basis
for the hypothetical reconstruction of an entiret facility®*°.

In spite of these problemsiistrus has frequently been identified as a base of the
cLASSIS MOESICA*., This theory appears to be based primarily onassumption that an
important harbour existed &tistrus A direct reference to the Moesian fleet, however,
given by a funerary inscription that refers ttriararchusof the CLASSIS FLAVIA MOESICA
There are a number of problems with the identifccabf Histrus as a naval station on the
basis of this inscription: one important factortigt the inscription was set up for the
deceasedrierarchusby his wife, and does not include the usual foamflhic situs estAs

such, it is not certain that the fleet soldier aijudied atHistrus. A second point is that the

beginning of the line identifying him astaerarchusis missing from the inscription. It may

87 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 85.

838 Hockmann (2001/02), p. 173; Hockmann, Peschel &kiV¢1996-98).

839 Hockmann (2001/02), p. 176.

840 Hpckmann (2001/02), p. 182; Hockmann (2001), PigffL

81 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 85; Bounegru & Zatthi(1996), p. 15; Viereck (1996), p. 255; Sta®9@),
p. 159, note 34; Reddé (1986), p. 265; the latterrely on 2 inscriptions to argue for the siteadteet base.
One of these, however, was not foundiitrus but atButeridava(AE 1919, 14=ISM II, 360).

842 AE 1927, 60; see Appendix IIl.
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well be possible, therefore, that he was actuaéniified asex or vet trierarchu&®. In this

case, the inscription need have no bearing on asgdof theLASSIS MOESICAWhatsoever.

26. BUTERIDAVA (Mihai Viteazu)

The only evidence that can be used to Biwkeridavato theCLASSIS MOESICAIS an
inscription found here in the early 2@entur§** It refers to apraefectusof the Moesian
fleet, Vindius Verenianus, who set up boundary esoto delineate the territories of two
settlements. It has been presumed thatldmesisreferred to is theLASSIS MOESICA as it was
the only established fleet operating in this areand this time on a regular basis. While the
inscription is of interest in that it highlightst@sk one may not have presumed to be part of a
fleet praefect’s jurisdiction, it cannot be takem evidence for a fleet base, particularly as

Buteridavaactually is an inland site.

27. TYRAS (Bilhorod-Dnistrovs'kyy)

The Greek colony ofyrasis situated on the right bank of the Djnestr nbarriver’s
moutf*°. It appears that the Romans developed the siteaimilitary base, as archaeological
investigations showed that the original fortificets of the civilian settlement are Hellenistic,
but were upgraded substantially in tHecentury AD, with the inclusion of a fort insideeth
civilian settlemerf®. Small finds from the site show that it was ocedpfrom the T to the
3 century*’. A large number of stamped bricks and inscriptifsam the fort mentionea |
ITALICA, LEG V MACEDONICA, LEG XI CLAVDIA, @ COHORS | HISPANORVM VETERANORVM

QVINGENARIA and acOHORS | CILICVM™®,

843E g. CIL XII, 681 from Arles; see Appendix IV.

844 AE 1919, 14; see Appendix IIl. See also Sucevéaga?), p. 205.
84> Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 84.

846 ptol. Geogr. 111,10.8; Strabo Geogr. VII, 3.16.

87 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 84.

848 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 84.
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Tyrashas frequently been identified as a base of thediam fleet’®, an interpretation
that rests on two inscription set up by fleet saidlf®. This identification, however, is not
without problems: AE 1995, 1350 cannot be takemadence for a permanent base of the
CLASSIS MOESICA as themedicus duplicarius classis Flavia Moesiaca#o dedicated it
together with Lucius Papirius Olymphicusmeedicus vexillationiswishes a centurion eEG
I ITALICA well. These references indicate a vexillation magdrom various units under the
control of LEG I ITALICA; as such, the inscription can not be seen as aocaitwdifor a regular
base of the Moesian fleet. While AE 1990, 870 wetsup by a soldier with a naval rank in
AD 214, the inscription does not actually refethie CLASSIS MOESICA As it has been shown
above that it was possible for naval personnele@tbached to units other thalassesthis

inscription can therefore not be taken as evidénica fleet base afyras™.

28. OLBIA (Parutino)

Olbia was initially a Hellenistic settlement, situateghnthe mouth of the Bug on the
right bank of the river. As it is mentioned in selegeographic texts of thé'to 3% century,
it appears that the site was continually occupiethfthe Hellenistic to the Roman pefiod
Tilestamps and inscriptions @G XI CLAVDIA, LEG V MACEDONICA, LEG | ITALICA and
COHORS VI ASTVRVMprovide further evidence for a Roman presenceeasitd™>

It is unclear why the site has been interpreted fiset bas&*, as there is no evidence
to suggest this. While it might be argued thatdhessis MOESICAwas required to transport
and supply any garrison dDlbia, it has frequently been shown in this study thHs t

established Roman fleets were not the only uniggged in naval activity. As such, any unit

849 Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 11; Viereck (1996)255.

80 AE 1995, 1350; AE 1990, 870; See Appendix IIl. S® Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 117.

81 This is particularly true as the other naval ifg@wn from the site implies thatLAsSIS MOESICApersonnel at
Tyrasmay have been there as part of a joint operatittmiu&G 1 ITAL, a unit that probably supported its own
naval detachment, and therefore atsiites classiarii

82 Strabo Geogr. VII,3.17, for more references sede@w& Zahariade (1997), p. 84.

83 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 84.

84Bounegru & Zahariade (1996), p. 15; Viereck (1996255, also mentioned in Reddé (1986), p. 264,
although he does not believe there was a fleet dtatbes site.
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base atOlbia may well have been capable of meeting its ownspart and supply

requirements.

29. CHERSONESUS TAURICA (Sebastopol)

The city of Chersonesus Tauricavas the main Roman centre on the Crimean
peninsula. It was occupied from th& tb the & century AD and is referred to in several of
the ancient geographf8d There has been some excavation at the site, buent
understanding of the Roman settlement is far frommete. It has been established that the
site had a substantial wall in the Roman period|asing an area of about 38ha, but this has
not been investigated in enough detail to idemitigses or provide dafé$

The city has frequently been identified as an irgurcLASSIS MOESICAbas&®’. The
evidence on which this theory is based is soleigraphic, as the Moesian fleet, amongst
other units, is frequently mentioned in inscriptofilom this sit€®® the most interesting of
these is a dedicatory inscription set up tierarchusof thecLassis MOESICA®. It is unique
as it states that the fleet soldier in questioracting sub cura Fl(avi) Sergiani Sosibi /
trib(uni) mil(itum) (l)eg(ionis) I Ital(icae) In other words, while he was @hersonesusis
part of theCcLASSIS MOESICA he was part of a detachment of units under tlegatvcommand
of an officer ofLEG I ITALICA. It is not clear whether the same applies to therathree fleet
soldiers identified on inscriptions fro@hersonesus Tauricavhile Gaius Valerius Vale(ns?)
dedicated an altar to Jupiter, interestingly menitig his ship, théiburna sagittd°®, the other
two fleet soldiers known from the Crimea actualigddthere, one of them after 20 full years

of servic&®

85 strabo, Geogr. VI1,3.18; see also Gudea & Zahar{d897), p. 83.

8% Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 83.

87Bounegru & Zahariade (1996); p. 12; Viereck (1996)255; Starr (1993), p. 136; Reddé (1986), p. 26

88 For a discussion of all epigraphic evidence fl@hersonesus Tauricsee Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 83.
89CIL 111 14214; see Appendix III.

80 AE 1967, 429; see Appendix III.

81 AE 1967, 431; AE 1967, 432 ; see Appendix III.
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It seems ironic that one of the least studied s#iesuld produce the largest number of
inscriptions associated with tlmeAssis MOESICA while the epigraphic data suggests that a
detachment of the Moesian fleet may have been basdthersonesus Tauricéor an
extended period, if not permanently, any such theannot be backed up with supporting
evidence. It is, however, highly interesting toentitat the vessels and soldiers ofthessis
MOESICA based in the Crimea appear not to have been aasiran autonomous unit, but as

part of a larger force under the commandsss 1 iTALICA from Novaé&®?

30. MONTANA (Mihailovgrad/Montana)

The Roman Fort @flontanais located in the interior dfloesia Inferior in a strategic
location controlling the Petrohan p&8sA number of inscriptions and stamped tiles inttica
a Roman military presence, but this is not fullglarstoo8®”. While a fort has been located at
a short distance from the river Ogosta, this camseoibusly be considered as a fleet base in
view of the site’s distance from the frontier adlwas any other potential naval ba¥es

Montana has been associated with tlmASSIS MOESICA because of a unique
inscription: AE 1987, 867 states that the Moesiaetf together with detachments L&G |
ITAL and LEG XI CLAVDIA, was involved in an animal hunt to provide circugctpcle®™,
Clearly, the inscription must be interpreted in tmntext of this specific event; the fort at
Montanaappears to have served as a temporary base fdrutite The inscription cannot,

therefore, be used to suggest a permanent stdttte Moesian fleet dlontan&®”.

82 For various discussions of the history of navaivity and Roman sites along the Black Sea litt@nad
Crimea during the Principate see Sarnowski (2088)nowski et al (2005); Sarnowski (2005); Klenig@as);
Treister & Vinogradov (1993).

83 Gudea & Zahariade (1997), p. 89.

84 For detailed discussion see Gudea & Zahariade7)1 99 89; Bérard (1989).

85 Besides which, the notion that a fleet might bedu® control a mountain stream in order to safejaa
mountain pass, whilst based in a fort that is digtsétuated on a hill, seems faintly ridiculous.

856 AE 1987, 867; see Appendix III.

87 Especially so, as there are no further epigrapferences to theLASsIS MOESICAfrom the interior of the
province. See also Velkov & Alexandrov (1988), pp3ff.
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[11.111 DiSCUSSION

The preceding review of evidence has shown timataber of sites identified as bases
of the cLASSIS MOESICAIn current scholarship produced no data or onlgurnstantial
evidence to support such hypotheses. As with dh&ssis PANNONICA many sites are
assumed to have been naval stations during the &° centuries solely on the basis of
references to naval units in tNietitia Dignitatum. While the disparity between the number of
fleet bases in current scholarshijig(3.2) and that of sites that produced reliable eviddoce
a fleet presence is not as stark as that in theique chapter, it is nonetheless clear that

current research has frequently been overly linertie interpretation of unclear data.

Epigraphic evidence for the CLASSISMOESICA (Fig. 3.31)

As can be seen fromig. 3.31, an evaluation of epigraphic data referring toNueesian
fleet produces a very different picture from thaséd on current scholarshipg( 3.2). While
no sites produced sufficient epigraphic data tovalfor a possible identification as a station
of the cLASSIS MOESICA it is interesting to note that, in contrast te tbvidence from
Pannonia, this survey identified four sites with inscript® listing naval ranks without
reference to theLAssIS MOESICA as well as one site where a marine was cleadgcated
with a legion.

The inscription fromViminacium (2) can have no bearing on a discussiogLaissis
MOESICA bases, as thiisces epibata is listed as a soldier aEG vii cLavDia 88 The naval
inscriptions fromSexaginta Prista (10), Axiopolis (12) andHalmyris (21) also fail to identify

the CLASSIS MOESICA®.

88 See p. 92 above.
89 See discussions above: faxaginta Prista, p. 107; forAxiopolis, p. 109; forHalmyris, p. 121.
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While a single funerary inscription could neverduficient evidence for a permanent
fleet base, the inscription froRistrus (25) cannot be used here as it was not set upflegta
soldier and specifies neither whether the deceasemdrchus actually died atHistrus nor
whether he was a serving soldier when he ¥fed’he inscription fromButeridava (26)
cannot identify a fleet base either, as it merelgords a fleet commander’s intervention in a
local boundary dispute. It is interesting to ndtewever, that the resolution of such disputes

evidently formed part of the duties ofpeaefectus classis Moesicae®”*

. The inscription from
Montana (30), finally, can clearly not contribute to angalssion of fleet bases, as it merely
records the patrticipation of a fleet detachmenrd wrenatio for wild circus animals. It is not
clear, however, whether such hunts formed paregtilar duties for theLASSIS MOESICAOr
whether thesenatio at Montana was a one-off eveft

The twocLASSIS MOESIcAinscriptions fromTomis (24) are not sufficient to argue for a
fleet base at the site. While the inscription n@mhg a veteran of the fleet does not state
where he actually served, it cannot be assumecdhthatas based domis merely because a
funerary inscription dedicated to him was set wgréh The presence of a fleet praefect in the
provincial capital, as indicated by ISM II, 106, hardly surprising and need not imply a
permanent detachment of theassis MoEsicaat Tomis®’>,

The epigraphic data fronTyras (27) alone can be of no consequence for the
identification of naval bases: AE 1995, 1350 stdked themedicus duplicarius of the fleet
was actually attached to a vexillation which appdarhave been commanded by a centurion
of LEG I ITALICA. AE 1990, 870, on the other hand, was set up bies classiarius whose
unit is not given. While he may well have been aringaof the cLASSIS MOESICA the

hypothesis of a joint vexillation between the Maesfleet and.EG I ITAL makes it equally

possible that he was a soldier from this legionictvis believed to have maintained its own

870 See p. 125 above.
871 See p. 126 above.
872 See p. 129 above.
873 See p. 123&124 above.
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naval squadrdfi®. It is possible, therefore, that the inscriptidmsn Tyras indicate little more
than a landing site of expeditionary forces movahgng the Black Sea littoral and into the
Crimea.

The epigraphic evidence froNoviodunum (19) has traditionally been used to identify
the site as the headquarters of ¢thassis MOESICA although this is not actually reflected by
the three naval inscriptions found here: these imerda praefect of theLASSIS MOESICA a
trierarchus and aliburna called Armata. Only the inscription referring to the praefect,
however, actually mentions the Moesian fleet. Ashsuhe data is not sufficient to prove a
CLASSIS MOESICAstation afNoviodunum®’,

Chersonesus Taurica (29) produced the most naval inscriptions of altesi
investigated. While the epigraphic data is not tasiee, the two funerary inscriptions for
marines who died in active service suggest an detkpresence of the. ASSIS MOESICAON
the Crimea. Yet this site must be treated with canaew of CIL 11l 14214, which states that
the trierarchus of the Moesian fleet was under the command of aanyl tribune ofLEG |
ITALICA . As such, it appears thatAssIS MOESICApresence in athersoneses Taurica must
be seen in the context of a detachment from variouts, rather than as a permanent and
established fleet ba¥é

As with thecLASSIS PANNONICA the epigraphic record alone is evidently insugint
to positively identify any bases of the Moesiaretlelhe survey above has, however, revealed
an interesting fact, namely that in the Black Staral, inscriptions referring to theLAssIS
MOESICA commonly occur in the same contexts L&& | ITALICA inscriptions. The two
inscriptions identifying vexillations commanded fficers of this legion furthermore

indicate that a number of combined operations apjpeaave taken place.

87 See p. 127 above.
87> See pp. 116&117 above.
876 See pp. 128&129 above.
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Tiles stamped by the CLASSISMOESICA (Fig. 3.32)

The survey of data from the lower Danube has shthah stamped tiles of various
units travel widely throughout the twdoesiae. While not directly relevant to theLAssIS
MOESICA, it is particularly interesting to note that comdiions of tiles stamped hh¥G I ITAL,

LEG V MACEDONICA, LEG XI CLAVDIA andCOHORS I CciLicvM have been found at 11 of the 29
sites studiell”. As all of these are located eithemitoesia Inferior or along the Black Sea, it
is tempting to propose the existence of a centrattyanised distribution network for the
supply of building materials in Lower Moesia. Anychk thesis would, however, require
dedicated research solely on the distribution afmgted tiles, and not merely an aside in a
study attempting to identify bases of thexssis MOESICA™®,

In view of the above observation, however, théridhistion of CLFLM stamped tiles as
shown inFig. 3.32 is all the more striking. While — with the excetiof Drobeta — tiles of the
Moesian fleet only occur iMoesia Inferior, they are by no means spread throughout the
province but cluster in the Danube d&faThe tiles fromDrobeta (4) do not fit into this
model, but four tiles can hardly be taken as ewideor a prolonged fleet presefite A fair
explanation for their occurrence Atobeta may be the construction of the Danube Bridge
under Trajan, in which theLAssIs MOESICAIs likely to have been involved. In view of the
scale of this project, it would not be surprisihthie Danube fleet, like so many units from the
region, had supplied building materials. As allethrare individual specimen, tlgaFLm
stamped tiles fronTroesmis (15), Dinogetia (17) andTomis (24) cannot be used to argue for

permanent fleet bases at either of the $ites

877 Durostorum, Capidava, Troesmis, Barbosi, Dinogetia, Aliobrix, Noviodunum, Aegyssus, Halmyris, Tyras,
Olbia.

878 See also Karavas (2005), pp. 189.

879A solitary cLFm stamped tile has been foundHarriain Romania (ISM 11, 241). This is not discussedtia
site notes above as it is an isolated find. lurshfermore not clear if it stems from a primarysecondary
context. As such, this find cannot impact on trecdssion above. See also Poulter (1983), pp, 83.
805ee p. 96 above.

81 See discussions aboveroesmis: pp. 112:Dinogetia p. 114;Tomisp. 123.
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Unfortunately, the numbers of stamped tiles fratrobrix (18) andAegyssus (20)
have not been publish¥4 It is furthermore not clear how many types ofrgeexist at each
of these sites. In view of their position at thatece of the cluster of sites wittLFLM stamped
tiles, however, it seems likely that tleeassis MOEsICAsSupplied these forts with building
materials on a more or less regular basis. Foptingoses of this study, however, they cannot
indicate more than a general delineation of the voefleet's immediate sphere of influence.

The only sites with significant numbers of stampies areBarbosi (16% and
Noviodunum (19724 While the quantities found at these sites aresfiaaller than those from
fleet sites in Britain or Germany, they are remat&amongst finds of fleet tiles on the lower
Danube. As several types of stamp have been fouhdth sites, a prolonged supply of tiles
may be surmised. In view of the above observati@gsrding the general distribution of
stamped tiles ilMoesia Inferior it appears unwise to assume the existence of rmgremt
naval base solely on the basisafLm stamped tiles. The general distributionchssis
MOESICA tiles, however, indicates that the Moesian fleestthave operated in the Danube

delta on a regular basis.

Direct evidence for naval activity (Fig. 3.33):

The distribution of archaeological data relatedh&wval activity as seen dfFig. 3.33
clearly shows that there is significantly more ewide of this kind along the lower Danube
than in the Pannonian provinces. Nonetheless, tlagority of sites with identifiable
archaeological remains of harbours or ships stédo the pre-Roman or late Roman periods.
Neither the Greek harbour installations Hitstrus (25) nor the late Roman features at
Viminacium (2), Novae (3), Drobeta (4) Egeta (5) andDurostorum (11) can be used in a

discussion of %3 century naval bases. The existence of numeroesRaman harbour

82 See discussions abovaiobrix p. 115;Aegyssus p. 119.
83 See p. 113 above.
84See p. 116 above.
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installations is hardly surprising in view of theeduent references to naval units on the
Danube in theNotitia Dignitatum and various codic8®, while it is only natural that an
important Greek colony, basing its very existence tbe importance of trade with the
motherland, would have possessed a flourishingduaurb

The harbour oDdessus (22) need not be taken into account in this stagdythe only
identified harbour remains have nothing to do vilte Roman period at the $ft& While
harbours aCallatis (23) andTomis (24) are referred to in literary sources, theyehawt been
identified archaeologically.

On an archaeological basis, therefore, dkdyae (6), Novae (9) andCapidava (13)
may be identified as possible fleet stations ofRhiacipate. The harbour Atuae was clearly
an important shipping centre. The apparent lackitifary design in the ship(s) found here,
as well as its important position as a transhiprpeint before the Iron Gate gorges, however,
may indicate that the harbour was primarily civilia naturé&®’.

A military harbour atNovae is indicated by several data sets, although ndrikemn
are conclusive. Even if the identification of thesenains as a3 century harbour is
accepted, however, it must be associated wikh | ITALICA rather than with theLASSIS
MOESICA. After all, there are a number of reasons for ssgjgg that this legion had a naval
detachment, whereas there is no evidence to irdiaapresence of the Moesian fleet at
Novae®®

The identification of the structure found @pidava as a quay rests primarily on its
construction of hydraulic cement. The sole presericg quay in a fort on a river, however,

does not necessitate that the site was used astdbfise. As such, tiieAsSsIS MOESICAcould

8°See p. 8 above.

80 See p. 121 above.

87 See pp. 98&99 above.
88 See pp. 105&106 above.
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only be assumed to have been based at Capidavi@unof strong supporting epigraphic

evidence or tilestamps, of which there is rf8he

Evaluation of evidencefor the CLASSISMOESICA (Fig. 3.34)

As with the Pannonian fleet, there is little rebdance between the plot of fleet bases
identified in current scholarshigri§. 3.2) and the distribution of actual evidence for the
CLASSIS MOESICAas shown irFig. 3.34: Only two sites produced enough evidence to suggest
an extended fleet presence, and there is no evddenmaval activity during the Principate at
14 out of 29 currently identified ‘fleet bases’dbed, five sites currently assumed to have
been bases of the Moesian fleet produced no ewdéarca naval presence whatso&Ver
This clearly reflects the ready acceptance of onstantial evidence for naval bases or
uncritical repetition of earlier theses amongsboats of naval activity on the lower Danube.

This survey therefore identified only two sité&viodunum (19) andTomis (24), with
enough evidence to suggest bases ofcthassis MOESICA A number of other site<C@llatis
(13), Troesmis (15), Barbosi (16), Dinogetia (17), Aliobrix (18), Aegyssus (20), Tyras (27)
andChersonesus (29)) produced some evidence indicating a flees@nce, but current data is
not sufficient to enable concrete statements.

The evidence from the two sites identifiable agtflbases, however, does not include
archaeological data: While a stamped tile and twazriptions were found diomis (24), this
is not enough evidence to actually suggest a Hase hef&. It does suggest, however, that
vessels of theLAssIs MOESICAreached the provincial capital Bfoesia Inferior in the course
of their duties. This seems hardly surprising ievwiof the fact that theLASSIS MOESICAWaS
part of the army of this province, as shown by tail diplomata and the general distribution

of fleet evidence (sedg. 3.34). One of the most striking results of the survieg\e affects the

89 See p. 110 above.
890 Margum, Ratiaria, Dimum, Carsium & Olbia.
891 See discussion, pp. 122-124above.
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‘headquarters’ of theLAssIS MOESICA the assumption thadoviodunum (19) was the main
base of the Moesian fleet is generally accepted et although the evidence does not
actually support it. In view of the three inscrgets and numerousLFLM stamped tiles, there
can be little doubt thatloviodunum lay in an area under direct control of the Moedlaat.
There is no evidence, however, that the hypocarsisother structures dating to th&3¢
century are part of a fortification. Indeed, no ghed finds suggest a military presence at
Noviodunum during the Principate. While it is to be hopedttlfze next seasons of the
Noviodunum Project will manage to clarify this situation, tberrent state of publication does
not justify the generally accepted identificatiohtbe site as headquarters of theassis
MOESICAS®,

Provided that the presence ofFLm stamped tiles aDrobeta (4) is explained as
abové® the distribution of fleet related evidence isHtjginteresting: There is no evidence
for operations of thecLAsSIS MOESICAoutside the province oMoesia Inferior, with the
exception of two sites along the Black Sea littaaatl on the Crimea. It has been shown
above, however, that tlrzAssiS MOESICAevidence from these sites may be related direatly t
expeditionary vexillations made up from the Moediaet andLEG I ITALICA. This survey has
therefore shown that theLAssIS MOESICA actually operated within a significantly smaller
sphere of activity than had hitherto been sugge#teduch, any conflicts of responsibility, as
discussed by current scholarship on the basiseoptsumption that operational duties of the
CLASSIS MOESICA extended acroskloesia Inferior and Moesia Superior, need not actually
have existetf.

The evidence from the lower Danube furthermorécetes clearly that not only fleets
used ships on the Danube. Whilmides classiariusis proven to have been attached#a vii

CLAVDIA at Viminacium, the ship-shaped stamped tiles frofovae, as well as potential

892 See note 767 above.
893 See p. 118 above.
894 See p. 133 above.
8% see p. 88 above.
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harbour installations at the site, can be seemdisators that this legion, too, supported a
naval detachment.

The presence of ships that were not attachedetcukssis MOESICAoON the Danube,
however, is of direct relevance for the early higtof the fleet. As it seems unlikely that the
CLASSIS MOESICA was established in the Julio-Claudian period, kit ho identifiable
evidence until the late Flavian period, it seemseniixely to have been a Flavian creaffn
The existence of small flotillas attached to legi@m auxiliary units, however, could explain
the frequent references to Julio-Claudian navalivigt in literary sources without
necessitating the existence of an establisheddlethis time.

Although it does not provide any data to re-eviduhe early history of theLAssIS
MOESICA, the survey above shows a further disparity betweerrent views and actual
evidence related to fleet: it is generally assunied theCLASSIS MOESICAplayed an active
part in the Dacian wars, but there is nothing tppsut this thesis apart from the 4 stamped
tiles from Drobeta. Indeed the evidence discussed above impliestiieaMoesian fleet was
primarily engaged in the Danube delta and Black B&aal, rather than the Danube in
Moesia Superior, during the # century.

While many aspects of theLassis MOESICAand its development remain unclear, it
remains to be hoped, therefore, that new reseandhtlze currenitNoviodunum project in
particular will discover more fleet related eviderand so provide further data for the study of

these problems.

89 See pp. 87&88 above.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CLASSIS GERMANICA
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V.1 INTRODUCTION

Ancient literary sources provide significantly raodetail for naval activity on the
Rhine than the DanuB¥. Whether this is a blessing, as suggested by®&taor a curse, as
implied by Redd®”, is difficult to say: while various sources proeidetailed information
about naval developments, often detailing even rmmlof ships, such references are
frequently problematic and, interpreted literathave led to highly improbable interpretations
of the cLASSIS GERMANICAaN its operations”. The large volume of scholarship that these
sources have generated can furthermore prove apuodective rather than helpful: a
number of hypotheses, established during the esalges of historical research, have been
repeated so often that they are now assumed tadbe d&nd, in turn, used as support for the
original theory®*

Starr connected the establishment ofd¢hessis GERMANICAwIth a passage in Florus
that states that Drus@®nam et Gesoriacum pontibus iunxit classibuscuesfiit® While it
is unclear how Bonn in Germany and Boulogne in €eaithe sites identified &onaand

Gesoriacum could have been “joined with bridges”, he usad ftatement to argue that the

897 A summary of literary evidence for naval campaignghe Rhine can be found in note 13, above.

8% Starr (1993), p. 141: “On turning to the Rhineveave at last the flesh and blood of intimate degaitl for

the first century at least we know more about tiseohy and geographical basis of the Rhenish fleat for any
other squadron of the Empire, not excepting thatgtelian fleets”.

89 Reddé (1986), pp. 290&291: “Rédigeant son chapitrda flotte de Germanie, C. Starr croyait poudei la
CLASSIS GERMANICAétaient bien supérieures a celles des autres escadgr réalité, [a comme ailleurs, I'examen
des sources ne permet pas de résoudre toutefieslis”.

99 Gechter (1987), p. 114, for example, uses a nefere Tacitus (See note 13) to argue thatiessis
GERMANICA consisted of 1000 vessels. On p. 115, howeverphe gn to state that the vessels the fleet used
were mainhliburnag, which he identifies alsiremeswith a crew of 44 rowers, 4 sailors and 16 mariaes a

few largertriremes Clearly, however, the thesis that thie\sSIS GERMANICAWaS a permanent fleet comprising
more than 64.000 men and was therefore largertdraantire legions must be seen as wholly unréalist

%1 A good example of such a circular argument is 8tatr (1993), p. 142 suggested thiatgontiacumand
Veteramay have been fleet bases during the Augustamationm solely on the basis that the rivitain and
Lippewould have provided useful routes along which teebany advance into Germany (which has since been
proven to be the case, although there is no evalthat thecLASSIS GERMANICAplayed any part in this). Bollini
(1977), pp. 105-108, in turn, takes Starr’s refeesto Augustan naval baseMdgontiacumandVetera(for

which there is no evidence) as proof thatthessis GERMANICAMust have been established between 12 and 9
BC.

92 Florus,Epitomae Tito Livio Bellorum Omniuth 30.26.
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German fleet was an Augustan creation, establileéateen 12 and 9 B Despite some
criticisms that the reference was unclear and ulby finderstood and therefore unreliaBfe
this thesis remained largely unchallenged until éady 1990¥°. Saddington then showed
that none of the early sources actually refer eociinssis GERMANICA and used inscriptions
of this fleet to argue that it cannot have beeatdisthed before the Claudian peridt This
caused a reappraisal of literary data which hasdetie current theory that the German fleet
may have been created out of Augustan expeditioftapes following the defeat of Varus
and subsequent Roman withdrawal to the Rhine ir0&D

As several direct references, as well as a mjlitiploma®® prove the existence of
the cLASSIS GERMANICAduring the later 3t century®®, debates regarding its creation are not as
wide-ranging as those of the Danube fleets. Itesegally agreed, for example, that the
honorific PIA FIDELIS in its full title initially readPIA FIDELIS DOMITIANA and was granted by
Domitian after the revolt of Saturninus in AD 89 The development of theLassis
GERMANICA during the 1 century is nonetheless not fully understood. TatEmpedcAG
seem to indicate that the fleet carried the hormoa¥GVvSTA for a certain period of time, but it
is not clear when or for how lofg. Some scholars argue that it is evidence for thguatan
creation of thecLAssIS GERMANICA while Starr suggests that it is a sign of Flavian

reorganization, probably under Vespastan

93 Starr (1993), p. 141. See also discussion on Befmw, pp. 192-193.

94 Reddé (1986), p. 211.

95 E g. Viereck (1996), p. 254; Bocking (1987), pp2&112; Bollini (1977), p. 105.

9% saddington (1990a), p. 229 argues that the ebeigdence for the existence of theaSSIS GERMANICAIS
literary and dates to the reign of Nero. He doggjest, however, that a Claudian establishment jidiéioh by
CIL XII, 2412 (See Appendix 1V), see also discussid Saddington’s theses in Chapter I, pp. 20&2dvab
%7 Konen (2000), p. 464; Pferdehirt (1995), p. 3&ri5(1993), p. 144 interpreted this event as lenthra
reorganization of the fleet, rather than its caatReddé (1986), p. 293, however, argues thanitomly have
been established under Tiberius, as there is rabtelevidence for its earlier existence.

%8 pated to AD 98, see Eck, MacDonald & Pangerl (30p2234.

99 E g. during the Batavian revolt, see note 16 above

%1 ThepomITIANA having been removed in AD 96 as part of the gertzmalnatio memoriaeéSee Konen
(2000), p. 344; Viereck (1996), p. 255; Starr (199®. 146&147; Bocking (1987), p. 101; Bollini (@B), p.
108. The honorifi®IA FIDELIS DOMITIANA was granted to all troops (Bermaniathat remained loyal to the
Emperor during the AD 89 revolt (see Eck, MacDor&lBangerl [2002], p. 235).

911 Bicking (1987), p. 101. For examples of the typiestamp used by theL ASSIS GERMANICASeeFig. 4.1
%12 Starr (1993), p. 146.
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The epigraphic record for theLASSIS GERMANICA is significantly more substantial
than that of the Danube fleets and finds of stamjiled are far more common. It may
therefore appear that the history and developménthe German fleet are far better
understood than those of tl®ASSIS PANNONICA and CLASSIS MOESICA Although this
impression is certainly given by current literatoretheCLASSIS GERMANICA it is not actually
the cas&? aside from the generally accepted thesis thahg&slquarters of this fleet were
located at Cologne-Altebutlf, the epigraphically proven fact that its commandsw
centenary (and as such evidently deemed by Rorbe tore important than the praefectures
of the Danube fleetS® and the fact that it belonged to theercitus Germaniae Inferioris
following the division of the province in AD 88, evidence for the history and development
of theCLASSIS GERMANICAIS relatively limited.

This did not, however, stop Starr from postulatthgt the German fleet's primary
raison d'étrein the 2 century was to regularly patrol the entire Rhimel ghe North Sea
coast ofGermania Inferiorto which end it maintained bases “spaced at regundarvals from
Colonia Agrippinensis to Noviomagus®. The suggestion that the German fleet was in
charge of frontier control on the Rhine has ledesalvscholars to suggest that theassis
GERMANICA maintained bases all along the Rhine to M#fthaVhile some of these studies

clearly have no basis in any form of evidence, thesis that theCLASSIS GERMANICA

13 For summarizing articles that appear to preseoinaplete history of theLASSIS GERMANICASee Bocking
(1987); Gechter (1987); Bechert (1982), pp. 70&71.

94 Konen (2000), p. 465; Pferdehirt (1995), p. 4&r5(1993), p. 144; Bocking (1987), p. 102; Geck1887),
p. 114; Reddé (1986), p. 291; Bechert (1982), pSé@ also discussion below, pp. 185-191.

15 See Pferdehirt (2002), p. 57; Pferdehirt (19958 %

916 As shown on three miilitary diplomata (dating to AB, 127 and 152) that mention thieASSIS GERMANICA
see Eck, MacDonald & Pangerl (2002), pp. 231-234.

%17 Starr (1993), p. 150; on p. 147 he furthermoreiesghat thELASSIS GERMANICAIS to have maintained a
series of permanent bases, each commandedrigyarchus along the Rhine and across the Rhine delta.
918 viereck (1996), pp. 254&255; Bollini (1977), p.&®Rougé (1975), p. 146. See also discussion ireon
(2000), p. 180, who argues that there is no evielémIICLASSIS GERMANICAActivity outsideGermania Inferior
(an argument backed by Hockmann [1998c], p. 338yr §1993], p. 144; Reddé (1986), p. 569; Ellmers
(1983), p. 509).
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maintained a series of bases along the Rhin@armmania Inferior as well as in the Rhine
delta is by now widely read as fact(Fig. 4.9).

Several inscriptions and a large numbercaiPF stamped tiles, found throughout
Germania Inferior indicate that thecLASsIS GERMANICA was directly involved in building
activity at several sites and provided large quiastiof building material all over the
province. It has therefore been suggested thanhguhe pa century, when there was no
imminent military threat on the Rhine, the fleetswaquired to engage apera publicd®°.

Geographical factors such as severe erosion asueterted on the lower Danube
certainly affect any data from the great delta sugahe Rhine, Meuse and Scheldt. Changes
in river course, however, have actually had a pasieffect on data regarding tlteAssis
GERMANICA: several frontier forts originally situated on tR&ine are now situated far from
the course of the river, making detailed excavatipossibl&”.

Differences in quality and quantity of archaeobadi research between modern
countries, seen as problematic for any interpi@tadf evidence on the Danube, do not pose a
major problem for sites of theLAssIS GERMANICA as the Netherlands, Belgium and
Germany all have exemplary records in this resgadeed, the main problem for this study
lies in the opposite, namely that the amount o& dlat has to be studied to verify or disprove
current scholarship and establish a reliable ambgeal basis, as identified in Chapter I, is
substantiaf? The presence of a significant amount of archagcé data that can be related
to the fleet, however, does mean that any conalgsiegarding theLASSIS GERMANICAcan

be significantly more refined than those reachedHe Danube fleets.

919 Even Konen, who is more critical than most othiadies in this respect, argues that thessis GERMANICA
maintained several smaller squadrons at all majer confluences of the Rhine @ermania Inferior(see
Konen [2000], pp. 465&466).

920 Starr (1993), p. 151; Bechert (1982), p. 70.

92! See site discussions below, e.g. Velsen (pp. L4Afberden (pp. 159-161) and Vleuten de Meern @)1
922\While Konen’s detailed and comprehensive studyretLASSIS GERMANICAalleviates this problem to some
degree, the following discussion of sites is siijnificantly more substantial than the precedings See
Konen (2000).
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IV.n  STES

1. CASTELLUM FLEVUM (Velsen) %%

The site of Velsen is situated on the Oer- I}, tlbethernmost arm of the Rhine, about
20km west of the modern city of Amsterd&f Two separate Roman forts, identified as
Velsen | and I, have been excavated since the2@tecentury®. In the past, research has
focussed on Velsen | — which has the more complitaind longer histo’f. Current
scholarship believes that the site was establisttednd AD 15/16 and abandoned by AD
39°%. Due to the presence of extensive harbour-worksedisas possible ship-sheds, Velsen
has long been seen as a fleet Bise

The fort Velsen | has been fully excavated since the early 1970s.atons
identified six periods of occupation, which haveeterouped into three main periods (with
subphases la-c and 2 a&3) While periods 1 and 2 are about lha, the siztheffort is
increased to 2 ha in period®3 There has been some discussion regarding thegdefi
Velsen I, with recent studies arguing that it wasise from either AD 15-30 or 16-28
Accurate archaeological models of the differentggisaat Velsen are problematic as all
periods appear to lack interior structures. Furtittee, due to heavy erosion of the site over
the centuries, only the bottom 40cm of the defensiiches, as well as the bases of postholes

remairn-2

923 Sjte numbers in this chapter correspond with thssel in the distribution mapsgs. 4.2, 4.22, 4.23, 4.24, 4.25
924Bosman (1999a), p. 303; Bosman (1999b), p. 91nBmos(1995), p. 89.

925 de Weerd (2003), p. 189.

926 Bosman (1995), p. 89 — it is not unlikely, howewhat this is due to the fact that more excavatioave been
carried out at Velsen | and the site’s historyhisst much better known than that of Velsen II.

927 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 99, the early daténgehe establishment of Velsen I, the later theraloning
of Velsen II.

928 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 99; Morel (1991), Am9ff.; Morel (1986), p. 206.

929 Bosman (1999a), p. 303; Bosman (1995), p. 89.

90Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 99.

%1 Morel (1991), p. 164; Morel (1986), p. 200; sesoakonen (2000), p. 282.

932 Bosman (1999c), p. 245.
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The earliest period at Velsen | appears to havenba temporary fortification
consisting of a simple palisade and a ditch. Thes®ins have been reconstructed to form a
triangular plan Kig. 4.9. The long side of the triangular enclosure raralha to the river
bank, enclosing 178m of the riverside Due to the significant erosion, however, the
evidence for this phase is not concluSi¥eThese structures were superseded by a permanent
earth and timber fortification on a slightly extexadbut still roughly triangular plan (Period
2)°% While the earliest period fort at Velsen | appeaot to have had any interior structures,
some building remains associated with Period 2 hmen discoveréd. These have been
interpreted as a bath-house and a double ship*€hed

The final period of Velsen | is known on the basisn earth and timber wall as well
as V-shaped defensive ditcA®sndicating a trapezoidal plait. The ship-sheds of Period 2
must have been destroyed for its construction esad ran through their earlier position in
Period 3. Double ship-sheds were now constructemhgala new orientatiof’. This
development, as well as the creation of an entmely river revetment, indicate a change in
harbour design, and thus possibly in the use ofhtmbour of Velsen®f:. The defensive
ditches of Period 3, as well as the bottom layérthe harbour, contained several hundred
Roman tent-ped&’. Similar finds are also recorded for the earlestiod of Velsen®f®, In
view of the absence of interior structures thatdde interpreted as barracks, it seems likely
that Velsen | was only ever occupied by units intsg and never adopted a permanent

appearance.

933 Morel (1991), p. 164.

934 Morel (1986), p. 202.

935 Morel (1986), p. 202.

936 Bosman (1999c¢), pp. 246 ff.
%7Bosman (1999b), p. 93.

98 Bosman (1999a), p. 303.

99 Morel (1986), p. 210.

%0 Bosman (1999b), p. 93.

%1 Morel (1986), p. 210, see also extended discussfioime harbour facilities below.
%42 Bosman (1999a), pp. 303 & 305.
%43 Morel (1986), p. 202.
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A number of wells are associated with Vels&fl [These contain a number of graffiti,
but none indicate the garrisn The wells at Velsen contained skeletons, whickeHaeen
dated to the Tiberian period on the basis of assetimilitary equipment and coifi%
Further skeletal remains have been discovered enRbman harbour. The final phase of
Velsen | furthermore produced 517 Roman slingsAbt#s these observations clearly
indicate a violent end involving a battle, the efid/elsen | has traditionally been associated
with the revolt of theFrisii in AD 28°*,

It is on the basis of this historical deductiomtthhe site has been associated with
Castellum Flevumwhich is mentioned by Tacitus as being heavilgidged during the
Frisian revolt*®. While this theory is supported by the pottery, ichhindicates that
occupation of Velsen | ended before AD 35, a cdi@aligula found in the final period of the
fort cannot be reconciled with it. This has led &uarchaeologists to believe that the site may
have been reoccupied briefly for the constructibnearby Velsen Il in AD 39/48°.

The harbour of Velsen I is of particular interést this study, as it is one of the few
positively identified Roman military harbours in ilo-Western Europe. Initially, it was little
more than a small loading jetty and it is usuaguamed that during this earliest phase ships
were drawn up onto the river bank While it appears that Velsen | did not have artgrior
buildings, it soon developed significant harbourkgo At the centre of a 178 metre long

enclosed section of the river bank a platform, goted by two moles, jutted out into the river.

%4 Morel & Bosman (1989), p. 168.

%45 Bosman (1999a), p. 303.

946 Bosman (1999a), p. 303; while Morel originally sthese skeletons in connection with fighting atséel
during the Frisian revolt, Bosman argues that #reyan indicator of potable water poisoning inadbarse of a
systematic abandonment following these problems.

%7 These have been studied typologically and divideal5 groups which are distinct in that they stw
gradual decline in the amount of material and caexl in their construction. See Bosman (19998089;
Bosman (1999b), p. 92.

%8 Bosman (1999a), p. 305.

%9 Bosman (1999a), p. 303; TacitanaleslV, 72-74.

90Bosman (1999b), p. 95; for Velsen Il see discusbielow.

%1 Morel (1986), p. 202.
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A third jetty, located further east, completed atifiaial harbour with two separate basirfs

It is interesting to note that the 2m wide moletiipg out from the artificial platform are
constructed according to Vitruvius’ description lmow to construct underwater structures by
using ‘hydraulic cement’ — with the exception tirathe case of Velsen the moles are filled
with clay’?,

The two calm water basins created by this harlgmsign appear gradually to have
silted up. This caused the design to be alterdtiaathe west and north pier — jutting into the
river from the platform — as well as the easterer piere turned into jettié¥. With water
passing underneath these jetties, the ‘harboungast Velsen | could no longer provide
calm water, but the silting process appears to Hzsen stopp€d®. Another means to
counteract silting was the creation of jettiesdté to the eastern and western moles, which
furthermore provided new deep water berths at Wél&eln period 2b, an artificial harbour
was created on the north bank of the Oer-lj. Whils not clear whether this served any
military purpose, Morel would like to see it as legecessor type to the later bridge-head
harbours commonly found on the Dantibe

Two hall-like structures, belonging to phases @&d dc, have been identified in the
western harbour sector of Velsen | on the basisost-holes. They measure 6m by 20 m and
do not parallel any known interior structures oft$0°. As the structures consist of rows of
posts with no extra supports, they are not subatashough to have beemorrea The
suggestion that they may have beamtuberniacan be discounted as there are no internal

subdivisions. On the basis of comparison with Gregkmples from the Mediterranean,

%2Morel (1991), p. 164.
93 Morel (1986), p. 208.
%4 Morel (1986), p. 210.
9°Morel (1986), p. 206.
9% Morel (1986), p. 210.
%7 Morel (1991), p. 164.
98 Morel (1986), p. 205.
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Morel proposed that the structures were used psssted®™>. This interpretation, however, is
problematic as there is no evidence, other thaoligaly reference to a singlgireme in
Tacitus®®, that Mediterranean style vessels ever were ereplmn the Rhine. Indeed, the
majority of ship finds from the region have indeatthat vessels used in the Roman period
had a constructional history of their own that was interesting blend of Celtic and
Mediterranean ship-building techniqt®s As such, ship-shed sizes from the Greek cultural
sphere can hardly be taken as concrete proof tiatisres with similar measurements housed
warships in the north-westernmost Roman provitiée®vhile it is convincing to argue that
the fort’s position in waterlogged terrain and imemy territory necessitated ship-sheds in
order to keep warships dry and operational, thedtmactures’ identification as ship-sheds is
not proven beyond doul3f It has nonetheless been widely accepted for wért better
explanation. It is on the basis of these ‘ship-shétht the western harbour section of period
1c-2b has been termed a ‘military harbour’: wagsshwere apparently drawn onto the bank in
this sector and could then be ‘stored’ in the stipe&®.

As the identification of the two structures in pha 1c-2b as ship-sheds rests on the
need for ship-sheds at Velsen if it was a navag pideeir identification may be supported by a
structure associated with period 3 of Velsen 1.sTimal period of the fort has only two
permanent interior structures. One of these has IsEmtified as a bath-hou’$e The other,
however, has similar measurements to the ‘shipstadhe earlier phases in that it is of the

same construction, the same length and twice as.\Adrthermore, its changed orientation

99 Morel (1986), p. 205 finds that the ship-shed8hatrii andSounionare “almost the same length as the
examples at Velsen”. The measurements of examplisageus OeniadaiandApollonia, however, differ
drastically from those of the Velsen structures 8lso discussion of Haltern, where Morel similadlgntifies
ship-sheds, below, pp. 180&181.

%0 3ee note 13 above.

%1 Konen (2000), 189-243; Hockmann (1998c), pp. 328:Pferdehirt (1995), pp. 7-40.

%2 A problem which he realizes himself (Morel (1986)205). As there are some concordances, however,
Morel is happy to disregard this issue in viewhs positive results of his study.

%3 Morel (1986), p. 205

%4Konen (2000), p. 284; Morel (1991), pp. 162&164rel (1986), p. 206.

9> Bosman (1999c), p. 246 ff.
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mirrors the changes in harbour design of this ptfolt seems, therefore, that structures of
6m x 20m (or 12m x 20m) were clearly connectedhi® harbour of Velsen throughout its
history as a permanent base. As such, it seeniy tikat they were ship-sheds, although this
cannot be proven conclusivély

The fortVelsen Il islocated about 1 km west delsen I With research focussed on
the understanding of the earlier fort, little exatwn has been undertaken at Velsen II.
Investigations in 1964 and 1970 appear to havevated a fortified bank in the form of rows
of posts along a loop of the Oetffi Remains of worked timbers, pulleys, oars, ropes a
blocks of pitch seem to underline the theory of @@n harbour at Velsen®{f. As few
structures were discovered at the site, VelseraH initially believed to have been a marching
camp. In view of the large number of associateddfjrhowever, a permanent base at the site
seems likely. Numismatic finds and Claudi@nra sigillata indicate a date range from AD
40-50°. This is supported by dendrochronological datéseghfrom worked timbers found
in the harbour, which have been identified as fssraces of ship repairs at VelseH 11 As
the coin series from Velsen Il indicates an endvben AD 43 and 472 it is currently
believed that the fort was occupied from around 3o 4773,

It is interesting that, while to the modern scholalsen | seems the more important
site in view of the concentration of archaeologiedearch, this does not appear to reflect
historical reality. The majority of Roman small ds from the area around Velsen | and Il
date to the occupation of the later 16t Indeed, the nearby ritual site at Velserbroek B6

produced a large quantity of military equipmentdn As these are of Claudian date, they

%6 Bosman (1999b), p. 93.

%7 For a very critical assessment regarding thepnégation of the structures in question see alstkBa
(2008), pp. 61, 64&65.

%8 Bosman (1995), p. 89.

99 Konen (2000), p. 288.

970 Constandse-Westermann (1982), p. 135.

9! Morel & de Weerd (1980), p. 475.

972 de Weerd (2003), p. 190.

°*Bosman (1995), p. 91.

9% \ons & Bosman (1988), p. 3.
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must be associated with Velsed’ 1l As such, it appears that Velsen Il had signifisamore
influence on the surrounding area in the Romanogethan its predecessor, contrary to
current understanding of the two sites.

While the significant harbour-works at the Velsknts, as well as their location,
clearly indicate a naval connection, it is doubtkdiether the traditional interpretation of the
site as a base of tleAssIS GERMANICAIS justified. For Velsen Il to have been a fleesda
the German fleet must have been in existence bZkwadian period at the latest. If Velsen |
is to be considered a base of thessis GERMANICA this unit would have had to exist before
the reign of Caligula.

The only evidence for the German fleet from Velgeproblematic. It comes in the
form of one tile bearing a CGPF statffpAs shown above, one stamped tile alone cannot be
indicative of a permanent base, but in this cageaven more problematic. As occupation of
Velsen stops under Claudius, it is furthermoreiclitf to associate a clearly Flavian stamped
tile with structures at the site. It is impossilbere-date an entire site on the basis of one
stamped tile, leaving the conclusion that ¢thessis GERMANICAtile is not connected with the
early ' century naval base at Velsen. Thus Velsen carmsebn as a permanent base of the
CLASSIS GERMANICA Indeed, any association of the site with thetflesting on its naval
installations could only be postulated if otheesiproduced evidence that the German fleet

was in operation well before AD 47.

2. ? — (Uitgeest / Dorregeest)
One CGPF stamped tile has been found at the hah@obrregeest near Uitgeest in
Northern Holland”’. Similarly to Velsen, the site is located northtoé established Roman

frontier along the Oude Rijn. Excavations at Doeesg in the early 1980s discovered various

9> Bosman (1995), p. 91.
97 Konen (2000), p. 409.
9" Konen (2000), p. 409.
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traces of Roman occupation, mainly in the form etahsmall finds. These included a bronze
drinking vessel (flask?), a cheek plate of an umified helmet type and a bronze foot with
lionhead decoratioi®. The most important find from the unidentified Ram site at
Dorregeest is a coin hoard of 1302 denarii whicke da the 2nd century. There are no
structural remairié®. While it is clear that Dorregeest was occuprethe Roman period, its
identification as a fleet base is problematic,tas based on a sing@spPrstamped tile, which

has not been published to dfe

3. LUGDUNUM (Katwijk)
The site ofLugdunumhas been identified as a fleet base througharatiire on the

German fleet and the Province®érmania Inferiort:

. The presumed fort was situated on the
south bank of the Oude Rijn that formed the Lowerrzan frontier in the Roman period. It is
believed that the now submerged site, situated taBkin out from the modern coastline,
originally controlled the mouth of this branch b&tRhiné®. On the basis of this assumption,
it has been identified as the Roman fort.a§dununknown from the Peutinger Tabf&%

The archaeological remains of the so-called ‘Britturg’ were recorded in the 116
century, when the site was still on dry land. Aaipl of the — even then heavily eroded — fort
survives in the form of a copper engraving by AlarahOrtelius Kig. 4.4). Unfortunately, the

engraving is of little use, as it appears that sgM@oman and non-Roman phases have been

woven into one. A Roman fort may be indicated by/tbrreumtype buildings in the interior

8 The ROB excavations took place between 1980 aB8,%hd were in part published in Vons (1987). See
esp. p. 123.

99Vons (1987), p. 123; 1186 of the coins could kemntified, 60 were illegible. 56 have been leftlie t
condition they were discovered - in the hope thatre archaeological methods will provide a wajdentify
them. The identified coins date from Trajan to Cardos, with the majority (675) dating to the reidrivtarcus
Aurelius.

%% \While Konen (2000), p. 409 lists the site as hgyinduced one CGPF stamped tile, he states tisasttiue
to an oral communication by Bogaers in 1993. Tleewias allegedly found by the ROB during excavation
1982 — but has not been published in the Vons tepothe site.

%1 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 23; Starr (1993)148; Bechert (1982), p. 70.

%2 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 96; Bogaers & RugE9{4), p. 36.

%3 TabPeut Il 1/ 2.
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of the structure. If the plan is reliable, howewe actual structures must be medieval, but
may have been built with reused material from a Rofort at the sit&*

Rescue excavations at Katwijk Klein-Duin and ire thearby area have identified
several villa-like buildings (known mainly from gbsles), coins dating from the Antonine to
the Severan period and pottery, which has beerm dede100-250. As such, it appears likely
that any Roman fort at Katwijk would also date e €93 century®®. An inscription from
Katwijk referring toCOHORS | RAETORVMSeems to support the theory of a Roman fort at the
‘Brittenburg’ in Katwijk®®.

The identification of the presumed fort as a nda&ae rests on its topographic position
at the end of the Lower Germémesand the presence ofASSIS GERMANICAStamped tiles.
Starr states that stamped tiles of the fleet wevad at Katwijk-Brittenburg, but it has since
been established that three of these CGPF starileedte modern forgeri&¥. Excavations
since Starr’'s study have yielded three further CGRIfped tiles; five are now associated
with the ‘Brittenburg’, while one was found duriegcavations at Katwijk-Klein Duii®

While a fleet base can hardly be identified solatythe basis of six stamped tiles, an
inscription referring to a Raetian cohort makesit®atification of Katwijk as fleet base even
more problematic. This is particularly true as therr stamped tiles form only a small
proportion of the overall number of stamped tilesf the area around Katwijk, which also

identify several other unit¥.

4. PRAETORIUM AGRIPPINAE (Valkenburg)
The village of Valkenburg is located halfway betmweKatwijk and Leiden on the

south bank of the Oude Rijn. Archaeological redeant the site has been carried out from

9%4Bogaers & Riiger (1974), pp. 36&37.

9%>Bogaers & Riiger (1974), p. 37.

%86 CIL X111, 8827.

%7 Konen (2000), p. 410; Starr (1993), p. 148.

98 Konen (2000), p. 408; Beunder (1987), p. 210; Rog& Riiger (1974), p. 36.
99 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48.
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1941 to 1953 and since 1982 Apart from a Roman fort at Valkenburg villagejiéeed to
have been thegraetorium Agrippinage the sites of Valkenburg Woerd and Valkenburg
Marktveld have also yielded Roman fifdfs

The fort appears to have developed in six phds&sin earth and timber and one in
stoné®’. Recent research, however, has shown that theyeinact be a seventh phage
Despite earlier theories that Valkenburg was ontgupied in the 50s A1’ it has been
shown that a fort was established at the site dg @s AD 39%. This correction of dates for
Valkenburg has been possible on the basis of dmel from the site: these include a helmet
of the Weisenau/Imperial Gallic type, as well gaugioof Scott type A, dated to the Claudian
period or earlier, both of which are associatedhwie earliest period of the fott

Period | of Valkenburg had an irregular shape wlittee gates. It was modified and
enlarged in AD 42, with further changes dated to #Dand 6&’. Two distinct destruction
layers have been discovered in the earth and tirffdver They have been associated with
events in AD 47 and 69 respectively, but thesesdafgear to rest primarily on historical
considerationS®. The fort was rebuilt in stone around AD 180 aemhained in constant use
until its end around AD 260. While it appears ttvad horrea were built at the site in thé"4
century, any late Roman activity at Valkenburgtitel understood at presérit

Although it was initially believed to have beersecond military installation, the site

at Valkenburg Woerd, 1km upstream from the forts In@w been identified as a civilian

90 yan Giffen (1971), p. 88.

%! Grane (2002); van Dierendonck (1997); Kempkensdnans (1995); Sarfatij (1977), p. 159.

92yan Giffen (1971), p. 88.

993 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 95.

99 sarfatij (1977), p. 1B

95 Grane (2002), p. 490; Kempkens & Dolmans (1995).22; Constandse-Westermann (1982), p. 135.
99 See Kempkens & Dolmans (1995), p. 125; for a daggmlogy see Scott (1985); van Giffen (1971)89.
mentions 100-120,000 datable small finds. This, éxew, was before excavations at the site were even
completed.

97 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 96.

98 yan Giffen (1971), p. 88.

99 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 96.
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settlement. Small finds indicate that it was oceddrom AD 42 - 248% The earliest traces
of occupation indicate a wharf or harbour at the, swvhich is believed to have been in use
during the establishment and early phase of thé&eévdlurg fort. The harbour was soon
abandoned and built over, as a civilian settlengeetv around it. All known structures have
the character of wicus contradicting theories of a second fort at Valkeny Woerd®**

Valkenburg Woerd was connected with the site knasrMarktveld by a road, two
sections of which have been excavated and datedralghronologically: the earlier dates to
AD 39/40, the later to AD 123/%2 It has since been shown, however, that the ealdite is
in fact incorrect’®. The Marktveld site was initially believed to habeen the fort's
cemetery, indicated by the discovery of about 14BnBn inhumations. Excavations from
1985-89, however, have shown that there also wereral civilian structures at the St

Of patrticular interest is the discovery of a quad extended river revetment at the
Marktveld gully — a small subsidiary to the rivehiRe. This small Roman harbour also
contained two granaries measuring 30m x 9m, postoright on the waterfront and
surrounded by a small palisd@®& Calculations regarding the capacity of thserea have
indicated that they could store enough grain tgBuf000 men for an entire year. As this
capacity far exceeds the garrison of the Valkenbimg, it seems plausible that the
praetorium Agrippinaenay have served as some form of supplies'B¥se
Charred grain and other material from the inteabthe Marktveldhorreaindicate that they

were destroyed by fire at a time when they werk fuils not clear, however, whether this fire

was accidental or connected to any acts of hosfifit

1000yan Giffen (1971), p. 88; Sarfatij (1977), p. 159.

1001 garfatij (1977), pp. 164-166.

1002\;an Dierendonck (1997), p. 547.

1993 Grane (2002), p. 490. This does not, howevercaffee dating of the fort at Valkenburg, as smialil$ have
clearly shown that it must have been establishedrat AD 40 (see above).

1004 http://edna.itor.org/nl/oai/oai_addi/oai_addi/OBVALMA:a00127.xml/ see also van Dierendonck (1997),
p. 547.

1905\an Dierendonck (1997), pp. 547&548; see alsodia(l977), p. 162.

106 see van Dierendonck (1997), p. 548.

1997y an Dierendonck (1997), p. 548.
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In a second period of occupation at the Markt\wstd, the quay was extended and a
small fortlet of 44.5m x 38.8m established. Theedat this rebuilding remains unclear, but
the excavators agree that it is unlikely that thigany occupation of the Marktveld site lasted
beyond AD 100. The extension of the harbour in ldte ' century, coupled with the
establishment of a small military post have in past invited speculation that the site may
have served as a military transhipment point fog gart ofGermania Inferior Even if such
an interpretation is accepted, however, this ralendt last for long. Neither at the Marktveld
site, nor at Valkenburg Woerd, is there any evidefar military occupation in the"2
century. Instead, the sites appear to indicategtmative settlement influencé¥.

Nonetheless, the notion of & &entury transhipment point has caused Valkenbuirg t
be identified as a base of tbeassis GERMANICAIN the past. This thesis is supported by the
discovery of a CGPF stamped tile, as well as seEX&ERINF stamped tilé8%. The fleet
tile, however, was actually discovered at Valkegbwoerd®® As such, it cannot be linked
with the major harbour installations and possibd@shipment base of the latéf dentury at
Valkenburg-Marktveld, as the Woerd site was a @wmilsettlement by the time the harbour

had been extended.

5. MATILO — (Leiden Roomburg)

Excavations in the Roomburger/Meerburgerpolder &a&st of Leiden in the 1930s
suggested a Roman fort at the site. Initial indiocest were followed up by geophysical
investigations in the late 1960s that discoverdlbaman fort of 82m x 100m, although in a
slightly different location than that presumed bglterda in the 19368 The fort, known
on the basis of its defensive ditches, numeroushptes, Roman masonry, architectural

fragments and several bronze statuettes, is situatethe southern bank of the Oude Rijn

1008\,an Dierendonck (1997), pp. 548-553.

1999 4e Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48; van Giffen (1)9P. 88.

1019 onen (2000), p. 409.

1011yan der Kley (1970), p. 24; van der Klacfually: van der Kley] (1964), p. 96.
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south east of the point where tftsssa Corbulonigvould have met the Rhine in the Roman
period. On the basis of the Peutinger Table thisbeen identified as ancievitilo'**2

As the fort is located at the northern terminughef fossa Corbulonisan artificial
canal linking the Rhine and Meuse rivers, it isalguassumed that it was built around the
time of construction of this artificial waterwaydated to AD 47 on the basis of historical

source®®

While the fact that the fort appears to be oatad towards the canal rather than
the Rhine underlines its connection to tfessa Corbulonis it does not necessitate
construction at the same time as the caHalAD 47 can therefore be taken afeaninus post
quem rather than germinus ad querfor construction of the fort at Matilo. #q of AD 47 is
supported by small finds as well as the coin sghet of which provide a date range of AD
50-2603°*°. The main period of occupation seems to have bred¢ne 2° half of the second
century, as fineware pottery (mainly Gaulisigillata from Trier and Rheinzabern) clearly
peaks in this peridd'®

Three building inscriptions from the fort indicatebuilding under Trajan bgoH |
LVCENSIVM PIA FIDELIS in 103/110 as well as under Septimius Severuscby xv
VOLVNTARIORVM CIVIVM ROMANORVM PIA FIDELIS in 196/198 and aNVMERVS
EXPLORATORVM BATAVORVM in 205" Further units are attested on stamped tiles fitzen
site: these includeLEG xxX, LEG | MINERVIA ANTONINIANA and cGpF stamp$™®
Unfortunately, the precise numberafassis GERMANICAStamped tiles is unclear, with some
scholars referring to a singlecPF stamped til€*® and others mentioning ‘several’

§020

example While the precise history of the occupationMétilo remains unclear it is

012 TabPeut 11.2; see also Bogaers & Riiger (19744p.

1013 Bogaers (1974), p. 71; van der Klatfually. van der Kley] (1964), p. 95.

1014 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 93.

1915 For small finds see Bechert & Willems (1995), B; 8 discussion of the coin series can be fourBbigaers
& Riger (1974), p. 44.

1018\an der Klei fctually: van der Kley] (1964), p. 100.

1017 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 93; Bogaers & RuUgEd{4), p. 44.

1018\an der Klei fctually: van der Kley] (1964), p. 99.

1019 Beunder (1987). pp. 207&210; Bogaers (1974), p. 71

1020Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 93; de Poorter & Glag¢1989), p. 48.
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evident, therefore, that units other than thiesssis GERMANICA also supplied building
materials to the site and may, in the case of themgraphically attested, have been

garrisoned hef&%:

6. NIGRUM PULLUM (Zwammerdam)

Zwammerdam is located at the confluence of thesileije and the Rhine. As such,
the Roman fort oNigrum Pullumcontrolled an important access route into the spsgof
Free Germany. The site has been excavated almaogplely from 1968-71, identifying
three separate phases of development: two in eadhtimber measuring c. 1ha and a stone
phase of about 1.2H42 The earliest fort at the site dates to AD 4736éxy little remains of
this phase apart from a substantial destructioaerlagsociated with the Batavian revolt of AD
69'°% The initial date of AD 47 is suggested on theidas the restructuring of the Rhine
armies under Corbulo, but cannot be proven on #Hwmshof archaeological evidence. The
second fort at Zwammerdam dates to AD 80 — 175 medsured about 11f&* It was
protected by a defensive double ditch and a 3.5de warth and timber ramp&ft. The third
period of the fort atNigrum Pullumwas built in stone and is believed to have been
constructed around or after AD 175, but there ispnecisely datable evidence for this.
Military occupation of the site ended with a purgias destruction around AD 27%5°

While the history of the garrison Aligrum Pullumis not known, a fragmented tile
found at the site has frequently been interpretedh acpF stamped fleet tif#%’. While it

appears likely that this identification is accurdtee stamp cannot definitely be identified as

102l gogaers & Riiger (1974), p. 44. As such it is wiijkhat the site ever served as a permanent liake o
CLASSIS GERMANICAas suggested by Bechert (1982), p. 70.

1022 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 91.

1023 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 91.

1024 de Weerd (1977), p. 187.

1922Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 91.

1026 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 91: The date for domstion of the stone phase is frequently assodiatith
the restructuring of the Rhine fortifications und@®dius Julianus, although this is purely specutatind based
on his rebuilding of the nearby fortifications aaMegem.

1927 Beunder (1987), p. 207; Beunder (1986), p. 35ipes/a detailed argument as to why this tile hanbe
associated with theLASSIS GERMANICA See also de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48; K¢g600), p. 410.
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reading CGPF. In any case, a single stamped tiiehaadly be taken as conclusive evidence
for an extended presence of thssIS GERMANICA

Substantial artificial works reinforced the rivark to the north of the fort. It appears
that they formed an artificial quay to facilitateetlanding and loading/unloading of ships,
constructed in the Flavian period. It was relocateide in the course of thd%century owing
to alterations in the river's courSé€® Six ships were found situated along this rivezsidiay
in the early 1970§** three of these were logboats while three wergel&oman transport
vessels of thérahmtype €ig. 4.5. A steering oar was found in association withseH&®
The vessels were excavated from 1972 to 187 Detailed study of the remains showed that
the Zwammerdam vessels were of a type that haewt encountered before. Their method
of construction aroused particular interest asvitgsels are of a shell first construction with
inserted ribs, whilst employing a variant of thedbtradition of clinker construction — a
particular shipbuilding technique that had not beecountered before in Roman vessels from
the north-western Provinc8%’. As the Zwammerdam barges are preserved to thdir f
lengths, they are unique finds and important casdies for any typology of Roman ship
building, clearly showing a combination of local darMediterranean ship-building
technique¥*® The nearest comparable example of such a shifibgitechnique is found in
the vessel from Ljubljana which seems to belontheosame line of ‘shipbuilding technique
evolution®®** Parallels can also be found in some construdtiasgects of the vessels from

Lake Nemi in Italy®*®

1028 4e Weerd (1988), p. 188.

1929 de Weerd (1988), p. 35.

1030Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 91; de Weerd (1988)35.

1031 de Weerd (1977), p. 188.

1032 de Weerd (1994), p. 43; de Weerd (1977), p. 188.

1033 4e Weerd (1988), p. 35.

19320n the Ljubljana vessel see p. 69 above; seedalsteerd (1988), p. 43.
1035 Hackmann (1988a).
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The Zwammerdam vessels have been associated atith A%early 3¢ century
contexts from the foft*®. They may, therefore, have been bringing buildimagerial for the
late 2 century stone phase of the f8#. This theory is supported by some of the wood used
in the vessels being the silver Abies Alba Mill This tree is not native to the Netherlands,
but frequently found in central and southern Geyh&f As the army ofermania Inferior
was involved in quarrying stones here, it is pdssibat the Zwammerdam vessels may have
been built in central Germany for the purpose ahsporting quarried stone fdigrum
Pullum Such a thesis must, however, remain hypothetical.

While Nigrum Pullumhas frequently been identified as a fleet bass thesis must be
revised®®®. There is an artificial landing quay, as well asial Roman vessels, but nothing to
indicate that either served a military purpose.ebd all evidence for naval activity at

Zwammerdam can be explained as part of the supalynof or building activity at the fort.

7. ? LAUR(I)UM (Woerden)

The modern town of Woerden has been associatédRatanLaurium on the basis
of distances in theTabula Peutingerian®’® A number of tiles stamped bgoH xv
VOLVNTARIORVM have been discovered at this site — both as surfexds and during
excavations. While this unit is known to have bé&ased inGermania Inferiorfrom the
Flavian period onwards — which would provide a tougte for the occupation bhurium—
it is not clear when or how long the unit was base@oerdetf*’. An altar discovered during
rescue excavations in 1988 indicates that undeomintis PiuSCOHORS Il BREVCORVM

garrisonedLauriunt®®? Again, it is unclear whether this was a temporarypermanent

1036 de Weerd (1988), p. 35.

1937 de Weerd (1977), p. 196.

1938 4e Weerd (1977), p. 196.

1039 Reddé (1986), p. 295; Viereck (1996), p. 254.
1099 Tap.Peut Il.

1041 Haalebos (1986), p. 169.

1042Bpgaers (1994), p. 153.
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occupation. The fort ofLaurium itself has never been excavadf¥d Ongoing rescue
excavations throughout the modern settlement, hewetiave provided so sound an
understanding of the site’s topography in the Ropennd that both location and topographic
situation of the fort may be deduced with someaiety™***

Excavations at Woerden from 1975-1982 identifiedsabstantially reinforced
riverbank which was evidently used as a quay tomsb@s. This structure developed in six
phase®* the earliest period of harbour works dates to rid 1™ century and can be
identified on the basis of finds associated wiubstantial destruction lay&#’. Around AD
80 an advanced river harbour was constructed. Ehiknown on the basis of 10m of
excavated river bank. Along this, a brushwood arible setting was placed in front of the
actual riverbank to form an artificial quay. Theagiutself was fixed to the natural river bank
by means of several large wooden beams, connextewssheads driven into the riverbed at
an acute angle to provide stability. In terms afsteuction, this late®icentury quay therefore
resembles that excavated at Xanten in the 8308 his method of quayside construction,
however, appears to have been structurally unsoasidi was found in a collapsed state.
Subsequent phases of the riverbank were thereifoi@ited and consisted solely of rows of
beams driven into the river bed to reinforce itairel bank®*

Aside from harbour-works, rescue excavations atkfen have so far discovered
seven Roman cargo ships of the Prahm type, whielofaa type similar to those discovered at

Zwammerdart?*® (Fig. 4.6. While new vessels continue to be discovereddicating that

1043 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 87.

1944 Haalebos (1986), p. 169.

1945 Haalebos et al. (1996), p. 475; Haalebos (1986)68; Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 87.

1046 ysually assumed to be connected to the Bataviaitref AD 69. See also Haalebos (1986), p. 169.

1947 ynfortunately there is no way of identifying whie actual river-face of the quay looked like, ks ties
outside the area that has been excavated. Foagedediscussion of this phase of the harbour sesdthos
(1986), p. 169.

1948 Haalebos (1986), pp. 169&170.

1049 Bockius (1996); Haalebos (1986), p. 171; NAVISBHB5, 86, 98 (see http://www2.rgzm.de/Navis/home/
frames.htr). The 7' vessel was discovered in 2003 and is currenthergaing conservation and restoration at
theMuseum fiir Antike Schiffahit Mainz, preliminary publication pamphlet “WoergdRomeinen, het fort en
een schip” published by de Hingh and Hazenber@0#82at Leiden (ISBN 9080853410).
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there must have been a significant amount of nagality — there is no evident military
connection®® As such, it appears that the Woerden ships anabbhamay have served a

merchant or supply role, which need not have beditang.

8. (Vleuten de Meern)

The village of Vleuten de Meern is situated betw&éoerden and Utrecht and has
produced Roman finds since the™éentury®®®. Little is known about the site apart from
small finds. The actual fort has recently been tleddy geophysical surveys and localized
sounding&®®2 While small finds from the site are not suffidietv date the fort, some
indication is given by a tile stamped by th®HORS | CLASSICA PIA FIDELIS DOMITIANA which
is particularly interesting as Vleuten de Meernthe only site to have produced any
archaeological evidence for this unit. T&®HORS | CLASSICAS known to have formed part of
the army ofGermania Inferiorfrom AD 89 to 96 on the basis of a military diploftd As
Vleuten de Meern is the only site with any evidefaethis unit, it seems likely that it was
based here. There is no reason, however, to liskuthit with theCLASSIS GERMANICA as the

diploma in question treats it as an independerttagparate from the German fleet.

9. TRAIECTUM (Utrecht)

Excavations at Utrecht have uncovered two extensos, as well as an auxiliary fort
that has been identified as anci@naiectum®? The fort and settlements are located on the
south bank of the Rhine, although the course ofriver in the Roman period cannot be

reconstructed preciseéfi>. Excavation affraiectumtook place in the 1930s and uncovered

1050 Bechert & Willems (1995), pp. 87&88, the remainsliided significant amounts of grain (Dinkel?),
hazelnuts and weeds — these indicated that the caigjnated from south of Gent.

1051 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 85.

1952 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 86.

1053Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 86.

1954 0zinga & de Weerd in Ozinga (1989), 37-63; BecBewillems (1995), p. 85.

1955 0zinga (1989), p. 165.
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about 5% of the Roman fort, showing that the faswestablished around AD 47 and had five
separate phas&s® The earliest phase was of earth and timber aactin and measured 150
x 90m (1.17ha). While no end date could be providegeriod I, its successor fort — which
followed the same plan — was probably destroyethduhe Batavian revolt in AD 69. The
fort was rebuilt straight away, again in earth &imber (Phase 111). At some point in th&'2
century the interior layout dfraiectumwas modified significantly (Period 1V). The fortas
rebuilt in stone in the early®century and enlarged slightly to cover an area5sf x 130m
(1.2 ha); it was finally abandoned around AD 275

While only a small proportion of the actual foashbeen excavated, several hundreds
of stamped tiles were found at Utrecht. These ohelgtamps of various units, but none

marked by theLAssIS GERMANICA S

While the early garrison dfraiectumis not known, it
is believed that from 88/89 to around 260 the ¥oas the base afOHORS Il HISPANORVM®®
As Utrecht is the only site i@ermania Inferiorto have produced tiles stamped by a Spanish

cohort, this does, indeed, appear plausible.

10. FECTIO (Vechten)

The Roman fort at Vechten, situated on the soattklof an old Rhine arm known as
the Kromme RIijn is the second richest Roman finat #p Holland — although it has only been
partially excavated® On the basis of th€abula Peutingerianathe site can be identified as
ancientFectio %",

The earliest fort at Vechten was of earth and éimtonstruction. While its date of

construction was subject to historical speculatmma long time, it has been dated to AD 4/5

1056 Ozinga (1989), pp. 162&164; Bechert & Willems (59%. 85.

1957 0zinga (1989), pp. 166&172; Bechert & Willems (53%. 85.

1058 vjiereck (1996), p. 255 nonetheless identifiessite as a permanent base of thassiS GERMANICA

1959 There is some confusion as to whibH Il HISPANORVMthis actually is. While Bechert & Willems (1995),
p. 85 argue that it wasOH Il HISPANORVM EQVITATA, Ozinga (1989), p. 167 suggests it must have beeni
HISPANORVM PEDITATA PIA FIDELIS

1990 Tymann (1996), p. 139; Bogaers & Riiger (197452 .Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 81.

1981 Tymann (1996), p. 139 TabPeut Il refers to alsjtéhe name ofletione this has, however, been identified
as a spelling mistake. See also Bechert & Willeh®99), p. 81.
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on the basis of numismatic evidence as well astiliederra sigillata in the 199052
Excavations have identified thrémrrea as well as several ‘unidentified’ structures i th
interior of the fort®®*. This was long believed to have been one of tisedéor the Augustan
occupation. This theory maintained that the area avdortified rectangle open to the river
that encompassed an area of around 4.5ha and w@eted by a 4.5m wide V-shaped ditch
and an earth and timber rampai#t It has been shown, however, that this is not mteuand
current scholarship is more guarded, stating thatstze of the earliest military installation at
Vechten is not knowii®>

The end of this first period dfectiois indicated by a substantial destruction layer
which is associated with the AD 69 Batavian re\6it After the conflict, the terrain was
artificially raised by 2m and the fort rebuilt atpman irregular rectangle of 150 x 180m (ca
2.6haf®". This second period was also built in earth amibér — a stone phase did not follow
until the later half of the™ century. In this phase the plan of period 2 waaimed, but the
site was fortified by a stone wall and a 9.4m wititkeh'°®®. The fort remained in operation
until at least 274/5, indicated by a coin of Tetsd"%®°

As historical interest in Vechten goes back agfathe 1% century, a large number of
unstratified finds are known from the site. Thesglude Roman military equipment, a lot of
which is in private collections. Of particular nasea large collection of helmets that includes
nine cavalry face helmets, as well as fragmenttiarke armour. These finds, which are

indicative of a mounted garrisonfectig, all date to the late"?/early 3¢ century®”

1920 the earlier date see Kalee (1969/70), p. 34hirevised date see Bechert & Willems (199581p.
Wynia & Polak (1991), p. 143.

1063 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 83.

1964 Bogaers & Riiger (1974), p. 62; de Weerd (2003).96.

1985 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 83.

1086 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 82.

1987 \Wynia & Polak (1991), p. 145; Bogaers & Riiger @9p. 62.

1988 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 82; Bogaers & RugEd74), p. 62.

1989 Tymann (1996), p. 150. It should be noted thatthies series is unbroken from the very earliesibpeof
Fectiountil the final Tetricus | coin, indicating contiaus occupation of the site.

1070 K alee(1989), pp. 193, 196 — 208, 217 — 219.
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A cavalry garrison seems corroborated by numestasiped tiles of mounted units
found at Vechte”~. While the pre-Flavian garrison remains uncleberé are numerous
stamps OfCOHORS Il BRITTANIORVM MILLIARIA EQVITATA, COHORS | FLAVIA HISPANORVM
EQVITATA and ALA | THRACVM %2 Amongst the stamped tiles froRectio, only one has a
ceprstamp®’

There is, however, some indicator of naval agtigit Vechten as there is evidence for
a fortified river bank which indicates some formhafrbout®’*. Rows of wooden posts have
been found along a 500m stretch of the Kromme Rirch appears to have been used as a
landing area for ships or a quay. The structure been dated to the Tiberian period, but
appears to have suffered the same destructioneafotf®”>. A landing area was evidently
required for the fort, however, as the riversidaygwas rebuilt soon after the conflict and
remained in operation throughout at least tflecantury as is indicated by associated fine
ware find$"®

In 1893, a Roman ship was found at VecHt&n(Fig. 4.7. Due to the date of its
discovery, research on this vessel is limited by blatively poor state of documentation.
There is no concrete evidence for a date of theseleShe method of its construction,
however, suggests that the vessel may have bemmsport vessel. As it rests solely on the
interpretation of old photographs, however, thiniification must remain hypotheti¢?®. A

strong naval tradition is furthermore indicated yottery dish with a graffito of a Roman

071 Bogaers & Riiger (1974), p. 62.

1972\\lynia & Polak (1991), p. 146. As theA | THRACUM is known to have been based in Britain until AD 124
it seems likely that the two mounted cohorts wexsed at Vechten before this date. Current Dutcblac$hip
believes that the Thracian ala garrisofedtiofrom AD 124 onwards. See also Kalee (1989), pp.ZB8%
1973 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48.

1074 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 83; Bogaers & RugEd74), p. 62.

107> Kalee (1969/70), p. 34.

1076 Kalee (1969/70), p. 48.

1077 \Wynia & Polak (1991), p. 145; Bechert & Willem$9@5), p. 82.

1078 \Wynia & Polak (1991), p. 145.
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warship dating to the"2 quarter of the 3 century AD, the earliest period of occupation at
Vechtert®”®

The epigraphic record also reflects naval actiatyrectio, as an altar dedicated to
local deities was set up yautae qui Fectione consistdfi. It is not clear whether these
sailors were military or civilian — although théeing mentioned in conjunction with the
citizens of Tongres may suggest the latter. NaeaVigy is furthermore attested by an altar
set up by arierarchus®®" In view of his praenomen and gentilium this moeamseems to
date to the first century, but this thesis candreative at be&t®? A further inscription from
Vechten is dedicated to Oceanus, Neptune and Rh#wss further underlining the nautical
consciousness that was evidently present at #8%it

The different indications of naval activity &ectio have led to the site’'s being
identified as a base of th®ASSIS GERMANICAIN various studi€§®® Aside from the single
stamped tile, however, none of the evidence relitabe German fleet directly. While the
trierarchusis likely to have belonged to tli2 ASSIS GERMANICAaS it was the only naval unit
in the province, this cannot be proven. Theories the site was used as a naval base for the
campaigns of Drusus can be discounted, as ther® iarchaeological evidence for any
activity BC atFectio. As the garrison for the post Flavian period setmsave been formed
by mounted units, the ship and harbour at Vechtag well have to be seen as part of the
fort’s supply chain, rather than as indicators gleamanent base of tli@ ASSIS GERMANICA
It seems plausible that as the fleet supplied mglanaterials for this site, possibly for its
rebuilding in stone, the altar set up by therarchusmay have been set up during one such

supply shipment.

1079 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 82; Wynia & Polak @1, pp. 132 & 145.

1980 L X111, 8815.

1981 CIL XII1, 120864a.

1982\Wynia & Polak (1991), p. 145.

1983\Wynia & Polak (1991), p. 145.

1084 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 24; Tymann (1996)189; Wynia & Polak (1991), p. 145; Bechert (1982),
70.
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11. LEVEFANUM (Wijk bij Duurstede)

Wijk bij Duurstede was occupied continuously fraine Iron Age to the Carolingian
period®®. The Roman period of the settlement, known askDeden’, was excavated from
1977-86 and dates to thé' and 29 century AD®® While the majority of ceramic data
indicate that the site had a rural and native attarathere are a considerable number of
amphorae at the site. These date from AD 50 to2P50aAnd clearly show a direct Roman
influencé®’. A large number of Roman brooches from the ‘deddat site furthermore
underline that there must have been a direct Ranflarence on the native settlem&fit

This influence is believed to stem from an auxylitort, ancient_evefanumwhich is
thought to have been situated about 2km east ofithélorden’ site near the modern village
of Rijswijk'®®® Sand quarrying in the area produced numeroustamilifinds including
helmets, pottery and building materials, most oficlvhdate to the second centti¥)
Amongst the finds are two tiles stampadmAacoRTandcGPF The first of these is interpreted
as referring ta”oHORS | THRACVM while the second clearly is a fleet ti2. As it is not even
clear whether there actually was a fort at Wijkwkger, there is no reason to identify a

permanent base of tlle ASSIS GERMANICAat the site.

12. FORUM HADRIANI (Den Haag — Voorburg / Arentsburg)
Modern Rijswijk, Arentsburg, Voorburg and Monstee all located between modern
Den Haag and Delft — the area of the presumed eafrshe Romarrossa Corbuloni$®

Study of the site is difficult as the modern urbamea around Den Haag offers various

1085 Steenbeek (1983), p. 361.

1086 Hessing & Steenbeek (1990), p. 26; van der W&E87), p. 153.

1987\;an der Werff (1987), p. 153, 154&166.

1988\/an der Roest (1988), p. 142ff.

1989 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 81; van der Werff 819, p. 167.

1099 Beachert & Willems (1995), p. 81.

1991 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48; Beunder (1987210; Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 81; van Es &
Verwers (1980).

1092Bpgaers (1964), p. 51.
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interpretations of which modern location the Rorsae should be identified with — the most
common being Voorburg or Arentsburg, in some césmsed Voorburg — Arentsbufy®

Traditionally, it was believed that Roman Voorbirgad a military character and was
divided into two sections: the southern a harbaurezand the northern a fort. The entire site
was seen as a largeLassis GERMANICA base near the North S8 This view rested
primarily on an argument put forward by Holwerdatba basis of tiles stamped by the fleet,
but has been reappraised sifite More than 20cGpPF stamped tiles were found in
Voorburd®® While this seems a large number compared toeatminder of findspots, they
are only a small fraction of the 218 stamped titaend at Voorburg. The majority of these
(162) are stampetx GERM INFand have no direct connection to the &%t It seems clear,
therefore, that theLASSIS GERMANICA can only have acted as one of many suppliers of
building material for the Roman site at Voorbufgide from stamped tiles and an earth and
timber fortification with ditch, there is no indica of a military occupation at Voorburg other
than two altars set up by a centurion of LEG | MRMA'®®. As such, there is little evidence
to suggest a permanent military presence, let adifeet base, at Voorburg.

The theory that Roman Voorburg developed intovdian site is supported by the fact
that it produced the biggest monumental civic iipsiom in all of Germania Inferiot®®
Small finds indicate that the site was not occufiefbre AD 70, but was settled continuously
until AD 260/73*®. There are four separate periods of occupatiotinglédo AD 70-85, 85-
121, 121-end of ¥ century and late™ century — 260/78°% In view of the fact that there

was a distinct change in the settlement around 2D, the site has been identifiedFEum

1093 gjijtendorp (1988), p. 107.

1094 Starr (1993), p. 147; Bocking (1987), p. 102; Bergg(1971), p. 130.

109 Holwerda (1923); see also Bechert & Willems (19956)23; Starr (1993), p. 148; Reddé (1986), p; 293
disproving this theory: Bogaers (1972); Bogaers(19p. 131.

109% Konen (2000), p. 409 identifies 22, whereas BogéE972), pp. 320&321 refers to only 21 examples S
also Bogaers (1971), p. 131; de Poorter & Clae989), p. 48; Beunder (1987), p. 210.

1997 Bogaers (1971), p. 131.

%8 cIL X111, 1337; CIL XIII, 8809.

1099Bpgaers (1971), p. 138; Buijtendorp (1987); Bog4&072), p. 323.

H00Bggaers (1972), p. 325.

101 gyjijtendorp (1988), pp. 107 — 111.
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Hadriani, the maincivitas of the CananefatesS®: This civitas is known to have been

established under Hadrian in 120/21 and receivedicipal status under Antoninus Pius or
Marcus Aureliu§™® It is furthermore mentioned in thabula Peutingerianavhich provides

a location roughly matching the situation of mod&tmorburg'®® As the Roman site at

Voorburg was aivitasand therefore primarily civilian in nature, it must¢ assumed that the

cGPFstamped tiles were part of a general supply ofdng materials, as suggested above.

13. ? (Loosduinen — Ockenburg / Monster — Het Gegs}

The coastal findspots of Loosduinen — Ockenburg Miotster — Het Geestje have
been identified as fleet stations on the basis®#kF stamped tiles found during rescue
excavation§® The Loosduinen Ockenburg find is only a fragmefta tile that was
discovered during 1962 rescue excavafibfisThree CGPF stamped tiles in three different
styles are known from Monstéf”. While this appears to indicate an ongoing supgly
CLASSIS GERMANICA tiles, all three are surface finds without any Hert archaeological
context. As such, they can only be used to supgp@tgeneral theory that theLassis
GERMANICA was able to exert control over the Dutch coastehgrbut do not identify any

actual bases of the German fleet.

14. ? (Goedereede / Oostdijkerpolder)
Goedereede was initially identified as a Roman isitthe 17" century*®® In 1618, a
local historian recorded what he described asd¢h®ins of a Roman castle, stretching along

the waterline. While any structural remains haveesibeen eroded by the North Sea, Roman

102Bggaers (1964), p. 46.

103Bggaers (1972), pp. 128&318.

1104 Bogaers (1972), p. 318; TabPeut. I1.

1095 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48; Bogaers (1964),3.

108 Bogaers (1974), p. 77; Bogaers (1963), p. 1; Eeekonen (2000), p. 409 for further discussion.

107 Konen (2000), p. 409.

18 study of the site is made difficult in so far aisifrequently identified as “Goeree”, rather tHaoedereede
in literature. The two sites are, in actual facte @and the same. See also Trimpe Burger (197385.Konen
(2000), p. 408.
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coins and pottery are regularly found at Goederg€teOn the basis of these finds an
extensive survey was launched at the site in 196848 identified traces of a substantial
civic settlement ‘along a canalized navigation ejuas well as significant amounts of Roman
pottery that provided a date range from AD 75 @ ¥ century*'® It was also shown that
Goedereede was the only site in Holland where dahaeposits were systematically ‘mined’
in the Roman peridd™:

Three stamped tiles were discovered during theesuin the late 1950s. One is
stampedNT cAassiand unlikely to be a military stamp at all. One repde bears a retrograde

EXGERINFstamp, and the final tile is usually identifiedaascpPrstamped til&"?

15. ? (Walcheren Noordstrand/Domburg)

As early as 1647, archaeological monuments haee bbserved on the northern coast
of the island of Walcheren. The majority of findsdastructural remains are Carolingian and
date to the 7 and & century AD™*3 A Roman sanctuary to the goddé&shalenniais now
located offshore. Dredging and nets have broughmope than 200 inscriptions as well as
significant amounts of building material. The saacy on the ‘Coljinsplaat’ must, therefore
have been substanti&li® Stylistically, the altars and dedicatory monursecen be dated to
AD 190-240. Numismatic evidence in the form of agd finds, however, shows that the site
saw Roman activity from AD 80-2¥3°. The earliest Roman find from the Coljinsplaatzare

is a Dragendorff 29 sherd from Koudekéerké

109 Trimpe Burger (1973), p. 141; Trimpe Burger (1830/ p. 202.

110 Trimpe Burger (1960/61), p. 202.

M1 Trimpe Burger (1960/61), p. 202.

112 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48; Trimpe Burd&x7@3), pp. 136&141; the CGPF stamped tile is
fragmented, as such its identification is by no nsegertain.

113 Jankuhn (1996), pp. 137, 143&144.

M4 stuart & Bogaers (2001), p. 14; van Heeringen 6)98. 260; Trimpe Burger (1960/61), p. 195.
113 jankuhn (1996), p. 137.

118 Trimpe Burger (1973), p. 135.
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The various epigraphic monuments dredged up onntitth shore of Walcheren
frequently attest naval personnel in the formnafitaeor actores naviurft'’. All of these,
however, clearly belong to a merchant context aadehno connection to theLAssIs
GERMANICA. While the inscriptions indicate that the sancguan the Coljinsplaat was an
important naval centre there is no evidence forraitigary presencé*®

A number of tiles stamped by the German fleet H@en found at Domburg, although
their precise number is not clear: some studiestiiyesix stamped tiles, others only two’
There may even be mowrsPFstamped tiles from Walcheren, but their exact nundrel
findspots are even less cl&&f. While some archaeological evidence from the lah
Walcheren does indicate direct influence of theassis GERMANICA this is insufficient to

suggest a prolonged fleet presence.

16. ? (Oostvoorne)

Work on a levee near Oostvorne in the 1970s uneoveignificant amounts of
Roman pottery and tité*. Some of these included military stamped tiles)uding one of
the German fleét?> An account from 1752 furthermore identifies aifmation, now eroded
by the sea, as Romaf’. This is supported by Roman building materialtie form of Tufa
blocks that have been reused in medieval buildihgsughout the aré&” The presence of a
possible Roman fort for which no concrete evideraeains and a singlecprstamped tile,
however, can hardly be sufficient to postulateLassis GERMANICA station at Oostvorne,

particularly as several tiles stamped by othersumave also been found at the site.

M7 styart & Bogaers (2001), pp. 36&37.

8 Trimpe Burger (1960/61), p. 201.

19 Trimpe Burger (1973), p. 140 argues for 6 tilem der Feen (1952), p. 151 only identifies 2.
H204e poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48 stating thathirr CGPF stamped tiles were found/aere, which is
located on the NE coast of Walcheren, near Domburg.

H21Bogaers (1974), p. 71.

122 Konen (2000), p. 409; de Poorter & Claeys (19p9%8.

123 Trimpe Burger (1973), p. 141; Bogaers (1974), 1®&71 with further references and discussion.
H24Bogaers (1974), p. 72.
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17. ? (Naaldwijk)

The site of Naaldwik was excavated in the 1930sleunthe direction of J.H.
Holwerda, who identified two separate periods — makcating recent occupation, the other
Roman. The Roman period appears to have consisteb@hases of structures surrounded
by a flat-bottomed ditch, which may have been &fot A number of finds have been
associated with this occupation, including pottand coins as well as military equipment
such as a sword, chafe and several smaller piatd$€85, rescue excavations at Naaldwijk
Tiendweg discovered a Roman cemetery that has besociated with the settlement at
Naaldwijk. This can be dated to the latéf and early 8 century AD on the basis of
associated pottef{f®

The identification of Naaldwijk as a fleet basepeg@rs to rest solely on orsPF
stamped til&". It must be noted, however, that there is onlyngle cGPFstamp amongst
significantly moreprIMcORsstamp$™?® As such, the evidence supports the theory that th
area known as thlelinium was within the sphere of influence of theassis GERMANICA

but does not indicate where a potential fleet Inaag have been locatgd”

18. ? (Vlaardingen — Aalkeet)

While Vlaardingen is a site renowned mainly far fire-Roman archaeolddy’, the
site is of interest for the Roman period as welteding of the modern harbour has
consistently produced Roman coins and pottétyas well as a CGPF stamped'fifé The

data from Vlaardingen does, therefore, underlinat tihe German fleet appears to have

125 Bogaers (1974), p. 77.

126t et al. (1988), pp. 118&124.

127K onen (2000), p. 409; de Poorter & Claeys (19p948; Bogaers (1974), p. 77.

128 KK onen (2000), p. 409.

129 TheHeliniumincludes Voorburg, Monster and Oostvorne.

1139t is home to the widespread Vlaardingen cultses van Beek (1977); Groenman-van Wateringe & Jansm
(1969), p. 105.

131 Bogaers (1974), p. 76.

132 Konen (2000), p. 409; de Poorter & Claeys (19p9%8.
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operated in the Rhine Delta, but fails to shedlaght on whether there was a permanent base

in this area.

19. (ULPIA) NOVIOMAGUS / BATAVODURUM (Nijmegen)

Nijmegen was the most important centre in the Dyl ofGermania Inferiorand is
one of the best understood sites in this proviticdnitially a military base for the occupation
of Free Germany, the site became an auxiliary fostitas legionary base and finally
municipiunt*®% It has frequently been identified as a base efdinssis GERMANICA but
such theories may need to be revised as the ondlermse for the fleet is a singleGrPF
stamped til&*> The history of the site and relative insignificarof one tile in view of the
remainder of data fronNoviomagusshow that this cannot be taken to imply extended
presence of theLASSIS GERMANICAat Nijmegen.

The earliest military installation at Nijmegen was the Hunerberg, the last
permanently dry elevated position before the waggreéd Rhine delta aréa® A polygonal
double legionary fortress of 42ha was constructe@drth and timber around 12 BC in a
dominant position c. 40m above sea |I&7% Its plan follows the local topography, making it
a typical Augustan occupation fortress. The earnétberg fortress appears to have been
replaced by a new base on the Kops Plateau ardusd1

Three consecutive Roman forts occupied the Kopge®ll from around 10 BC to AD
69/70*. The first of these measured about 3.5ha and s¢erhsve housed a mounted

garrison, indicated by a multitude of cavalry rethtsmall finds such as horse harness

1133Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 65.

134 Haalebos (1999), pp. 382&383.

1135 For Noviomagussee Viereck (1996), p. 255; Starr (1993), p. 14&;stamped tile is published in de Poorter
& Claeys (1989), p. 48.

1136 Haalebos (1999), p. 381.

1137 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 65; Willems (1991),21.0; Haalebos (1999), p. 384. The constructida ia
reached on the basis of finds of Aco beakers amdtiie Sigillata. See Haalebos (1999), p. 383.

138 The actual date of abandonment is not entirelgrelthough the chronological move from the Hueeghio
the Kops Plateau site can be proven archaeologicie van Enckevort & Zee (1996), p. 192 and Bedhe
Willems (1995), p. 66.

13%9yan Enckevort & Zee (1996), p. 192.
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fittings™“°. The fort was extended to 4.5ha around AD 10, hichvtime a monumental
praetoriumand substantial officers’ quarters were constaicEvidence of vexillations from
various legions have given rise to the thesis #tahis time Nijmegen formed one of the
command bases for the occupation of Free Germ#ny¥rom AD 10-20 several auxiliary
forts were established around the Kops Plateautlamchearby Trajanusplein, until at some
point between AD 30 and 50 the lagg@etoriumwas abandoned and one main auxiliary fort
established on the Kops Plateau, which is belieteechave been occupied by anA
BATAVORVM 1**2 While this fort appears to have survived the Biatarevolt of 69/70, it was
purposefully abandoned after the conflict due odteation of a fortress faEG X GEMINA on

the nearby Hunerbely® This Flavian legionary fortress was initially edructed of earth
and timber, but rebuilt in stone around AD 89. Wlohly about a third of the site has been
excavated, it is well understood and appears te naeasured about 16.5ha. The fortress was
occupied until AD 120-130, at which point it wasrposefully abandoned. There are no
traces of any destructior”

Numerous inscriptions and stamped tiles provigedidsis for a detailed understanding
of the fortress’ history. WhileeG 11 ADIVTRIX appears to have constructed the fortress, it was
quickly replaced by EG X GEMINA. The other legions oBermania Inferiorappear to have
provided building materials for the site, as ti#amped by EG v andLEG xv (both based at
Xanten) as well aseG vi and LEG xvI (both based at Neuss) are frequently foursEt x

GEMINA occupied Nijmegen until AD 104, but the fortresp@grs to have continued to be

1140yan Enckevort & Zee (1996), pp. 192&196. As sorhthe cavalry equipment bears graffiti of soldiers

carrying thetria nominait may well be that these horsemen were in faatmted legionaries rather than
auxiliaries.

141 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 66; more recentlysttieory has had a somewhat critical receptionvaee
Enckevort & Zee (1996), pp. 194-197.

142Bechert & Willems (1995), pp. 66&67. The cavalgsaciation rests on the discovery of 7 cavalry le¢m
see van Enckevort & Zee (1996), p. 201.

143yan Enckevort & Zee (1996), p. 202.

144Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 67; Bloemers (2008), 74&75.
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occupied sporadically. There is no evidence forrelomged military presence after AD
1251145.

Aside from the military installation, Nijmegen wakso a major civilian centre of the
province. A centrativitasof the Batavians was established here under Tibebiut destroyed
during the Batavian revdff®® A civilian settlement developed around the legiynfortress
and remained after the military abandonment inet@dy 2 century. In the latter half of the
2" century, it was awarded municipal stati§ The settlement covered an area of roughly
40ha and seems to have peaked in the ftarl early % centuries, as indicated by small
finds'**®. A small number of finds indicate that occupatmontinued into the late Roman
period, although this may be related to & eentury military post at the sité®. While
Nijmegen was a major military centre in th& dentury, it was evidently a legionary and
auxiliary base. With the history of the site wetlderstood, Starr’'s hypothesis oftBassIs

GERMANICA base at the site remains unsubstantiated.

20. VETERA CASTRA (Xanten)

Modern Xanten was the site of tmlonia Ulpia Traiana the second largest city of
Germania Inferior which was founded around AD 100 and existed uh#l 70s of the '3
century™® A number of studies identify Xanten as a bast@tLASSIS GERMANICA a thesis
first put forward by Starr in view of his interpagibn of the Augustan occupatior-

Eighty-six marching camps from the Augustan pehatle been identified in the area

around Xanten (-Birten) in aerial photographs tallaring the 1960s and 70% Together

1145 Bechert & Willems (1995), pp. 68&69. For a detdiltiscussion of the occupation of the Hunerberggost
AD 104 see Brunsting & Steures (1997), p. 323 aedi®s & Brunsting (1995) for extended arguments.
1146 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 67.

1147 Although there are scholars who argue that thig have been as late as the reign of CaracallaaFor
detailed discussion of the arguments see Boga@rj1p. 312.

148 Bogaers (1972), pp. 312-318.

149 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 69.

1150) enz (2001), p. 587; Gerlach (1989), p. 113.

151 starr (1993), pp. 148ff; see also Bocking (1997),02.

152 35collar & Andrikopolou-Strack (1984), p. 381.
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with 927 surface finds of Roman armour and cavaffyipment, two thirds of which date to
the ' century, these show that modern Xanten was an rimpomilitary site in the early

Roman periott>* This is hardly surprising, as the site contrbie tonfluence of the Rhine
and Lippe rivers, both main routes for the Augusiecupation campaigns.

A double legionary fortressvétera ) existed at the site from the Tiberian period
onwards. There was an earlier fortification atgfe, but its history remains uncertain as only
one defensive ditch has so far been identified. Tierian earth and timber fortress was
rebuilt in the Claudian period, when the first nme buildings were built with stone
foundations (e.g. thealetudinariuny**>* Around AD 60, the double legionary fortress was
again rebuilt and now covered 56ha. The outer wail still of earth and timber construction,
but all interior buildings had stone foundatibiid The Neronian fortress was destroyed in the
Batavian revolt of AD 69 and not rebuilt. Insteadnew single legionary fortress (known as
Vetera I) was constructed on a new site nearer the rivarelsyxxil PRIMIGENIA. Vetera Il
appears to have been garrisoned until it was desirby Franks in the®century**®

Various remains of harbour works have been diseavat Xanten. Excavations in
1934/36 and 1974-77 uncovered harbour facilitiem@lan old Rhine arm to the east of the
later colonia This consisted of wooden quays along the riventlige, the earliest of which
have been dated dendrochronologically to the Céaugieriod™’. Further early harbour
works have been discovered to the north of the atg. A harbour definitely existed in this
area by AD 74/75, but may have been establisheddg as 45/46°° It has been suggested
that this harbour installation may have been used ailitary harbour during the Neronian

period, but this suggestion remains hypothe'ttcal

153 precht (1999), p. 213.

154 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 50.

155 precht (1999), p. 213 ; Bechert & Willems (1995)50.

156 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 50; see also httpeltia.afg.hs-anhalt.de/Xanten/

157 precht (1999), p. 218; Leih (1994), p. 60; Bockihg87), p. 102; Precht (1983), p. 29.

158 Bridger (1999), p. 346 basing dates on previousiyublished results of dendrochronological investans.
1159 enz (2001), p. 596.
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Trial drilling in 1990, intended to identify thextent of the port area, led to detailed
investigations. The project discovered a largefiadl harbour basin with a 25m wide
entrance towards the north-west. This led to a 4@de shippable channel which, over a
length of 450m connected the harbour basin with rikier Rhiné*®® Organic deposits
indicated that this harbour was used as a rubhisipdy the late *Lcentury, although it was
kept operational through artificial dredging urglout AD 175, when the basin finally silted
up™*®L The banks of the basin were fortified by threasmf 2.43m long wooden posts,
sharpened and rammed into the ground. The areaebettihe rows of posts was filled with
reed cuttings and brushwood to add stability. Ferrtkooden beams, discovered lying in a
row and sloping down towards the river, probablyresent a slipway®2

While these features, which developed out of ti@yg to the east of the city, seem to
have formed the civilian port of theolonia it is not clear what role the earlier harbour
installations at Xanten played. Features predatiegolonia Ulpia Traianain the area of the
city have frequently been identified as an occupatperiod fleet base or fott® Recent
work, however, established that the early featbeseath theolonia cover an area of more
than 10ha, and that there is no indication of amyiffications or military character. Current
scholarship therefore identifies these structusea aivilian settlement attached to the earlier
military centres which developed in the 30s AD &ad its own trade and supply harbdéit

If the early harbour installations formed partafaval base, this would therefore have
to be connected with the following features: owdsttle area of the lateolonia two V-
shaped ditches, cut into a gravel layer, have rtified in 1993. The area that would have

been enclosed by these ditches was heavy in stagime that indicated high quality iron

1160) aih (1994), p. 60.

161 eih (1994), p. 61.

1162 eih (1994), p. 61.

183 gtarr (1993), p. 148f; Reddé (1986), pp. 296&297.

184 precht (1999), pp. 218-225; see also http:/mefiids-anhalt.de/Xantersections on the early settlement
beneath the later CUT.
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working*'®. Similar layers had been excavated beneath théigmeptre of the city in 1982
and argued to belong to ‘a defended structure a§’$8° South east of this, excavations in
1986 produced another set of V-shaped ditches wdyigear to match those discovered in
1993*%" Bridger believes that these indicate one areaboft 6ha, protected by V-shaped
ditches and open to the river, in which high qualiton working took placE®. His
interpretation of this area as a storage areadddihg materials to be used to establish the
Colonia Ulpia Traianaappears realistic in view of the lack of any raiit finds.

The civilian nature of the later harbour faciltief Xanten appears to be indicated by
two Roman ships found hereids. 4.8, 4.9. The first vessel was discovered in the Roman
harbour of thecoloniain 1991 and survives to a length of 15m. It is #frahm(caudicaria?
type, although of a slightly different constructidghan the Zwammerdam vesséfd
Dendrochronological dates from its timbers indictitat they were felled in AD 95° A
second vessel, discovered in 1993 and dating t??2A® +/-5, belongs to the final period of
the site’s occupation when the artificial harbowsviong out of usé’™ A 30m section of this
vessel remains and shows that this, too, was agoavessel of therahmtype™’2

As such, the only direct evidence for thiessis GERMANICAfrom Xanten are 3 CGPF
stamped tiles and one bearing a CG stamp, whibklisved to be an obscure form used by
the German fleét’® Any thesis of these being evidence for a proldngeesence of the
CLASSIS GERMANICA however,is made difficult by their context. As the only ohtfe fleet

stamps were discovered just west of thedo maximusn the centre of the civilianolonia

1> Bridger (1999), pp. 341&343.

1166 Bridger (1999), p. 244.

1167 Bridger (1999), p. 344, for a location of thedesisee plan Bridger (1999), p. 345 (Fig. 4).

1168 Bridger (1999), p. 346.

1189 B5cking (1996), pp. 211&213; Berkel & Obladen-Kau@1992); see also
http://www?2.rgzm.de/Navis/home/frames.ht8hip No. 124.

170Bg5cking (1996), p. 212.

171 Bycking (1996), pp. 214&215.

1172 A5 the section discovered lacks any indicationa bbwor stern section, the original ship must have ksten
least35m in length.. See Bocking (1996), p. 214; Ohtaauder (1994), p. 58; also
http://www?2.rgzm.de/Navis/home/frames.ht8hip No. 123.

173 For the CGPF stamps see Konen (2000), p. 410pded? & Claeys (1989), p. 48; Gerlach (1989),20:1
Ruger (1968), p. 114; on ti@&G stamp see Bocking (1987), p. 102
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they can only have belonged to a batch of buildirajerials'™ This would make sense, as
an inscription from Bonn shows that tloeASSIS GERMANICA was engaged in providing
building materials foColonia Ulpia Traiana'">. As the fleet quarried stone for the building
of the forum at Xanten, however, it does not seem unreasornalpeopose that it provided

building materials in the form of tiles and bricks well.

21. ALISO? (Haltern)

The modern town of Haltern is situated 52 km ezdsthe Rhine on the northern
elevated bank of the Lippe river. Archaeologicale@ch has been carried out at the site since
1899, making it one of the most studied Roman anifisites in Germarty’®. As several large
scale military installations have been discoveredHaltern, the site has traditionally been
identified with the Roman occupation badeso known from Velleius Paterculus and Cassius
Dio'*"”. More recent research, however, has highlightegrsé discrepancies between the
literary accounts and archaeological evidence,ngplthis identification into questidh®
Haltern is nonetheless still seen as the admitiigtraentre for the entire Lippe area during
the Augustan occupation — particularly so as theuptlager’ has significantly more officers’
buildings than would be found in a traditional lewary fortress of the timi&®. This, as well
as the identification of a possible ship-landingaarhas given rise to Starr's thesis that

Haltern was also a fleet base responsible foraalahactivity on the Lippe® (Fig. 4.10).

174 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 50; Gerlach (1989)1p3.

1175 gee discussion of Bonn below, pp. 192-193.

1176 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 54; Kithlborn (199pp. 82ff.; von Schnurbein (1977), p. 169.

17 Traditionally five forts were identified at Halterthe ‘Feldlager’, an early temporary fort, theaiptlager’
on the Silverberg, the Wiegel area, initially idéad as a ship landing area, the ‘Hofestatt’ fobslieved to be
a naval camp (see below) and the fort on the Amgglvehich is little understood. Recently, a furtpetygonal
fort of about 20ha has been discovered to the NBeofHauptlager’. The only features that coulddigovered,
however, were defensive ditches, leading to itsrprietation as a temporary or marching camp. See vo
Schnurbein (2002), p. 529 on this new feature amchBrt & Willems (1995), pp. 54ff. and Kihlborn €8, pp.
82ff.; Kraft (1955/56), p. 7 for general discussi@f the forts at Haltern.

178 Glusing (2000), p. 120; von Schnurbein (1981), #997; Kraft (1955/56).

179 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 57.

180 gtarr (1993), p. 142.
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The earliest military installation at Haltern wae ‘Feldlager’ which measured 34.5ha
and seems to have been a temporary base. No mberildings are known, making dating
difficult. It is evident that the fort was supersédby the ‘Hauptlager’, as this occupies the
same sit€®.. The ‘Hauptlager’, which measures 19ha, was dsted between 7/5 BC or
around the birth of Chri§®2 The layout of this fortress differs from that @ftraditional
legionary fortress: the irregular arrangement aaohlver of barracks have given rise to the
interpretation that both legionary and auxiliarytsinvere based her&® Although the end of
Roman occupation at the site has traditionally beeen as AD 9 in line with thelades
Varianaand general abandonment of forts east of the RBomae data suggests that Roman
occupation of Haltern may have continued until AB'¥*. While there is some disagreement
regarding this end, it is clear that it was noteystically cleared but hastily abandohéd

The Roman remains ‘am Wiegel' have traditionalgeb identified as harbour of the
‘Hauptlager’ on the basis of significant amountsaofphorae and grain, as well as a building
interpreted as a ship-shed. Recent reappraisalseotvidence have shown, however, that
there is no evidence for this interpretation. Thastiikely identification of the remains is as a
riverside storage area for supplies, but any ceriaerpretations are made impossible as
major parts of the site have been eroded by tree'tf’.

The Roman features in the ‘Hofestatt’ area arpasficular interest to this study, as
they have traditionally been identified as the rm®maof four consecutive ‘fortified

harbours**®”. In a direct comparison to the harbour at Vel$éorel has shown that the site is

181 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 57.

182 There is some disagreement in current scholarSigip.von Schnurbein (1981), p. 44; Bechert & Wilem
(1995), p. 57.

183y0n Schnurbein (1981), p. 53; for a detailed dismn see pp. 45-52.

184 For the traditional AD 9 date, apparently suppbiig numismatic material, see Bechert & Willems9@g
p. 57; Cassius Dio report in Zonaras, see von Stlemu (1981), pp. 40&42. AD 16 has been proposetemo
recently by Gliising (2000), p. 120.

1185\0n Schnurbein (1981), p. 40.

186 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 55; Kiihlborn (19988; Morel (1991), p. 162.

187 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 55.
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likely to have, indeed, served as some form of haagsé'® This identification — like Velsen
— rests primarily on the apparent discovery of sdhpds. These were first identified by
Kriger in 1904, but their interpretation as shipdd was only accepted following Morel's
comparison with Mediterranean sites in the 148ts

The ‘Hofestatt’ site has four phases and falldimithe general Haltern date range of
7/5 BC - AD 9. The extent of the fortificationsthe site is not known as the ancient course of
the river Lippe is not known precisély’. The earliest period had a triangular plan, sintida
the fortifications found at Velsét. In the second phase the fortifications took arapezoid
plan and enclosed c. 160m of the river bank. AdtFartification was begun on a larger scale,
but then modified into a small triangular enclospretecting 106m of the river bank. The
final period saw a significant extension of per®dnd enclosed 185 metres of the river bank.
The interior structures interpreted as ship-shedisny to this latest phase?

The ship-sheds take the form of hall-like struesuwith ditches forming a ‘fish bone’
layout, i.e. a central ditch with other intersegtih crosswise at regular intervals, which are
situated 27-28 m away from the proposed ancierk béthe river Lippé™® (Fig. 4.11). While
Morel's identification — as at Velsen — rests omgarisons with ship-sheds from the
Mediterranean, this is not without problem as hengares not only ship-sheds for
Mediterranean vessels with structures in the naeltern provinces, but also evidence from
civilian and military contexfs®® As it is unlikely that full size Mediterranearylst vessels
would have operated on a relatively small riverhsas the Lippe, comparable sizes of these

halls can furthermore not be taken as proof they there used as ship-sheds.

1188 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 55; Morel (1991),161; Morel (1987), p. 221. See also discussionaifgh,
pp. 144-150 above.

189 Hckmann (1998c), p. 325; Morel (1991), p. 161.

19 \orel (1987), p. 222.

191 5ee pp. 144-150 above.

192 Morel (1991), pp. 161&222.

193 Morel (1987), pp. 227&228.

194 Morel (1987), p. 236.
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Morel also compares the structures at Haltern-stafe to the alleged ship-sheds at
Novaé'®® As the discussion of this site has shown, howetrer interpretation of alleged
harbour-works at the fortress @EG | ITALICA is by no means definite. While Morel’s
argument is therefore not without problems, it iffiadilt to propose a more plausible
interpretation for the fish bone alignment of déstother than as ‘slipways’ for vess&i8

Unfortunately, any remains of quays or jetties| wéve been eroded by the river
Lippe'*®’. As such the identification of the ‘Hofestatt’ raims as a naval installation rests on
the hypothesis of ship-sheds at the site. Whiladdalmust therefore be seen as a possible
naval base, it could only have operated as sudhthetend of the site in AD 9 or 16 at the
very latest. As there is no evidence foTlaSSIS GERMANICApresence at the site, or indeed
for its existence in the first decade AD, it isfidililt to identify Haltern as a fleet base.

The site ofAnreppen near Haltern has also been put forward as a flase on
logistical ground5'®® As there is no evidence for this and the entirgumentation
necessitates a fleet base at Haltern, howeversaety thesis must be subject to the discovery

of more concrete evidence for a fleet base at Halte

22. ? (Rumst Molenveld)
Starr identifies Rumst as a fleet base and arduagsits location in central Belgium
denotes the ‘fiscal duties’ of thrAssIs GERMANICA™. The only evidence from the Roman

period found at Rumst, however, is a single tillwvaccprFstamp that was discovered during

1195 Morel (1987), p. 229, referring to unpublishedpstipways of up to 80m and 40m length respectivehe
longer is apparently made from V-shaped woodensbesms of 3m length, narrowing to 1m, the shoster i
constructed in the same fashion, but made fromest8ae also Morel (1987), p. 226 with further refiees.
1% gee also Rankov (2008).

197 Morel (1987), p. 221.

19 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 60; Morel (1991), (A64&165.

199 gtarr (1993), p. 148; Study of this site is comguiéed by the fact that Starr misspells it as Ruragst error
maintained throughout various other publicationg.(&onen [2000], p. 409; Bocking [1987], p. 102).
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rescue excavations in the MolenV8fl As this cannot be associated with any Roman

structure or site, however, it seems likely thatas moved here in the post-Roman period.

23. ? (Rijmenam)

The argument for &@LASSIS GERMANICA presence in central Belgium appears to be
supported by 4 further CGPF stamped tiles whichevieund at nearby Rijmendf*. While
two sites producing tiles stamped by the Germaet fie such a small area provide some
grounds for such speculation, the notion that fosrrstamped tiles were found at Rijmenam
does not withstand critical study: of the four speah tiles only one actually readsPF, the
others are fragmentary, and only ther remain$®®> While these tiles may well have been
stamped CGPF, they could equally have been prodogexhy unit of the Lower Germany
army that was awarded tipéa fidelis— which was the case for every unit that remaiogdl
to Domitian during the revolt of Saturnidd® With only one definite fleet stamp from
Rijmenam, central Belgium has two sites of interesch producing a singtssPFstamped
tile. This could easily be explained by post-Romaovement of building materials and can

be of no consequence in any attempt to locate pe¥ntaLASSIS GERMANICAbases.

24. NOVAESIUM (Neuss)

Neuss was a major base during the Augustan ocoupaid one of the earliest
military sites on the lower Rhine. Several (6-7)ygonal forts, which have been dated 20 —
12 BC on the basis of numismatic evidence and heesigillata were discovered in
excavations from 1955 to 1982 Several larger legionary bases succeeded eaeh ath

Neuss from the late Augustan to Claudian periathoalgh none of these seem to have been

12004e poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 46; Bocking (1987)102; Beunder (1987), pp. 209&210.

1201 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), pp. 46&47.

12024e poorter & Claeys (1989), pp. 46&47.

120350 p. 141 above.

1204\While a wealth of ceramic evidence is relatechise finds, none of it is stratified. See HaneD@0), pp.
497-499.
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permanent: the earliest covered an area of 13-Ithafrom about 7 BC onwards a double
legionary fortress of 34-43ha was established atshidFort BY** The relatively frequent
changes in layout and, consequently, garrison aeflee constantly changing nature of a
military base during an extended occupation canmpaihile a finer chronology of the site’s
early history is made impossible by the scarcityeshains and confused stratigraphy, small
finds and associated data clearly indicate thasifeewas in use throughout the occupation of
Northern Germany®®

In AD 43 a ‘permanent’ legionary fortress withditgonal playing card shaped plan
was built in earth and timber h¥G xvi GALLICA . This measures 420m x 570m (23.9ha) and
is known as the ‘Koenen Lager'. The fortress wastrdged during the Batavian revolt of AD
69 and rebuilt shortly afterwards hgc vi vicTRIX, which continued to be based héPé
While the fort has been excavated completely, ngakione of the best understood legionary
fortresses next thambaesisin terms of its layout, the precise phases of dite remain
unclear. In fact, little is known of the developrheri Novaesiumother than that it was
destroyed in AD 95

The legionary fortress was succeeded by an aoxiltat of about 3ha, situated in the
centre of the earlier fortress. According to thedkine ltineraries this was garrisoned by an
unnamedala, which is believed to have been based here umdilfort's final destruction
around AD 275

While the ‘Koenen Lager’ was evidently garrisonbd a legion throughout its
existence,Novaesiumhas been identified as a base of thassis GeErmANICAZ. This

identification rests on the existence of severagald fleet tiles. Only one of these is of the

1205 Hanel (2002a), pp. 497&498; Bechert & Willems (58%. 41. Traditionally, fort B has been datedG-B
AD 9 on historic grounds. These dates are, howawdrsupported by archaeological evidence.

1206 Hanel (2002a), pp. 499&500.

1207 Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 42.

1208 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 43.

1209Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 43.

1219gtarr (1993), p. 148.
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well known cGprtype™®t. Four others bear aLAsisstamp, which has also been associated
with thecLASSIS GERMANICA Three of these were built into a water collectiank that forms
part of a drainage system beneath the north-westefences of the fortre$d? A fourth
cLAsIsstamp was built into one of the eastern intervakets 2>, All stamps date post AD 70,
the construction date of thé“2period legionary fortress &ovaesiurtt** Their contexts,
however, clearly indicate that they cannot be takerevidence for a fleet garrison, but are

building material supplied by the fleet.

25. TRAIECTUS? (Maastricht)

Little is known about RomaifiraiectugTraiectumon the site of modern Maastricht.
Despite the lack of detailed archaeological knog&cowever, the site has long been seen
as a base of theLassis GERMANICA This theory rests solely on a singlerFstamped tile
that was found during rescue excavations at M@astrt>. As Konen has shown that the tile
was in a secondary context when found, it cannotaken as a direct indicator for a fleet

presence at the sitg®

26. IULIACUM (Jiilich)

Roman Julich has frequently been argued to have &&eilio-Claudian foundation on
the basis of its name. This is reflected to sontergxn early T century small finds from the
site; the earliest mention of the site’s namécum, however, occurs on an inscription dated
to the early 2 century®’. Jilich has been interpreted as a fleet baseshgsholarship, but

the only evidence for theLASSIS GERMANICAIS a singlecGPFstamped tile, the identification

1211 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48.
1212 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 412.

1213 K onen (2000), p. 408.

1214 5chonberger (1985), p. 440 B16.

1213 K onen (2000), p. 409.

1218 A5 suggested by Dijkman (1992), p. 127.
1217 Cippers (1990), p. 447.
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of which is still being disputed by some German &ndch archaeologists® There is no
evidence for a military presence at Julich asidenfstamped tiles, the majority of which are

of LEG VI VICTRIX and have been dated to AD 71-119/2%

27. Cologne-Alteburg

Cologne-Alteburg lies in the southern suburb ofyd@d#hal and has long been
identified as the headquarters of thenssisS GERMANICAON the basis of numerous stamped
tiles and various funerary monumértd The Roman fort is situated on a plateau of about
16ha, overlooking the river Rhine from a heightcof18m, about 3km south @olonia
Claudia Ara Agrippinensiunthe Roman capital @dermania Inferiot??. Although the urban
nature of the site makes excavation difficult, $ite has been subject to large scale research
projects over the past century: the first excavetiat ‘the Alteburg’ were carried out under
Fremersdorf in the early #@century, but most of the documentation was desttajuring a
bombing raid in WWH??? Since the mid 1990s, regular excavations hava baegied out at
the site in the course of a joint research prapéthe University of Cologne and the Rémisch-
Germanische Museuff®

One of the declared aims of this project is tarifglathe earliest development of
Cologne-Alteburg which was hardly understood abafore excavations recommenced in the
mid 1990s.The earliest finds from Cologne-Alteburg are Augmsbrooches and coins that
have been associated with the earliest featurém aité?**. These features, however, are soil

discolourations indicating temporary occupatiorheatthan any permanent structdfés the

1218 The stamp is identified as CGPF by de Poorter &¢$ (1989), p. 48; Konen (2000), p. 408 (withHart
references), however, voices some doubts regatdengccuracy of this interpretation.

1219 Horn (1987), p. 447.

1220 h5ckmann (1998c), p. 317; Paffgen & Zanier (1998803; Starr (1993), p. 147; Bocking (1987), @21
122 carroll & Fischer (1999), p. 560; Bechert & Willerl995), p. 34; Bogaers & Ruiger (1974), p. 166.
1222 Horn (2000), p. 54; Paffgen & Zanier (1998), p430

1223 Fischer (2002), p. 909; Carroll (2001), p. 31kchier (2001), p. 550; Carroll-Spillecke (1999)3p7.

1224 paffgen & Zanier (1998), pp. 305, 307&310.

1225 Fischer (2002), p. 909.
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earliest permanent fortification at the site dates. AD 30/35?% It is generally accepted that
the earliest traces of Roman occupation at Coldgteburg indicate a military presence, an
assumption that rests on the fact that all subseqleses at the site are military, rather than
any associated evidence for military occupdfioh As this first period includes several
overlying traces of temporary shelters and buildjnghas been suggested that the Alteburg
plateau may have served as winter quarters foomegy vexillations during the Augustan and
Tiberian campaigns iGermania?®?®

The earliest fort at Cologne-Alteburg was estélgicsunder Tiberius. From this point
on, the site remained garrisoned until well inte @f century. While the fort was initially
believed to measure between 3.7 and 4%Rarecent investigations have shown that it
actually had a pentagonal rather than rectangubam, govering 7.1haF(g. 4.19. It was
therefore large enough to house a garrison of rttear 1000 meR*’. The ‘Alteburg’ has
eight phases, ranging from the reign of Tiberiugh® 3° century®*%. The interior of the fort
was rebuilt along more substantial lines than itefian predecessor under Claudfds This
second earth and timber phase of the fort was oedumtil the early Flavian period, when
the fort was, again, rebuilt in earth and timB&r There is no evidence, however, that the fort
at Cologne-Alteburg was destroyed in the revoltAGf 69, as has been suggested in older
literaturd®®*%. In the Domitianic period, the fort was dismantiead the site levelled for a
fourth phase with stone interior buildings. Thisapé has traditionally been dated to AD 85

on the basis of a building inscriptidi, but recent excavations have uncovered coins from

1226 gachert & Willems (1995), pp. 34&35.

1227 Horn (2000), p. 55.

1228 Fischer (2001), p. 550; Carroll & Fischer (1999)561.

1229 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 34.

1230 Fischer (2002), p. 909; Hanel (2002a), p. 915¢H&s (2001), p. 547; Gregarek (2001), p. 540.
1231 carroll (2001), p. 311; Carroll-Spillecke (199p),317.

1232 Fischer (2001), p. 553; Carroll-Spillecke (1999)317.

1233 Fischer (2002), p. 910.

1234 5ee Carroll-Spillecke (1999), p. 318 for a dismrssf possible levelling under Vespasian, as aslearlier
theories of a Civilis-revolt destruction layer ail@ne-Alteburg.

1Z35CIL X111 8258., 8259. See also Bechert & Willeni9@5), p. 34.
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AD 90/91 that were clearly associated with the toision of this fort?*® The Domitianic
phase of Cologne-Alteburg has therefore been baeid AD 91-98%*". This fort was
rebuilt in stone and remained largely unchangedytafpom minor interior modifications,
until the end of the site in the lat& &entury: the latest coins from Cologne-Alteburg ar
antoninianiof Victorinus, dated to AD 270-274, and Tetricusdéted to AD 272-286 On
this basis, it has been suggested that the sitehaag been abandoned in the course of the
Franconian incursions of AD 2%5°

The fort at Cologne-Alteburg supported an extemsieus settlement that included
two pottery workshops, located about 500m away ftbennorth-western corner of the fort,
which have been associated directly with thessis GERMANICA?*®. These operated from
the mid £'to the late ¥ century AD?*!. Interestingly, excavations in tivicus of Cologne-
Alteburg have recovered severdl dentury coins, indicating that the civilian settlent may
have been occupied longer than the actuat4rt

It is as yet unclear, whether Cologne-Alteburgreved harbour facilities: Pferdehirt
suggests that a harbour basin may have existdwktndrth of the fofé*® but the excavators
argue that it is more likely that a river harbaimilar to that identified at Velsen, was located
to the east of the fdf* This was initially suggested as the 1995/96 eatiams in this area
did not find any traces of a wall along the easwde of the fort, suggesting that the fort
might have been open towards the river. Furthezarei, however, proved that such a wall

had been built by AD 100 and identified the remashdgurther walls running towards the

1236 Carroll-Spillecke (1999), p. 318.

1237 Hanel (2002a), p. 914; Horn (2000), p. 56 ; Paff§eZanier (1998), p. 304.

1238 Hanel (2002a), p. 915.

1239 Fischer (2002), p. 910; Hockmann (1998c), p. 323.

1240 Hanel (2002b), p. 213.

1241 Riedel (1999), p. 627.

1242 Hanel (2002b), p. 224.

1243 prerdehirt (1995), p.63; this argument is baséahgmily on the existence of a shallow valley to teth of
Cologne-Alteburg that is argued to have been adbrafthe Rhine in the Roman period. As the streathis
arm — which she suggests may have been connectied toain river by some form of canal — would hbeen
greatly reduced, it would have made for an idedbdar. There is, however, no evidence to suppdstttieory.
See also H6ckmann et al (2002), p. 959.

1244 For Velsen, see pp. 144-150 above. For suggestiom$iarbour to the east of the fort, see Fis¢?@02), p.
915; Héckmann (1998c), p. 319; Héckmann et al (2002959.
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river similar to those discovered ldbvaeon the Danube, which have been interpreted as part
of harbour installatiort§*>. Hockmann interpreted the remains as part of shggs, arguing
for a series of four parallel sheds with a widttbddm each, suggesting that these could have
held liburnae as they are narrower than most examples from thditbteanean that are
associated withtriremes?*® While Héckmann's model is extremely detailed,mitist be
viewed with some scepticism, as it recreates wisarsi@p-sheds and docks out of little more
than isolated remains of walls. Geophysical resear¢he area east of the fort, carried out to
support Héckmann’s theory, was able to identify tmalls running from the fort towards the
Rhine, as well as three potential walls. It did,dadwever, indicate anything resembling a
major harbour installation with ship-sheds and whdf*’ (Fig. 4.13. It may be suggested,
therefore, that docking facilities for vessels loé tLASSIS GERMANICAwWere located on the
Rhine bank east of Cologne-Alteburg, but canngbro@en on the basis of current evidence.
This may change drastically in the near futurea agw Underground line is currently
being built in Cologne Bayenthal. In the courseenfjineering work for this project, large
scale rescue excavations have been undertakendatioeifiort of thecLASSIS GERMANICAand
throughout Cologne. While the results of these armgycexcavations have not yet been
published, the discovery of a Roman ship in eaggd&nber 2007 was announced to the local
pres$®® (Fig. 4.14. This appears to be of the Zwammerdam type any beathe earliest
example of this type yE® It is not, however, associated with the fort atagne-Alteburg,

but with the civilian harbour located beneath thedern city centre of Cologne.

1245 Hanel (2002b), p. 223; Fischer (2000), p. 553; kd@nn (1998c), pp. 317&321; see also discussion of
Novaepp. 104-106 above.

1246 yyckmann et al (2002), pp. 960&973. The only exespf even narrower ship sheds are at Kition in
Cyprus (4.9m) and Carthage (5.2m). See also diggue$ possible ship-sheds\éelsenpp. 147-149 above.
1247 Brunotte & Schulz, (2003); Héckmann et al (20G8®), 953&954.

1248 hitp-//www. stern.de/wissenschaft/natur/: Arch%E 4ideR % F6mer-Schiff-K %F6Iner-U-Bahn-
Tunnel/604756.htmihttp://www.koeln.de/artikel/Kultur/Koeln-Roemeciiff-in-der-U-Bahn-39246-4.html
1299 pearsonal note, Dr. S. Ortisi, Cologne: This theests earliest on information from thabor fiir
Dendrochronologiat the University of Cologne, who suggest thatvtloed used in the ship may have been a
sapling as early as 142 BC. This does not, howéneicate a date of felling, and interpretationshaf vessel
will have to await further research, which is tourelertaken at theluseum fiir Antike Schiffahat Mainz.
Associated pottery does, however, indicate thaskie must have sunk in the first half of tieckntury AD.
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Hanel has suggested that a number of small fihdsild also be seen as related to
naval activity at the site: while his suggestioattthe surprisingly large number of loom
weights from Cologne-Alteburg indicate that thiessiS GERMANICAweaved its own sails at
the site cannot be proven, a series of unusualgelapearheads appear to be related to the

%% these are leaf-shaped and measure between 28.%5%4B cm, and have been

flee
identified as the weapons ofassiarii. Two are of particular interest, as they are mankéh
graffiti: one naming a century while the other depictsdent'*>*

Cologne-Alteburg has been identified as headqusadetheCLASSIS GERMANICA On
the basis of a large number of tiles stamped byfldet (bothcaG andccpPh, as well as a
number of inscriptions referring to naval personfieé of which refer directly to the German
fleet'?®2 Only one of these is a votive inscription, setagupiter by graefectusf the fleet
and his soff>® Two funerary inscriptions attest that a soldiérthee CLASSIS GERMANICA
whose rank is lost andwelariusof the fleet died at Cologne whilst on active seet?>* The
other two inscriptions are dedicatory. While onetloém, set up by a@raefectusof the
CLASSIS GERMANICA was actually found in the suburb of Cologne-Briithhppears justified
to see this inscription as part of the epigrapkicord of Cologne, as its findspot is only c.
5km away from the fort at Cologne-Altebdfy. The most interesting inscription from
Cologne, however, is AE 1956, 24%, which mentions not only theLASSIS GERMANICAbut

also apleromaunder the command of mauarchus thus fuelling the epigraphic debates on

legal status begun by StHY.

1250 Hanel (1999), p. 311.

1251 Hanel (1999), p. 31 Classiarii holding spears with overly large points are commatgpicted on
tombstones of naval personnel in the Mediterranse@;Hanel (2004).

1252 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 34; Reddé (1986)292.

1253 CIL X111, 8198; see Appendix IV.

1254 1L XIl1, 8160; CIL XIII, 8321;see Appendix IV.

1255 AE 1963, 52; a funerary inscription from near Bri@iL XIlI, 12047 (listed as Vochem), refers to
somebodyex classe quae est in Germanihile this does not actually mention theAassIS GERMANICA it may
well refer to this unit. As Brihl (and its suburledhem) are both landlocked, however, the inscriygtimust
clearly be seen in relation to the fleet base db@w-Alteburg. See also Appendix IV.

1256 5ee Appendix IV.

1257 5ee discussion in Chapter |, p. 13 above.
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In addition to these direct references to thessis GERMANICA four inscriptions
indicate the presence of naval personnel withouttimeing the German fleet. One of these is
set upin honorem domus divinae et tutelage ndwjsapleromathat is not specified®® As
AE 1956, 249 indicates that tltrASSIS GERMANICAWas subdivided intleromata it is
likely to also refer to the German fleet. Threether funerary inscriptions from Cologne
attest that arierarchus ,a gubernatorand aproreta died her&”°. All of these are known to
be naval ranks from inscriptions referring to thessis PRAETORIA MISENENSISand may as
such be seen as further indicators of naval agtaitCologn&®. A nautical context is also
indicated by two funerary reliefs from Cologne vaith inscriptionsKig. 4.19.

CIL XIlIl, 6 lists more than 140 tiles stamped Iwg €LASSIS GERMANICATOr the site of
Cologne-Alteburd®. While this number has increased since, no defilist of all stamped
tiles has been published as excavations contindatyover more examples. Tiles stamped by
the fleet include several examples of thasistype also found at Neuss. While the date of
this stamp is far from clear, its limited distrilmrt is highly interestinf®® The majority of
tiles from Cologne-Alteburg bear the commusPFstamp that dates post AD ‘89’

The overwhelming evidence for a fleet presencarbtgustifies current opinions that
the fort at Cologne-Alteburg operated as a permahase of thecLASSIS GERMANICA 2

While archaeological data from the site has be@d tg link the establishment of this fleet

directly to the earliest periods at the site, thieneo evidence to support this thé&is

1258 CIL X111, 8250. See Konen (2000), p. 471.

1259 CIL X111, 8168, CIL XIII, 8322; CIL XlIl, 8323; se Konen (2000), pp. 474&475.

1260v/iereck (1996), pp. 237-248; Pferdehirt (1995), #5-62. More naval activity at Cologne is indicht®y a
barcariusof anumerus exploratorum Batavoruseconded to the governor (see AE 1990, 721), stgpthiat a
governor of Lower Germany evidently had a vessehfs personal use.

281 eI XI11.6, 12562.

1262 Hanel (1998), p. 404; Bocking (1987), p. 101.

1263 Hanel (1998), p. 406; de Poorter & Claeys (1989%8; Bogaers & Riiger (1974), p. 166.

1264 Horn (2000), p. 54; Bechert & Willems (1995), B; Reddé (1986), p. 291; Bechert (1982), p. 70.

1265 5ee Hanel (1999), p. 311; Héckmann (1998c), p; 8istussion of the early periods above. It apptrets
the earliest phases at Cologne-Alteburg relategmhary vexillation fortresses during the Augustanupation
campaigns. Current scholarship generally assuna¢$hbCLASSIS GERMANICAestablished the first substantial
fort at Cologne-Alteburg, i.e. that its establisiminéates to the Claudian period. See Hanel (2Q0361;
Carroll-Spillecke (1999), p. 318.
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28. AQUAE GRANNI (Aachen)

The spa town oAquae Grannivas first settled by Romans in the 20s AD. Thenmois
evidence for any military occupation other than pinesence ofeG VI andLEG Xxx between
AD 89 and 120. These appear to have been involvdtd building of the great baths, as
indicated by stamped tilE8° cLASSIS GERMANICA stamped tiles found at Aachen and the
nearby site of Weisweiler have given rise to argutsi¢hat this civilian site may at some
point in time have served as a fleet B&¥eThis interpretation is highly problematic as ther
is significant controversy regarding the data frims area. The editors of CIL suggest that
the stamped tile may have been confused with anakample — both tiles are initially
published by Brambacf® His No 591, reading CGPF / EX GER INF was appdydound
at the villa of Weisweiler. The tile from AachendN630) bears exactly the same (otherwise
unique) stamp, leading the editors of CIL XllI toegtion whether it may, in fact, be the same
tile’®®® The stamped tiles from the Aachen area that $&&ers to may therefore be one and

the same.

29. BONNA (Bonn)

Roman Bonn had two military bases, an auxiliary ford a legionary fortress. The
fort has never been excavated, but the presen@nafiary units is indicated by various
inscriptions mentioning @oHORS | THRACVMand anALA FRONTONIANAY?’®. The legionary
fortress ofBonnawas excavated from the 1950s to the 1970s. liyit@dnstructed in earth

and timber during the 30s AD as a baseLfiz | GERMANICA, the fortress was modified and

1266 Ciippers (1990), pp. 322, 323&332; von Elbe (1981),1&4.

1267 Starr (1993), p. 164; de Poorter & Claeys (1999%7; Konen (2000), p. 408; CIL XII1.6, p. 136. @
Weisweiler stamp see de Poorter & Claeys (198%8pFor a critical view also Hanel (1998), p. 413.

1268 Brambach (1867), Nos. 591 and 630, see also CIL6Xp. 136.

1269 There are even more problems, as Brambach 63fally identified as a signet gem (Siegelsteinthia
collection of a Mr Aussem of Drimborn near Aachsagported by a note in the Bonner Jahrbuch of 185¢':
Ulrichs [1877], p. 143). As the Weisweiler stampiée originates from the very same collection, timay
indicate that the two inscriptions are in fact siane and that there has been some confusion betineen
German ‘Siegelstein’ (signet gem) and ‘Ziegelstébrick or tile).

1210Bechert & Willems (1995), p. 31.
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rebuilt from AD 52-54. It measured 528m x 524m {2ia)*’%. In the 70s AD the fortress was
rebuilt in stone by EG xxI RAPAX, which was replaced as garrison UBG | MINERVIA from
AD 83 onwards. This unit garrison&®bnnauntil the end of the fortress in AD 351/353. A
coin hoard and 14 skeletons in a well show thafdheess suffered a violent efi¢f.

Building activity of various legions is shown bymerous tiles bearing the stamps of
LEG | MINERVIA, LEG | GERMANICA, LEG XXI RAPAX and LEG xxx'?"3 In 1983 a number of
CLASSIS GERMANICAStamped tiles were also found built into the hypstandpraefurnium
of afabrica in the Boeselagerhof area of Bdfit All in all there are 15 tiles witltGPF
stamps. Ceramic evidence shows thatftieica was built in the late Jearly 3 century,
indicating that theeLAsSIS GERMANICAMuUSt still have been manufacturiogprstamped tiles
at this timé?™. As all tiles stem from the same hypocaust systbay, are likely to have been
part of a batch of building material supplies, eathhan being evidence for a prolonged
presence of theLASSIS GERMANICAat Bonna

A quay that ran along the entire length of thedegry fortress has been observed, but
never studied or published in detail. Remains omBRi harbour works can be seen during
low Rhine levels in hot summers such as 2003 ar@b.20hey appear to consist of a
discernible basin in the river that is marked kstane piet*’® The harbour works are related
to the legionary fortress, making it likely thaethformed a supply harbour for the legion at
Bonnarather than any naval base that may have beenbysi@CLASSIS GERMANICA

A vexillation of the German fleet set up an inptian that is now built into the
cathedral of Bonn. This indicates thatiassis GERMANICAdetachment was cutting rock for

the forum of the newly establish&blonia Ulpia Traianain the Bonn ared’’. It appears

1271 Kaiser (1996), pp. 58-66; Bechert & Willems (1995)33; Horn (1987), p. 366.

1272 gachert & Willems (1995), pp. 31&33.

123 For I MINERVIA see Kaiser (1996), p. 71; foBERMANICA Kaiser (1996) p. 82¢xI RAPAX Kaiser (1996) p.
86 andxxx Kaiser (1996), p. 87.

1274 K onen (2000), p. 408; Kaiser (1996), pp. 70, BL&SB9, 156; Gechter (1985), pp. 127&128.

1273 Kaiser (1996), pp. 88&158.

1276 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 33; Horn (1987), i63

1277 Konen (2000), p. 474; Pferdehirt (1995), p. 6&. &lll, 8036. See Appendix IV.

192



likely that the inscription refers to stone cuttingrried out at the Trachyte quarry of the
Drachenfels to the south of Bonn, where tracesRéman harbour have been discovéréd

While a quarrying detail of theLASSIS GERMANICASeems to indicate a temporary
presence of the fleet for a specific task, theripion, combined with thecpPFstamped tiles,
has in the past been used to argue for a fleet&aBenr®’®. The corrupt passage in Florus
cited at the beginning of this chapter has beed tssupport such claims, in that it allegedly
refers to fleet bases at Boulogne and B6#nThis reasoning is somewhat tenuous, however,
as the site referred to is actually ternimrmam The lack of archaeological evidence for a
military base at such an early date further distsetlis argument®,

A second inscription, which has in the past beewl te refer to @rierarchuswithout
mentioning his unit, may provide further evidené@maval activity aBonna?®2 As this study
has shown, however, there are several examplegioins with their own naval detachments.
As Bonna evidently had its own harbour facilities, it doest seem impossible that the
trierarchus in question — if it was, indeed, tderarchus — was in fact attached to a legion
here. Even had he beertraerarchus of the CLASSIS GERMANICA this inscription need not
indicate a permanent fleet presence at the sité has already been established that a

temporary detachment operated in the reffftn

1278 Bachert & Willems (1995), p. 23; Pferdehirt (1995)67.

129 gtarr (1993), p. 148. On p. 151 he clearly cordissees, arguing that thi2 ASSIS GERMANICAdetachment at
Bonn quarried stone for building work idbviomaguswhen in fact the inscription refers to tGelonia Ulpia
Traianaat Xanten.

1280 Florus 11.30,26Bormam(Bonnam?)et Gesoriacum pontibus iunxit classibusque firmaviut there is
significant discussion whether this passage camaligtbe seen as referring to Bonn. See Reddé §188891;
Starr (1993), p. 141. See also discussion on pabé@e.

1281 Reddé (1986), p. 291.

1282 K onen (2000), p. 477 identifies it as CIL XIII,a®7, apparently reading STRATO / TR. The actual
inscription, however, is CIL XllI, 8089 and readBFATOR / TR]...], which may refer to strator tribuni,
rather than atrator trierarchi, as it seems unlikely thattéerarchusrequired a groom.

1283 The debate is made even more complicated by tgestion in Konen (2000), p. 477 that the inscoipti
may date to around AD 30. As such, it could beltnthe earliest legionary base at Bonn, or else imange
been set up by a soldier in the occupation armther® is no evidence to suggest thatahessisS GERMANICA
existed at this point in time.
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30. BROHLTAL

The Brohltal is a winding valley of a Rhine triaty in the area around May#éff:
Throughout history the valley has seen a large amnob Tufa quarrying. Quarrying was
particularly intense during the Roman period. Savdtoman units left inscriptions to
commemorate their quarrying work in this are&s Vi, LEG X GEMINA, LEG XXII PRIMIGENIA,
COH | CIVIVM ROMANORVM, a unit ofPEDITES SINGVLARESANd theCLASSIS GERMANICAZ®>

Six inscriptions from the Brohl valley refer tcethLassis GERMANICA®. All of these
are dedicatory, but two are directbdrculi saxanoand indicate that the fleet detachments
were part of vexillations made up of various urfitsm Germania Inferiorthat had been
ordered to the quarries in this valley on speatfissions. This quarrying detail consisted of
soldiers from the German fleet, various auxiligrigss vi VICTRIX and LEG X GEMINA. It
appears, therefore, that the presence otthssis GERMANICAIN this valley must be seen in
the context of a special command sentGermania Superioin order to supply stone to
Germania Inferiot?®’. This is not surprising, as there are no stonerigsain this province.

The presence ofLASSIS GERMANICASoldiers in the Brohl valley was therefore cleanbyt

permanent, although a singtepFstamped tile was found héfe®

31. ANTUNNACUM (Andernach)

The modern city of Andernach is situated in ateg@ location controlling northern
access to the “Neuwieder Becken”, a fertile plainhe mountainous central Rhine region. In
the Roman period it was situated at a junctionhef €Cologne-Mainz road with the highway

from the interior of Gaul that came via Trier ana@yén. A late Roman forntunnacumand

1284y0n Elbe (1977), p. 102.

1285 Horn (1987), p. 159; von Elbe (1977), p. 102. fherCLASSIS GERMANICAIN particular see Hockmann
(1998c), p. 335; Starr (1993), p. 148; Roder (19p9%4.

1288 AE 1923, 32; CIL XIll, 7710; CIL XIll 7715; CIL Xll, 7719; CIL XlII, 7723; CIL XIIl 7728. See Appeixd
V.

1287 See also Pferdehirt (1995), pp. 65-68; Starr (1993149.

1288 Je Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 48.
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attached settlement are known from the Tongereestohe, as well as references in the
Peutinger Table andotitia Dignitatunt®®®. The fort covered an area of 5.614

Aside from controlling the important road junctjoAntunnacumappears to have
served as a transhipment point for goods from tlayeM and Pellenz area — particularly
pottery (Mayen ware), millstones and Tufa from giesrin the regiolf>. The only evidence
for transhipment at Andernach is an alleged Romanodur in an old Rhine arm which
created a natural harbour, the extent of whicHilisvssible in the topography of the site. A
wall to the north-west of the late Roman fort ral@ngside this harbour and is argued to have
been used as a quay. The main argument for a hadiailne site, however, is that it is
uncharacteristic for a late Roman fortress in tieigion not to be situated in an elevated
position — of which there are plenty — but in aflglain next to a natural ba$it.

Numerous small finds from the area around the Raiman fort date to the early half
of the F' century AD. Together with traces of a pre-Romattleseent and an inscription
mentioning a soldier of @OHORS RAETORVM these have been used to argue for an early
Roman military installation at the site, which gkelly existed until Rome expanded its rule
to the right bank of the Rhine in the lafckentury?® No structural evidence has so far been
discovered to support this theory.

There is some evidence for the presence ofthssis GERMANICAIN the form of one

CGPF stamped tile and an altar set up by a flddtestf®* While it has in the past been used

1289 Ciippers (1990), p. 304.

129 Ciippers (1990), p. 304; see also Stein & Rodes ), P. 8.

1291 Ciippers (1990), p. 305; von Elbe (1977), p. 2&irS& Roder (1961), p. 16; see also p. 194 above.
1292 Ciippers (1990), p. 306; Stein & Roder (1961),6. 1

1293 Ciippers (1990), pp. 305&306; Stein & Roder (19p1),6; Filtzinger (1960), p. 168. For the Raetian
infantry soldier see CIL XIII, 07684.

1294 For the stamped tile see de Poorter & Claeys (198%8. See also CIL XlII, 7681. Ciippers (1990)306
states that tw@LASSIS GERMANICAinscriptions have been found at Andernach, alsogcAE 1888, 74
(identified as originating at ‘Toenisstein’ [nowtine suburb of Andernach-Kell]). As the wordingAi 1888,
74, however, is exactly the same as that of CILL X128 listed as ‘Brohl’, these are evidently ond she same
inscription. Bad Tonisstein is actually c. 7 km sviilom Andernach, an sits on the side of the Brallley. As
such, the inscription is here listed as part ofBhehl valley inscriptions. See Appendix IV.
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to argue for a fleet base Attunacumfrom the £ to 3¢ century®® this seems unlikely as
data from the site is insufficient to prove arf3[® century military presence at Andernach.
The inscription may be explained as it has beerwshthat theCLASSIS GERMANICA was
directly involved with quarrying Tufa in the nearByohl valley. The altar, set upatribus
sui§ comes from a sanctuary in the area of thermahggrat Andernach-Kell. This ‘suburb’
is actually located on the edge of the Brohl valemaking it even more likely that this altar

must be seen in connection with the data abid%e

32. CONFLUENTES (Koblenz)

Modern Koblenz is situated at the confluence ef®hine and Moselle rivers — a fact
reflected in the ancient name of the si@pnfluente¥’. The strategic position on two
important waterways meant that the site was garedoat an early stage of the Roman
occupation — small finds from burials in the Neuamidrea, as well as finds from the bottom
of the fort's defensive ditch including@sebpostamped terra nigra plate, indicate that there
was a permanent military presenc€anfluentesy the Tiberian peridd®. Parts of the early
fort of Koblenz have been excavated in the 1950 fill of a defensive ditch showed that
the fort was abandoned between AD 60 and 70. Thifreiquently associated with the
Batavian revolt, but there is no evidence for'this

As no further T to 3¢ century military structures have been discoveiteis, usually
assumed thafonfluentedost its military role with the Domitianic move die frontier to the
right bank of the Rhine. The site did, however, agman important civilian centre until the

late Roman period as indicated by the remains wérsé stone buildings and numerous small

1295 \0n Elbe (1977), p. 21.

1296 g5ee Ciippers (1990), pp. 306&7, as well as notd abdve.
1297 Cippers (1990), p. 419.

1298 Eiltzinger (1960), pp. 169&173.

1299 Ciippers (1990), pp. 418&419; Filtzinger (1960), pp8&176.
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finds®?° As today, bridges spanned both the Rhine and/ltheelle at Koblenz in the Roman
period. Both have been excavated and dated by demdmnology — the Rhine bridge having
been built in AD 48/9 and the Moselle bridge aroéial104°*

In the late Roman peridgdonfluenteonce again became an important military centre.
A fortress of 8.5 ha can still be identified in thteeet plan of the modern cit§* There is no
evidence from Koblenz, however, that would sugggstesence of theLASSIS GERMANICAat
this site. As such it is entirely unclear why thte $ias been identified as a permanent base of

the German fleet in the pa&t

33. AUGUSTA TREVERORUM (Trier)

Modern Trier, the ancient city &olonia Augusta Treveroruis situated along a loop
of the river Moselle. One of the main centressallia Belgicg Roman Trier developed out of
a 72ha settlement of the locBieveri*** The city, founded around 16-13 BC grew rapidly
not only because of its famous hot springs, but aks it was a central crossing point of the
Moselle: an early ford at the site was replacedwy bridges, the earliest of which was built
c. 18 BC*®,

An ala fort, most likely manned by thala Hispanorumpredated the civilian
settlement at Trier. Little is known about thisusture, however, as only one defensive ditch
has been excavatéd® The establishment of the Augustemionia however, saw the end of
any military presence at the site. Instead, it giet@ a major civilian and administrative
centre with all the trappings of a large Roman sitgh as a forum, imperibhsilica several

thermae a circus and an amphitheatre. In the laféc@ntury Trier covered an area of 285ha

1300 Ciippers (1990), p. 419; Filtzinger (1960), p. 177.

1301 For the Rhine bridge see Ciippers (1990), p. 482vensching (1981), p. 325, for the Moselle bridge
Clppers (1990), p. 421.

1302 Ciippers (1990), pp. 418&420; Filtzinger (1960)1p3.

1303v/iereck (1996), p. 154.

1304 Ciippers (1990), pp. 577&578.

1305 Ciippers (1990), pp. 578&579; For a discussiomefoselle bridges see Ciippers (1967), pp. 60&67.
1306 Ciippers (1990), pp. 578&579; von Elbe (1977),99.3
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and began to build defensive walls, while during tistrarchy it became an imperial residence
first of Maxentius, but particularly of Constantititee Great. Largbasilicaeand monuments
such as the Porta Nigra, as well as the fortifragarial palace of Julian the Apostate reflect
its status in Late Antiquify®”.

As Trier prospered through riverine trade, it & surprising that the city reflects a
strong nautical element. While no harbour has tscovere®®, several finds attest to the
importance of naval activity, including ship-shapanze votive vessels and the famous
wine-ship from Neumagéf’® (Fig. 4.16. A single inscription mentions theLASSIS
GERMANICA, but refers to amiles classis Germanicae..] negotiator cervesariysa fleet
soldier tasked with the purchase of B&&r In this respect, the inscription presents an
interesting parallel to the wine-ship from Neumagehich has been argued to represent a
fleet vessel transporting witie™. The presence of fleet personnel involved in tleigion of
supplies, however, need by no means imply the exist of a permanent naval base at Trier.
Indeed, as there is no evidence for a military gmee other than the Augustan auxiliary fort,

there is nothing to suggestaAsSIS GERMANICAbase at the site.

34. BINGIUM (Bingen)

RomanBingium the modern city of Bingen, is situated at a styatally important
position at the confluence of the rivers Nahe amih&>*2 It was one of the few bridging
points of the river Nahe, with a substantial oalddge built here around AD ##2 The

strategic role ofBingium became apparent during the Civilis revolt in AD, Tthen an

1307 Kuhnen (2001), p. 10; Ciippers (1990), pp. 606;68®, von Elbe (1977), p. 438.

1308\0n Elbe (1977), p. 391.

1309 Ciippers (1990), p. 613.

1310 AE 1928, 183. See Appendix IV. For a similar ifstion, referring to a centurion acting asegotiatorfor
LEG XV see AE 1978, 635.

1311 For a full debate of this theory see Bockius (9004

1312 Ziethen (2003), p. 23; Clippers (1990), p. 333; ktire (1977), p. 61.

1313 Ziethen (2003), pp. 46&47; Cuppers (1990), p. 334k timber posts, which still had metal shoescatd to
them, were excavated here in the mid 1980s.
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important battle took place at the $ité& There is, however, no archaeological evidencefor
military presence other than military equipmentérfrom Roman graves. While gravegoods
indicate that the site was occupied from tfedl3° centuries, structural remains that attest a
military presence have only been found for the Roenan periotf*>

Inscriptions underline that there must have beenligary presence at the site before
the late Roman period, as the following units ateséed:COH Il DELMATARVM , COH |
PANNONICA, COH | SAGITTARIVM, LEG Il MACEDONICA ™! It has furthermore been suggested
that detachments from the Mainz garrisaB@ XIv GEMINA and laterLEG XXl PRIMIGENIA)
may also have been based®atgiumsporadically**’. There is no evidence, however, that the

CLASSIS GERMANICAever even reached Bingéf

35. MOGONTIACUM (Mainz)

The modern city of Mainz is situated at the conifleee of the Rhine and its most
important tributary, the river Matf*®. While Mogontiacumwas the capital of the province of
Germania Superiorthe site never achieved urban status, remainirtgadsa legionary base
with civilian settlement throughout the Roman péri@/hile virtually all of the ancient site is
covered by the modern city, numerous research ascue excavations show that the site,
while officially a military base, was clearly urbancharacter. This is indicated by numerous
public buildings such as the theatre — the largestmple of its kind in north-western

Europé®%°

1314 Ziethen (2003), p. 27; von Elbe (1977), p. 61.

1315 Ziethen (2003), pp. 38, 89&90; von Elbe (1977)6p.

1316 Ziethen (2003), pp. 86-88; Ciippers (1990), p. 333.

1317 Cuippers (1990), p. 333.

1318 A5 such, it remains unclear why Viereck (1996254 identifies the site ascaASSIS GERMANICAbase.
1319 Hckmann (1988b), p. 23; it should be noted thatNain was one of the main arteries into free Genyn
particularly into the territory of th®larcomanni Roman attempts to control this waterway are céfie in a
number of large occupation period military baseshsas Marktbreit, which are situated on the river.

1320 Ciippers (1990), p. 464. The theatre is even latger its famous parallels at Arles and Orange.aFor
summary of RomaMogontiacunsee von Petrikovits (1963), pp. 27ff.
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The earliest military occupation dlogontiacumdates to the final decades BC: the
site served as the main base f@®G XIv GEMINA and LEG XVI GALLICA during Drusus’
campaigns. This double legionary base was esta&bdlisround 13 BC and had four
consecutive phases, all in earth and tirfiérlt remained in operation until its destruction
during the Batavian revdf?? Under Vespasian the double legionary fortresda@gontiacum
was rebuilt in storfé®® Inscriptions attestEG XIV GEMINA, LEG XVI GALLICA , LEG | ADIVTRIX,
LEG Il MACEDONICA andLEG XXI RAPAX as garrisons of this fortress. Following the réwdl
the Upper German governSaturninusn AD 89, however, the garrison bfogontiacumwas
reduced to one legiomgG xxil PRIMIGENIA, which was stationed here from the early 90s AD
until the early 4 century®***. The strategic importance of the site is refledtethe presence
of an additional auxiliary fort, discovered in thigburb of Weisenau, which was in use during
the ' century ADP%

A significant civilian settlement appears to haleveloped aroun#logontiacumin
the later I century*®® This was occupied continuously and expanded tfivout the ¥ and
3 centuries, until, in the laté®3 early 4" century, it was surrounded by substantial defensiv
walls'**”. Across the Rhine fronMogontiacumwas a further fort known asastellum
Mattiacorum which was connected with the settlement and festréa a bridge, making
Mainz one of the few crossing points of the Rhifike importance of this river crossing is
reflected in the depiction of the bridge on a lezballion from Lyon*®

Excavations at Mainz have over the years identitieel remains of three separate
Roman harbours: a central landing area just outthéecity walls, one at the so-called

‘Dimesser Ort’, which appears to be the earliest,@nd a harbour in the ‘Kapellhof’ area,

1321 Ciippers (1990), p. 458; von Elbe (1977), p. 258t Retrikovits (1963), pp. 27&28.
1322y0n Elbe (1977), p. 254; von Petrikovits (1963)28.

1323 Ciippers (1990), p. 458; von Petrikovits (1963R&.

1324 Clippers (1990), p. 458; von Petrikovits (1963R2%.

1325 Ciippers (1990), p. 470.

1326\,0n Petrikovits (1963), p. 28.

1327 Cippers (1990), p. 458; von Petrikovits (1963R2%.

1328 Cippers (1990), p. 466.
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which seems to be associated with the ‘Kastricgideary fortress. The ‘central harbour’
consists of little more than a series of woodemspjetting out into the river just outside the
city walls. Their layout suggests a harbour ofrailsir layout to that found at Velsen, but this
can be little more than a suggestitn

The ‘Dimesser Ort’ harbour, on the other hand, lwadlirectly linked to the Augustan
occupation campaigns on the basis of significanouwarts of early pottery find&° The
harbour was located on a peninsula now coveredhbyntodern port of Mainz and was
destroyed during construction work in 1858. Theoonéa Roman harbour here are based on
the discovery of a semicircular row of posts seiMeuadred metres long, as well as a ‘paved
area’ under watét*’ There are, however, neither plans nor photographsupport these
claims. Nonetheless, the ‘Dimesser Ort’ harbour fiaguently been identified as both a
civilian and military harbodr®3 and even taken as evidence faLassis GERMANICAbase at
Mogontiacum®*?

The harbour in the ‘Kapellhof’ area of Mainz wascaxated extensively in 1982.
Aside from strong river bank revetments made frarge timbers, two barges of the
Zwammerdam type were discovered H&¥g(Fig. 4.17). Dendrochronological studies of one of
these vessels provided a felling date around AE*81About 500m downstream from these
finds, further excavations during the 1980s discegt¢he remains of five Roman ships in the
‘Am Brand’ area of Mainz. These have been dendmmbingically dated to the late"4

century>%® (Figs. 4.18 4.19. Their sleek form and evident use as rowed vedsela crew of

1329 Hyckmann (1988b), p. 23.

1330\/0n Petrikovits (1963), p. 28.

1331 The evidence cited here is taken from the obsemsbf a local historian, J. Wittmann. See alsméwo
(2000), p. 249. The ‘paved area under water’ sderbg a similar observation to that made to arguef
harbour at Vienna and is probably not related éoRbman period. See p. 48 above.

1332\/0n Petrikovits (1963), pp. 28&29.

1333Baatz (1962), pp. 82ff., von Petrikovits (1963), A9ff.

1334 Ciippers (1990), p. 468.

1333 Konen (2000), p. 250.

1336 Ciippers (1990), p. 468: the precise date is AD 376
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about 30 indicate a primarily military functibii”. Excavation of these vessels also identified
a loading area at this site, which takes the fofraubstantial timber posts set parallel to the
Rhine in order to reinforce the river bafk. The identification of the ships discovered ‘Am
Brand’ as military vessels has led to the iderdtiien of this harbour as a military Jri&,
This seems to be supported by scant evidence &5 phat lead into the river to create
artificial harbour basif§*. The relationship of these remains to the citylsyakhich were
constructed between AD 250 and 300, indicatesttieapiers date from the early°2o the
late 3° century. As such, they are not contemporary Withessels found in the harbour and
indicate naval activity at this site for almost 2@ars.

The wealth of naval remains at Mainz has led tquent assertions th&togontiacum
must have been an important base ofdhsssis GERMANICA*., There is, however, nothing
in the archaeological record to suggest a presehtiee German fleet at any point in time.
Indeed, there is no evidence at all to suggestthigatLASSIS GERMANICAOperated anywhere
in Germania Superioron a permanent basis. On the other hand, therea atember of
indicators that the legion based Mbgontiacummay have been involved in naval activity,
and that the harbours and ships discovered at Maayhave belonged to the various legions
based here, especiallgG xxIl PRIMIGENIA.

The 229 Legion produced a large number of tiles stampeth wi ship-shaped
stamp>*? (Fig. 4.20. As such, the evidence from Mainz seems to rekeihie observations
made with regard teeG | ITALICA at Novae There is, however, a much stronger case for a
naval legionary detachment at Mainz than coulddeatified atNovaein Bulgaria, as there is

a significant amount of epigraphic data to supploig thesi$*** two inscriptions from AD

1337 prerdehirt (1995), p. 4; Hockmann (1988b), p. 23.

1338 Konen (2000), pp. 251&252.

1339 Konen (2000), pp. 252-254.

1340 K onen (2000), pp. 252-254; compare evidence fNowae pp. 104-106 above.
1341 viereck (1996), pp. 254&255; Bollini (1977), p.8;(Rougé (1975), p. 146.
1342 pferdehirt (1995), p. 8.

1343 Konen (2000), p. 256.
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185 and 198 may indicate thatG xxI maintained a shipyard at Mainz, as they mentiom tw
optiones navaliorunof the legion, although theavaliareferred to may have been tileworks
rather than the shipyard that has been progd&ed further inscription identifies a veteran
of the legion as maupegus(shipwright)**>. A tombstone showing a ship, plumb bob and
measuring angle was found at Mainz-Weiserk §.21). The iconography of this appears to
point to a shipwright, further underlining the tmgoof a shipyard at Maif2*® Four
inscriptions indicate vexillations @aEG xxIl sent to Obernburg (2x), Trennfurt and Stockstadt
(all near Mainz) to cut timbemgentes in lignariis>*". While this may have been used for
any purpose, the wording is unique to these foscriptions. As such, they have in the past
been linked to the shipyards oG xxii at Mogontiacum®*®. A final piece of evidence for
naval activity of the 2% legion comes in the shape of an anchor bearingtatsp which was
found at Eich>**.

In view of this significant amount of epigraphictalat must therefore be concluded
that, while there is a plethora of evidence foralactivity at Mainz throughout the period of
Roman occupation, none of this is in any way linkedhe cCLASSIS GERMANICA Indeed,
various inscriptions indicating shipyards belongit@g LEG XXl PRIMIGENIA, as well as
tilestamps in ship shape and an anchor stampetebiegion clearly indicate that the naval

installations at Mainz were part of the infrastruretof this legion.

A number of the sites discussed above have evidéettn identified as fleet bases
solely on individual CGPF stamped tiles. As sutls interesting that the site Bommereul

in Belgium has so far been ignored in studies efdinssis GERMANICA*® despite having
g

1344 CIL X111 6712; CIL XIIl 6714; see also Pferdehitt995), pp. 56 & 57; von Petrikovits (1963), p. Zh
optiones navaliorunsee also von Domaszewski (1908), 62; Stein (1982)75.

134> 5ee Pferdehirt (1995), p. 57.

1346 Hackmann (1998c), p. 327.

1347 See Pferdehirt (1995), pp. 59 — 62.

1348 pferdehirt (1995), p. 59.

1399 Hackmann (1998c), p. 335; Vons (1980), p. 44.

130 de Poorter & Claeys (1989), p. 49.
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produced not only a fleet stamped tile, but als®ohan ship$~% The stamped tile does not
bear the commoaGPFrstamp but is one of the rarerasistypes. As these have been shown to
date to before AD 682 they cannot be associated with the two flat lmo&d ships of the
Prahmtype: these have been dated to the 18#early 3 century by dendrochronolot§j®
While the presence of a tile stamped by the fledl@ammereul may thus indicate a general
supply of building materials to Belgian sites, asaf numbers of tiles were also found at
Maastricht, Rijmenam and Rumst, it cannot be seenndicate a base of theLassis

GERMANICA.

1351 As well as the remains of 4 non-Roman vessels\Viess & Pferdehirt (2002), p. 36.
1352 Hanel (1998), p. 406; Bocking (1987), p. 101.
1353 Mees & Pferdehirt (2002), pp. 36-39; see also:tivwl.rgzm.de/Navis/home/frames.hBhips 18 & 19.
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V.11 DISCUSSION

The results of the above evaluation differ siguaifitly from the preceding chapters in
that they show that current research ondbhessis GERMANICAappears to be based primarily
on actual data, rather than accepting circumstagtidence or unclear literary references, as
commonly found on the Danube. Indeed, only threthef35 sites currently identified as fleet
basesKig. 4.2) produced no evidence for a naval presence aAslhas been shown, however,
this does by no means imply that the remaining siga all be proven to have been stations of
the CLASSIS GERMANICA as many produced data related to the German fiegtnot in

sufficient quantities to indicate its permanentserece.

Epigraphic evidence for theCLASSIS GERMANICA (Fig. 4.22)

Fig. 4.22shows not only that there is a significant amourgpagraphic data related to
naval activity on the Rhine, but also highlightsenesting differences to the fleets studied
above with regard to the distribution of this evide: while there are almost as many
inscriptions that refer to the€LASSIS GERMANICA as those of both Danube fleets put

togethet***

the inscriptions mentioning the German fleet ®@usround five sites, four of
which are located within c. 65km of one another. Agh, the presence of tlmAssIS
GERMANICA can be inferred at two sites on the basis of eplgcadata alone. There is also
evidence, as was found on the lower Danube, thié$ other than th&€LASSIS GERMANICA
may have been engaged in naval activity on thedrhin

While the numerous inscriptions that have beemdoat theNehalennia sanctuary off

Walcheren (15) refer to sailors, none of thesecaudi naval personnel or even men of the

CLASSIS GERMANICA As such they evidently indicate merchant shippperhaps between the

1354 Compare Appendices 2&3 with 4.
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continent and Britaifi®>, and can therefore have no direct impact on aystodcerned with
the history and development of the German ffat

Despite their naval ranks, the three soldierstiied as twooptiones navaliorum and
anaupegus on inscriptions fronMogontiacum (35) cannot be associated with the fleet as they
are clearly identified as membersLaG xxil PRIMIGENIA. While these inscriptions, as well as
the four examples indicating a special commandravigde timber, possibly for legionary
shipyards at Mainz, are of interest as they prowaeLEG XXIl PRIMIGENIA maintained a naval
detachment, they can have no direct bearing ooithesis GERMANICA™>".

The same applies to the inscriptions founBextio (10): the reference totaerarchus
clearly indicates some form of naval activity a gite, but does not refer to any fleet or unit.
As the evidence from the lower Danube and Mainavshthat other units than established
classes also maintained naval squadrons, the current agsamihat this soldier must have
belonged to th&LASSIS GERMANICA cannot be maintained. The referencendatae on CIL
Xlll, 8815, whilst underlining the importance éfectio to shipping just as much as the
dedication to Oceanus, Neptune and Rhenus fourtbeasite, clearly refers to a civilian
context and does not, therefore, indicate any iagf the CLASSIS GERMANICAat the sitd®>®

The epigraphic data from Anderna@1) and Trier (33) cannot be taken as evidence
for bases of theLASSIS GERMANICA at either site, as each produced only singleriptsans.
The inscription from Trier identifies theiles classis Germanicae as anegotiator cervesarius.

As his presence at Trier must evidently be seetmencontext of his role as beer merchant,
involved in the purchase of supplies for the GerrRbaet, AE 1928, 183 cannot be taken as
direct evidence for aLASSIS GERMANICAbase at the sit&® The inscription from Andernach

was clearly set up by an active soldier of thetflas it states thgleroma he served in. As it

1355 A5 suggested by Jankuhn (1996), pp. 138.
1356 5ee p. 170 above.
1357 See p. 203 above.
1358 5ee p. 165 above.
13%95ee p. 198 above.
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is an altar, however, it indicates little more thtae temporary presence of the fleet soldier
Similius at this site. It actually appears to cofren a sanctuary on the edge of the Brohl
valley, and must therefore be seen in connectioth \guarrying work of theCcLASSIS
GERMANICA in this are&*®°

The two inscriptions fronBonna (29) that infer a naval context cannot prove a
permanent fleet base at the site. Tbellatio classis Germaniae who set up CIL Xlll, 8036
clearly state that they were in the region on apary commandd lapidem citandum
forum Ulpiae Traianae, rather than being based here permanfitlyThe other inscription,
whilst possibly indicating the presence dfrieerarchus at Bonn, fails to identify his unit and
is as such subject to the same reservations agdhafFectio discussed abov&?2

The six inscriptions from the Brohltal (30) on tb#her hand are clear evidence of a
CLASSIS GERMANICA presence in this area. Although all are dedicatosgriptions, their
number implies that soldiers of the German fleatewmased in this region repeatedly or for an
extended period of time. As two of the inscriptiaeger to vexillations made up of several
units from theexercitus Germaniae Inferioris that had been dispatched to the Brohl valley to
supply stone for Lower Germany, it seems that &llisscriptions must be seen in this
context. They do not, therefore, imply a permariket base. The evidence from this area is,
however, an interesting indicator of the tasks thatLAssIs GERMANICAWaS involved if*®:

The five inscriptions from Cologne (27) that refirectly to theCLASSIS GERMANICA
are testament that the site served as a base Giethean fleet, particularly so as two of them
are funerary monuments to soldiers on active dritg fact that two inscriptions were set up

by praefecti of the cLASSIS GERMANICA may indicate that the headquarters of the fleeewe

1380 For a discussion of the inscription frofntunnacum, see note 1294 above. On quarrying in the Brolya
see p. 194 above and further discussion on this.pag

1361 See p. 193 above.

13625ee pp. 193&194 above.

13635ee p. 194 above.
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located at Cologne, but does not necessitateabibas been suggest&d Despite the earlier
argument that inscriptions referring to naval parsd without mentioning an actual unit do
not imply that they were fleet soldiers, it appekksly that the inscriptions referring to a
pleroma, atrierarchus, a gubernator, and aproreta ought to be associated with the German
fleet'*® After all, Cologne can be identified as a basethsf CLASSIS GERMANICA even
without the added data from these four inscriptions

Two inscriptions that refer to th®.AssSIS GERMANICA have not been discussed above
as they have not been associated with any fleetsbiaspast research: a funerary inscription
from Bad Munstereifel indicates that a veterdnerarchus of the fleet died there. As such, it
cannot be used to infer the presence ofdiresssis GERMANICAbecause he was no longer an
active soldier when he di&§® CIL XIlI, 8813, however, is of more interé&t: a dedication
to Mars, it was set up byladiatores classis germaniae pia fidelis. Starr suggests that this is
evidence of games held in honour of an emperohén2t® century®®® Whatever the reason
for the existence afladiatores classis germaniae, their presence appears to indicate a long-
term presence of the fleet: even if any games lead la singular event, they are likely to have
been held at a station of tlkeAsssis GERMANICArather than in an open field. As CIL Xl
does not give the original findspot of the insaapt stating merely that it was fouragpud
Batavos, however, no such identification can be made.

The study of theLASSIS GERMANICAS epigraphic record is evidently more conducive
than similar approaches have been with regarda®t@mube fleets. Not only is it possible to
identify Cologne-Alteburg as a fleet station on thesis of epigraphic data alone, but the
detail in some of the inscriptions also sheds lmgihta number of aspects of the German fleet.

The inscriptions from Bonn and the Brohltal showttthe tasks of theLASSIS GERMANICA

1364 Starr (1993), pp. 146&149.

136> 5ee pp. 189&190 above.

1366 CIL X111, 7941; see Appendix IV.
1367 See Appendix IV.

1368 Starr (1993), p. 149.
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included the supply (and presumably transportitafes from quarries isermania Superior

to sites inGermania Inferior. Interestingly, the data from Bonn puts this ipuaely civilian
context, while the fact that work in the Brohl \egllwas carried out by vexillations from units
across theexercitus Germaniae Inferioris appears to indicate central military planning. As
such, the latter work may have to be seen in cdrmmewith the rebuilding in stone of various
forts along the Rhine in Lower Germany.

The epigraphic evidence for tl®AssiS GERMANICA furthermore contains several
references to the structure of this fleet. WhilarSargued that the reference toaaarchus at
Cologne implies that the German fleet had severdépendent squadrons, this cannot be
assumed as his model of the command structuresmfR fleets remains unprové. Two
of the inscriptions discussed above, as well as XJIL, 8250, which does not mention the
CLASSIS GERMANICA by name, refer tpleromata. As CIL Xlll, 7681 refers to gleroma
Cresimi, while AE 1956, 249 refers topheroma Euhodi nauarchi, pleromata evidently were
subdivisions of thecLASSIS GERMANICA Starr interpretecpleroma, transliterated from the

1370 to mean ‘transport vessel’ and refer to the shiged to transport stone

Greekm\npwua
from the Brohltal quarri¢d’ In view of the original meaning of the Greek tefmwever, it
appears more likely thapleroma simply denoted a vessel's entire ct&® Both

interpretations, however, mean that in view of AE3,9259’s reference to@eroma Euhodi

139 5ee discussion in Chapter I, p. 13 above. Itter@sting to note, however, that the inscriptidesuidy show
that thecLASSIS GERMANICAhad bothnauarchi andtrierarchi amongst its personnel. While their precise
relationship to one another cannot be ascertaimed the data at hand, the fact that the quarryatgits both at
Bonn and in the Brohl valley were commandedrigrarchi andcenturiones respectively, while the only
attestechauarchusis known from Cologne, may speak against the thdwithe latter held a higher command.
Surely any detachments of the fleet would have lweemmanded byauarchi, had these indeed been the
commanders of fleet squadrons, as suggested hy Star

1370 isted in Liddel & Scott as meaniragfull measure, or “3. of shipsa full number, Hdt., Eur.; of single ships,
their complement, Thuc., etc.”.

1371 Starr (1993), pp. 147.

1372 This would make sense of both the phralseoma Cresimi andpleroma Euhodi nauarchi, as the genitive is
frequently used in this way to denote attachmenmt®nturies in the remainder of the Roman army &g
1929, 40 [sca/Caerleon]:.COHORS X/ CENTVRIAE FLAVI IVLINI ).
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nauarchi, a nauarchus must have been in charge of a single ship rathan @#n entire
squadron, as had been suggested as the roiarfchi by Starf*"3

If the cLASSIS GERMANICApresence in the Brohl valley was the result ofrap@rary
command to quarry stone, the distribution of irn#oons related to the German fleet becomes
even more interesting. As the inscription from Thas been shown to have no direct bearing
on the geography of th@ Assis GERMANICA all remaining finds of epigraphic data related to
the fleet are located iGermania Inferior, reflecting similar conclusions reached on the
Danube. In contrast to observations on the Danthieeepigraphic record of the German fleet
is clearly sufficient to enable detailed statememtghe history and development of this fleet.
It does not, however, provide a complete understgndf the CLASSIS GERMANICA as

implied by early scholars of the Roman flé&ts

Tiles stamped by theCLASSIS GERMANICA (Fig. 4.23

Fig. 4.23shows that tiles stamped by theassis GERMANICAformed the basis of many
studies that identified stations of the Germantflas 27 of the original 35 sites studied are
represented. The spread of individual stamped tilesughout the entire province of
Germania Inferior and two sites ilsermania Superior, however, makes it unlikely that all of
these sites actually served as bases of the Geileetn The province-wide distribution of
building materials provided by military units iparticular phenomenon @ermania Inferior
and must be seen in view of the fact that the regmvered by this province does not contain
any natural stone deposit§. As suchGermania Inferior reflects some of the ideas about the

possibility of a centralized supply of building reaals that has been voiced with regard to the

1373 |ndeed, this appears to actually verify the thebat the ranks afiauarchus andtrierarchus were
interchangeable and both denoted captains of \weasaluggested by Sander (1957), pp. 354.

137 see note 898 above.

137> 5ee discussion of the Brohltal quarries, p. 1%vabOn the distribution of military tilestamps@ermania
Inferior see Schmitz (2002); Hanel (1998); Kaiser (1996).d&discussion of theLASSIS GERMANICAS role in
such models see Konen (2000), pp. 402-414.
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lower Danube abové’® The idea of such a central organisation for tliéary provision is
furthermore supported by the frequent occurrenc&XiGERM INF (exercitus germaniae
inferioris) stamped tiles in the province during tHeckentury AD®"". As individual stamped
tiles must therefore be seen as part of a centmfipnized supply of building materials,
rather than being indicative of any permanent flease, the number of sites that have
produced interpretable amounts of stamped tilesdaced significantf{?"®

The precise numbers of stamped tiles from Leid@nWalcheren (15) and Rijmenam
(23) have not been published, making it uncleartirdrethe data from these sites represents
individual shipments of building supplies or moieedt influence. The general occurrence of
stamps throughout the Dutch delta region may sfmak general fleet presence in the region
around Walcheren, but cannot constitute proof imhsa theory. The inland site of Rijmenam,
on the other hand, is unlikely to be linked to thessis GERMANICA as the identification of
most tiles is not secure and no Roman featurekmwen from the sité’® While Leiden,
located on the Rhine and thessa Corbulonis, may well have been reached by the German
fleet,the small number afGprstamped tiles cannot be evidence for a fleet basew of the
significant numbers of tiles stamped by other uftitsid at the sit&°

As three or fouccpFstamped tiles have been found at Xanten (20),stffequently
been identified as a fleet base. In view of thd fhat the inscription from Bonn discussed
above clearly states that tlseAssIS GERMANICAwaS involved in the provision of building

materials for work aColonia Ulpia Traiana, however, this relatively small number of tiles

1376 5ee p. 133 above.

1377 Bechert & Willems (1995), pp. 20-23.

1378 ps all sites that produced only individual stampiees may be discounted in view of the argumebtsva,
the following sites do not need to be discussetktail: Velsen (1), Uitgeest/Dorregeest (2), Valkery (4),
Zwammerdam (6), Vechten (1@evefanum (11), Goedereede/Oostdijkerpolder (14), Oostvo§iee,
Naaldwijk (17), Vlaardingen-Aalkeet (18), Nijmeg€i®), Rumst (22), Maastricht (25), Jilich (26), Aan
(28), Bronhltal (30), Andernach (31). See also sgen8tz (2002), pp. 358-359, who identifies that ¢femeral
distribution ofcGPrstamped tiles cannot be related to operationseofleet directly.

1379 5ee p. 182 above.

1380t js merely unclear whether one, or ‘seveiPrstamped tiles were found at the site. See alsoistiun
on pp. 156&157 above.
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must be viewed as part of this supply, especia$yall three/four tiles appear to be of the
same typ&®:

The six stamped tiles identified at Katwijk (3) ynadicate the supply of building
materials over a period of time. As they have bieemd amongst tiles stamped by several
other units and epigraphic data seems to indicateH@RS | RAETORVMaS garrison of the site,
however, they cannot be used to suggest a fleetfas

Despite their number, the T&PFstamped tiles found at Bonn (29) cannot be taken as
evidence of a fleet base at the site. Excavati@ve lshown that they were all built into the
samefabrica. While the evidence from Bonn proves that thenssis GERMANICA still
producedcGPrstamped tiles in the latd®early 3¢ century, the fact that all tiles were built
into one structure clearly shows that they weré piaa single batch of building materi&i®’

Although the 20+ tiles fronfForum Hadriani (12) appear to indicate direct fleet
involvement at the site, their number must be viéwethe context of the site: Voorburg-
Arentsburg has produced not only sevesatzERM INFstamped tiles, placing it in any central
supply network of building materials as suggestealvea, but also 218 tiles stamped by units
from all over Germania Inferior. As the site furthermore appears to have beerviaai
settlement, the presence @trr stamped tiles must be seen as part of the gesepaly of
building materials, rather than as proof of a flgetsence®

While the four tiles from Loosduinen-Ockenburg)4a8e in different styles, indicating
supply over an extended period, they are surfamsfand have not been associated with any
Roman structures. As such, they cannot be usettempt to identify stations of theLAssIs
GERMANICA. The five tiles with different styles of stamp rfnoNeuss (24), however, are

highly interesting. All five tiles probably indicata general supply of building materials by

1381 On the inscription discussir@ ASSIS GERMANICAACtivity in the context of work at Xanten see pp8&193
above.

13825ee p. 152 above.

1383 5ee p. 192 above.

1384 5ee p. 167 above.
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the fleet rather than a naval presence as Neusgleasy occupied byEG VI VICTRIX from
AD 69 onwards, but the fourLAass stamped tiles from this site are remarkable asr thei
contexts show that they were used in structurésefate ¥ century AD®%°

The cLass stamped tiles from Neuss must be seen in conneetitm the 140+
stamped tiles that have been found at Coldgffawhile there can be no doubt that the fleet
maintained a base at Cologne-Alteburg in view eftheer number of tiles from this site, the
evidence is even more interesting in view of thigedent stamp styles represented: Cologne
produced not onlxGPFstamped tiles in various types, but as@ss and cac stamp$®®’.
The traditional interpretation of these differentanyms was that the fleet initially used the
CAG stamp, and began to useprFstampsan AD 89; cLAass stamps were believed to date to
the late Roman peridtf®. While there is not enough associated evidence forecise dating
of different acronyms on fleet tiles, data incluglithe cLASS tiles from Neuss has forced a
revision of this theory: theLAss stamps, dated to the lat& dentury at Neuss and to pre AD
69 at ColognE® actually appear to be the earliest fleet stamps;AG stamped tiles are
found throughout early Domitianic layers at Cologkleeburg™®. As ccpr stamped tiles
clearly come into existence after AD'8Y, Hanel has therefore suggested that the use®f
stamps, and hence the honordieGvsTA may indeed, as initially suggested by Starr, date
the early Flavian period, and probably the reigive$pasiat’®2

Despite the difficulties of interpreting stampeites in Germania Inferior, tiles
stamped by the€LAssIS GERMANICA can not only help to identify a naval base at Go&

Alteburg, but actively affect the current undersliag of the fleet's early history. They

1385 See pp 183&184 above.

1386 See p. 189 above.

1387 B5cking (1987), pp. 101.

1388 5ee p. 141 above.

1389 This rests on their association with tiles stamipgteG v ALAVDAE at the site of Cologne Feldkassel; see
Hanel (1998), pp. 405.

1390 Hanel (1998), pp. 406

1391 5ee p. 141 above.

1392 Hanel (1998), pp. 406
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cannot, however, be used as indicators of a sefiéset bases along the Rhine and North Sea

coast, as suggested by Sttt

Direct evidence for naval activity €ig. 4.24

The distribution of archaeological finds relatedntaval activity as shown drig. 4.24
reflects the importance of the Rhine for supply amheral fleet movements during the
Principate, as every other site on the Rhine studpmpears to have had a harbour. This does
guestion, however, to what extent such evidencdiemghe presence of a fleet, as the
CLASSIS GERMANICAMuSst have been at least legion-size in order tsnpeently control nine
stations on the Rhine.

The remains of the alleged Roman harbouArtunnacum (31) cannot be proven
archaeologically, as theories of its existencenageeely hypothetical and solely based on the
existence of an old Rhine arm that may have creatadtural harbour and in which a late
Roman wall was fourfd® Despite several attempts, including geophysieakarch, no
harbour has yet been located at thessis GERMANICAbase in Cologne-Alteburg (27). The
identification of several walls in the area of tiner bank that is supposed to have been the
site of the Roman harbour may, however, prove tlistence of harbour installations, as
large-scale rescue excavations are currently taglage in the area. These have, amongst
other finds, already led to the discovery of a Rons@ip, which has currently not been
studied in enough detail to enable definite statemeegarding its date or functioi. While
Morel has been trying to prove the existence o&iddur at Haltern (21) for the last twenty
years, no conclusive proof for this has yet beasgmted. At present, its identification as a
naval base rests on the hypothesis that ship-skadied in the ‘Hofestatt’ fort. While the

argument that the structures in question actuatly ship-sheds has several flaws, the

1393 Starr (1993), p. 150
1394 5ee p. 195 above.
1395 5ee pp. 187-189 above.
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existence of features identified as ‘slipways’ aatnat present be explained in any other
way'*®® Even if a naval base existed at Haltern, howettere is no evidence that the
CLASSIS GERMANICA ever reached the site. This does, in fact, segimyhunlikely as the site
ends between AD 9 and 16, a time for which, asthetre is no proof that the German fleet
even existed.

A complex harbour with several phases has beeveprto have existed at one of the
sites of ancient Velsen (1), but the discussiothefsite is not without problems. Numerous
military equipment finds support the identificatioh Velsen | as a military site. Whether
ship-sheds ever existed at the site, howeverss diear, as the same problems as at Haltern
apply. As the site was abandoned around AD 39,amsyciation of the harbour at Velsen |
with the cLAssIS GERMANICA would necessitate the fleet's existence under ritibeor
Caligula. Finds from Velsen Il indicate a furthersgible naval presence at this later site, but
as excavations have focussed on earlier Velsentlenough data is currently available to
identify either as @LASSIS GERMANICAbasé™?”.

Although there is evidence for &3 century military presence at Woerden (7), no
fort has been found. The substantial reinforce@rbank that existed at the site from the
Flavian period onwards has nonetheless been ietexpras related to the fort. Ongoing
discoveries of Roman ships of tiReahm type clearly indicate that the site was supplied
mainly from the Rhine, but give no indication tlitavas used by theLAssIs GERMANICA %2
Supply by river is also indicated by the harbougilfiees identified at Vechten (10), which
existed from the Tiberian period onwards. The discy of a ship further underlines that this

site was an important naval base. Although integbi@n of the ship is difficult, it appears to

have been a transport, rather than military vé¥Sel

139 5ee p. 181 above.
1397See p. 150 above.
1398 See pp. 160&161 above.
1395ee p. 164 above.
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Only at Zwammerdam (6) and Xanten (20) magLASSIS GERMANICA presence be
suggested on the basis of archaeological evidehsegn in the context of the discussions
above. Neither of these sites, however, appearbaice served as a permanent base.
Zwammerdam had a reinforced riverfront that waslewily used for docking ships. It was
built in the Flavian period and was important erfoug be relocated twice due to river
changes. Six ships discovered in the harbour furdumgest the naval importance of
Zwammerdam. As these have not been dated accyrtiely interpretation as laté“&arly
3 century vessels rests on the hypothesis thattihmyght stone for the rebuilding Nfgrum
Pullum which has been dated to around or after AD175. &vihié wood they are made from
indicates that they may have been fellebenmania Superior, there is no direct evidence for
their association with theLASSIS GERMANICA In view of the discussion of quarrying in the
Brohltal above, however, the ship remains fromZzivammerdam vessel may well have to be
seen in connection with a vexillation that involvir: German fleét” Xanten had major
harbours from the Claudian period to around AD IlMaere is no evidence, however, that
these were used by tleeASSIS GERMANICA Other than Bridger’s current interpretation that a
enclosed area with signs of metalworking may hareesl as a construction camp while the
fleet was engaged in building activity at tt@onia Ulpia Traiana, as discussed abdvé'
The two ships found at Xanten show that the harl@s in operation in the laté' and early
3 century, but do not indicate any military use. Whi is likely that the German fleet used
the harbour at Xanten temporarily whilst working tae site, there is nothing in the
archaeological record to suggest a permanent baise sité*°2

The early harbour at Valkenburg Woerd (4) may hbeen associated with the
building of a fort at the site, but as it was sbaiit over it cannot have served as a naval base.

A larger harbour at the Marktveld site may haversgras a supply base in the second half of

14099 the remains from Zwammerdam see pp. 158&159etam quarrying in the Brohl valley see p. 194
above.

1401 5ee p. 175 above.

14025ee p. 177 above.
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the T' century AD. From the early"®century onwards, however, it appears to have been
associated with a civilian settlement, rather taap military usé&’®

The harbour at Bonn (29) has never been studiei@tal, but is clearly visible at low
river levels. As there is no evidence to suggestptesence of theLASSIS GERMANICA it
appears likely that these harbour remains areectlad the legionary fortress at the site. It
cannot be identified, however, whether the harlveas used for supply or if the legion based
at Bonn maintained a naval detachment. A legionamal detachment is, however, suggested
by the various remains indicating naval activityMainz (35). These include three identified
Roman harbours, as well as several finds of RorhgssOnly one of the three harbours has
actually been studied and published in detail, @mgkears to have been used from the Flavian
period to the i century. While two cargo barges of the Zwammerdigme that date to the'l
century AD do not indicate military use of the hauh a naval presence is clearly indicated
by the 4' century patrol vessels that have been found inAhe Brand' area of Mainz, as
well as several indicators thatG xxil PRIMIGENIA was involved in naval activity®*

While the work of Dutch and German archaeologlsts uncovered a staggering
amount of archaeological evidence for naval agtieh the Rhine, it is clear that relatively
little of it can actually be connected to tklieassis GERMANICA Indeed, the data above
suggests primarily that harbour facilities ass@datvith forts on the Rhine formed integral
parts of their garrison’s supply chain, rather tbaing evidence for a series of evenly spaced

fleet bases, as suggested in current literditre

Evaluation of evidence for thecLASSIS GERMANICA (Fig. 4.29
In contrast to the results of both Danube fleetligts above, the plot of data related to

the CLASSIS GERMANICA (Fig. 4.29 is not far removed from that of fleet bases aniified in

1403 5ee pp. 154&155 above.
1404 5ee pp. 201-203 above.
1405 K onen (2000), pp. 351-369; Starr (1993), pp. 180-1
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current scholarshipF{g. 4.2, as only two sites currently associated with @erman fleet
produced no evidence for this unit. The maps ofeaaflect the earlier impression that the
majority of sites currently associated with thenssis GERMANICA are identified on the basis
of insufficient evidence such as individual stampés or harbour installation that cannot be
conclusively proven to have existed. Nonetheldss,survey identifies eight potential fleet
bases, as well as three sites that produced ewdestalirectly related to the fleet.

Trier (33) can clearly be disregarded in any fertdiscussion on the basis of its
epigraphic evaluation above. The data from VleudenMeern (8) andviogontiacum (35),
however, indicate that units other than thessis GERMANICAwere engaged in naval activity
on the Rhine. While the epigraphic and archaeo&geidence from Mainz leaves no doubt
that LEG xXIl PRIMIGENIA had a naval detachment, the ship-shaped stampsd founiles of
this unit not only underline this fact, but alsdeofan interesting parallel to those found at
Novae on the lower Danub&®® The presence of @HORs | cLASSICAat Vleuten de Meern is
also interesting: while little is known of this tioither than that it formed part of theercitus
Germaniaeinferiorisfrom AD 89 — 96, it has traditionally been suggddteat it was made up
from fleet soldier§’®’. This thesis must remain hypothetical, but the @awggests that the
unit may well have been engaged in naval activitgespite being listed as a separate
auxiliary unit from the fleet in a military diplomi®® The existence of naval units not
attached to theLAssIS GERMANICAMay also be indicated by the evidence friéaatio (10):
as the only tangible link between this site and ¢thessIS GERMANICA IS a singleCGPF
stamped tile, the identification of the site aseatfbase cannot be upheld in view of the above
discussion of stamped tile distribution Germania Inferior. As such, it is possible that the

trierarchus identified on an inscription need not have beeanldiar of the German fleet. This

1408 5ee pp. 104-106 & 109-203 above.

1407 Bachert & Willems (1995), pp. 86.

148 See note 1054 above. It seems tahibrtes classicae may well have been made up from fleet soldiers as
suggested by Bechert & Willems, but there is naderce that such units would have carried out amgilna

duties. See also discussion of ©@HORS | AELIA CLASSICAat Ravenglass, p. 237 below.
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hypothesis, however, cannot be proven. The evidgnoethe German provinces nonetheless
seems to underline the impression that Roman repegiations on the northern frontier were
organized along significantly more flexible lindsah hitherto believed, as indicated by the
data from the lower Danub&®

While the evidence from the remaining eight sitessomewhat more difficult to
interpret, it also offers greater potential for anderstanding of fleet activity than those
reached in the earlier surveys. Stamped tilesylaolia and aCLASSIS GERMANICAINScription
make Bonn (29) an ideal candidate to have beeeea llase, but the above discussions have
shown that each type of evidence can be explainetemmporary events. This leaves the
possibility thatLEG | MINERVIA may have maintained its own naval squadron. Thdeede
from Bonn does, however, link the site directlylwKanten (20), and gives an interesting
insight into the operations of th®AssSIS GERMANICA The inscription shows that the fleet
provided stone for the building @blonia Ulpia Traiana which, according to data from this
site, occurred in the early"2century**. It may further explain the presence of sevegtfl
stamped tiles at Xanten, but need not imply thatitéirbour or ships found here were related
to thecLAssIS GERMANICA The data from these sites, finally, is also enatethat the fleet
was not so much engaged in regular river patrofseggsiently suggested, but played a part in
major civic engineering projecfe!

This is also shown by the data from the Brohl&dl)(and nearby Andernach (31). As
the detailed evidence from these two sites is prlyn@pigraphic it explains the fleet's
presence in the Brohltal in connection with vexiias of units from throughouGermania
Inferior, sent to quarry stone in this area. The data fAordernach is evidently related and
can therefore not be taken to identify the siteaaseparate fleet base. The data from this

region has, however, been linked to the remairghgfs and a harbour Bigrum Pullum (6)

14095ee p, 137&138 above.
141056 pp. 174 above.
1411 See discussions of Xanten, pp. 174-178 and Bqnrl,92-194 above.
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in the Netherlands. Several observations appeauggest that the large transport vessels
from the site may have been involved in supplyimg $tone for the rebuilding, although this
cannot be proven conclusivéfy?

A significant amount of data implies naval acivét Velsen (1), but this cannot be
linked to thecLASSIS GERMANICA by any finds. In addition to this, it appears tkae site
ended by AD 47 at the laté8t. If Velsen is to be considered as a fleet basthemasis of its
harbour installations — the evidence of a sirmggieFstamped tile from the area can clearly not
indicate a fleet base as these stamps only cameisat c. 50 years after the end of the site — it
must therefore be proven that tloeAassiS GERMANICA existed before AD 47. Such a
conclusion can only be reached at the only posjtivéentified permanent base of the
German fleet, the fort at Cologne-Alteburg (27).

The evidence for the early phases at Cologne-Aitgls not conclusive. While recent
research has made great advances with regard tarntierstanding of the site, several
problems remain. The earliest fort at the site ilgefian, but it seems that more substantial
fortifications that might indicate the intended dpterm presence of a unit were only
constructed under Claudius. As yet there is noenad, however, to link these early phases
of Cologne-Alteburg with theLassis GErMaNICA**. The data from Cologne can therefore
not be used to prove that Velsen was ever usedaseof the German fleet. As the Claudian
construction of substantial fortifications at Calegnay suggest that the fleet was established
under his rule, the identification of Velsen asaséd of a German fleet appears unlikely in
view of the large-scalpre-Claudian harbour installations. As such, it seemas Velsen must
be seen as a naval base connected to the Augusdahilzerian campaigns, rather than as a

station of thecLASSIS GERMANICA

1412 e Weerd (1977), p. 196. See also p. 159 above.
14135ee p. 144&149 above.
1414 See pp. 185-187 above.
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Although archaeological data from the early phasésCologne-Alteburg is not
conclusive, the large numbers of tiles found atdite prove that the fleet existed in the early
Flavian period, when it appears to have been calledsis AvGVSTA GERMANICA The fleet
may even have existed before AD 69 — if it is, eulleto be associated with tiles stamped
cLass**® Research at Cologne has furthermore identifiedingégresting parallel: native
pottery found throughout theLAssis GERMANICAfort, and usually assumed to have come
there as part of the unit’s supplies, originatethansouthermivitas Tungrorum, as well as in
the area between Xanten and Nijmed&h As such the presence of fleet stamped tiles at
these sites may well be connected with the supipliyeofleet as building materials could have
been return cargoes on supply vessels, while smali@bers of tiles could also have served
as ballast.

As the extensive discussion above shows, therd&ted to thecLASSIS GERMANICA
can be used to reconstruct many aspects of the &efleet’s history and development. It is
all the more surprising, therefore, that so mangcomceptions remain. Although it is
impossible to prove a negative, the fact that thero evidence for a permanent presence of
this fleet in Germania Superior, while its tiles are found througho@ermania Inferior
evidently suggests that the fleet operated in #tierd province — with the exception of the
special quarrying detail at the Brohl valley. Axlsuthe common theory that tlmeAssis
GERMANICA controlled the Rhine up to at leAdogontiacum, cannot be maintainétt”.

Indeed, as only a single base of thexssis GERMANICA could be proven to have
existed, it seems unlikely that this unit ever pedi the Rhine with regular patrtt$ Even if
the clustering of stamped tiles around the moutth@fRhine is taken to suggest the existence

of a further, as yet unlocated, fleet base in Heinium or Meuse delta as suggested by

14155ee p. 212 above.

1418 carroll (2001), pp. 313-315

1417 5ee note 918 above.

1418 particularly so as sections of it were clearlyditved in engineering work or large scale civic irily
projects at various points in time as discussefd.@06 above. See also Konen (2000), pp. 348-48a, w
maintains that the fleet was in charge of contngllihe Rhine despite its involvementojpera publica.
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Bogaers*® there is no evidence at all for the regularlycgubfleet stations along Rhine and
North Sea coast that were proposed by Starr.

Finally, the survey above has not identified arliable evidence for theLAsSIS
GERMANICA during the Julio-Claudian period other than isadatLAss stamped tiles that
appear to have existed before AD 69. Any hypothesgarding the date that this fleet was
established must therefore rest on the tenuousreaguthat, as it was the main garrison of
Cologne-Alteburg, its creation must be linked te #arliest phases at the site. According to
this thesis, theLASSIS GERMANICA might have been a Tiberian creation, but as thdeaece
from Cologne does not appear to indicate a forigthesl to be permanent, this probably only
reflects a stage of transition. The earliest peenaifort of substance is Claudian, suggesting
that the actuatLAssSIS GERMANICAmMay have been established under this emperor. Whde
thesis is largely hypothetical and cannot be takerevidence that the German fleet was a
Claudian creation, there is clearly no evidenceé thes unit was involved in the Augustan

occupation and Tiberian campaigns, as has freqube#n suggest&d®

1419 Bogaers (1974), pp. 78. This suggestion, howésegmoblematic in view of the general distributiofccPrF
stamped tiles throughout the provinceGef mania Inferior as discussed above.
14205ee pp. 140&141 above. See also discussion ofifggtdd’s similar conclusion on pp. 19&20.
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CHAPTER YV

THE CLASSISBRITANNICA
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V. INTRODUCTION

The CLASSIS BRITANNICA is probably the most studied of the four fleets emd
investigation. This is not to say, however, thasithe most understood. Starr suggested that
as Britain was an island province, its very existenecessitated a fleet for its administration.
He linked the establishment of the British fleetQaligula’s attempted invasion of Britain,
arguing that the ships used in AD 40 formed theleusc of Claudius’ invasion fleet and,
therefore, thecLASSIS BRITANNICA He suggested that fleet operations were limitedhto
English Channel, and that its headquarters wemgéddcat Boulogne in Fran¢é'

A more anglo-centric view of theLASSIS BRITANNICA developed in the late 1960s
with Cunliffe’s publication of a long article onélBritish fleet which argued that tleeAssis
BRITANNICA was instrumental in Rome’s conquest of Britainitgsovided logistical support
for the entire campaign and maintained supply b#sesighout the British Islé&¥2 This
gave rise to the by now established opinion amomgsty British scholars that the fleet was a
support unit for the land based army and operal@uaall coasts oBritannia**?®> Cunliffe
furthermore argued against Starr that the headeysadf theCLASSIS BRITANNICA were
located at Lympne in Kel{£* While the discovery of a clearly fleet relatedtfat Dover in

the 1970s led this theory to be revised, in soafaithe main base of the British fleet was

142 Starr (1993), pp. 152&153.

1422 cunliffe (1968), pp. 255.

142 Mason (2003), pp. 105; Milne (2000), 127; AllerR&ilford (1999), pp. 178-181; Salway (1981), Cleere
(1977). Mattingly (2006), pp. 129 suggests instibwd theCLASSIS BRITANNICAhad detachments in all Channel
ports to oversee customs duties. A noteable exaeptnongst such studies is a recent, more critisgakssment
by Rankov, who states that there is no evidendetiezLASSIS BRITANNICAdeveloped out of Claudius’
invasion fleet, as suggested by Starr, or thatit ewver used in a support role (see Rankov [2Qp5162-64).
1424 Cunliffe (1968), pp. 257. Cunliffe’s article red interest in the British fleet amongst scholarghis
country, which led to the publication of severalces on thecLASSIS BRITANNICA Most prevalent amongst
these was the association of the British fleet withSaxon Shore Forts (e.g. Cleere [1978], pp.\8Bich in

turn led to the identification of fleet bases thyghaut Britain as well as its being firmly linked both the
Flavian and Severan campaigns in Scotland on this b&circumstantial evidence (Cleere [1977], J§&17;

for expanded variants of these theories see Ma@08]; Milne [2000]; Salway [1981], pp. 528-530yEr
[1973]).
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henceforth presumed to have been located at Dtdwerthesis that theLASSIS BRITANNICA
was based in Britain remained popular amongst tenity of British scholars®.

This typifies one of the main difficulties in tiéidnal scholarship of theLAssIS
BRITANNICA: it is divided into a predominantly ‘British’ iatpretation, which sees the fleet at
the heart of developments Britannia and postulates that it was a large unit that raaet
several naval stations throughout the province, amdainly ‘French’ view that sees it as a
naval unit based i®allia Belgica which operated mainly in the Channel and maintaiaed
secondary station at Dov&% While French scholarship has primarily been kmitto
researching the Roman period at Boulogne in Pas de Calais, British historians and
archaeologists have recreated numerous historiéseafLASSIS BRITANNICA, most of which
are based on limited evider¢€. As such, theLASSIS BRITANNICA may be the most studied
of the northern provincial fleets, but is probablye of the least understood: the majority of
studies that present complete histories of thadBriteet and its importance are based on little
or no evidence, while research that deals with del@ed to the fleet does not generally
attempt to put this information into a wider histat context*?®

A recent article by Rankov has called a numbetraditionally assumed theses in

guestion in that he suggested a much smallessis BRITANNICA with a significantly more

1425 For thecLAsSIS BRITANNICAfort at Dover see Philp (1981); Breeze (1983):alee Rigold (1969); Wheeler
(1929). For historical accounts of the British fléeat assume its headquarters to have been taifBgee
Mattingly (2006), pp. 138; Salway (1981), pp. 52%ere (1978), pp. 37; Cleere (1977), Reed (19h)320;
Dove (1971); also Cunliffe (1968), pp. 257.

1428 Guillerm (1993); Reddé (1986), pp. 427&428; thms theory may actually lie closer to the truth is
suggested by more recent work in Britain, whichagalty accepts that the main base ofthassis BRITANNICA
was at Boulogne (e.g. Rankov [2005], pp. 65; Md2003], pp. 11).

1427 Eor research at Boulogne, see Dhaeze & Seill@d3 Demon [2004]; Seillier [1996]; Seillier [19B5
Belot & Canut [1993]; le Bourdelles [1988]; Seitli986]; Seillier [1984]; Delmaire [1978]; Gosselk

Seillier [1981]; Gosselin et al [1976]. For ‘Britishistories of thecLASSIS BRITANNICASee Mason (2003) ;
Milne (2000); Allan & Fulford (1999), pp. 178-18% avell as references in note 1423 above. Britiseaech did
include major projects into tiles stamped by tleefithat included detailed petrographic analyseshich
French and British scholars worked closely togetbee Brodribb (1980); Peacock (1977); Brodribl6@)9 See
alsoFig. 5.1 for typical stamps used to denote tiles manufadtiethe fleet.

1428 Notable exceptions are Seillier & Gosselin (1988) relevant chapters of Reddé (1986).
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limited area of operations than hitherto believedBritish scholarshi$?>. Nonetheless, it
appears that the prevalent opinion amongst Bridigtolars, despite a degree of acceptance
that some presently held theories cannot be maedain view of overwhelming contrary
evidence, still is that theLASSIS BRITANNICA was a major unit that controlled numerous bases
around the British mainlan®® (Fig. 5.2).

As the current view of theLASSIS BRITANNICA and its history and development is
largely the result of decades of historical speaauta it is hardly surprising that important
facts regarding its existence remain unclear. Thatwon of this fleet, for example, argued to
have occurred under Caligula by Starr, is by nomaeggreed on. While it has been suggested
that theCLASSIS BRITANNICAMay have been established in the course of Caesadsions in
the 50s BC, most scholars associate it with theidi#m invasion of AD 43, although to
date there is no evidence to prove this theory.

In view of all these problems in the current urstiEnding of thecLASSIS BRITANNICA,
it is clear, therefore, that it is necessary teseas the sites commonly identified as bases of
the fleet Eig. 5.2) in order to establish which of the above theocas actually be maintained

on the basis of reliable archaeological data, ssudised in Chapter I.

1429 Rankov (2005), pp. 65&66 argues that thessiS BRITANNICA consisted of little more than 4000 men, and
as such is likely to have served mainly to ensoraraunications betwedBritannia and the continent and as an
official transport service between Boulogne and &ov

1430\while in the 1980s, Salway (1981), pp. 529 was #@blmaintain that the 1f@ASSIS BRITANNICAfort at
Dover was the main base of this fleet as the 1245Hort at Boulogne was indicative only of “a alin
detachment supervising transhipment of goods t@midfi recent research on the fleet has acceptadtie
overwhelming evidence from Boulogne (see below,2013-276), as well as the fact that the fort igifi#es the
size of that in Dover, must indicate that this Isene its headquarters were located; see Mason (200311;
Milne (2000), pp. 127. Both of these studies, ab agAllen & Fulford (1999), pp. 178-181 do, hovesy
maintain that th€LASSIS BRITANNICA also had several bases throughout Britain andmasly a supply and
support unit for the remainder of the army. As adjby Rankov (2005), pp. 63-64, however, ther@is n
evidence for this.

131 Eor the fleet’s establishment under Caesar sele@ui(1993). While Reed (1975), pp. 322 uses tleus
passage traditionally taken to imply the existeoicéne CLASSIS GERMANICAtO argue that theLAssIS

BRITANNICA must have existed in 12 BC (see also pp. 140&14¥&bh most studies of the fleet suggest that the
fleet was established either for the invasion in 43 or out of the ships used for it (see Maso®f0pp. 105;
Milne [2000], pp. 127; Reddé [1986], pp. 493; Cefr977], pp. 16&18). Others ignore the problemreh,
assuming merely that tl® ASSIS BRITANNICAexisted by the time of the Claudian invasions (Eiginge

[2002]; Frere & Fulford [2001], pp. 47; Black [2000@-9). Rankov (2005), pp. rightly identifies thhe earliest
direct reference to theLASSIS BRITANNICAactually is TacitusHistoriae IV, 79 who describes that in AD 70
Civilis was worried about the Batavians being teatibyquarta decima legio adiuncta Britannica classe. Any
suggestion of the fleet’s existence pre AD 70 niustefore remain hypothetical unless supported by
archaeological data.
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V.l SITES

1. ? (Cramond)***?

Cramond is located at the mouth of the river Almondhe southern shore of the Firth
of Forth*** In the Roman period, the strategically importaosition, guarding a small
estuary to the east of the Antonine Wall, was satiny a fort of 1.92ha. This was fortified
with a series of defensive ditches, and has beeavexed in the 1970s and been the object of
several small scale rescue excavations in recarsy®. Numismatic evidence has shown
that it was occupied during the Antonine and thee®an period*> The Roman fort at
Cramond has a fortified annexe to its east, whiek between the fort itself and the sea.
Excavations in this area have identified a sigaritcamount of industrial activity during the
early 3% century**® Aside from these finds, there is evidence foreatensive civilian
settlement at the sit&”.

It has frequently been suggested that Roman Crdnimaa a significant harbour,
located on the east bank of the river AImB1d Nothing is known of this harbour today, as
its identification is based on the observation afstibstantial mole” by Sibbald in the early
18" century**°. While contacts via the sea must have existedoase wells at the site are
constructed from wood that is unavailable localig &ighly unlikely to have been brought in
overland, there is no actual evidence for any harfarilities at the sité*’

A naval presence has been associated with Craimecalise of the assumption that it

was one of the bases in Agricola’s fleet activity Northern Britain. This rests on the

1432 Sjte numbers in this chapter correspond with thssel in the distribution mapsgs. 5.2, 5.18, 5.19, 5.20, 5.21
1433 Holmes (2003), pp. 1.

1434 Masser (2006), pp. 17; see also Rae & Rae (19p4)163. The large scale excavations of the e@K0’s
are published in Rae & Rae (1974), for reportsement work see Masser (2006) and Holmes (2003).

1433 Birley & Davies-Pryce (1938), pp. 145; Birley (193pp. 58.

1436 Masser (2006), pp. 3; Holmes (2003), pp. 3.

1437 Keppie (1982), pp. 106 with further references.

1438 Mason (2003), pp. 133; Tatton-Brown (1980), p2;34ind (1974), pp. 285; Rae & Rae (1974), pp. 164.
1439 gjpbald, R. (1707).

1490 5ee Holmes (2003), pp. 154 for an extended argumen
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discovery of a number of Republican coins at thes svhich were only in circulation until the
late Flavian periof*. A recently discovered pre-Antonine system of & seems to
support the hypothesis of a (possibly temporargvieh fort at Cramortd*> There is no
evidence, however, to support the site’s identifocawith Tacitus’Portus Trucculensis that
has been proposed in the fatt

Several units are attested epigraphically at Crambut the precise history of the
fort’s occupation remains unclear. While it seetre tEG Il AVG was involved merely in the
construction of the fort, rather than ever beingriganed here, the main garrison in the
Antonine period seems to have bemm 11 TYNGRORVM™**%. The main problem in identifying
a garrison for Cramond is that the actual occupgtisases of the fort are not clear. While it
used to be assumed that there were two separatmiAatoccupations, as well as a Severan
one, recent excavations have shown that there wigsome Antonine phase and that there
was no interval between this and the Severan otiomp&”. Recently discovered evidence
furthermore indicates that the site was occupietl beyond the Severan perid@. It does
seem, however, that in the Severan period the Rauneanpation focussed on the annexe to
the east of the fort, where there are clear indrsabf industrial activity in the form of metal
working and grain drying/roasting. The defenceshef fort itself were no longer maintained
in this period*’. This has led Masser to suggest that the sitelrasg been used as a supply
base for the Severan campaigns in Scotland.

The common assumption of a Roman harbour at Crdmwhile based on an early
18" century source, seems plausible in view of imgbvteod, the site’s suitable location as a

supply base for the eastern part of the Antonink aval its possible use as a base during both

1441 MacDonald (1919), p. 135.

1442 Masser (2006), p. 17.

1443 Hind (1974), pp. 285&286, see also Frere (2001 an extended discussion showing why any such
identification must remain unlikely.

1444 5ee RIB 2137; Jarrett (1994), p. 49; See also EslfA003), p. 154.

1443 Holmes (2003), p. 1, Hodgson (1995), pp. 39&44 darlier interpretations see Rae & Rae (1974)6.
1446 Masser (2006), p. 17.

1447 Masser (2006), p. 17.
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the Flavian and Severan campaigns in Scotland.eTtseno reliable evidence for such a
harbour, however, and nothing in the historicatpigraphic record suggests a presence of the
CLASSIS BRITANNICA, making the suggestion that the site may have leparmanent fleet

base mere conjectufé®

2. BANNA/CAMBOGLANNA? (Birdoswald)

Birdoswald is situated about 25km east of Carliatride Hadrian’s Wdft*. The fort
has been excavated in the latd" t@ntury and the 1920s/30s. The largest scale aticas
which produced the most interesting data, howeoak place from 1987 — 1992 and were
supplemented by several geophysical surveys in'1497

While it is clear that there was at least one paehithnic fort at the site, its size and
history are currently not understdddl. In the Hadrianic period an earth and timber Veas
constructed astride the wall. Shortly after its ptetion, however, it was enlarged and rebuilt
in stone. It has been established that this cortitrutook place between AD 123 and 155
After a brief occupation, the fort at Birdoswald sv@urposefully abandoned. It was
reoccupied in the early®century, at which point major reorganisation oé timterior,
particularly thehorrea, occurred®? Further changes to the fort can be identifiethia mid
4" century, marking the beginning of post-Roman oeatiop that can be traced well into the
7™ century®®

More than 62 inscriptions have been discovereaataaound Birdoswald, including a

building inscription that indicates that the forasvconstructed by troops from th¥ and &'

1448 Mason (2003), pp. 139&140, 155.

1449 Bjggins et al. (1999), p. 91.

1450 \Wwilmott (2002), p. 851; Wilmott (1996), p. 93; fiite geophysical surveys and a brief summary ofipus
work at the site see Biggins et al. (1999), pp. 98&

1451 wilmott (2002), p. 851; Biggins et al. (1999).92.

1452 Bjggins et al. (1999), p. 92.

1453 Wilmott (2002), p. 852; Biggins et al. (1999).92.

1454 Biggins et al. (1999), p. 93.
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legions**>. Various other units are attested, but the majaftinscriptions refer tacoH |
AELIA DACORVM, which appears to have been the main garrisoheofart**®>. Amongst the
inscriptions are two inscribed building stones agded with thecLASSIS BRITANNICA which
have been taken as evidence for a prolonged fletepce at Birdoswditf”. The first,
observed in the castle at Triermain in 1604, reats CLBRIT while the second, now located
in the Carlisle Museum, is markegD cLA BRI***® Both indicate sectors of the wall that were
evidently built by the British fleet. It is not @e which stretches of wall theLAssis
BRITANNICA built as neither inscription was found in its ongi location. It is impossible to
use these slabs to argue for a prolonged fleeepoesat Birdoswald. The evidence indicates
nothing but a short term detachment involved indbestruction of Hadrian’s Wall, besides
which the remainder of epigraphic material from site shows that the fort was garrisoned in

the long term by OH | AELIA DACORVM.

3. CONDERCUM (Benwell)

The fort at Benwell is situated on a level hilltdpminating the Denton Burn to its
West®®. As the site is covered by a modern suburb of Ntle, the current understanding
rests on historical evidence and a series of exicmgcarried out from 1926-3%° As it was
impossible to study the entire fort during theseestigations, a number of questions remain.
The size of the fort, for example, is not clearthmthe most recent studies suggesting 170 x
120m (2.06haf**

In most respect€ondercum appears to have been a regular fort on Hadriared, W

constructed between AD 122 and 126 and followiregubual Hadrianic playing card-shaped

1455RIB 1916.

15F 9. RIB I, 1875, 1883, 1885,1886, 1892, 1893,618909, 1914, 1929a, 1929b.

157RIB I, 1944 & 1945; see also Viereck (1996), p425

1458 This was actually found at Netherby, but is uguatijued to have originated in the Birdoswald ragia the
basis of the building slab mentioned above, whictidates the same unit.

149 Breeze (2006), p. 151.

140 Breeze (2006), p. 151; Jones & Woolliscroft (2QQiL)91.

1461 Breeze (2006), p. 151.
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design. It is remarkable though, as the fort haanlshown to have guarded one of the few
crossing points of theallum behind Hadrian’s Walf®% A substantial bath complex axidus
with a possiblemansio have been identified outside the 8% A nearby temple complex,
which was in use during the Roman period, was @éelitto the Celtic deity Antenocitit{8*

Of all the finds at Benwell, the focus of this dgumust be directed at the double
granary on thevia quintana. The portico of this structure contains a buildsigh with a
CLASSIS BRITANNICA inscription, which has given rise to the site’snigeidentified as a fleet
base in a number of studt&$. The inscription, which dates the building of fioet to the
governorship of Platorius Nepos was set up by dlaggn of the fleet*®®

This inscription need not, however, indicate aeynpanent fleet presence at the site,
especially so as Benwell has been proven to haee thee base afoH | VANGIONVM andALA
| HISPANORVM ASTVRVM during the & century*®’. Indeed, the building of the granary under
Platorius Nepos makes it likely that the inscriptio question refers to a similar temporary
detachment of the fleet as that discussed for Bisddd, drafted to the north for the major
building programme of the Hadrian’s Wall system. #e building inscription clearly
commemorates the building of a granary, it invépeculation that theLASSIS BRITANNICA
vexillation at Benwell may have been involved irttisg up a supply system for the
concentrated military on the new northern frontieBritain. Such hypotheses, however, must
remain speculative and be treated with great aadhey have, in the past, led to scholars
identifying any military structure by the sea assapply base run by the&LAssIs

BRITANNICA 1468

1462 paniels (1978), p. 67.

1463 Bidwell (1997), p. 72 & 81.

1464 3ones & Woolliscroft (2001), p. 80; Simpson & Riobnd (1941), p. 37.

1465 Mason (2003), p. 128; Reddé (1986), p. 284.

1466 pig I, 1340. For further discussion see Breeze §200. 154; Simpson & Richmond (1941), p. 19.
1467 RIB 1350; see also Breeze (2006), p. 151.

1468 E 9. Mason (2003), pp. 128ff.
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4. PONS AELII (Newcastle)

As the Latin name suggests, Newcastle was an taaptdoridging point of the Tyne in
the Roman period. A bridge was constructed hengaasof the frontier system of Hadrian’s
Wall and namedPons Adlii in honour of the Emperbf®. An auxiliary fort, which lies
beneath the castle keep at the heart of modern &ilec was established to guard the
bridge"*’®. Discovered in 1929, it was excavated in 1976 4862, but the constraints of

H: while the north

modern urban excavations mean that a number ofrtantges remai
wall, principia and a granary have been excavated and studieztai, dittle else is known of
the fort. Even its size is unclear, although thisstimated around 95 x 67m (0.64A%)

Traditionally, it was believed that the fort at \W=astle was contemporary with the
building of the actual bridge, and as such thaesarstages of construction of Hadrian’s Wall.
This was primarily based on two altars set upLbg VI VICTRIX to Neptune and Oceanus.
There are various interpretations of these alteasging from their commemorating the
building of the bridge by the"6Legion to the more recent suggestion by Breeze ttey
were set up to commemorate the safe landing oL éggon after its transfer frorGermania
Inferior for the building of the walf"®

The notion that the fort is contemporary with tr&lge, however, is not supported by
the evidence from excavations, which showed thataath and timber fort was established in

the Antonine period and rebuild in stone in thed&® century*”* Indeed, it would seem that

the altars discussed above may also be of a later Breeze argues that as the dedication is

1489 Jones & Woolliscroft (2001), p. 89; Shotter (1998)60; Daniels (1978), p. 62. The bridge musiehaeen
substantial, as it remained in use until th& &8ntury — see Jones & Woolliscroft (2001), p. 90.

1470 30nes & Woolliscroft (2001), p. 89.

1471 Breeze (2006), p. 145; Jones & Woolliscroft (20q). 89&90.

1472 Breeze (2006), p. 145. This estimate is baseth@mssumption that the fort was rectangular.vifis
polygonal, which would suit the terrain, it may baween larger. See also Jones & Woolliscroft (200.190.
1473 For arguments suggesting bridge-building see M2663), p. 128; Jones & Woolliscroft (2001), p. See
also Breeze (2006), p. 145.

1474 Breeze (2006), p. 145; see also Jones & Woollis(2601), p. 90.
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situated at the very top of the altars, they shetytistically be dated to the earl{ 8entury —
a suggestion that would complement the dates fhenidrt excavatiort$”,

The fort at Newcastle appears to have been gaatsdy COH | VLPIA TRAIANA
CVGERNORVMin the early &' century, as indicated by an inscription dated B 203*® In
the Notitia Dignitatum, Pons Adlii is identified as base afoH | cORNOVIORVM™*”". A vicus on
the south bank of the Tyne seems to have superskdddrt: while the coins series from the
fort ends in 364-75, a cemetery remained in usi tinetearly &' century*’®

Aside from the evident nautical associations @& dedicatory altars to Neptune and
Oceanus respectively, there is nothing to indicaeal activity atPons Adlii. The only such
evidence is an inscription dedicated to Antoninuss Rhat commemorates the departure of
reinforcements sailing to the German Provincesnduthe governorship of Julius Vet{s.
This inscription must be seen in combination whik fact that the Herd Sands in the Tyne
estuary frequently produce Roman finds such aganjlequipment, bronze vessels and coins,
which are seen as evidence of a Roman shipWt&ckrhe coins are mainly of Marcus
Aurelius, with the military equipment finds datipgedominately to the latef%century. As a
shield boss discovered here bears a graffitceefviil AvG — which was based at Strasbourg —
it seems possible th&ons Adlii may have served as a port for regular troop mowesne
between Britain and the continéfit

Evidence for the landing of troopsRdns Adlii has led to the current belief that there
must have been a harbour, if not a fully estabtisiditary port at the sité®% While this is a
realistic assessment, there is no evidence toatalithat such a harbour had any long-term

association with the€LASSIS BRITANNICA Indeed, it appears that any such theses are based

1475 Breeze (2006), p. 145.

1476 Breeze (2006), p. 144.

1477 Breeze (2006), p. 144; on the garrisonParis Adlii see also Jones & Woolliscroft (2001), p. 89.

1478 Breeze (2006), p. 147; Jones & Woolliscroft (2QQL)90. For the cemetery see Bidwell (1997), [9.10
1479R|IB 1322; see also Breeze (2006), p. 145; Sh(it896), p. 94; Speidel (1987), pp. 235&236.

1489 Mason (2003), p. 130.

1481 For a detailed discussion of the finds and furtieéerences see Bidwell (2001), p. 5.

1482 Shotter (1996), p. 129; Viereck (1996), p. 25%d2e (1978), p. 36.
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either on the assumption that large scale tro@msports would have had to be carried out by
the fleet, or — as Cleere suggests — that ther¢ Inawe been a major supply base for the entire

frontier system of Hadrian’s Wall somewhere in Tyme estuar}?®®

5. ALAUNA/AL IONE (Maryport)

The Roman fort at Maryport is located on a ridgen5ibove sea level, about 750m
north of the mouth of the river EII&#{*. Alaunae was a virtually square fort of about 1.9ha
that is believed to have been the principal statibthe assumed coastal defence system of
Cumbrid*®. This rests on reconstructions of the site’s $imain the road network and its
comparatively large siZz&® As there has only ever been one season of excavat
Maryport, archaeological data is scant, with disaus based primarily on epigraphic data
from the sité*®’. While the fort appears to date to the Hadriamigqal, there is some ceramic
and numismatic evidence that suggests an earlieupatiod*®® These finds have
traditionally been seen to verify a fort at theesiinder Agricola, but recent re-evaluations
have shown them to be from a smaller fort datinthéotime of Ceriali$®. An unbroken coin
series contains issues from the late Republich@lway through to Theodosius, indicating
that the fort at Maryport was occupied without imetion until at least AD 356

Among the inscriptions fromlaunae are 16 altars dedicated by soldiersCOHORS |
HISPANORVM EQVITATA, while further inscriptions mention@H | BAETASIORVM™**%, Breeze
was able to use these inscriptions to reconstruminapelling history of the occupation of

Maryport from its establishment to thé Zentury*®>. While there have been frequent

1483 Cleere (1978), p. 37.

1484\vilson (1997), p. 17.

1485 Frere (2001), p. 23; Lax & Blood (1997), p. 53.

1486\When compared to other forts in the area. See\alison (1997), p. 18.
1487 Wilson (1997), p. 17.

1488 \Wilson (1997), p. 22.

1489 Caruana (1997), p. 42.

1499 ghotter (1997), p. 135-138.

1491 Frere (2001), p. 23.

1492 Breeze (1997), p. 67.
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suggestions that the site may have served as & Io@s@, thecLASSIS BRITANNICA makes no
appearance in Breeze’s reconstruction of the o¢imrpaf Alaunae**®>

It has frequently been suggested that the fortatypbrt had direct access to a Roman
harbout*®*. This thesis was initially put forward by Bailewho argued for a fleet base at
Alaunae on the basis of three lines of argument: a passagGamden’Britannia is taken to
imply a series of structures situated at the maitthe Ellen which could possibly be the
remnants of a harbour. Bailey furthermore suggtests Agrippa was based Ataunae and
undertook his naval expedition from here. The fiagjument is the apparent existence of a
substantial wall which Bailey sees as a harboutWal

Turnbull, however, has shown that none of thesentpowithstand scrutiny: the
passage of CamdenBritannia can be read to imply the opposite of Bailey’s riptetation,
and while there is evidence that Agrippa may hasenbbased at Maryport, he would have
been tribune ofoH I HISPANORVMat the time, making it impossible to link any naglment
to his commantf®. Finally, the substantial wall that Bailey sawaabarbour wall has never
been found. Indeed, Bailey himself appears neveat@ observed it, but copied it from some
other sourcE®’. As the area in question is covered by the harbbunodern Maryport, it is
impossible to resolve the issue.

The only other possible location for a harbour seaure anchorage near theus to
the north of the fort, but no evidence for artdiicharbour-works has been found here despite
significant amounts of research over the last def¢&t A further site of interest is a nearby

inlet at Barney Gill which forms a natural harbofccording to Biggins and Taylor, this

1493 gggestions of a naval base at Maryport (e.g. KM§003], p. 96; Shotter [1996], p. 129) draw on a
suspected harbour and the fact that the positidheofort is ideally suited for its use as a sufdydge for the
western part of the Hadrian’s Wall defensive systasnwell as Antonine Scotland (see also FrerelR@0 23).
There is, however, no evidence to substantiat¢hiss of a naval presence, or even that otthssis
BRITANNICA, at Maryport.

1494 Cleere (1978), p. 36.

1495 For a detailed discussion see Turnbull (1996) 288ff.

1498 Tyrnbull (1996), p. 234.

9 Turnbull (1996), p. 235.

1498 Biggins & Taylor (2004), p. 128, see also Wilsd8g7), p. 24. For discussion of thieus see Lax & Blood
(1997), pp. 52&62.
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would have been a suitable landing place for squgged vessels. This is particularly
interesting as several platforms for large strieguias well as traces of metal working have
been found here. Geophysical investigations attemgpto find structures that could be

associated with a functional harbour, however dgdino result§*°

6. GLANNOVENTA (Ravenglass)

The Roman fort at Ravenglass is located on a faestg cliff that overlooks the river
Esk and was protected by earth and timber defeace®sing an area of about 1.4503
Excavations in 1970 identified that the fort wasistoucted around AD 130 and remained in
use until the late fourth century. It furthermoeems that there may have been a small fortlet
at the site from as early as AD 128 The fort had four phases, the first of which was
constructed around AD 130, but never completede@osd phase in earth and timber was in
use until the 190s AD. Towards the end of the seéamntury, the fort at Ravenglass was
destroyed, but immediately rebuilt with a stonesthéturf rampart. This third phase of the fort
was occupied until AD 350-370, at which point thefathsive ditch was filled in, and the
layout altered slightly. The site remained in ustl@around AD 406°%% While little remains
of the fort at Ravenglass itself, excavations ueced one of the best preserved bath-houses
in England® An extensivevicus lay to the north of the fort itself and covered aea of
about 1.8h&",

The garrison of the fort at Ravenglass is beliet@cthave beercOHORS | AELIA

CLASSICA. A diploma of one of its soldiers, dating to AD8l%as found in the area of the

149 Bijggins & Taylor (2004), p. 128.

1500 Although this is merely an estimate, as the sfzé@fort is not precisely known. See Blood & Psear
(2004), p. 95; Potter (1979), p. 3&48.

1501 Blood & Pearson (2004), p. 97; Gerrard & Mills (&), p. 59. For the earlier fortlet see Potter @)9. 48.
1502 For a detailed discussion of the phases of Glammiavsee Potter (1979), p. 49&50; Gerrard & MiBl8@3),
p. 59.

1503Blood & Pearson (2004), p. 95; Potter (1979),.p. 1

1504BJood & Pearson (2004), p. 97.
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fort*>*> A further indicator of this unit's presence isead sealing bearing its stamp that was
discovered in a context associated with phase tBeofort (i.e. dating from the 190s to the
350-370s ADJ*®. The prolonged presence of this cohort at Ravesgiapears to be the basis
for a number of identifications of Ravenglass asagal base: it is frequently assumed that
this cohort was recruited directly from theassis BRITANNICA and retained a primarily naval
role*®’. While the former may well have been the casegtieno evidence that aoghortes
classicae were ever engaged in naval activify. Any naval base, be it of a fleet or a naval
cohort, must furthermore have had a permanent barbéhile Ravenglass is topographically
well suited for naval operations, close inspectainthe site by Cleere in the late 1970s
showed that there is no suitable navigable harbbthre site, let alone the permanent port that

is frequently postulated even in more recent litee®*°

7. SEGONTIUM (Caernarvon)

The fort at Caernarvon is situated on a ridge alibeerivers Seiont and Cadnant,
overlooking Anglesey and controlling the Menai 8tra° It is laid out along an imperfect
rectangle of about 155 x 126m, with an interioraaoé about 1.8Ha". Parts ofSegontium
were excavated during the mid™6entury, but concentrated research excavationspiaze
mainly under the direction of Sir Mortimer Wheefeom 1920-23°'2 A further series of

excavations was undertaken from 197%2%0

1505 Mason (2003), pp. 128&129 A further diploma mentimy COHORS PRIMA AELIA CLASSICAWas found at
Chesters on Hadrian’s Wall and dates to AD 146.

1308 potter (1979), p. 49.

1507 Mason (2003), p. 172.

1508 gee also pp. 218 above.

159 For a naval base at Ravenglass see Mason (20038); hotter (1996), p. 129. On the impossibitity
harbour see Cleere (1978), p. 36&37; see alsoRa®&9), p. 1.

1519 Casey et al (1993), p. 1; Boon (1963), p. 3.

1511 Boon (1963), pp. 3&15; Casey et al (1993), pp, £i&10 suggest a larger area of 2.27ha. It is restrc
whether this includes defensive systems such alsedit

1512 Casey et al (1993), pp. 1-3; Boon (1963), p. 3.

1513 Casey et al (1993), p. 3.
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Segontium was established as an earth and timber fort irFtaeian period. While a
date of AD 78 has been suggested for its constmuadn historical grounds, the evidence
merely indicates that the fort was built between &B and 8%'* There is evidence for
Trajanic reconstruction work in earth and timbetlowed by a stone phase. This has recently
been associated with the Antonine period, althodagable evidence only points to the later
2" century®'® This is particularly interesting in view of thact that stone structures in the
interior do not appear before the 150s’A1 After a major destruction towards the end of the
2" century, Segontium was completely rebuilt in the Severan pettddl Further building
activity took place in the early®Band mid 4 century®*® The fort has an interesting feature,
namely a tower that is solidly built all the way tgpparapet level. It has, in the past, been
argued that this is likely to indicate extra supgor some form of mounted artillery — a thesis
that, if correct, could indicate the fort’s roledantrolling the Menai Strait'®

The early garrison ofsegontium is by no means clear. There is one inscription,
however, which shows thatoH | svNICORVM was based here in the laté’ 2and early 3
century®?

Caernarvons’s position on a navigable river, ad asits role in controlling access to
Anglesey have led to a number of studies identifytras a military harbour site and possible
fleet bas&?L There is, however, no indicator of anyASSIS BRITANNICA presence at the site,
nor is there any indication for long term harbawstallations, which would be a prerequisite
for any naval base.

Aside from the auxiliary fort ofSegontium, there is another military site at

Caernarvon. This is the walled enclosure of ‘Henlisg located about 200m west of

1514 Casey et al (1993), pp. xiv&7; Boon (1963), p. 3.
1515 Casey et al (1993), p. 7; Boon (1963), p. 16.

1518 Boon (1963), p. 6.

1517 Casey et al (1993), p. 7.

1518Boon (1963), p. 17.

1519Boon (1963), p. 5.

1520 casey et al (1993), pp. 10&11; RIB 430.

1521 Cleere (1978), p. 36; Fryer (1973), p. 268.
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Segontium on the edge of a steep scarp overlooking thebeendt of the river Seiont. This site
was excavated in five seasons of excavations dulisg2®® century®*2 The Hen Waliau
enclosure is remarkably well preserved, with thet eeall still intact and stretches of its
southern and northern walls well preserved. The wedl did not survive, but it is currently
assumed that such a wall existed in order to campldortified rectangf&®. While it is clear
that the site was used as some form of enclosuedatk of further defences such as ditches
and absence of any interior structures are cugresgibn as indicators that the site may have
been used as an enclosed storage §&fiot

The only coins found in the Hen Waliau enclosure @onstantinian, but ceramic
evidence points to occupation as early as the HaidriAntonine periot?®. The area north of
the enclosure shows further signs of activity froma late I and early 2 century®®® The
combination of this early data with a coin seriesttruns up to the™century has given rise
to the current interpretation that Hen Waliau wasise throughout the period of occupation
of the fort atSegontium, but that the fortified enclosure was only deemedessary in the

early 4" century®®”.

8. DEVA (Chester)
RomanDeva was located at the heart of modern Chester in d béthe river DeE?
Large scale excavations took place in the 1960shane been followed up by more or less

continual research and rescue excavations througtheu sité>>°

Initially, Deva was a
legionary fortress built byeG 11 ADIVTRIX around AD 75. This first fortress extended to c.

24ha, making it the largest legionary base in Britd the time. Interestingly, it appears that

152 g5ee Boyle (1991).

1523 Boyle (1991), p. 191.

152¢Boyle (1991), p. 211.

1522Boyle (1991), pp. 206, 209&210.

1526 Bgyle (1991), p. 210.

1527 This is preceded by a clear break in occupatiee. 8so Boyle (1991), p. 210.
1528 Eryer (1973), p. 265.

1529 Mason (2001a), p. 31.
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some non-military structures were accommodatetetentre of this earliest fortrés¥. By
AD 88, Deva had been taken over by |gg VALERIA VICTRIX which remained at Chester until
the late & century. The fortress stood more or less unalterei significant refurbishment
work in the early # century®3:. Throughout this time, civilians settled aroune fortress,
creating a sprawlinganabae legionis to its east, south and west. This included a snlisi
mansio, as well as an amphitheatre south of the formesslarge public baths to its €3t

While clearly a site of interest for research itite legions of Roman Britain, Chester
also presents interesting data relevant to theysttidaval activity. This comes in the form of
an inscription referring to the death of @ptio who naufragio perit*>*3 Although the unit of
this optio is not known, the fact that the inscription was g at Chester may suggest his
belonging ta.EG XX VALERIA VICTRIX *°34

It has been argued thaeva’'s locationin the Dee estuary made it an essential base for
naval and amphibious operations along Britain’stmarestern coast and in Scotland. The
inscription discussed above, as well as the passédrhains of a harbour have led to frequent
suggestions that Chester was a major naval basena¢ form, and most likely a base of the
CLASSIS BRITANNICA'®®® While Cleere attempted to lifkeva with an industrial site at nearby
Wilderspool, arguing that this was run by the legamd relied on some form of naval activity
as a link to Chester, this remains hypothetféal There is, however, evidence for harbour
installations from an area west of the legionanyréss called the Roodee — although this is

less clear than commonly believad.

1330 Mason (2001a), pp. 31&32.

1331 Mason (2003), p. 174; Mason (2001a), p. 31; CléE9&8), p. 37.

1332 Mason (2002), p. 54-61.

18RI | 544.

1534 This may also be indicated by the fact that irefathe formulaicd.s.E. this inscription reads.E., possibly
indicating that the body perished at sea and coolde recovered.

153> Mason (2003), p. 117; Mason (2001a), p. 31; Wazlde(2001), p. 131; Shotter (1996), p. 129; Cleere
(1978), p. 36.

1536 Cleere (1978), p. 37.

1537 Mason (2002), p. 65; Fryer (1973), p. 262.
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The harbour of Roman Chester is usually identiftacbough a wall made from
substantial sandstone blocks that remains to d@hefgrs.3m with right angled groyn walls at
regular interval$* (Fig. 5.3). Initially, this wall was traced for a length about 30m, but
various trenches of separate excavation projeats traced this “quay wall” over a length of
at least 200m along the river baik. While there have been some doubts whether thissva
actually Roman this has recently been proven byca®d find$®*° The identification as
quay wall, however, has come into question uposeslinvestigation, as several factors make
it unlikely that the wall was ever used as a defdyfirstly, it is in a position where it would
have been accessible only during high tide, theeelimiting the operational capacity of any
harbour aDeva significantly. The wall’s height of 7.3 m, makirtg top level about 11m OD,
would furthermore have meant that, even during higg, it would have towered roughly 5m
above the deck of any Roman ship moored i&eSuch a design would have made loading
and offloading virtually impossible. This has givase to theories that the wall may have
been defensive or part of a large scale terracioge>*®

Further into the Roodee, excavations in 1885 dmam a series of blackened oak
piles driven into the gravel river bed. The timb#tremselves could not be dated, but were set
in metal shoes fastened with iron nails. They wassumed to be Roman as traces of
hydraulic cement were found on the metal sitésConclusive evidence for this was found
in the bedding trench of these timbers, which doeth various Roman coins and pottery

fragments dating to the'and 2° centuries, as well as a lead ingot with a consstamp that

1538 Eryer (1973), p. 265&266.

1539 Mason (2002), p. 66.

1340 Mason (2003), p. 126.

1341 Mason (2001b), p. 114.

1542 Mason (2002), p. 70 assumes that the averageisgagessel had a deck c. 2m above the waterlinis. Th
seems an acceptable thesis in view of data fromshhps found at London, as well as Roman merchesdels
from the Mediterranean (e.g. Pisa, Fiumicino, Cowrimi@), and the height of the waterfront of Romamdon,
which varies between 1.5m at the lowest and 2.1t5meshighest (see below, pp. 253-255.).

1543 Mason (2002), p. 70.

1544 Eryer (1973), p. 266.
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dates the bedding of the timber to AD'74 The wooden piles seem to be the remains of
wharves or a jetty, although there is not enougtiemce to allow for a definite reconstructing
of the layout of the harbour @feva*>*®. The biggest problem for any reconstructing ig tha
remains unclear to which bank of the Dee thesestres were connect€d” while a harbour
on the west bank would make little sense in viewhefsettlement and fortress position on the
other bank, Mason’s suggestion of a 350m long jattyoss mudflats in order to reach a
navigable channel even at low tideg( 5.4) seems an ambitious feat of engineering at the
least®*®

Whatever the precise layout of the harbouDava, there clearly is evidence for
prolonged naval activity at the site. There is, begr, no evidence relating to tleassis
BRITANNICA, despite suggestion that Chester was one of is@$3&. The existence of
remains related to naval activity without referetwéhe fleet has prompted Mason to propose
the existence of aLASSIS HIVERNICAOperating in the Irish SE&C In view of evidence from
Mainz andNovae, however, it seems much more likely that the harbostallations aDeva

were used by its garrison, firstG 11 ADIVTRIX and then legx VALERIA VICTRIX *°°%,

9. PETUARIA (Brough-on-Humber)
The Roman site oPetuaria, modern Brough-on-Humber, has been excavateden th
1930s and from 1958-6%2 While there is some evidence for pre-Roman odimpat the

site, the first Roman phase takes the form of goteary fort that dates to around AD 70.

1545 Mason (2003), p. 125; Mason (2001b), p. 114.

1546 Cleere (1978), p. 37.

1347 Mason (2002), pp. 67&68.

1348 Mason (2003), p. 124; Mason (2001b), p. 116.

15%9v/iereck (1996), p. 254.

1350 Mason (2002), p. 65; Mason (2001b), p. 112.

1351 e 1 ADIVTRIX  was initially formed from members of the Ravenrféeset during the civil wars of AD 69.
It seems likely that in AD 74, when bdileva and the harbour were constructed, a significartuarnof soldiers
with naval expertise remained in the legion. Whileoptio in RIB | 544 could have died in a shipwreck even i
he was not attached to any naval arm of a uniafesfer seems likely, in particular as he wdspem ordinis —
about to be promoted), this inscription could hyytically support the thesis of a legionary navethdhment at
Chester.

1552\Wacher (1969).
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While Wacher suggests that a storage depot forlispgpad been attached to this fort, there is
no direct evidence for tHi¥® The temporary fort was succeeded by a permanexilizay
fort of c. 1.82ha that remained occupied until agbAD 80. This fort was briefly re-occupied
around AD 125, but there is no evidence for a proéal military presence at Brougf.

During the later Hadrianic and Antonine period, #iie developed into a substantial
civilian settlement, theivitas of theParisi*>>° This covered an area of ¢. 13ha and, unusually
for a civilian site at this time, was fortified layn earth rampart™®. The defensive character of
Petuaria is even more evident during rebuilding in the I8t century, which included the
creation of new fortifications that appear to bditary in nature — and in stark contrast with
the site’s otherwise civilian charact&’. A substantial stone defensive wall was erected in
the late & century, but there is no evidence for occupatieyond the mid 4 century. The
later development of the site, particularly it 8entury defensive walls, led Wacher to
compare it with the Saxon Shore F&i8

The problem of a civilian site with substantial eleive fortifications has led to
frequent arguments th&etuaria may have been a storage depot or transhipment'pdin
Indeed, it has frequently been proposed that Browgds a base of thecLAssIs
BRITANNICA™®® Yet there is no direct evidence for harbour ittians at Brough-on-
Humber, as conceded by Wach&l The only evidence for naval activity Betuaria is
circumstantial and includes a lead ingot that aatgs in the Peak District. This has been
interpreted as evidence that Brough served as godaanshipment point between inland

vessels and North Sea tradé?$ This thesis may be supported by an inscriptiteséihg a

1553\Wacher (1969), p. 3.

1554 Cleere (1978), p. 37; Wacher (1969), p. 3.

1555 ghotter (2004), p. 60.

15%6\wacher (1969), pp. 1&3.

1557 \Wacher (1969), p. 3.

1558 \Wacher (1969), p. 4.

1559 ghotter (1996), p. 129; Fryer (1973), p. 261.

1560vjiereck (1996), p. 254; Cleere (1978), p. 36; Wadi1969), pp. 3, 25 & 76.
161\wacher (1969), p. 25.

1562 Millett (2005), p. 44.
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trade link with BordeauX®®. While it can therefore be suggested that Brougi have been
used as a transhipment point — an argument suppbstdts geographical position on the
mouth of the Ouse on the Humber estuary with fi&slito the Trent and thus inland Britain —
the only evidence for this is clearly from a ciailitrade context.

There is, however, one inscription from the shattlinks it to naval activity, as it
refers to agubernator of LEG vi vICTRIX at York'*®** While the presence of a naval officer
attached to a legion is of interest, it proveshesita base of theLASSIS BRITANNICA nor any
other permanent naval station at Brough. Indeedreths not even reliable evidence of

harbour facilities or a storage depot during theggkeof military occupation aPetuaria™>®>

10. ISCA SILURUM (Caerleon)

Romanlsca Slurum lies beneath modern Caerleon on a terrace insidepaof the
river Usk®®® The legionary fortress measures 490m x 418m 2().and has been excavated
during several campaigns in the mid"k@®ntury, as well as in 1908/09 and 1926/27. Regula
excavations on a smaller scale took place until ldter 19705°". Large numbers of
inscriptions and stamped tiles recovered duringdhexcavations have shown that Caerleon
was the main base @EG Il AVGVSTA, which seems to have been based here from AD 74/75
onwards$®® In the mid 2 century the fortress was restructured on a graate sprobably
due to the return ofEG I AVGVSTA from the construction of the Antonine WafF

Throughout the ' century, a substantial civilian settlement devetbmround the
fortress. Theseanabae have been excavated and studied in detail dutieg19805 "

Interestingly, it appears that while military ocetipn ceased by AD 260, the civilian

1563 3RS LI, 131.

1564 RIB 1, 653.

1565\wacher (1969), pp. 5-23.

1566\wjlkes (2003), p. 631; Fryer (1973), p. 267; B¢dA72), p. 13&14.

1%67Boon (1972), p. 11.

1568 \wilkes (2003), p. 631; Salway (2001), p. 610; B¢da72), p. 11.

169) £G 11 AvGVSTA apparently was the only legion that had been mév&totland in its entirety for the
building of the Antonine Wall. See also Salway (20®. 611.

157 Evans (2000).
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settlement continued beyond this date. The coireseran be traced until c. AD 270, but
ceramic evidence suggests that there was a Romesermme atisca well into the &
century®’%,

Caerleon’s situation near the mouth of the rivek th the Severn estuary has led to
frequent suggestions that it served as a fledbstass well as legionary bds& This theory
is based not only omsca Slurum's strategic position but also on harbour instailet
discovered in the 1960s. Thea principalis of the fortress extends beyond the fortified
compound and leads down to the river Usk, wherdémwharves have been discovered
along the river barlR”® The road itself ends on a substantial quay thikiviis the bank of the
river. This has been excavated over a length a? hietres and consists of a 1.52m thick
stone revetment wall and a timber landing stage. [&hding stage itself is made up from two
rows of posts, 2.28m apart, that are joined withiZomtal tie3®>’* The entire installation was
developed in two phases, one in the early to nfflc@ntury, the second later in the same
century®”

While there is clear evidence for naval activityCaerleon in the' century, there is
nothing to suggest that this was in any way linkedhe CLASSIS BRITANNICA Indeed, the
only harbour remains currently known date to tmalfiperiod of military occupation at the
site. As such, it is difficult to judge whether tharbour-works ofsca should be seen in a
military context at all. This does, however, seerbé¢ suggested by the clear link between the
harbour area and the fortress itself, formed byetkiendedvia principalis. As such, it must

be concluded that — if the harbour at Caerleon sgered a military purpose at all — this was

1571 salway (2001), p. 611; for a detailed evaluatibfirals see Evans (2000).
1572 Cleere (1978), p. 36; Fryer (1973), p. 262.

1573 Cleere (1978), p. 37; Fryer (1973), pp. 267-8; B072), p. 16.

157 Hurst (1999), p. 124.

1573 Eryer (1973), pp. 267&268.
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related to its garriSon,EG Il AVGVSTA, rather than thecLASSIS BRITANNICA as has been

suggestet?’®

11. GLEVUM (Gloucester)

The earliest Roman fort initially occupied an bsthed pre-Roman Iron Age site at
Kingsholm, about 1km north of the lateolonia at Gloucester, whereec I AVGVSTA
established an earth and timber legionary baseeémtid 60s AD*’". Between AD 80 and
110, Gloucester lost its primarily military funatioand became aolonia — although the
civilian settlement still followed a military planith part-stone interior buildings and a stone
faced fortificatior’®’® The site grew in importance, until by the mif @ntury thecolonia of
Glevum covered about 150ha. Various parts of the riverkda Gloucester appear to have
been used for docks and as a small river harbeougfhout its occupatidn’.

As the Roman harbour of Gloucester has never beehed in itself, data has to be
pieced together from rescue excavations and bdes h®dhe evidence indicates two separate
river fronts, spaced about 100m apart. These tedl@hange in the course of the river Severn
between the $Land the 2/3" centuries AB®®® In the Quay Street and Upper Quay Street
area of modern Gloucester, the bank of a smalkqoeeduced a continuous line of oak piles,
set at 1.8m intervals over a distance of 30.5 raefte These remains seem to indicate a
wooden pier similar to those found in river hartson the Rhine itGermania Inferior'®2
19" century excavations furthermore identified a wefllregular stone blocks, built onto a

base of wooden piles. Although this lies at a dis¢aof c. 45m from the current course of the

Severn, it runs parallel to the river for a diseo¢ 140m. While there is no concrete evidence

1578 v/iereck (1996), p. 254.

1577 Mason (2003), pp. 189&190; Hurst (1999), pp. 1119.
578 Hurst (1999), p. 114.

1579 Hurst (1999), pp. 115&120.

1580 Hyrst (1999), p. 123.

1581 Heighway & Garrod (1981), p. 123.

1582 Fryer (1973), p. 262; summarily see Hurst (1999),24.
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to date its construction, the wall and timber phese been identified as Roman on the basis
that their construction closely mirrors that of tiabour remains at Caerleott.

There is, therefore, evidence for a harbour andlnactivity at Gloucester, but this
cannot be linked to theLAssIs BRITANNICA™®% As both harbour installations are associated
with the civiliancolonia and not the military base at Kingsholm, it appdaghly doubtful

whether this harbour ever served a military purpaisal.

12. BRANODUNUM (Brancaster)

Brancaster, the most northerly of the “Saxon SHewes” is located on the north
Norfolk coast®®® On the basis of the list of units under temes litoris saxonici in the
Notitia Dignitatum, it has been identified as Rom&nanodunum®®®. While excavation at
Brancaster has been limited, the site’s situationflat marshland on the coast enabled
extensive research on the basis of aerial photbgtd. Aerial photographs of Brancaster
are of a quality high enough to identify interitrustures, but they also identify an extensive
extra-mural settlement that extends both to thé @ad west of the later Saxon Shore Fort.
Interestingly, the street-pattern of this settletn@oes not align with the orientation of the
fort, suggesting that the two are not contempordhere have been suggestions that the
settlement could pre-date the fort, particularlyBasnodunum's position in the Roman road
network and general infrastructure of Roman Eagiliardoes not make it an obvious choice
for a military installation”®.

Any discussion of the chronology of fort and ssttent, however, is made difficult by

the paucity of datable evidence from the site. magority of research on the Saxon Shore

183 Hurst (1999), p. 124; Heighway & Garrod (1981)1p4; Fryer (1973), p. 262-264.

1584 vjiereck (1996), p. 254; Cleere (1978), p. 36..

1585 Allen et al (2001), p. 271.

1588 Not. Dig. occ. xxviii, 16; Hinchliffe (1985), p..1

1587 Allen et al (2001), p. 271; for Norfolk AU excaias see Hinchliffe (1985), p. 1; earlier excavasi@an be
found in St Joseph (1936).

1588 Hinchliffe (1985), pp. 1, 3&178.
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Fort at Brancaster is based solely on the evalmatioaerial photography, and therefore
architectural developments. On this basis, the 1#%M78m (2.56ha) fort with rounded
corners and square internal turrets has been tatbe late 2 or early & century®®. There

is no stratified evidence to provide any precisgénda pottery from the site indicates that the
fort has two phases and was occupied from the Bferentury onwards, while numismatic
data shows that it was occupied into the |&tedrly 8" century, but fails to establish a firm
earliest date for the fdr*® Numismatic data indicate that the settlement redathe fort was
gradually abandoned in th& gentury, while the fort remained occupied

The hypothesis that the settlement at Brancas#srlme earlier than the lat&2arly
3 century fort is further supported by stamped tftesn the site. Several tiles, stamped by
COH | AQVITANORVM Wwere found reused in the Saxon Shore Fort. As tag to the late
Antonine period, this suggests an earlier miligargsence in an as yet unidentified fort at the
site, which may well be directly related to thetlsetent®®?

In a surge of Saxon Shore Fort research durind #7€s, several scholars argued that
they should be seen as naval bases. This appfies@Brancaster, which has been identified
as a fleet base in several stufigs This thesis rests on the identification of a b’
situated to the north-east of the Saxon Shore ¢orerial photographs of the ¥ The
feature in question is a more or less rectanguialosure of 80x 90 metres, fortified with a
system of double ditchES>. As it has never been excavated, its identificatinust remain
hypothetical. In view of the observations aboveyéweer, it seems probable that the feature in
guestion may in fact be an earlier (Antonine?)lébror similar military installation. This

would explain the choice oBranodunum for a later military presence, as well as the

1389 Allen et al (2001), p. 271; Hinchliffe (1985), D.

1590 Hinchliffe (1985), p. 178.

1591 Hinchliffe (1985), p. 181.

1592 Frere (1987), p. 394; Hinchliffe (1985), pp. 13&L17

1593 Mason (2003), pp. 143&144; Cleere (1978), p. & also the discussion in Reddé (1986), pp. 285-287
1594 Cleere (1978), p. 37.

159 Hinchliffe (1985), p. 179.
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irregularities between the settlement patterns hef $axon Shore Fort and the civilian
settlement.

The thesis of a harbour or evenlassis BRITANNICAbase at Brancaster can finally be
discarded at the hand of a coastal sediment amsalgat was carried out by the Norfolk
Archaeological Unit®® It shows that, in the Roman perid8tanodunum was inaccessible
from the sea for anything but shallow draught ¢Paft A naval base inaccessible from the

sea, however, appears to make little sense.

13. GARIANNONUM (Burgh Castle)

The impressive remains of Burgh Castle in Eastliarigave been identified as Roman
Gariannonum, which is listed in theNotitia Dignitatum as base of a unit ofQUITES
sTABLESIANI'®®® The fort is situated about 9m above the river @y on a strip of elevated
ground which lies between the North Sea to the Eadtalluvial flats to the We'SE®. From
1958-61, three seasons of excavation took plaBeiah Castle®®. As these concentrated on
the interior of the Saxon Shore Fort, the NorfoliciAaeological Unit carried out intensive
metal detector surveys in the surrounding figffs The finds from these campaigns included
finds and coins from the Iron Age through to thegueof Saxon occupatidff

The interior of the fort itself produced finds ofnzore limited date range. While the
excavations produced virtually no fine-ware pottexyarse-wares indicate occupation during
the mid 4' century, with occasional post Roman sherds datinghe middle Saxon and

medieval period§®® All Roman small finds from inside the fort date the 3 and 4"

159 As proposed by Viereck (1996), p. 254; Allen & feudl (1999), p. 164.
1397 Hinchliffe (1985), p. 179; see also Hinchliffe %) Appendix 1, p. 185.
1598 johnson (1983), p. 4.

1599 johnson (1983), p. 4; Fryer (1973), p. 270.

1600 30hnson (1983); see also Wallis et al (1998)6p. 7

180 \walllis et al (1998), p. 62; Gurney (1994), p. 217.

102 \walllis et al (1998), p. 62.

1603 30hnson (1983), p. 89.
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centuries, with the bulk of material indicating apation during the reign of Constantiffé
Stray finds from outside the fort, as well as thehdecture of the defences, have been used to
suggest thaBariannonum was established in the laté 8entury®®

Aside from possible data from unexcavated cropmtrkke east and south-east of the
fort, there is nothing to suggest a Roman presandg@urgh Castle before the late Roman
period and the establishment of the Saxon Shoré®®bmwhich seems to have been occupied
by a cavalry unit: not only are theQUITES STABLESIANI attested through th&lotitia
Dignitatum; several horse-shoes, as well as a helmet claesbmbling the cavalry helmet
from Deurne indicate a mounted dffif.

A quay and harbour installations have apparerggnbobserved at Burgh Castle in the
19" century®®. Excavations in the 1850s discovered broken moatamell as a 1.52m wide
wall that rested on projecting oak piles, at thédro of the ledge on which the Saxon Shore
Fort is built. These findings were associated vatseries of timber piles with an infill of
gravel and rubble, which were taken to be the fatinds of a harbour related structiifé
Even if these observations constituted some forahooking facility, there is no data to relate
this to the British Fleet. The lack of any eviderior Roman activity at Burgh Castle before
the 39 century furthermore makes any suggestion of itdngabeen a base of th@Assis

BRITANNICA highly unlikely*®°

1804\wallis et al (1998), p. 66.

1695 30hnson (1983), pp. 116&117. A lead sealing deyja stag and a PBS stamp also seems to indi€ate 3
century occupation, as it has been taken to Readnciae Britanniae Superioris — a frequently found type of
seal the earliest examples of which date to ttgnref Caracalla. See also Gurney (1994), p. 217.

168 30hnson (1983), p. 116.

107 30hnson (1983), pp. 117&118.

1808 Cleere (1978), p. 37.

1809 Fryer (1973), p. 270.

161%yjereck (1996), p. 254; Cleere (1978), p. 36.
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14. LONDINIUM (London)

Londinium was situated at an easy crossing point of the fil'ames and appears to
have been established around AD'®%b. As the earliest definite evidence for a bridge
between Roman London and Southwark dates to tHg 2% century, it has long been
presumed that in the early period of the city tliamfes crossing between the two sites was
achieved by means of a fetf{#. More recent evidence suggests that a bridge raeg heen
built soon after the invasion of AD 43 and couldréfore have played an important role in
the choice of the site for a settlem@ht There is no evidence for any military involvemant
the foundation ofLondinium, despite large numbers of military equipment fimaddayers
associated with the’lcentury®*

The early civilian settlement dfondinium was destroyed in the Boudican revolt of
AD 60/61. Major reconstruction took place and thty evas rebuilt on a larger scale,
including new public buildings such as a forum,amphitheatre and bati§> While these
public buildings were initially built in timber, 8y were replaced by stone structures in the
late FYearly 2 century®® Shortly before this reconstruction period, a éasgructure was
built on the waterfront in the Flavian period. Tlhias been interpreted as the palace of the
governor of Britain, an identification frequentlgiterated but which has yet to be proVéh
Whether this structure was the seat of the goveonarot, Londinium appears to have been
capital ofBritannia by AD 90-120, by which time it was the largest ditythe provinc&®

It has been suggested that the Ialedrly 29 century redevelopment dfondinium
was related to its attaining official status asitzmf Britannia. This seems to be supported

by the fact that a fort was built during this perid@he Cripplegate fort extends to c. 4.45ha

1611 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 15; Milne (1995) 42; Marsden (1994), p. 15.
1612 Milne (1995), p. 65.

1613 Brigham (1998), p. 23.

1614 Milne (1995), p. 43; Marsden (1994), p. 15.

1615 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 15; Milne (1995) 42; Marsden (1994), p. 15.
1618 Milne (1995), pp. 53&56.

1617 Brigham & Woodger (2001), pp. 15&16; Milne (199pp. 91 — 93.

1618 Milne (1995), p. 70.
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and was therefore large enough to househars milliaria or ala quingenaria*®'®. There have
been various suggestions as to the garrison of fthis including provincialsingulares
attached to the governor as well as theses of vingabeen a base of theLAssis
BRITANNICA'?? Inscriptions from London refer to soldiersi®G i1 AVG, LEG VI VICTRIX, LEG

IX HISPANA and LEG XX VALERIA VICTRIX, but there is no evidence for any permanent
legionary detachment&*,

The rapid development and expansionLohdinium appears to have slowed in the
course of the® century. After large sections of the western péthe city were destroyed by
a major fire in the Hadrianic period, redevelopmainthe city took on new forms: by the end
of the 29 century the city consisted of large urban villasther than the earlier dense
townhouse¥?2 By the early % century,Londinium was surrounded by a circuit of defensive
walls, although these initially did not include twaterfront along the river. Interestingly, this
circuit of walls enclosed an area significantlyglar than the actual core settlent&fit A wall
along the riverfront was finally added in the 18f& century®®* The site remained occupied
well into the 4 century, during which private buildings continuedbe restructured and
rebuilt. While private space was still used, pulbligldings were in decline from the latef 3
century onward$?> It appears that even the Thames Bridge, pertrapsery reason for the
establishment ofondinium, disappeared by the mid'4entury®?®. London (now known as

Augusta) does, however, seem to have remained an impatdtiement, as its fortifications

1619 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 15; Milne (1995) 58&59; Birley (1980), p. 302.

1620 Marsden (1994), p. 17.

1621 See Milne (1995), p. 115. FOEG 11 AVG: RIB 3, RIB 17, RIB 191EG VI VICTRIX: RIB 11;LEG IX HISPANA:
AE 1949, 103 = AE 1951, 9EG XX VALERIA VICTRIX : RIB 13, RIB 18.

1622 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 16; Milne (1995), fiB&75.

1623 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 15; Milne (1995), fi7&78; Marsden (1994), p. 16.

1624 Milne (1995), p. 84.

162> Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 16.

1626 pating of the bridge rests mainly on coins from #tea recovered in dredging. These peak in th82@3,
with few later issues. See also Milne (1995), #-&!.
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were modified in the mid™century when large D shaped projecting towers veelded to
the walf®%’,

Throughout the city’s history, the urban developmef Roman London is mirrored
closely by that of its thriving port. Indeed, mamé trade was one of the driving factors in the
growth and decline of the provincial capital, leagione scholar to state that without its
harbourLondinium would have been nothing but “an administrativéagé on a strategic land
route™®®® This importance is reflected in extensive archagioal traces of riverfront
development, including the remains of harbour-wBrR$Fig. 5.5).

From an early stage the area between WalbrookFeet was used for mooring
shipg®® Initially, artificial gravel banks and terraceen created along the natural course of
the river bank in order to create berths that cta@dised whatever the water level of the tidal
river'®®’, These were replaced by basic revetments in the & timber piles with a wattle
infill which established an artificial terrace, &gse particularly clear in the Regis House
area®? This phase of development has been dated to G2AB® These revetments were in
turn replaced with quays made from stacks of tinti@ams laid along the river, held in place
by wooden tiebacks. The gaps between these tiebaeks filled with clay and gravel
dumps®“ This shows that by the mid first century, a bdsit functional harbour zone had
developed. Destroyed in the Boudican revolt, th@rerwaterfront was restructured and

rebuilt around AD 63-64%°. From AD 70 onwards, the harbour zone Loihdinium was

1627 Milne (1995), pp. 85-87.

1628 Brigham (1990), p. 159.

1629 Eor complete studies of the harbour of Roman Larske Brigham (1990) and Milne (1985).

1630 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 15.

1831 Eor a discussion of the degree of tidal effectshenriver Thames ihondinium see Milne (1985), p. 25.
Detailed discussions of the early gravel embanksant terraces can be found in Brigham (1990)34%; 1
Milne (1985), p. 81.

1632 Brigham (1998), p. 23.

1633 Although there have been suggestions that théiieial revetments may be of an even earlier dsee also
Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 15.

1634 Brigham (1998), p. 25; Brigham (1990), p. 101.

1635 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 15.
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extended by the creation of yet another artifite@atacé®® Quays along this consisted of
stacks of square timber baulks held in place byougm long oak tieback®”. By AD 90 the
waterfront of London consisted of a more or lessoam 2m high quay with a solid oak beam
front, as well as a continuous open space and pafplly built warehouses that followed the
alignment of the quay*® (Figs. 5.6, 5.7).

In the early " century the intact quays were abandoned and avserfront created.
This extended up to 15m further south and consistedvetments rather than solid quayS
Whereas the " waterfront ofLondinium indicated some form of centralised planning, it
appears that the early®xentury modifications were more haphaz&¥i Throughout the?
century the waterfront was extended further in ggacausing all homogeneity of harbour
design to be lost. These advances increasingly pestland plank revetments rather than
substantial quays, as well as reusing building risserather than new timbéP& It is
interesting to observe that in this phase thereewss warehouses on the waterfront,
suggesting that any goods were distributed immeliatThis and the decentralized
development of the port appear to indicate thabdwar development in the"®century may
have been based on private initiatives of tradedsraerchant$*?

There is some evidence that an attempt was mad@stioicture the waterfront into one

consistent harbour zone around AD 200, when furshestantial quays were construcféd

1636 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 17; Milne (1995) 53; Brigham (1990), p. 134. This expansion of the
harbour zone, clearly aimed at the creation ofrginaous and uniform waterfront, was undertakeiswch a
grand scale that it seems likely that, similar® development of civic buildings at the time, @sapart of a
public building programme rather than a resultrafdgally developing needs (see also Milne [1985],42).
1637 Brigham & Woodger (2001), pp. 17&18.

1638 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 18; Brigham (1998)2@; Milne (1985), p. 27. The finds of a militaignt
and severdlorica sqguamata scales in the infill of the Regis House quay hbgen taken as evidence of military
involvement in this large-scale development (ségh&m [1998], p. 25). It seems equally plausibteyéaver,
that these military artefacts should be seen adualstraces of an earlier military presence (ppsha the
context of the Boudican revolt). See also BrigharW&odger (2001), p. 45.

1639 Brigham & Woodger (2001), pp. 19&20; Brigham (1996 135; Miller et al (1986), p. 8. Dendrochrono-
logical dates from the revetment timbers indicatbrfg dates of AD 90-121. This corresponds with fiottery
from fills of this 3% waterfront that dates to AD 100-120.

1640 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 20.

1641 Brigham & Woodger (2001), pp. 46&47; Brigham (1998 30-32.

1642 Brigham & Woodger (2001), pp. 46&47; Brigham (1996p. 118&136.

1643 Brigham (1998), pp. 30&31.
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This involved a final advance of the waterfront,iethwas now located at the end of a 50m
long artificial terrac®** The harbour zone was extended for a final timéaén2 quarter of
the 39 century, but a sharp decline in the use of the pprthe mid &' century has been
observed®*® Towards the end of thé*Zentury all activity in the port area must havasss,
as it was now enclosed by the city walld_ofdinium**®

The development of the Roman port of London appeabe related to a fall in river
levels that meant that the waterfront had to camtlily be moved forwards. This is reflected
by the fact that the consecutive phases of quagdugily decrease in heigittid. 5.7). It has
been suggested that this may have been the reasdtinefend of the port, as the tidal river
eventually was no longer deep enough to enables ghipplock here. This is indicated by the
fact that a new harbour developed in the Old Faa &f Bow c. AD 278

Excavations in the port area béndinium discovered Roman ships at County Hall
(1910, Fig. 5.8), New Guys House in Bermondsey (1958, 5.9) and Blackfriars (1961kig.
5.10)'%*8 In depth study of these vessels has establisheédh@aCounty Hall ship, which is
believed to have been built c. AD 300 was a seaggoargo ship, while the one from New
Guys House has been interpreted as a flat bottdighter from the late ¥ century. It
appears that Blackfriars I, dated to AD 150, wamastal or inland sailing ves§¥f. While
all three ships are clearly cargo vessels and atelico military connection, Blackfriars |
carried a cargo of ragstone. As the walld ofdinium were built from this stone, it has been
suggested that the ship may have transported tleeenfor its constructidfi*”

The only direct connection betwedrondinium and the CLASSIS BRITANNICA is

provided by a fragment of@BR stamped tile that was found in the fill of the @iggate fort

1644 Brigham (1990), p. 138; Milne (1985), p. 32.

1645 Brigham & Woodger (2001), p. 48; Brigham (1998), B0&31; Miller et al (1986), p. 9.

1646 Brigham (1990), pp. 139&140; Miller et al (1986),20 ; Milne (1985), p. 32.

1847 Milne (1995), p. 77-79; Brigham (1990), p. 143.

1648 Marsden (1994); Milne (1985), p. 97.

1649 Milne (1985), p. 98. On the County Hall ship, $éarsden (1994), pp. 109-130; for New Guy’s House
Marsden (1994), pp. 97-104; for Blackfriars | Maaad1994), pp. 33-96. For all three ships see also
http://www1.rgzm.de/Navis/home/frames.htBates based on dendrochronology or associatatheematerial.
1850 Milne (2000), p. 129; Milne (1996). See also Mansd1994), p. 80-83.
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and seems to be related to the construction ofawwe wall. The stamp type is known from
Dover, where it has been dated to AD 190*3¥0While there are many reasons that could
explain the occurrence of this single stamped itilis, likely to have come from the Weald of
Sussex, which had direct transport routes to Londod where a large number ofBR
stamped tiles have been fodfid

Although London was an important port in the Rorpariod, there is no evidence that
a detachment of theLASSIS BRITANNICA was ever based here. Nonetheless, the site has
repeatedly been identified as a fleet B&8eThe main argument for this is the assumption
that, asLondinum was capital oBritannia, it must have had a fleet detachment, just as the
fleets of Misenum and Ravenna maintained detactsnantRom&>% This argument is
‘supported’ by the ‘evidence’ of a bronze miniatofea warship inscribegdMILLA AVG FELIX ,
as well as several intaglios depicting warsHips While Marsden argued that the bronze
miniature could commemorate a naval victory by asiwg namecMMILLA , this hypothesis
cannot constitute reliable evidence for a navatgmee atondinium. As such it is unclear

why this thesis has been maintained by severalacit®

15. ? (Southwark)

In the Roman period, modern Southwark consisted eéries of islands across the
Thames frormLondinium®®®’. The largest of these seems to have formed the ceaitre of the
occupied area, which had a developed waterfroftteffahot on the same scale as that of

Londinium)*®®

1851 Milne (1995), p. 115; Marsden (1994), p. 17; Crey& Betts (1992).

1852\/iereck (1996), p. 254; Cleere & Crossley (1985).

1853 Cleere (1978), p. 36.

1854 Milne (1995), p. 115; Marsden (1994), p. 17; Mag2003).

1855 Marsden (1994), p. 17.

1656 Marsden (1994), p. 17. The argument is uncritjcaticepted by Henig & Ross (1998) and Milne (1985),
116. For a slightly more distanced view see Mag2@08), p. 113.

1857 Brigham (1998), p. 31.

1858 Brigham et al (1995), p. 8.
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Research has shown that the largest of the islaedan to be permanently used
around AD 60, when the waterfront was reinforce@djrichge systems established and basic
structures buiff*°. In the 70s and 80s the waterfront itself was e further and saw the
systematic building of revetment. As a significant portion of land was reclaimecbtigh
the £' and 2¢ century and the actual waterfront moved furthet amther north, structures
were regularly built over the earlier harbour-worlkdis was particularly evident at the
Courage’s Brewery site, were a large wooden warshadated to 152/153, was built near the
riverfront, in the area of the earliest river rewents® In the course of the"2century,
several timber and stone buildings, possibly ob#itial nature, were built in the area of the
earliest waterfront. The Southwark harbour itsktiyvever, appears not to have undergone
any significant redevelopméfit?

Excavations at the Winchester Palace site hawarstraces of major building activity
in the 80s AD, when the riverfront was advanced knger masonry granaries and houses
were built®® Around AD 120, however, the entire area was ledeand gradually rebuilt.
By the 3° century, the site was covered by an extended ibgildomplex that included
various rooms with traces of high quality mitf 2entury wall painting®* as well as a full
bath suite that appears to have been demolishéifi® or 4" century. The site appears to
have remained in use until th€ guarter of the 4 century®®®

As the Winchester Palace site excavations prodileegk proportions of irregular

Claudian coinage similar to those at Fishbourne &ed Mills, as well as tiles bearing the

189y yle & Rankov (1998), p. 67.

1650 Brigham (1998), p. 31.

1861\Westman (1998), p. 63; Brigham et al (1995), (iHis warehouse produced associated pottery dting
AD 120 to 160/180 and is particularly interesting,joint marks appear to indicate that the 10.5/rdstructure
may have been prefabricated to some degree. Therery few indicators that the warehouse was &gtua
used, leading Brigham to suggest that its lifegpag have been no longer than 5-30 years. Sedalgoam et
al (1995), pp. 23, 48, 59-61.

1662 Brigham (1998), p. 31.

1863 yule & Rankov (1998), p. 68.

1884 yule & Rankov (1998), pp. 89&70; for a detailedalission of the wall paintings see Mackenna & Ling
(1991).

183 yule & Rankov (1998), p. 70.
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procuratorialPBRILON stamp, it has been suggested that there may hare dmme form of
official centre at Southwark. This thesis led te #trgument that a fragment of an inscription
may originally have listed a college béneficiarii attached to the procurator’s office. Yule
and Rankov, however, argued succinctly that theripon is more likely to resemble a
vexillation of LEG I AVG and LEG XX VALERIA VICTRIX, possibly acting as a building
detachmertf®®

The only evidence from Southwark that can be edldab the fleet are twaLBR
stamped incompletambrices found at Winchester Palace. While both tiles haxtan edges
indicating secondary use and were found in a det&tru dump dated later than thé%2
century, they have nonetheless given rise to tesighof a permanent fleet detachment
connected to the alleged procuratorial office attBaark®’. The fleet tiles need not,
however, be a definite sign of a permanamssis BRITANNICAdetachment.

While only two stamped tiles were discovered ireeosmidary context, there were also
several other tiles in the same fabric as thosapmd by the fledt®® As the two stamped
tiles are of the same type (RIB 2481.12) it mayl wel that all tiles are part of one batch of

building materials supplied to the Winchester Palsite during its construction.

16. CLAUSENTUM? (Bitterne)

The remains beneath the medieval manor of Bitterer Southampton have been
identified as RomarClausentum on the basis of references in the Antonine Itiress®
While this identification is largely theoreticalghas not been backed up by any evidence, it
has generally been accepted since Haverfield iedutlin the Victoria County History for

Hampshiré®™®. The site is situated on the inside of a bendhefriver Itchen, about 3 miles off

1666 yle & Rankov (1998), pp. 70-73.

1667 viereck (1996), p. 254. For the date and contéxihese tiles see Crowley & Betts (1992).
1668 \Westman (1998), p. 64.

1689 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 4; Waterman (1947),51.

1670 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 6.
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Southampton Wat&t'X. As such, it is protected by water on three sidiée fourth side of the
site was fortified with two ramparts. The inner aofethese, in its final stage a stone faced
earth wall with a defensive ditch, enclosed an afeéa2ha (8acres). An earth bank and ditch
fortification joins the two high water marks onhet side of this inner river loop and encloses
an area of all in all 128&2 While it was initially thought that both defensicircuits were
contemporary, excavations showed that they arfacin successive.

Excavations aClausentum in the 1930s and early 1950s produced a coinssénegt
ranges from Claudius to Theodosius, as well as i@ moless continuous pottery sequence of
both fine and coarse wares from the reign of Clasidintil the & century®’® Both sequences
suggest that the site was more intensely occupiete 3 and 4" centurie®”* There is no
evidence for pre-Roman occupation, and the siteiadation has in the past been dated to the
Flavian period, primarily on the basis of histolicansiderations regarding the establishment
of other sites in the arf4>. While some finds support this thesis, there avestmuctural
remains from the *1 century other than a basic circular hut. Lead isdoom the Flavian
period were, however, discovered together with iemimterpreted as whar/8&

The earliest permanent timber structureChiusentum were built in the Trajanic
period, with stone structures dating to around ATD/183°"". As only a limited area of
Bitterne was excavated, its layout remains uncl@arthe basis of current research, it seems
that during the % century the site developed without regard to arsrall plan and consisted
mainly of private buildings with attached bathhaused annexé¥® Around AD 150, the

site was reduced to 3.2ha (8 acres) by the creafi@nwooden palisade and defensive ditch.

1671 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 4; Waterman (1947),53.

1672 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 33; Waterman (1947)153.

1673 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 6, for coin seses pp. 135-136; for pottery see Waterman (194 7)6p.
174 \Waterman (1947), p. 160.

167> Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 7.

1676 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), pp. 7, 8&13.

1677 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 8, 15; Watermard{@)9p. 160.

1678 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), pp. 16-32.
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Traces of this stockade in the form of closely splagostholes were found across the'Site
The new smaller site was occupied until the ednlydtcentury. The few excavated areas
seem to indicate a break in occupation from tAeéntury to AD 350/370, when the site was
cleared and surrounded by a 2.5m wide defensiveafiéimestone and flint rubble buff?®
According to observations in thetfl@entury, this had round projecting towers at eithad,
and was connected to further walls that ran altvegentire inside of the river loop, forming a
fortified enclosuré®®. 4" century deposits from the interior of this enclesproduced the
only finds from Clausentum that could indicate a military occupation: a threeged
arrowhead®®? and two cavalry spuf®? Traces of a piped water-supply, as well as evieen
for tesserae cutting on a large scale seem to support the thiesiBitterne was nonetheless a
primarily civilian settlement in the"4century®®

In the 19" century, Roach Smith observed a “strong woodemdrar quaywork” at
Bitterne®®>. Unfortunately no traces of this survive, makingy aassessment whether the
structures in question were part of an actual Rohebour impossibf&® Clausentum has
nonetheless been seen as an important Roman hasteun past studie®’”. As two lead
ingots bearing an imperial stamp from the Flavianiqu were found in the area of the alleged

harbour-works, Bitterne has been identified asnaportant point of official exchange in the

1679 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), pp. 8, 15, 38&40.

1680 K eppie et al (2001), p. 374. The date is basethernclusion of a coin from the reign of Valensdicating
a date around AD 370 on the basis of its level @iryand pottery dating to around AD 330 in thefay
ultimately predating the building of the wall (Watean [1947], pp. 157 & 160). See also Cotton & @atble
(1958), pp. 8&42/43.

1881\vaterman (1947), p. 153.

1882\\jaterman (1947), p. 161.

1683 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 45 identify thesé'spur-like fittings”. Their initial identificatio may have
been made difficult as the pricks are missing ath fiods. They are, however, of a common type \&ithook-
like appendage to facilitate fastening to a booabyextra strap. These spurs could, however, @ge heen
used in a purely civilian context. See also Richth(i962).

1684 Keppie et al (2001), p. 376.

1685 Roach Smith (1883); see also Cotton & Gatherct®s8), pp. 14&15.

1686 Fryer (1973), p. 270; Cotton & Gathercole (1958)4.

1887 Cleere (1978), p. 36.
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Flavian period®®® Indeed, it has been suggested tBi@usentum served as a naval base for
Agricola in his campaigns towards the Sevéth

As the evidence for harbour structureCltusentum cannot be corroborated, there is
no proof that it may have been a base ofahessis BRITANNICA®®. The absence of any
epigraphic evidence or stamped tiles referring te British fleet, however, makes this

identification unlikely.

17. ANDERIDOS? (Pevensey)

Pevensey is one of the Saxon Shore Forts, loaatethe East Sussex coast and is
listed as base of BVMERVS ABVLCORVM in the Notitia Dignitatum®®% It was excavated
during two seasons in the early"™26entury, which produced a coin series ranging fén
254-383%2 A small quantity of pottery (less than one pentcef the entire assemblage)
could be identified as préentury samian. The majority of ceramic mateaatording to
the excavator, dates to th8 dentury®®>. Numerous further small finds, including a rope an
bucket in what is presumed to have been a Romanpretiuced no definite daf&”

While there is no evidence for any permanent oatiap of Pevensey during thé' 1
and 29 centuries, excavations did recover tm®R stamped tiles, which appear to form a
link to thecLAsSSIS BRITANNICA As both of these were found in contexts assatiaii¢h the
reign of Honorius, however, they can evidently betused to argue for a base of the British
fleet at Pevense$”™ Nonetheless, this has been a common, if not gémeaccepted,

identification in past literatut&®® Although Salzmann recreated a model of the ancient

1888 These are stamped IMP VESPASIAN AVG BRIT EXARG VEEE 1921, No. 91); see Cotton &
Gathercole (1958), pp. 14; Waterman (1947), p. 153.

1689 Cotton & Gathercole (1958), p. 14.

169v/iereck (1996), p. 254.

1891 Not. Dig. occ. xxviii, 20.

1892 5a1zmann (1909), p. 88.

1693 salzmann (1909), p. 88; Salzmann (1908), p. 110.

1894 salzmann (1909), pp. 84&85; Salzmann (1908), B. 11

189 5alzmann (1908), p. 112.

169 Mason (2003), p. 113; Viereck (1996), p. 254; @@ 978), p. 36; Cunliffe (1968), p. 258.
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topography to argue that the marshes around Peyéoseed regularly and would therefore
have made the site accessible from the sea, thihaally constitute proof of a harbour or
naval bas€®. The only evidence for any naval connection wite {ate Roman fort at

Pevensey is an entry in the section of Natitia Dignitatum concerning Gaul which reads
praefectus classis Anderitianorum, Parisius®®. This in itself, however, hardly constitutes

evidence for a%t3" century fleet base at the site.

18. ? (Bardown)

The 3ha site of Bardown is located near Wadhuar&ussex, on the south bank of the
river Limden. Cleere divides the site into a weast@ndustrial) and an eastern (residential)
sectot®® Bardown was an industrial scale iron-productitia, sndicated by a large refuse
dump “consisting of iron slag, cinder and furna@bris” that runs along the river for c.
100m ™ ‘Innumerable pits’ that indicate iron-ore workingave been found in the
surrounding aréd’’ Cleere argues the site began to be used arounti4@Cand remained in
operation until the mid"3century’®

The connection to theLAssIS BRITANNICAIS formed by 1841 BR stamped tiles found
at the sité’®. 25 of these were built into a bathhouse, whikerémainder seem to have been
spread throughout the site. 24 were found in agdager of domestic rubbish” that covers
the industrial part of the site and dates to pd3t200-"* While the residential sector of the
site continued after the end of the industrial p@feere suggests that ironworking merely

moved to a series of satellite sitéa

1897 salzmann, (1910).

169 Not. Dig. occ. xlii, 22.

169 Cleere (1974), p. 190.

1700 Cleere (1974), p. 190.

1701 Cleere (1974), p. 191.

1702 Cleere (1974), p. 191.

7% 3ee RIB Il Fac. 5.

1704 Cleere & Crossley (1985), p. 303.
1705 Cleere & Crossley (1985), p. 304.
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The large number afLBR stamped tiles, found all over the site, clearlyicates some
form of involvement of theLASSIS BRITANNICA This could be supported further by structures
identified as barrack style buildings if their idiéication were definite. As no plans have been
published, this aspect remains inconcluSi¥e The precise involvement of theLassis
BRITANNICA at Bardown is not clear, but the evidence doesiacessarily imply the existence
of a permanent station at the site, as Cleere stgges it merely proves that the fleet supplied

building materials to Bardowf?".

19. ? (Cranbrook)

The site of Cranbrook, also known as Little Faghiam Farm, is located near
Sissinghurst in Kent. Apparently, a ‘substanti@ngt structure’ at the site included a hypo-
caust system built witkLBr stamped tile5 It appears that these are the only reason why
the site has been associated withdhessis BRITANNICA The fleet tiles have also been used
to link Cranbrook with the Wealden iron-productites: Cleere suggested that it “may have
served some administrative purposé¥’ As the 50 tiles from Cranbrook all come from the
same structure, they are probably the result oihgles shipment of tiles provided by the

CLASSIS BRITANNICAL"1C

20. ? (Bodiam)
Bodiam, situated on the river Rother near Watlitg@&, is usually associated with the
remaining iron-working sites in the Weald and hagrbseen as the transhipment port for

Wealden iron, maintained by tlmeassis BRITANNICA' 'L This identification, however, is far

179 Cleere & Crossley (1985), p. 70.

107 Cleere & Crossley (1985), p. 70; http://ads.alwsldcatalogue/adsdata/cbaresrep/pdf/029/ 02909601
1708 Cleere (1974), p. 195.

1709 Cleere & Crossley (1985), p. 297.

1719 ehon (1995); Aldridge (2001).

" Mason (2003), p. 114; Lemmon & Darrell-Hill (196@) 100; see also www.romansinsussex.co.uk/level3/
search/site_detail.asp?sitenumber=114
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from clear as the 1960s excavations at Bodiam gealfar to little evidence to prove it: only
‘about 20 square yards’ were actually excavdfédThese excavations were made more
difficult by the fact that they took place on laplnted with hops. This meant that trenches
were located only between the planted dréasAs such, no complete structures have been
excavated; instead the plan consists of a grithrefet feet wide trenches, following the spaces
between plants, rather than in any reflection &f séinchaeological remains. The excavators
nonetheless identified eight successive buildingsps, even though not a single one is
known in detalt’** A number of glass finds have been published:ysesl by Harden and
Wright dated four fragments between AD 50 and'$5048 ceramic fragments have been
studied, but not published in detaif. Other small finds date to th&-3™ centuried™".

26 cLBR stamped tiles link the site to tlmeASSIS BRITANNICA and seem to form the
basis for the current identification of Bodiam adranshipment point for iron from the
Weald"*® There is, however, no evidence to suggest aryoharfacilities at the site. Indeed,
this identification appears to rest solely on taet fthat Bodiam is the only site in the Weald

area that produceclBRtiles and is situated on a navigable river.

21. ? (Beauport Park)

Like Bardown, Beauport Park near Battle in Sussex site where iron-production
was carried out on an industrial scale. This iscaigd by a slag-heap that remains in excess
of 15000 cubic metres, although substantial guastliave been removed apparently for road

building during the 18 century’*®. A series of trial trenches driven into the slagyh in the

1712| emmon & Darrell-Hill (1966), p. 102.

7131 emmon & Darrell-Hill (1966), p. 91.

714\ www.romansinsussex.co.uk/level3/search/site_daspiPsitenumber=114
1713 emmon & Darrell-Hill (1966), p. 95.

1718 emmon & Darrell-Hill (1966), p. 97.

17| emmon & Darrell-Hill (1966), p. 97.

1718 Cleere (1978), p. 37; see also RIB II, Fac. 5.

1719 Mattingly (2006), p. 509; Cleere (1974), p. 191.
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early 1970s produced a range of numismatic andmgeréinds that indicate that the site
operated from the late'1o early ¥ century’®

Surveys of the area around the slag heap in thel# century and under Brodribb in
the 1970s discovered and mapped an associatednsetti extending over at least 2, but
probably more than 5h&™. As observed at Bardown, the site at Beauport Radivided into
two sections, interpreted as an industrial ancsaleatial zon&?2 Traces of ore-roasting and
smelting were identified in the area between tlaeses. Post-holes suggesting a round-house
have been taken as evidence for pre-Roman occuaphticthe excavators, but could also
imply the involvement of native craftsmen in iroreguction at the sité?®

The focus of past research at Beauport Park has ba the so called ‘Classis
Britannica Bath-hous&*?* This well preserved structure, standing over 2ghtin some
places, is a typical six roomed bath-suite of all@gmilitary layout and was built with more
than 1600cLBR stamped tile§?> The vast number of tiles, as well as a wide saxfamp-
types (77) and standard military layout of the bathggest some involvement of the British
fleet in their constructio?® They do not, however, indicate a permanent detachrae

Beauport Park, as there are no further indicatmr$hie presence of tli2 ASSIS BRITANNICA

22. RUTUPI AE (Richborough)

Richborough, located near the Isle of Thanet eneidist coast of Kent, is usually seen
as one of the points of entry to the island in @audian invasioH?’. While the majority of
remains visible today are those of tH& @&ntury Saxon Shore Fort, the site was extensively

used during the earlier centuries: a sequence afididn ditches and earthworks have been

Y20 Cleere (1974), p. 191.

1721 Cleere (1974), p. 191.

1722 Cleere (1974), p. 191.

1723 Cleere (1974), p. 191 suggests pre-Roman occupatithe site, whereas Frere (1991), p. 287 sugdkat
these traces are indicative of native craftsmen.

1724 Brodribb & Cleere (1988).

1725 Mattingly (2006), p. 509; Mason (2003), p. 115e &éso Wilson (1980).

1726 Cleere & Crossley (1985), p. 295.

1727 Mason (2003), pp. 80-82, but see also GraingeZR00
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interpreted as an early fort and supply base feritivasion of Britait?®. It has also been
suggested that Richborough may still have served aspply depot during the Boudican
revolt’?. While the early military history of the site i®tnentirely clear, it is evident that
during the late 3 centuryRutupiae developed into a civilian settlement. The exiséen€
what has been interpreted as a triumphal archwaynséo mark that it may have remained an
important entry point t@ritannia' ">

OnecLBR stamped tile was built into the walls of the Sagiore Fort, clearly used in
a secondary conteXt’. While this makes any hypothesis of the site’sifgibeen an early
fleet base tenuous, Richborough has repeatedly hbedemified as a base, if not the
headquarters, of the British Fleet until the eafcond century®’. The only other data
indicating a naval presence at the site are a nuoflship fittings, the majority of which have
been dated to the third century. Isolated exampkes, however, been associated with
Claudian or Flavian phases at the St Although these fittings attest the presence gissh
and may indicate that work on ships was carriedabiRichborough, there is no evidence to

suggest that any such vessels were military inraatiet alone that they belonged to the

CLASSIS BRITANNICA

23. PORTUSLEMANI'S (Lympne)
The Roman remains known as Studfall Castle at lngnip Kent are those of d°3
century Saxon Shore Fbft* The site has been excavated repeatedly in thec@®tury and

under Cunliffe in the 1970s. Further work, inclugligeophysical surveys took place in the

1728 Mason (2003), p. 81; Frere (1991), p. 59.

Y2 Erere (1991), p. 69.

1730 g. Mason (2003), p. 81; Cunliffe (1968), pp. 356; for detailed reports of the excavations at
Richborough see Bushe-Fox (1949), Bushe-Fox (182he-Fox (1928); Bushe-Fox (1926).

131 peacock (1977), p. 245; see also RIB II, Fac. 5.

1732 Mason (2003), p. 113; Viereck (1996), p. 254; $8\{1981), p. 528; Cleere (1978), p. 36. Starr 8)98.
153 sees Richborough as a station ofdiwssIs BRITANNICA, but not its headquarters. More critical, Reddé
(1986), p. 271.

1733 yne (1996).

1734 Cunliffe (1977).

266



198037 It has been argued thataassis BRITANNICA base existed at or in the vicinity of
Lympne ever since an altar was found built into éast gate of the fdrf® Indeed, the
identification of L. Aufidius Pantera gwaefectus classis Britannicae led to the suggestion
that for a time at least Lympne may have servdukeasiquarters of the British flé&Y.

Pflaum suggested that the L. Aufidius Panterahenaltar from Lympne was the same
individual as the praefect of aha on the Danube frontier in AD 133, therefore datihg
altar to the 2 century’® As it was found in the context of & 8entury Saxon shore fort it is
not clear, however, where the altar was actuallyugeat Lympne. The fact that it was
encrusted with barnacles appears to imply thatd been submerged in seawater for some
time before being built into the Saxon Shore Fateg®. This suggests that it was set up at a
nearby site, and covered by seawater, probablyngunrgh tides, for the period between its
dedication in the mid"™ century and its reuse as building material for $ason Shore Fort.

It is equally possible, however, that the inscaptmay have come into contact with seawater
while it was used as ballast in a vessel traveltmd.ympne, dumped, and then recovered
reused as building material at a later stage.

The inscription is clearly dedicatory, and canr¢fiere not be taken as proof of a
permanent fleet base. As a number of further stonédse east gate have evidently also been
reused’*® and 19cLBR stamped tiles have been built into the Saxon Skore it has been
suggested that an earlier fleet base ofdbwssis BRITANNICA may have been located in the

vicinity of the Saxon Shore Fort at Lymph&.

1735 Cunliffe (1977); Cunliffe (1980), Hutchinson et(aB85).

1738 RIB 1, 66. For identifications of Lympne asaAssIS BRITANNICAbase see Mason (2003), p. 112; Starr
(1993), p. 153; Cleere (1978), p. 36; Cleere (19@.7)7.

1737 Cunliffe (1968), p. 257.

1738 pflaum (1960), 133.

1739 cunliffe (1977), p. 29.

1740 cynliffe (1977), p. 29.

1741 Mason (2003), p. 112; Cunliffe (1977), p. 29 statet isolated fragments ofBR stamped tiles have also
been found near the walls of the Saxon Shore Wdhtle he sees these as clear evidence of a fusthesture at
the site, it appears that they may well stem frbenlater fortifications, as they have not been eatsd in any
clearly earlier contects. See also RIB Il Fac. 5.
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Excavations established a coin series ranging ffononinus Pius to c. AD 378&%
The spread of evidence indicates that the mainpatan occurred between the mid and
mid 4" centuries, in line with the dating of the Saxoro@hFort. The pottery, however,
includes several™ century samian sherds from Central and Easterrl, @Gauvell as one
Southern Gaulish specimen dating to tffleedntury’* The coarse-wares, on the other hand,
predominately date to the latef and 4" centuries. It appears, therefore, that there wases
activity at Lympne before the construction of thex@& Shore Fort in the“’30entury.

Whether this was fleet related, however, is nadrcle

24. ? (Folkestone)

The ‘villa’ at Folkestone was excavated by Winholthe 1920s in the hope of finding
a fleet related military installation — as seemggasted by the topographical situation: there
is a clear line of sight across the Channel to Bgié, and the harbour of Dover can be
overlooked from the sité* Instead of any military installation, however, \Wolt excavated
what he identified as a villa. This has two phasésyhich the first has been associated with
the British fleet, as Winbolt identified it as thesidence of thepraefectus Classis
Britannicae’’*°. This association is based on ‘a numbertoér stamped tiles, all of which
are built into one hypocaust systéffi This cannot be taken as evidence thatdbessis
BRITANNICA was involved in the construction of this site; ttles may well have been
supplied by the fleet merely as it was the nearestufacturer of tiles. The association of the

Folkestone ‘villa’ with the British fleet on the &ia that the apsidal room 51 of Phase 1 looks

1742 gee Table | in Cunliffe (1980).

1743 Cunliffe (1980).

174%\Winbolt (1925), p. 76.

1743\Winbolt (1925), pp. 76-78, 118&119. Strangelysthather fanciful idea has been maintained througao
significant amount of literature on tleASSIS BRITANNICA See Salway (1981), p. 539; Cleere (1977), p. 17;
Cunliffe (1968), p. 259.

1748 \Winbolt (1925), p. 61.

268



directly out towards the modern Tour d'Odre in Bigrie, possibly the site of the ancient
lighthouse oBononia, must be seen as circumstantial evidence atBést

Small finds from the site include coins datingnfr)Augustus to Magnentius (AD
353)"8 Fine-wares include samian from Lezoux, Rheinzalaerd Tréves that dates to the
2" century’*®. On this basis, Winbolt placed the constructiorthef ‘villa’ around AD 100,
arguing that it remained in use until the mitleentury.

Rigold reassessed the data from Folkestone andhedasomewhat damning
conclusions regarding the earlier excavation repsigting that Winbolt's coin series were
actually adulterated by material from nedrBy He suggested that, rather than as a villa, the
remains at Folkestone should be interpreted agralsstation of the fle€f’ This may be an
appealing thesis on the basis of the site’s togagrabut as character and date of the site

remain unclear it cannot be proven on the basia nbmber’ ofcLBR stamped tiles alone.

25. PORTUS DUBRIS (Dover)

Dover, situated in the estuary of the river Doaame of the few breaks in the steep
chalk cliffs of Kent, has long been identified abase of theLAsSIS BRITANNICA % This
thesis is based on a number of indicators of naedivity, such as a harbour and two
lighthouses, as well as the excavation of a foat foroduced several hundreds @fBR
stamped tilesHig. 5.11).

In the Roman period, two lighthouses were locatedlevated positions of the Dour
estuary. Only the eastern one remains, reusedvwas wf a chapel in the grounds of Dover

Castlé’™® (Fig. 5.12). This structure has been studied in detail byMirtimer Wheeler, who

1747\Winbolt (1925), p. 64.

1748\\jinbolt (1925), p. 80.

1749 \Winbolt (1925), p. 88.

10Rigold (1973), p. 31.

1751 Rigold (1973), p. 41; see also discussion in Mg&003), p. 113.

1752 Milne (2000), p. 127; Milne (1995), p. 115; Salw@@81), p. 529; Cleere (1978), p. 36.

1753 The western lighthouse appears to have been gledtruring the building of fortifications in 1863ee
Mason (2003), p. 109.
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identified the lower 13m as Roman. These are ofirdaresting construction, with a

rectangular interior space and octagonal exterdrthe base, the walls, which narrow
upwards, were at least 4m thick. The lighthouse $&ceral levels, gradually decreasing in
size, of which four remain. Wheeler proposes thatlighthouse may originally have had as
many as eight stages, giving the structure a heigabout 24.5 metré§”.

The first indicators of a Roman harbour at Dovesravobserved in the mid 9
century, when a breakwater or mole of 30m length idantified. Originally, it was taken to
imply the existence of an artificial harbour. Ferthreports from the 1860s describe Roman
“timber piles, groynes and mooring rings®> Excavations in 1956 identified a straight line
of chalk-block masonry more than 15m in length, clihied to the reconstruction of a
hypothetical harbour plan by Rigdl@°. Further research identified several wooden resnain
that have been identified as jetties and whafvésThese were linked with the earlier remains
by Fryer, who proposed a more realistic plan ofRioenan harbour of DovEr® Small finds
from excavations of structures associated withhidmour suggest that it was in use from the
Flavian period until c. AD 200, at which point astteiction layer can be observed throughout
the sité”® It is not clear, however, who or what caused deistruction.

In addition to these remains, excavations durmeg1970s discovered a series of forts
at Dover. While the latest of these was one oftlirel century Saxon Shore Forts, of which
only a corner has been excavated, the earlier tnte have been associated with thassis
BRITANNICA'®® The first fort at the site appears never to hheen completed. Some
stretches of the west wall, as well as parts dadriat buildings interpreted as barracks, have

been identified. While the barracks are reconstditd have consisted of eight regular sized

154 \Wheeler (1929).

1755 For a full discussion of the early observatiors Ktason (2003), p. 111.

1756 Rigold (1969); Rigold’s reconstruction is rathereliable as it desperately tries to recreate hdarsimilar
to that reconstructed for tlie ASSIS PRAETORIA MISENENSIGt Misenum by Lehmann-Hartleben (1923).

157 Eryer (1973), p. 271; Cunliffe (1968), p. 258.

158 Eryer (1973), p. 262.

179 Rigold (1969), p. 89.

1780 philp (1981).
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rooms, with no large room at the end and theredfiififer markedly from the usual layout of
2" century barracks, this cannot be proven as ndesimayrack block has been excavated in
its entirety’®.. The dating of the first fort at Dover is uncleas, ceramic and numismatic data
place its construction between the Flavian andTitaganic periods. Philp, however, argues
that most of the earlier material is not found itcupation layers: as the majority of' 1
century finds stem from levelling dumps and thedafinds associated with fort | date to c.
AD 120, he argues that it must have been consthintthe first decade of thé%entury’®?
Philp tried to link this break in occupation at @owto the involvement of theLAssis
BRITANNICA in the construction of Hadrian’s Wall, an intergin questioned by BreeZ&*

The second fort of theLAsSIS BRITANNICAhas several phases. While its fortifications
have only been partially excavated, it seems te lmeen built on a slightly larger scale than
its predecessor, measuring 1.08R4Fig. 5.13). Two of the gates were excavated, the northern
one with rectangular towers, while the east gaté Bashaped towers. Interestingly, the
CLASSIS BRITANNICA fort Il varies from regular fort layouts as the principalis does not
traverse the width of the fort, but its lentfffi Philp argues that this would have made the
east gatehouse thmorta praetoria. As this faces the harbour of Dover, he suggdsds it
underlines the close connection between this fudtthe fleet’®

The barracks of fort Il have been reconstructeth wight identically sized rooms.
Evidently, Philp took his plans for the barracksfoft | from this plan. Even for fort I,
however, no complete barracks survive. The eigbinréayout is merely a hypothesis based
on the assumption that all barracks must have be#re same layout and lengtf. While it

is true that in regular interior plans of Romantdobarracks are all of the same size, a

1761 phjlp (1981), p. 15&16.

1762 phjlp (1981), p. 92.

1763 Breeze (1983), p. 373. Nonetheless, Philp’s viewteen repeatedly reproduced in more recent st(elig.
Mason [2003], p. 109; Milne [2000], p.128).

1764 philp (1981), pp. 23&106.

1765 philp (1981), p. 106.

1766 philp (1981), p. 107.

1787 philp (1981), p. 51.
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hypothetical reconstruction of an entirely new typke barrack, based on the apparent
necessity of even spacing of barracks inraggularly laid out fort seems somewhat dubious.
Philp confidently dates the first phase of fortdl between AD 125 and 140 on the
basis of numismatic evidence and suggests thastagcupied continuously until at least AD
138, if not AD 145+, at which point the interior dhe fort was demolished and
restructurelf®® This second phase appears to have lasted urAiDc170/183%°. A third
phase has been identified, with coins from constvacand floor layers showing that it must
have been constructed after AD 145. Associatesepopiushes this date back towards the end
of the second century. Indeed, on the basis ofscoom the occupation layers Philp suggests
that this phase lasted from the turn of the thedtary to c. AD 210. Interestingly, no coins or
pottery of a post Severan date have been found feengnat the sité’® The rubble of period
three was covered by a fine soil found at five ssitieroughout the excavation, which the
excavator uses to argue that military occupatiofoxfll must have ceased by AD 270"
Excavations in Dover have repeatedly discoveregelajuantities ofcLBR stamped
tiles'’’2 During the 1970-75 excavations of tbeassiS BRITANNICA fort and a structure
known as the ‘Painted House’, 888 stamped tilegwléscoveret! ® The site’s identification
as a fleet base is evidently based mainly on tfiesls. While there is no epigraphic data
referring to thecLASSIS BRITANNICA, it seems likely that a fort built with large quities of
CLBR stamped tiles, situated in an estuary that had maRoharbour, as well as two
lighthouses, was, in fact, a fleet base. It mustdied, however, that the evidence from Dover

is nowhere near as substantial as that from Boelogmscussed below. As argLAssIsS

1788 phjlp (1981), p. 93.

1789 phijlp (1981), p. 94.

70 phjlp (1981), p. 94.

171 philp (1981), pp. 94-96.

1772 pside from thecLASSIS BRITANNICAfort excavationsgLBR stamped tiles have repeatedly been discovered at
the following sites across the Dour estuary: a)Ghearch of St Mary the Virgin, b) Cannon Streetth® Market
Square, d) the Unitarian Church, e) Market Lan€Hurch Street, g) Yewden’s Court, as well asihstern

and Western lighthouses. See also RIB I, Fac. 5.

73 philp (1981), p. 123.
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BRITANNICA presence in the Dour estuary must furthermore th@en based in a fort of c.

1ha, it can have been little more than a detachwiaiie fleet’’*

26. GESORIACUM/BONONIA (Boulogne)

The city of Boulogne has been identified as a bals¢he CLASSIS BRITANNICA
throughout past scholarship, although its role eadquarters of the fleet has only been
accepted amongst British scholars in recent y&arghe site is situated on the Liane estuary
in northern France in a topographical situation ilsimto that of Dover Kig. 5.14). In
Boulogne, however, the Roman fort is not locatethatlowest point of the estuary, but in an
elevated position on its side. It underlies the @tg of Boulogne, as the walls of the Roman
fort appear to have been reused and fortifiesitu throughout history/ "® (Fig. 5.15).

No harbour installations have been discoveredoalld@ne to date — mainly so as the
modern port of Boulogne takes up the entire Liastea@y and coastline, making excavation
impossible. It is likely, however, that the harbewas located in the ‘Anse de Brequerecque’,
a small bay off the Liane estuary located belowfthrgfications of Boulogn¥ ”’. It has been
suggested that the “Tour d’Odre”, a structure dbsdrin 1644 that has since been destroyed,
may have been a Roman lighthouse similar to thoBeeer'’’®

The fortifications of Boulogne surround an ared ®»#5ha, indicating that tleAssIs
BRITANNICA fort at Bononia/Gesoriacum was c. twelve times the size of the fort at Dovdre
porta praetoria, now Porte des Degres, faces towards the Liane inlet and the postulated
harbour ofGesoriacum, providing a similar focus of orientation as tisaggested at Dover.

Parts of the fort at Boulogne have been excavatedhe 1980s, although research

174 \wWhile Philp (1981), p. 114 argues that Dover hdussquadron of 600-700 men, and therefore at feast
warships, Breeze (1983) has clearly shown thatishasdrastic over-estimate, arguing that a foxt.dfha could
at most have supported 200 men.

1> See note 1423 above.

178 bemon (2004); Will (1960).

77 Seillier (1996), p. 215.

178 Seillier (1986), p. 165. Whether this is the lightse built by Caligula on his aborted invasioBdfain, as
has been suggested by several French scholargtdaproven. See also Mason (2003), p. 107 and folter
discussion Reddé (1986), pp. 273&274.
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concentrated mainly on thestentura in the northern part of the foff° (Fig. 5.16). The
excavators identified a number of barracks thateappo follow the traditional™® century
layout of barracks, an arrangement of ten doubtenso Contubernia) with larger officers’
quarters at one end. These barrack blocks appdaavi® been purposefully abandoned and
dismantled, but there is not enough data to proaidate for this ertd®

A second smaller area near th@ta principalis dextra, the moderrPorte des Dunes,
was excavated in the early 1980s in order to glahé chronology of the perimeter walls. It
appears that the first stone fortifications cormsisbf a wall with rectangular interior towers
that was built in the™ century. While the existence of an earlier eartd imber fort has
been suggested, there is no evidence to provetihes than a ditch that apparently preceded
the building of the 2 century wall§"®%, As no datable evidence has been found in this dit
may, however, simply be part of th&’ Zentury defences. Thé‘d2century fortifications are
cut by a construction trench in the area of the Saint Jean, interpreted as the result of an
extension and realigning of the walls in th&c@ntury’®2

The current interpretation of the fort at Boulogsethat it was briefly abandoned
during the &' century. After a period of abandonment, the ersiite is believed to have been
systematically levelled and rebuilt on a slightdlyder scale. While it may be tempting to link
these observations to historical events relate@acausius or Constantius Chlorus, Seillier
clearly states that there is not enough databléeacie to support any such identificatitfi
The layer associated with the levelling of the fodntained severahtoniniani of Gallienus,
Postumus and Claudius Il, indicating that the oetiop of the ' century fort must have

continued until around AD 270. Outside the wallsg tonstruction layers of théd:&entury

179 Seillier (1984) ; Gosselin et al. (1978); Gosseliral. (1976).

1780 geillier (1986); p. 174. The existence of thespit@r barracks makes Philp’s thesis of a fleet ifipec
contubernium type with only eight rooms, as mentioned abovepawore unlikely.

1781 Seillier (1984), p. 172.

1782 geillier (1984), pp. 176&177.

1783 geillier (1984), p. 178.
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produced coins of Tetricus dating to AD 274, sugggghat the razing of old and building of
new installations must have occurred at some phiring or after this yeaf**

While the precise number afLBR stamped tiles from Boulogne has never been
published, every excavation in the old city hasdpaed some tiles stamped by the British
fleet. Further examples are known from variousssite the ‘lower city’, the area of the
presumed Roman harbour. This strongly suggests dbatral structures throughout the
Roman fort were constructed with building materjaisvided by theLAsSIS BRITANNICA' 2

The identification of Boulogne as a base of theidr fleet, indeed its headquarters is
finally given by a number of inscriptions found @etf~our of these refer directly to the
CLASSIS BRITANNICA, while two others imply a naval unit at the sibeit do not explicitly
mention the British fleet. None of the direct refeces for the fleet are from dedicatory
inscriptions; three are funerary and attest that mulites classici and atrierarchus of the
CLASSIS BRITANNICA died at Boulogn€®® The fourth fleet inscription is even stronger
evidence of the prolonged presence of the Brilisétfa funerary dedication bytaerarchus
to his deceased infant daughtdf As a soldier of theLassIs BRITANNICA had a daughter
and therefore presumably a family at Boulogne dlésr that the British fleet was based here
for an extended period of time, if not permanently.

Two further inscriptions refer trierarchi, but do not actually mention th@AssIs
BRITANNICA. As such, they cannot constitute direct evidermetlie fleet at Boulogne, but
clearly indicate a significant degree of naval\agtiat the site. This is implied even more
directly by a dedication to Sol found at Frencgl@km south of BoulogneFig. 5.17). This

clearly depicts two warships and readgAD in atabula ansata, which has been interpreted

1784 Seillier (1984), p. 177; see also Belot & Can@93), pp. 83-85; for the most recent dating of Bguk on
the basis of ceramic evidence see Dhaeze & Se{HED5).

1785 Seillier (1996), pp. 213-215; Reddé (1986), pi2-278; see also le Bourdellés (1988). For stamipes] t
published as part of individual excavations seeqragst others, Belot & Canut (1993); Gosselin & I&il
(1978); Gosselin et al (1978); Gosselin et al (39%gillier & Gosselin (1969).

1788 Eor themilites classici CIL X1, 3543; CIL XlII, 3544 for thetrierarchus CIL XlII, 3540. See Appendix V.
87 CIL X111, 3546. See Appendix V.

275



by H6ckmann as implying that it was set up by trencof a trireme calle@Radians. While
there is nothing to indicate directly that tRadians was a vessel of theLASSIS BRITANNICA,

this appears eminently plausible.

276



V.11 DiscussiON

The survey above reflects the problem highlightedhie introduction, namely that
what is thought to be the understood history anceld@ment of theCLASSIS BRITANNICA is
based to a large extent on hypotheses and corgecis only three sites out of the 26
currently associated with the British fle€tg( 5.2) produced sufficient evidence to suggest a
permanent naval base, theses suggesting that fssIS BRITANNICA was a supply unit that
operated throughout British waters and maintaire@al bases all over the British Isles must

clearly be revised.

Epigraphic Evidence for the CLASSISBRITANNICA (Fig. 5.18)

Both quantity and distribution of inscriptions nefag to theCLASSIS BRITANNICA as
seen OrFig 5.18 show that very little can be learned from an eggra study of the British
fleet. While no sites produced sufficient evidetzsuggest a permanent fleet presence, only
two sites produced more than single inscriptiorfge €xistence of two sites with epigraphic
references to naval activity not connected to kbetfhowever, lends further support to earlier
theses that not only the establislokabses operated in the northern provinces.

References to aOHORS | AELIA CLASSICAON a diploma and a lead sealing have long
been taken as indicators of a fleet presence aeriRpgass (6). LiIkeCOHORS | CLASSICAIN
Germania Inferior, this unit is evidently not connected to the elsthbd fleet of the province,
as it is entered amongst the other auxiliary unit§ie diploma found at the st&®. If these
units are to be seen as naval units, for whichetieno evidence, the presence of a naval unit
that isnot the CLASSIS BRITANNICA suggests that naval control in this part of thevprce did

not involve the British fleet. The inscription ref@g to agubernator legionis VI from

1788 See pp. 236&237 above.
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Brough (9) cannnot be connected to the Britisht figter, as it identifies him as a member of
the legion based at York. While this is not prawdttthe legion at York maintained a naval
squadron and possible supply base at Brough-on-ldymds has been suggesf&d it
certainly underlines observations from the eadlapters that legions on the northern frontier
may have had ships of their own.

The two inscriptions referring foedaturae of the CLASSIS BRITANNICAthat have been
found around Birdoswald (2) cannot be taken to yngply permanent fleet presence at the site
as they denote sectors of Hadrian’'s Wall built lojdiers of theCLASSIS BRITANNCIA,
presumably a detachment. While the involvemente#t$ in large scale building programmes
is known from thecLassis GERMANICA ' it is well attested that the entire army of Brita
was involved in the building of Hadrian’s WHf. As such, any presence of theassis
BRITANNICA at a land-locked site must clearly have been teargor

While the building inscription from the fort at Bsell (3) has often been taken as
proof that thecLASSIS BRITANNICA was in charge of supplying the Roman arm¥irtannia,
it need imply no such thing. As the consular refeesdates it to the period of construction
work at Hadrian’s Wall, it must be seen to indicateaemporary presence related to this
project in the same way as tpedatura references from Birdoswalid>

The altar set up by L. Aufidius Pantera need ngily that Lympne (23) was a fleet
base, although it has been used in the past toestigigat the headquarters of theassis

BRITANNICA were located at this sfté> As it is an altar to Neptune, it could well haween

set up by theoraefectus of the British fleet in thanks for deliverance frarstormy crossing

1789 See pp. 243&244 above.

1790 g5ee p. 219 above.

1791 Frere (1991), 115-117.

1792 5ee p. 231 above; for Birdoswald see pp. 229&28¥e. For a similar conclusion, see also Ranko0%20
p.65.

1793 Cunliffe (1968), p.257.
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from Boulogne. RIB |, 66 was furthermore built irtfte east gate of the later Saxon Shore
fort, making it unclear whether it actually origiea from Lympne itsetf**

The epigraphic record from Boulogne (26), on tligep hand, clearly indicates the
presence of thecLASSIS BRITANNICA while the three funerary inscriptions set up #or
trierarchus and twomilites classici indicate an extensive fleet presence at the 8its,is
supported further by CIL XIll, 3546. The fact thatrierarchus set up a funerary inscription
to his deceased infant daughter indicates thatdma was a site where fleet soldiers were
able to have wives and children, i.e. a permanaséB”. While CIL XlII, 3542 and 3545 do
not refer directly to the actuaLAssIS BRITANNICA, the evident association of Boulogne with
this unit makes it unlikely that the twaerarchi were attached to any other naval unit. The
dedication to Sol depicting two warships anthlaula ansata that readsii RAD may further
indicate a naval presence at Boulogne if it is,saggested by Hockmann, to be read as
referring to therireme ‘Radians*’*®

The epigraphic record of theLASSIS BRITANNICA does, therefore, support Starr’s
original thesis that its main base was locatedaatl@)ne and its regular operations did not go
beyond the English Channel regtéH. This is corroborated by the fact that Boulognenel
produced more direct references to ¢thassis BRITANNICA than all of Britain, as well as two
further inscriptions suggesting a naval presencthatsite that do not refer directly to the
British fleet. The evidence does not, however, supftarr’'s thesis, and widely-held belief
amongst scholars in Britain, that theassis BRITANNICA maintained several bases at various
points along the English Channel, let alone thraugtthe British IsleS®® If anything, the
epigraphic data from Northern England seems toyrtigt naval operations in this part of the

province may have been carried out without thectlirevolvement of the fleet.

1794 5ee p. 267 above.

1795 g5ee p. 275 above.

179 5ee pp. 275&276 above.

197 Starr (1993), p.153.

1798 See pp. 224-226 above. For similar conclusioribeéamnes reached here see Rankov (2005), p.65.
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Tiles stamped by the CLASSISBRITANNICA (Fig. 5.19)

The distribution of tiles stamped by the Britiske&ll as seen oFig. 5.19 presents an
even more compelling picture than the plot of eggitnic data. While the vast numbers of
CLBR stamped tiles from iron working sites in the Weatd a phenomenon unto themselves,
it is interesting that, aside from these and tlataenps found at London and Southwark, all
known stamped tiles of the fleet were found on HErglish Channel coast. There is no
indication, therefore, that tl® ASSIS BRITANNICAever operated outside this region.

As the stamped tile from Richborough (22), as wadl the two specimen from
Pevensey (17) and 19 tiles from Lympne (23), wdkrdoand in secondary contexts, they
cannot be taken as evidence for a permanent prees#Enithie CLASSIS BRITANNICA at these
siteg® The same applies to the 5-7 tiles that were faamnthe Roman villa in Folkestone
(24). Although these have led to the rather fahedfentification of the site as the villa of the
praefectus classis Britannicae, in reality they hardly prove that the fleet rengat Folkestone
are directly related to the feet: built into theneahypocaust system, they are evidently part of
a single shipment of building materials rather ttr@nresult of a prolonged suppiy.

The cLBRIT stamped tiles found in London (14) and Southwaik) (dan hardly be
taken as evidence for a detachment of the flegtarprovincial capital. While Milne uses the
fleet tiles to argue that th® AssIs BRITANNICAmay have supplied materials for the building

of the walls ofLondinium, this is very much a hypothetical motfét. It does not seem

1799 0On Richborough, see p. 266 above; for Pevensggt.for Lympne p. 267.

180 WWinbolt (1925), pp. 175-180 rather charmingly déses the villa as residence of the fleet praefeaing
out over his domain. Surprisingly, this idea hasrbken up by a significant number of scholarg. ®alway
[1981], p.539; Cleere [1977], p.17; Cunliffe [196B]259) despite some harsh criticisms regardingbiit’s
dating and interpretation of the site by Rigold{2Q who argues that the most theRr tiles from the site can
indicate is a possible signalling station.

1801 Milne (2000), p.129. Apparently the ragstone fooncboard the Blackfriars ship is similar to thaarid in
quarries near the river Medway. Milne thereforegasggs that, as the.ASSIS GERMANICAdId for the forum of
thecolonia Ulpia Traiana, theCLASSIS BRITANNICA may have quarried ragstone for the city wall@idinium
(see also Marsden [1994], p.17).
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unlikely, however, that three isolated tiles of fBetish fleet may have made their way to
London and Southwark as part of general movemerisitaling material**2

The large numbers of stamped tiles, found in @etaof types and built into several
buildings of the forts at Dover (25) and Boulog@é)(evidently support the identification of
these sites as naval bases. Indeed, the factttRaiverCcLBR tiles were found not just in the
fort that has been linked to tleeAssis BRITANNICA but also at other excavated areas of the
city as well as the lighthouses seems to sugghatsthe fleet supplied building materials
across the entire Dour Estu#f{} While fewer tiles in fewer varieties have beenrfd at
Boulogne, this may well be due to the fact thas lesthe actual site has been excavated. To
date, several varieties @flBR stamped tiles have been found in excavations tlmauig
Boulogne, suggesting that they were used in a nuoftstructure®%”

While the four sites in the Sussex Weald that pced such a significant number of
CLBR stamped tiles cluster together on the distributraap, Cranbrook (19) may be regarded
as separate from the other three. Although thet&@eed tiles found here are a significant
number, all the tiles come from the same structirseems likely, therefore, that the tiles at
Cranbrook are building materials supplied by theigr fleet, which seems to have produced
them in extremely large numbers in the region.

The sites of Bardown (18), Bodiam (20) and Beaupark (21) produced close to
2000 cLBR stamped tiles. At Bardown and Beauport Park tlierdear evidence for large-
scale ironworking in the form of extensive slag{gedt has therefore been suggested that an
imperial mining district may have existed in thegion, and that this was run by theassis
BRITANNICA'®® While this theory cannot be proven, it is clebattthe British fleet was
somehow involved at these sites. As a significamblper of tiles from Bardown and all 1600

tiles from Beauport Park were built into singleustures, namely bath-houses, this could

1802 5ee discussions of London and Southwark, pp. 256&hd p. 258 above.

18035ee p. 272 above.

1804 5ee p. 275 above.

1805 Mason (2003), p.114; for the full argument seee@e’ Crossley (1985), pp. 57-86; see also CleE9&4).
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indicate simply that the fleet set up the infrastinwe of these iron-working sites during their
establishment in the*1century. It need not imply that the fleet was imaxge of iron
production, as has been suggested. Indeed, atogs$ masic level, the data merely indicates
that the British fleet provided building materidisr two bath-houses and perhaps other
isolated structuré&® The 26cLBR stamped tiles found at Bodiam have been takendicate
that the site was a transhipment point for iromfrihe Weald on the sole basis that all other
Wealden sites are landlocked, while Bodiam is kedatn the river Rother. As no harbour-
works or even associated structures have been fauthe site, however, it is entirely unclear
what precise purpose the site may have séf{ed

CLBR stamped tiles can therefore be used to identifydd@and Boulogne as bases of
the CLASSIS BRITANNICA. They also indicate the fleet's involvement in téealden iron
production sites, although it is difficult to und&and what precise form this took. The
evidence does, however, indicate that, aside frotiviy in the Weald, operations of the
CLASSIS BRITANNICA were limited to the immediate Channel environ8ofilogne and Dover.
As such, it lends further credence to the theomeently proposed by Rankov, whilst not
supporting the majority of currently held Britishews regarding the role of theLAssIs

BRITANNICA 1898

Direct evidence for naval activity (Fig. 5.20)
As shown inFig. 5.20, archaeological evidence for naval activity int8im does to

some extent reflect currently held views that ndades must have been situated around the

1808 Cleere & Crossley (1985), pp. 83&84. This arguntmes, however, rest on the acceptance of theytheor
that theCLASSIS BRITANNICA was mainly tasked with supply of the military, whihas to date not been proven;
see also Rankov (2005), p.65, who suggests thdlebtewas involved in iron production as earlyttaes £
century, and Milne (2000), pp. 128&129. The thethiat the fleet may merely have provided the infradtre
for iron production in the Weald is supported bgrer(1991), p.287 who suggests that in the Wealdh the
Forest of Dean and the Lincolnshire-Northamptomsharders, iron production is likely to have beithie
hands of British craftsmen, with the Roman militamgrely providing a general infrastructure to fis&ie large
scale operations at these sites. See also furbmrssion below, pp. 286&287.

1807 See pp. 263&264 above.

1808 See pp. 225&226bove.
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coasts of the British mainland. The survey of da&fated to thecLASSIS GERMANICA has
demonstrated, however, that not all harbour iregialhs or ships automatically indicate the
presence of an establishedssis.

The identifications of harbour installations ata@ond (1), Burgh Castle (13) and
Bitterne (16) cannot be verified as they rest sotel 19" century observations that have no
published plans or other verifiable data. Eveniitd8ne had a harbour this cannot be taken as
evidence of a fleet presence at this site, as tiser® evidence for any military presence
before the % century®®. Similarly, even had a harbour been located agB@astle, there is
nothing to suggest occupation of the site befoeelaite 3' century®® While Cramond is a
military site clearly occupied during thé-8" centuries, there is no associated evidence to
link it to the British Fleef™.

While Richborough (22) has frequently been idesdifas a base of theLAssIs
BRITANNICA during the ¥ century and may have been a landing site duriagtitupation of
Britain, no harbour remains have been identifiede Dnly existing evidence for a naval
presence are a number of ship fittings. As has desussed above, these cannot be taken to
imply a fleet base at the site, as they merelycaigi the presence of ships, which need not
have been military in nature at'&ff

The harbour installations discovered at Chestgaf@ Caerleon (10) were evidently
used during the %83 centuries, but cannot be linked to tbeassis BRITANNICA. The
presence of a funerary inscription recording thmbjgtio naufregio perit could indicate that
the garrison oDeva, LEG XX VALERIA VICTRIX may have been engaged in naval activity of its
own'®® While this thesis can be supported by exampledegfons supporting naval

detachments identified in the preceding chaptérsjust remain a speculative suggestion.

18095ee pp. 260-261 above.
18105ee pp. 249&250 above.
1811 See pp. 227-229 above.
18125ee pp. 265&266 above.
18135ee pp. 240-242 above.
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There is not even tenuous evidence to suggest#eaitl AVGVSTA at Caerleon maintained a
naval detachment. As such, the harbour installatatihsca must be seen in connection with
the legion’s supply chain, rather than as indicatibacLASSIS BRITANNICA basé®*

The remains of the Roman harbour at Gloucestey, (#ile indicating a busy river
port, were evidently purely civilian, as they avedted at the site of the civiliaolonia rather
than the military base at Kingsholf. Although the harbour of Roman London (14) has
been studied in detail and is probably one of tast lknown Roman waterfronts in north-
western Europe, neither the harbour-zone nor thi®ua ships that have been found here
indicate any military use. Indeed, if anything, thedence shows thabndinium was a busy
civilian port, rather than a naval bd%8

The only identifiable harbour remains that canlibked to theCLASSIS BRITANNICA
are the various indicators of naval activity at Bo{25). Two lighthouses, as well as jetties
and a quay indicate that the site was used asbatvain the Roman period, as it is today. The
existence of a fort linked to theLAssIS BRITANNICA further underlines tha®ortus Dubris,
identified as a port by its very name, evidentlgved as a station of the British fl&&.

As such, the study of archaeological remainsedl&h naval activity in Roman Britain
does not indicate thalLASSIS BRITANNICADbases ever existed outside the immediate environs
of the English Channel. Indeed, far from a seriestations around the coasts, there is no
evidence for any fleet bases in Britain other taaDover. While it is possible to suggest that
LEG XX VALERIA VICTRIX may have maintained a naval squadron at Chestseeins likely
that the harbours at the legionary basedDeva and Isca must be seen as part of their

garrisons’ supply chain rather than as indicatémny naval force$®

1819 See pp. 24458246 above.

1815See pp. 246&24@bove.

1818 See pp. 253-256 above.

1817 See pp. 269-273 above.

1818 See also discussion in Mason (2003), pp. 124-ft2&imilar conclusions based on German evidenegse
217 above.

284



Evaluation of evidencefor the CLASSISBRITANNICA (Fig. 5.21)

Fig. 5.21 shows that seven out of the 26 sites currentlytified as bases of theLAsSSIS
BRITANNICA shown inFig. 5.2 produced no reliable data to indicate a naval piesat all. The
evidence from five further sites is not relatedhe British fleet, but indicates either a naval
presence other than the fleet or must be linked entilian shipping. It is clear, therefore, that
apart from a temporary presence in Northern Engiartia possible link with London, there
is no evidence that th®. ASSIS BRITANNICA ever operated outside the English Channel.

The evidence for @OHORS | AELIA CLASSICAat Ravenglass (6) andgabernator of
LEG VI VICTRIX atBrough (9) supports the theory that naval operatiomorthern Britain may
have been organized entirely separately from ¢hessis BRITANNICA. While data from
Chester (8) may support this hypothesis, the faat &noptio of an unnamed unit died in a
shipwreck cannot be taken as concrete proof that XX VALERIA VICTRIX had a naval
detachmerit®®. As the data from Caerleon (10) and Gloucestey élddently belongs to a
civilian or supply context it cannot be taken tgignany form of naval presence.

The ‘insufficient evidence’ from Birdoswald (2) é&m@Benwell (3) is solely epigraphic
and has been discussed above. It is clear thahitbe inscriptions of theLASSIS BRITANNICA
found at these sites indicate that the fleet, pa of it, was involved in the construction of
Hadrian’s Wall, a command that must presumably Haaen temporary. The remainder of
sites classed as ‘insufficient’ in terms of eviderar the British fleet are all identified on the
basis of stamped tiles alone. They are therefoa#t deth in the discussion of stamped tiles.

The identification of Lympne (23) as a potentiakt base is somewhat misleading, as
the ‘several types of evidence’ from the site ciontgt an altar to Neptune that was built into
the east gate of the Saxon Shore Fort, as welbag drR stamped tiles found in secondary
context$®® As such, there can be no direct link between 8ite and thecLAssis

BRITANNICA. The same applies to London (14), where the ektertgrbour installations are

189 5ee also Mason (2003), pp. 92&30, 100&101.
18205ee pp. 266-268 above.
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clearly civilian. While a tenuous link with th&LASSIS BRITANNICA has been established on
the basis of a singleLBR stamped tile, this cannot be proV&h As such, the data from
London can at best indicate a temporary presentteedritish fleet.

This leaves Dover (25) and Boulogne (26) as pa@keriases of thecLAssIs
BRITANNICA. Indeed, the various types of evidence and shembar of stamped tiles (in the
case of Dover) and inscriptions (in the case ofl8gne) put any such identification beyond
doubt. The fact that the Roman fort at Boulogne mase than 12 times the size of that at
Dover makes it likely that the headquarters of Bugish fleet were indeed located on the
French coast, as initially suggested by Starr aamhtained in the most recent studfés

If the cLASSIS BRITANNICA headquarters were located at Boulogne, this cbailce
interesting implications with regard to its involent in the iron production sites of the
Weald. Petrological analyses ofBr stamped tiles carried out by Peacock showed tleat th
fleet had at least two centres of tile productiong near Boulogne in France and one that
used Fairlight Clay from deposits in the WealdIft$&> If the cLASSIS BRITANNICA was sent
to Britain in the late Stor early 2 century to set up an infrastructure for iron pretén in
the Weald, this could have been its first commitnieBritannia*®*%. As such, it would make
sense to utilize local clay resources, buildingeav rkiln near the site that required building
materials rather than ferrying them across froom€gaSuch an interpretation of the evidence

is supported by the fact that the river Rotheruadyto have been a transhipment point for

1821 5ee note 1798 above.

1822 Starr (1993), p.152; Rankov (2005), p.65; Masd0®), p.11. If Boulogne was, indeed, the headqrsacte
the CLASSIS BRITANNICA, this has interesting implications: as Dover waxt pfBritannia, the British fleet would
therefore be the first provincial fleet to be basetivo entirely separate provinces. This leada tempting
hypothetical model: while Britain as a province pasduced similar numbers of military diplomateaotber
provinces along the northern frontier, no knownatitation refers to theLASSIS BRITANNICA Several
references, however, are known for all other proeirfleets. If the fleet's main base was locateBaulogne, it
could have been administered through the provificgatiia Belgica. As this province had no real army of its
own, the total number of diplomas issued would Haaen minimal, making the survival, or even discp\d a
constitution including the fleet extremely unlikely

1823 Cleere (1974), p.188. See also Peacock (1977)Fidrch production centre was probably located at
Desvres, c¢. 10km south-east of Boulogne, wherengbeu ofCLBR stamped tiles have been found (see Crowley
& Betts [1992], p.219; Hamy [1904]).

1824 The earliest evidence from Dover, as discussepl @71, dates to the earl{fZentury (see also Rankov
[2005], p.65; Mason [2003], pp. 107-11; Philp [1R81.92).
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Wealden iron, meets the English Channel at RyeutaBomiles from the clay deposits at
Fairlight. The site may therefore indeed have staga transhipment point, but onecoBr
stamped building material rather than iron. Whies tmodel must remain hypothetical, it
shows that the involvement of tlieASSIS BRITANNICA in the Wealden iron industry, while
evident, need not have been as extensive as sadgasthe past?> Whatever the extent of
CLASSIS BRITANNICA involvement in this area, it presents an intengstparallel to the
involvement of the&LASSIS GERMANICAIN major engineering projects®

This survey has identified not only that the hesdtgrs of thecLASSIS BRITANNICA
were located at Boulogne, as has been acceptedcentr British scholarship, but also that
there is no evidence that tlm@ASSIS BRITANNICA ever was involved in any major activity
outside the English Channel. There is no evidehe¢ the British fleet ever patrolled and
secured the shores of Britain and maintained segt&afions, or that it supplied the army of
Britannia. Nonetheless, it is interesting to note that th@ssis BRITANNICA is the only
provincial fleet with evidence for the existencenadre than one base. This does suggest, as
pointed out by Rankov, that its primary task wass&feguard communications between
Britain and the continelf?’. Consequently, a number of currently held presionpt as

identified in the introduction to this chapter,ally need to be revised.

1825 Cleere & Crossley (1985).
1826 5ee p. 219 above.
1827 See note 1429 above.
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The above description and evaluation of data iwvitakly negative and must be
limited by the fact that not all evidence for thoaif northern provincial fleets that may have
survived has necessarily been discovered to dageefually possible that a number of sites,
particularly in the Danube and Rhine deltas as aglcoastal regions of Britain, may have
disappeared without trace because of riverine onrmaaerosion. In view of the methods
employed by past researchers of naval activityhia part of the Roman Empire, as well as
their limitations, however, it was necessary topdominimalist approach in order to ensure
that any arguments presented in the above discisssiee based on reliable evidence. Any
other methodology would have run the direct riskdent in so many past studies of these
units, of perpetuating some of the over-optimistiews outlined in Chapter | and the
introductory sections to each of the previous fobhapters. As has been shown, this is
particularly true where long-standing preconceioegarding the roles of the four fleets
studied are actually based upon little or no ewtgen

While the data currently available is clearly moffficient to allow for a complete
understanding of all aspects of the provincial tBeechronological developments and
operational tasks during the Principate, the ameslyd actual evidence related to these four
fleets nonetheless have highlighted some key isso@$nisconceptions in recent scholarship.
As the conclusions reached above are based orbleslgata, rather than the opinions of
earlier fleet scholars, they represent a dependabtedation for suggestions on how some of
these issues and misconceptions could be resoivetttified.

It is important that any future research regardmayal activity in the northern
provinces during the Principate must clearly defimeat it is investigating, as the four
established fleets, th€LASSIS PANNONICA CLASSIS MOESICA CLASSIS GERMANICA and
CLASSIS BRITANNICA were clearly not the only agents of naval actiuityhis region. This has
a direct effect on a number of current debatesrdigg naval campaigns during the Julio-

Claudian period in general and the time of the Atign occupation campaigns in particular.
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Furthermore, the geographic distribution of fleetsés and hence range of regular fleet
operations must be reassessed, as the plots are@dibove bear little resemblance to those
of currently identified stations of each fleet. 3hin turn, directly affects prevailing views and
assumptions regarding the operational duties ofethenits during the®1to 3% centuries.
These reinterpretations, finally, must be seenhi wider context of naval policy on the
northern frontier during the Principate, our cutranderstanding of which should evidently
be revised.

It is important to note that any of the followiegnsiderations are founded upon the
evidence presently available that has been disduaseve. While this approach offers as
impartial as possible an interpretation of histariacdevelopments based on current
archaeological data, it cannot claim to reconsthigtiorical facts. Any suggestions are bound
to be modified, if not disproven entirely, by thesults of new excavations and chance
discoveries of inscriptions, diplomata, clearlyntdiable military ships or other data that
could directly affect the current understandingiobdwn fleet bases or prove the existence of
further, as yet unknown, naval stations. This istipalarly true in view of ongoing
archaeological research at three key sites closelsted to the four fleets studied:

Noviodunum in Romania, Cologne in Germany and Boulogne iméga

The nature of fleets on thenorthern frontier during the Principate

As early as 1988, Saddington suggested that thasea significant difference between
naval activity in general and established fleets. péinted out that while there are several
references to the use of ships and fleets in tiyesaurces of the Republic and Early Empire,
none of these actually refer to any of the prowdhciasses by namé®?® This, according to
Saddington, meant that modern scholarship showslthduish between ‘invasion fleets’, i.e.

ad hoc created units for a specific campaign such as3enan campaigns of Augustus or

1828 5ee survey of literary evidence for fleet activityChapter I, pp. 3-9 above.
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Trajan’s Dacian wars, and ‘standing fleets’, umitth established bases that were assigned to
a provincial army and had a hierarchy of commasémeling that of land based units as well
as a more or less clearly defined range of operatiduties®*°

This argument has been substantiated by all faagudsions above: while ancient
literary sources identify a naval element duririgeally occupation campaigns in the northern
provinces, there is no evidence to show that antheffour fleets studied were involved in
these events. Although the data fr@nscia appears to confirm literary accounts of naval
action involving Roman ships and native dugoutsinduthe Augustan occupation of the
Balkans, the site produced no evidence to inditatetheCLASSIS PANNONICAever operated
theréd®® The large harbours at Velsen and Haltern in Geynfarthermore seem to verify
literary sources which state that the Augustan @agms in the Rhineland and northern
Germany were carried out with significant naval alwement. Neither site, however,
produced any evidence related to thessis GERMANICA Y, The same applies to the lower
Danube, where there is no evidence for the invobmnof theCLASSIS MOESICAINn the
occupation campaigns of the earfydentury AD, while the earliest reference to thessis
BRITANNICA is literary and, as it dates to AD 70, cannot benected to the earlier invasions

of Caesar, Caligula or Claudii&

Early fleet chronology
This observation has a direct bearing on commorunaggons regarding the
establishment of the provincial fleets in the nerthprovinces. It has been suggested that the

CLASSIS PANNONICAMay have been created for the earliest Pannoaiapaigns in 35 BC or

1829 saddington (1988), pp. 301-304. See also Saddin@@07), Saddington (1990a); Saddington (1990b) as
well as pp. 20&21 above.

1830 On the siege dfiscia see note 12; for the discussiorSidcia see pp. 71&72 above.

1831 For the Augustan occupation campaigns in Germaaynste 13; for the discussion of Velsen see pf- 14
150, for Haltern pp. 178-181 above.

1832 For references to the early occupation of the tddanube see note 12, for the invasions of Brisaia notes
4 and 14 above. A discussion of evidence relatéde@stablishment of the ASSIS MOESICAcan be found on
pp. 87&88 above. For the earliest reference tacthessis BRITANNICASee note 1431 above.
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the Augustan advance to the Danube in 15/12°BCThe Moesian fleet has, similarly,
frequently been seen as an Augustan creation, lisstath c. AD 12/15%* There is, however,
no reliable data to indicate that either of the Wz fleets existed in the Julio-Claudian
period. While the only evidence for the existentéhe CLASSIS PANNONICAIN the £ century
AD is its honorificFLAVIA , the earliest possible date for thienssis MOESICAIs provided by a
military diploma that may, but need not, indicate fleet's existence in AD 68~ On the
Rhine, the creation of theLAssIs GERMANICA has long been linked with the Augustan
occupation campaigns in 12 BC or, in more receseaech, attributed to the reign of
Tiberiug®® The only indicator for the early history of theet®an fleet, however, is its
evident association with the fort at Cologne-Altefuvhich was established as a permanent
base in the Claudian peridd’. As discussed above, the earliest reference tacthssis
BRITANNICA is literary, and dates to AD 70. As such it carmotelated to traditional views of
the fleet’s creation which date it to various psihetween 55 BC and AD #3°

More importantly than merely confirming an exigtithesis, however, the above
analyses have shown that there was no such thingR@man Navy’ in the modern sense of
the word. The development of each of the four §aaust be seen as a direct result of the
historical development of their area of operatiomkijle their geographical distribution and
related evidence indicate that elements such asptibduction or operational tasks were
influenced directly by local events and requirerseits such, there is no evidence for any
overall Roman naval policy. Instead, it appeard tha four fleets studied must be seen as
independent units similar to auxiliagyae andcohortes, a fact reflected in their commands’

being equestrian praefectures.

1833 5ee p. 29 above.

1834 5ee notes 5578558 above.

183°For a discussion of the early history of thexssis PANNONICAsee p. 29 above; for a discussion of the
military diploma, CIL XVI, 37, see note 561 above.

1836 See pp. 140&141 above.

1837 For a discussion of Cologne-Alteburg see pp. 186-dbove.

1838 See pp. 140&141 above.
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Geographical distribution of fleets

In view of the above observations, the distributivaps of fleet related evidencegé.
2.17, 3.34, 4.25, 5.21) demonstrate that contemporary scholarship hastartd impression of
the areas controlled by tlt2 ASSES PANNONICA MOESICA, GERMANICA andBRITANNICA. The
data suggests that far from controlling long stretcof river frontier and coastlines, often
covering several provinces as currently believed. (.7), the fleets of continental Europe
were each based in only one province.

Evidence related to the.AssIS PANNONICAIS only found inPannonia Inferior, rather
than along the Danube from Regensburg to Belgradeabbng the Save and Drave rivers, as
currently assuméd®®. Instead of controlling the entire Danube fréfminacium to its mouth,
as well as the western shores of the Black Sederue for thecLASSIS MOESICAONIY exists
in the Danube delta region Moesia Inferior, as well as along the Black Sea littoral from
Tomis to the Crime&“®. ThecLAssIs GERMANICAWaS evidently based at Cologne-Alteburg,
as generally accepted by current scholarship, betetis no evidence that it maintained
several stations along the Rhine, as has beendifgti@he data for theLAssIS BRITANNICA
underlines recent research, proving that thereoievidence for the several fleet stations
around the coastline of the British Isles thatgegerally assumed. The only bases that could
be identified are those at Boulogne and D&\&r

While this observation confirms the impressionngdi from military diplomata,
namely that the continental fleets belonged toattmies of the respectivaferior provinces,
it means that current discussions of problems okggrthe fleets’ authority when acting in

other provinces are entirely unwarranted, as tieer® evidence to suggest that any conflict

1839 See ‘Evaluation of evidence for theassis PANNONICA, pp. 83ff. above.

18490 5ee ‘Evaluation of evidence for theassiSMOESICA, pp. 136ff. above.

1841 See ‘Evaluation of evidence for theassis GERMANICA, pp. 217ff. above.

1842 5ee ‘Evaluation of evidence for theassis BRITANNICA, pp. 285ff. above. See also Rankov (2005).
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of jurisdictions ever existed during the Princig&té A final important point concerns the
nature of the four provincial fleets. While, witlhetexception of theLASSIS BRITANNICA, they
are traditionally seen as riverine, it has beennshthat only thecLASSIS PANNONICA acted
solely in a river environmetf"* There is clear evidence that thenssis MOESIcAoperated in
the Black Sea, while the concentrationcaiPFstamped tiles in the Rhine delta area may well

suggest that theLassis GERMANICAOccasionally reached the shores of the North®ea

Size of fleets

While no definite bases could be identified foe tivo Danube fleet&* a fort of the
CLASSIS GERMANICA can be identified at Cologne-Alteburg. It is aldear that thecLASSIS
BRITANNICA maintained stations at Boulogne and Dover. Asetlieno evidence that the two
fleets maintained other bases, the size of thede foay be used as an indication of their
strength, an area that has received particulatlg kattention in past research: while current
scholarship is more than ready to offer interpretest regarding the extent of fleet operations
and to identify large numbers of naval baseselittlought is given to the numbers of ships or
soldiers such models would require.

Estimates based on reconstructed sizes of shigsewidently exaggerated ancient
literary references to fleets of ‘a thousand ships’ suggested by Tacitésnales Il, 6%
have resulted in some entirely unrealistic estisiaggarding the strength of tlreAassis

GERMANICA, but there have been more balanced studies of thethGerman and British

1843 See pp. 30&31 above. It does remain unclear, hewéhrough which province theLASSIS BRITANNICA,
which maintained stations in bo@allia Belgica (Boulogne) andBritannia (Dover), was administered. See also
note 1822 above.

1844 See Starr (1993), pp. 124-166 (‘Naval Power orNtbehern Frontier’) and Reddé’s discussion of the
continental fleets, entitled ‘Les fleuves’ (Redd8§6], pp. 288-308).

183 There is, however, no evidence that the Germam freintained any permanent base on the Dutch,@smst
has frequently been suggested. See pp. 221&222abov

1848 The evidence from the lower Danube has furtherraboavn that the identification ®foviodunum as
headquarters of theLASSIS MOESICAIS by no means secure (see pp. pp. 118 above).

1847 See note 13 above.
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fleets®*® If one accepts the usually applied referencdsrtwsizes as a guide to their garrison,
it is possible to infer a rough estimate of the bemof men stationed at these forts —
provided, of course, they were manned to full capdt® The fort at Boulogne measures c.
12.45 ha, while that at Dover extends little oveert™® It is therefore possible to estimate
that a maximum of c. 4500 men were based in botis feogethe>: The cLAssIS
GERMANICA base at Cologne-Alteburg extends to 7.lha and dcaberefore have
accommodated no more than 2400-2500 soffrsAs such, these numbers reflect the
fleets’ status as auxiliary units indicated by @mpiestrian praefectures of their command.
While the above figures can at best serve as ragujttelines, they nonetheless throw up
interesting questions when converted into actuigl sbmbers.

It is generally assumed that the provincial fleeighe northern frontier uséburnae
and occasionaltriremes for their day-to-day operations. In the case of thessis
BRITANNICA, such vessels must furthermore have been seagokhgherefore significantly
more substantial than the river vessels thatcthressis GERMANICA could have used on the
Rhine. The only direct evidence for military vessate the ships from Mainz, which have
been identified asaves lusoriae andappear to have been manned by a minimum of 35 men.
As they are late Roman, however, they cannot seas/ea guide to ship sizes of the
Principaté®>. For ships used by the provincial fleets during -3 centuries, theories

regarding vessel sizes vary: Rankov follows theiargnts of Morrison and Coates, who, after

1848 For the wholly unrealistic estimate of theassis GERMANICAby Gechter (1987) see note 900 above. More
plausible interpretations of the fleets’ sizes barfound in Rankov (2005), p. 65, who suggeststtietLASSIS
BRITANNICA could only have maintained aroundIiurnae or 17triremes, and Konen (2000), p. 303, who
states that theLASSIS GERMANICAIs unlikely to ever have maintained more than 90sarships.

1849 Any estimates of manpower based on fort sizesai@riously difficult. The figures below are thesuit of
the application of the tables by Richmond, whicé largely accepted as a guide for garrison numéenass the
continent (see Baatz, [2000], p. 30). There arajdver, problems with this approach. See Bennet@198

1850 For a discussion of the fort at Dover see pp. 2B63-above. For Boulogne see pp. 273-276..

1851 5ee also Rankov (2005), p. 65; Mason (2003), f. While Philp (1981) suggested that the fort av&o
could have held a garrison of up to 700 men, Bré®283) succinctly argued that this number nedakteoevised
drastically to c. 200. As such, the above estinsatemedian between the two, leaving the fort ailBgne with
a garrison of c. 4000 soldiers. These numberslglshow how much more important Boulogne must Hasen
as aCLASSIS BRITANNICAbase.

1852 For a discussion of Cologne-Alteburg see pp. 186-dbove.

1853 5ee Pferdehirt (1995), p. 7. There is furthernmarevay that these vessels could ever have opeirated
anything else but a river environment due to theirstruction and size.
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all, reconstructed a functional trireme, to sugdbst liburnae were manned by c. 55 men
while triremes had a crew of c. 248% Konen, on the other hand, suggests that a rigerin
liburna was manned by c. 80 men, basing his calculationshenfigures of Ellmers and
Viereck, but modifying them on the basis of icoraqgic consideration$> While Reddé
does not provide a size fbburnae, as there is not enough evidence, he suggestsitteates
must have been manned by a minimum of 220/230"ftfen

Even if the smallest of these estimates is acdefieets made up solely frohburnae
would suggest that theLAssIs BRITANNICA had around 80 ships at its disposal, while the
CLASSIS GERMANICA could have maintained no more than c. 45 ves3¢lese numbers,
however, are based on the maximum number of pessditliers in all three forts, as well as
the smallest vessel type. They furthermore asshiat@ll soldiers based in Boulogne, Dover
and Cologne-Alteburg actively served on vesselsth&sprovincial fleets clearly had a corps
of officers, as well as administrative staff (etlye scriba attested afaurunum'®?), clearly
not all fleet personnel were involved in the sglior manning of ships. The existence of at
least onetrireme of the CLASSIS GERMANICA is furthermore implied by literary evidence,
while it is likely that the dedication from Boulognreadingil RAD, also refers to a ship of
this type, indicating that theLASSIS BRITANNICA also usedriremes'®®®. Even if each fleet
only had one or two vessels of this size, and sd@iers are deducted for any administrative
staff, this would put the remainder of the fleetg'ength at a hypothetic maximum of c. 36
liburnae for the cLASSIS GERMANICAaNd 70 vessels for theLAssis BRITANNICA™®® In view

of the above factors, actual numbers are verylit@have been even lower.

1854 Rankov (2005), p. 65, esp. note 35.

1855 Konen (2000), pp. 210-229 & 303. See also Viel(@&9o6), pp. 19-91; Ellmers (1978).

1856 Reddé (1986), pp. 104-111.

1857 See pp. 80-81 above.

188 Eor the reference toteireme of theCLASSIS GERMANICASee note 16 above.

1859 A5 these figures rely on a combination of largestsible number of troops and smallest possiblselesize,
this offers the interesting possibility that Tasitdistoriae IV, 15-16 @onec universa quattuor et viginti navium
classis transfugeret aut caperetur), which has been interpreted by Starr (1993)4d. tb refer to 24 ships of the
German fleet that “were in the area”, may actub#yspeaking of thentire CLASSIS GERMANICA
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The fact that the praefectures of theassIS BRITANNICA and CLASSIS GERMANICA
were centenary while those of theassis PANNONICAGNdCLASSIS MOESICAWere sexagenary
suggests that the former were deemed more impdstattie Roman administratiti® It is
likely that this may directly reflect their sizajggesting that the two Danube fleets were even

smaller than their British and German counterparts.

Fleet operations

These figures can clearly not be related in any wathe operational tasks current
scholarships associates with the provincial fleétde northern frontier. While this has been
pointed out recently by Rankov with regard to thetigh fleet, the accepted view of the
CLASSIS BRITANNICAs still that it was in charge of supplying the isntarmy of Britain and
securing the island’s shor88. This, however, would evidently not have beenif#asf the
numbers of ships at its disposal were as limitedrgaed above. It is generally assumed that
the three continental fleets controlled and polittezl Rhine and Danube frontiers, with some
studies even suggesting regular river patrols bgehunit¥®> While this may well have been
a feature of late Roman river control, the evidediees not support such a model for tfe 1

39 centuries®

It would clearly have been impossible forcaassis GERMANICA that
consisted of at most 36-45 ships to exert any @gegfreontrol over 400km of Rhine between

Cologne and the North Sea, let alone patrol it aegular basis. If the Danube fleets were

1880 pferdehirt (2002), pp. 56&57. It is interestingnimte that, while the praefectures of the Britisd &erman
fleets were of an equal ranking, the above calimriatestimate theLASSIS BRITANNICAat roughly twice the size
of thecLASSIS GERMANICA This could imply either that the German fleet rhaye had a second base of similar
size to that discovered at Cologne-Alteburg whiak hot been discovered to date, or that the Bifigst did

not actually use all the space provided in thedbBoulogne. This is suggested by Konen (200030f, who
argues that sections of tbeAssIS BRITANNICAbase at Boulogne may have been kept vacant to awodate

any troops en route from the continent to Britaivioce versa. Any such speculations must, howeeenain
entirely hypothetic pending the discovery of furtbgidence.

1861 Rankov (2005). For a recent study of th@ssis BRITANNICA identifying it as large unit in charge of supply
and coastal control see Mason (2003).

1862 Hackmann (1998c).

183 0n late Roman river patrols see Hockmann (19883;aso p. 8 above for references to naval patrothe
Danube in late Roman sources.
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even smaller, they could not have hoped to poheemiore than 2000km of Danube between
Regensburg and its mouth, as has been suggested.

In actual fact, no evidence related to the founvprcial fleets of the Principate
indicates that they were engaged in frontier corafaany sort; the only operational duties
that can be identified in the analyses above are mititary in nature. TheCLASSIS
GERMANICA was clearly engaged in the supply of stone, gedrmear Bonn, for the
construction of acolonia at Xante®®* It furthermore played a role in major quarrying
projects of theaxercitus Germaniae Inferioris in the Brohltal. While such projects may have
been linked to the rebuilding of the lower Germaonfier forts in stone, this cannot be
provent®® ThecLAssIS BRITANNICA, on the other hand, was evidently involved in ldrge-
scale iron production that took place in the Wedl&ent and Sussex, although its actual role
in this is not cledf®® Both fleets furthermore seem to have supplieddmg materials for
construction work at various sites other than testablished bases, which is also true of the
cLASSIS MOESICA®®’. Soldiers of this fleet evidently also hunted wighimals in the
mountains of Bulgaria, although it is unlikely thhis was a regular task, and engaged in joint
operations withLEG | ITALICA along the northern shores of the Black Sea as aslthe
Crimea. The precise form of the latter actions, &eav, is not fully understodf®

The only actual evidence for the provincial flegtsolvement in any military activity
is circumstantial and based on vari@ussus honorum that mention the four provincial fleets.
An inscription from Burneri in the Thracian Cherssa has been identified as indicating a

joint command over theLASSIS GERMANICA and CLASSIS PANNONICA or at least parts

1864 5ee p. 207 above.

185 5ee pp. 219-220 above.

1866 See pp. 286&287 above.

1867 For thecLASSIS MOESICA see pp. 133ff. above; for teAssis GERMANICASee pp. 210ff.; for theLAsSIS
BRITANNICA pp. 280ff. For a discussion of fleet involvementonstruction see also Pferdehirt (1995), pp. 63-
69.

1888 For thevenatio caesariana inscription from Montana, see p. 129 above; on dosthoperations between the
CLASSIS MOESICAANdLEG | ITALICA see note 862 above.
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thereot®®®. Further inscriptions refer to a joint command tbé CLASSIS GERMANICA and
CLASSIS PANNONICA(IK 13, 783) as well as one of all four northeraefls (CIL VI, 1643).
There is also evidence for a vexillation made wprflunits of the two Praetorian fleets as well
as thecLAssIS BRITANNICA (AE 1956, 124®"° These inscriptions have been identified as
special commands as their progressions do not reekse if read asursus honorum. By
virtue of their identification as special commanteywever, all four inscriptions have been
associated directly with the temporary deploymenntacge naval forces in the context of
major conflicts such as the Dacian or Marcomanraest’®. As such, they must be seen as
further support for Saddington’s thesis of ‘invasiiteets’, and cannot be taken as evidence
for regular fleet operations.

While it is impossible to reconstruct the regutgerational tasks of theLAssIs
PANNONICA, CLASSIS MOESICA CLASSIS GERMANICAand CLASSIS BRITANNICA, therefore, the
data related to these units show that they canae¢ lheen sole agents of riverine frontier

control, as is generally assumed.

Naval policy on the northern frontier

On the contrary, the analyses of data above irglitat the organization of naval
frontier control during the Principate involved eeal units other than the established
provincial fleets. Inscriptions from the lower Dédneuindicate thateG vii CLAVDIA may have
had a naval detachment at its bas®iminacium, while it is almost certain thatG | ITALICA
maintained a naval squadronNuvae*®’2 On the Rhine, various data from Mainz prove that

warships were used h¥G xxil PRIMIGENIA and indicate that this legion may have built ships

189 5ee pp. 77&78 above.

1870 see Appendix VI. This appendix includes a furtinecription that mentions several fleets. CIL VBB58 is
not discussed here, however, as it could well at@i@ regulacursus honorum progression rather than joint
command.

1874 onen (2000), pp. 373-389; Reddé (1986), p. 382r31993, p. 161 (note 58), however, argues theafdbr
fleet praefectures in CIL VI, 1643 were consecytlugt without giving any reason for this argument.

18720n the thesis of a legionary naval detachmeXtrainacium see pp. 130&137; for a similar discussion of
Novae see pp. 135&138.
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in its own navalia’®”®. Evidence of harbour facilities at Bonn may simjlasuggest a naval
squadron attached t&G | MINERVIA, but this is not conclusivE’® The direct involvement of
legions in naval activity is further suggested bg tliscovery of an anchor stampedLbBg v
ALAVDAE that was discovered in the Rhine at Duisburg-Homt3{it There is also evidence
that aCOHORS | CLASSICAwas based at Vleuten de Me®¥ while atrierarchus from
Vechten may indicate yet another unit engaged valrectivity, but not related to th®.AssIS
GERMANICA™®"’. In Britain, the presence ofgabernator of LEG vi vicTix found at Brough-on-
Humber, as well as the existence of@HORS | AELIA CLASSICAbased at Ravenglass could
well indicate that naval operations in northBmitannia may have been organized without the
involvement of theLassis BRITANNICA™®’® Final evidence for naval activity not related te th
provincialclassesis provided by the finds of two warships at the Ronfort of Oberstimm in
Bavaria F€ig. 6.1). These are clearly military and have been datethi¢ early ya century AD
by dendrochronology, a time at which the DanubBanaria was still the frontier dRaetia,
but no conflicts are knowi’®. As has been shown above, there is no evidendetliba
CLASSIS PANNONICAever operated in Raetia. These vessels must theredwe belonged to an
auxiliary unit that maintained naval vessels. Unfpately, the garrison of Oberstimm has not
been identified to date.

It appears, therefore, that across Rome’s nortpeominces, naval activity was not
limited to the four established provincial fleefar from being substantial units in charge of
frontier control, supply and troop transports, asagally believed, these appear to have been
relatively small units with geographically limitedeas of operations and hence, presumably,

tasks. Indeed, it appears that the control of Remigler frontiers from the 5t3'® century,

1873 gee discussion of Mainz, pp. 199-203 above.

1874 See pp. 192-194 above.

187 Horn (1987), p. 150. See also Sarnowski (198726@.
1876 5ee p. 161 above.

1877 See p. 165 above.

1878 See p. 285 above.

1879 Bockius (2002), pp. 13&14.
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contrary to popular opinion, may in fact not hamealved these four units in any significant
role.

The existence of naval detachments of severak wither than the four provincial
fleets may furthermore explain why evidence forsthleets ceases in the lafé&ntury — a
time when there is a marked increase of depictodnwgarships on coins, suggesting that naval
operations along the northern frontier became eae importarif®. In view of the findings
above, the end of the four established fleets, diwssIS PANNONICA CLASSIS MOESICA
CLASSIS GERMANICAand CLASSIS GERMANICA need by no means have spelt the end of naval

activity on the northern frontier.

This study has shown that there are a number stonceptions regarding the
character and roles of the provincial fleets on mlogthern frontier during the Principate.
While it has been minimalist in its approach ambrous in its examination of data related to
the fleets, this methodology has highlighted a neimbf core issues that ought to be
addressed in future research, affecting our unaledstg not only of Roman naval activity,
but also of Roman Frontier studies in general. & $ame time, however, it is clear that a
reliance on concrete evidence, rather than congdtgpeculation on the basis of literary
sources alone, can be constructive, in so far mgnaber of perceived issues regarding the
fleets’ operations could be eliminaté¥. It is clear, however, that a significant amoufit o
further research and excavation is required —qadily in the Balkan countries — before any
complete picture of Rome’s provincial fleets on tloethern frontier during the Principate can

begin to emerge.

1880 5ee pp. 8&9 above.
1881 This is particularly true with regard to argumealt®ut the inter-provincial operations of fleetstoe
Danube, see discussion p. 30&31, as well as ph8dea
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