
MINUTES     9 June 2010 

 
The meeting was held in the Board Room at the British Museum on Wednesday 9

th
 June 2010 at 11am.  

 

Present 

 

Committee   Other    Apologies 
Norman Palmer (Chair)                 Caroline Barton (BM)                           

Jack Ogden  (Vice  Chair) Roger Bland (BM)   

Trevor Austin    Janina Parol (BM) 

Ian Carradice   Ian Richardson (BM) 

John Cherry   Nicki Fox (DCMS) 

Peter Clayton    

Tim Pestell  

May Sinclair    

 

 

Item 1: Minutes of the meeting of 14
th

 April 2010 – The minutes were passed as a true record of the 

meeting. 

 

Item 2: Objects 
 

Bronze Age artefacts 
 

1. Bronze Age gold ribbon torcs from Ellesborough, Buckinghamshire (2009 T435) 

The provisional valuer suggested £3,500-£4,000; the finder submitted comments.  

The Committee viewed the torcs in light of this, thanking the finder for his comments.  The Committee pointed 

out that the valuer’s comment about the worth of the torcs in their original shape was a speculative one based 

on what the torcs would have fetched if they never had been misshapen, and which did not equate to a value of 

these torcs if they were reshaped as if in their original condition. However, the Committee did take into 

consideration the torcs’ potential for being improved.  The Committee cited an example of a similar torc – 

though one of less secure date – discovered in 1998 which, having been straightened, failed to sell at auction 

but was then sold privately for £1,000.  It also pointed to other examples of Bronze Age gold torcs of a similar 

size (2005 T21 from Winchester area, Hampshire; weight 21.46g and valued at £2,000) and felt that all of these 

factors supported the suggested value of the provisional valuer for the two torcs, and it recommended £4000.  

Buckinghamshire County Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

Roman artefacts 

 

2. Roman gold finger-ring from St Mary South Elmham Otherwise Homersfield, Suffolk (2009 T573) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80-£100; the Committee viewed the ring in light of this and in agreement 

with the valuer, recommended £100.  Bungay Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

3. Roman objects from Ashwell, Hertfordshire (2002 T215 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)) 
Objects: The first provisional valuer suggested £25 for (6) alone; The first provisional valuer suggested 

£1,500 for items (2)-(6). Coins: The second provisional valuer suggested £900-£1,000 for (6) alone; the 

second provisional valuer suggested £1,350 for (5) + (6).  These items are from excavations carried out by 

and on the Ashwell site following the discovery by Mr of separate 

deposit (Treasure case 2002 T215 (1) see Treasure Annual Report 2002 – fig. 27).  The finds from the 

excavations were given the same treasure number but separate suffixes.  At inquest, the coroner named 

members of the excavation team as Finders for the cases under discussion.  The DCMS 

advice as to whether Mr should be considered eligible for a reward in these cases; that advice is 

included.  The landowner has submitted comments.   

 

The Committee viewed the items in light of the provisional valuations and made the following observations 

as to their worth, itemised according to the curator’s report. 

 



For the objects from the following groups: 

 

(2) – The Committee read the Landowner’s submission with regards to this piece, and agreed that the 

inscription, which allowed for the identification of a previously unknown deity, contributed much to its 

appeal. Because of its significance and the association of the base with earlier discovered statue itself, the 

Committee was minded to recommend £1,000 for the base. 

 

(3) – This group of Bronze Age Bronzes was, it was felt by the Committee, valued accurately by the 

provisional valuer, and in agreement the Committee recommended £550. 

 

(4) – In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee felt that this badly corroded group possessed 

no commercial value.  

 

(5) – For the 18-plus Roman objects in this group, the Committee found the sum total of the suggestions of 

the provisional valuer to be reasonable, and it recommended £350. 

 

(6) – The objects in this group were felt to possess only a minimal attraction, and the Committee 

recommended £25. 

 

For the coins from groups (5) and (6): 

The Committee inspected the individual coins and felt that the suggested values were precise and so it 

recommended £1350. 

 

The total recommended value was £3275. – NB – amended from ‘£3350’ by on 5/10/10. 

 

Before making its recommendation official, the Committee however considered the issue of whether Mr 

 the finder of 2002 T251 (1), the first case of treasure from this location, should be entitled to a share 

of the reward for the subsequent finds made by the archaeologists, in accordance with paragraph 78 of the 

Treasure Act Code of Practice (CoP). 

 

The advice from was that unless the latter finds are part of the ‘same find’ in the 

sense contemplated by Sections 3(4) and (5) of the Treasure Act, the Committee cannot recommend that an 

earlier finder should recieve a share of a reward for subsequent finds.  The Committee was concerned that 

the analysis construed the words 'the find' in paragraphs 33 and 78 of the CoP in the same sense as the 

words 'the same find' in sections 3(4) and (5) in the Treasure Act 1996.  The Committee suggested, however, 

that there is nothing to compel this common meaning.  The phrase 'the find' in the CoP might alternatively 

be construed to mean 'the whole quantity of material found on the site as a direct and sole consequence of 

the finder's report'. Paragraph 78 of the CoP states that, in cases where a finder has reported his or her finds 

and subsequent archaeological work has uncovered further items of treasure, the SoS will investigate the 

individual circumstances in determining whether an original finder is entitled to a reward. The Committee 

understood that it could, where appropriate, make a recommendation that paid regard to this possibility, 

regardless of whether the Coroner’s inquest had named, only members of the archaeological team (and not 

the original finder) to be finders of subsequent items.  With respect to the case in question, that would 

involve considering whether Mr is eligible for a reward for 2002 T215 (2) – (6) in addition to that he 

received for 2002 T215 (1).  The Committee noted that as each suffix in this case represents a separate group 

of material, it would have to consider the connection of each later object to the first find on an individual 

basis.  For instance, as some of the material is Bronze Age in date, its historical relationship to the original 

material of 2002 T215 (1), which is Romano-British in date, is questionable. 

 

The Coroner did not name Mr  as the finder in any of the five suffixes under discussion, and therefore 

the advice from was that the Committee could not recommend the allocation of any portion of the 

reward for these items to Mr   The Committee was concerned with the policy implications of this 

approach, for it felt that the spirit of the provision of paragraph 78 of the Code of Practice, which encourages 

the early reporting of finds to the proper authorities in order to allow archaeologists to work on a mostly 

undisturbed site, is that finders should be fairly rewarded for items of treasure associated with the items that 

they had recovered but which they properly left in the ground to await professional excavation.  In this 

instance, it pointed to the statue base 2002 T215 (2) as having a clear relationship with the statue discovered 



as part of 2002 T215(1) by Mr   The Committee expressed its concern that failing to reward finders for 

such obvious examples of associated items would discourage them from reporting finds to authorities until 

they were sure to have recovered everything from a site themselves.  While most finders can be relied on to 

act responsibly, there is always a possibility that non professional excavation might impair a rich 

archaeological site. 

 

The Committee asked the Chairman to write to with the above concerns, and ask whether  is 

absolutely certain of its position with respect of the Committee’s ability recommend a portion of the reward 

for these items to Mr   The Committee will withhold making a recommendation on the value of these 

cases and the allocation of the reward until response is received. 

 

The Committee pointed out that the purpose of allowing the finder of an original case to be rewarded for 

items of Treasure uncovered in archaeological work conducted subsequently is to encourage best practice 

amongst finders, in the hope that significant finds are reported early and archaeologists are given the 

opportunity to excavate as much of the original findspot as possible.  That being so, original finders are 

considered eligible for rewards of subsequent finds only if those finds are made by others involved in such 

archaeological investigations. Should a discovery be reported to local authorities and no archaeological work 

be forthcoming, subsequent finds made by individuals are treated as distinct cases for reward purposes.   

 

Finally, the Committee had in mind to represent that this is an aspect of the Code of Practice that would 

benefit from reconsideration in the forthcoming review. 

 

The British Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

 

Early Medieval artefacts 

 

4. Early Medieval silver hooked tag from Hailsham area, East Sussex (2009 T380) 
The provisional valuer suggested £70; the Committee viewed the hooked tag in light of this.  It pointed out that 

the example cited by the provisional valuer which appeared on the Timeline Originals website for £70 was 

more complete, and that its value was a retail figure, not an auction price.  It felt that the value of this piece was  

lower by comparison, and recommended £40.  Eastbourne Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

5. Anglo-Saxon silver-gilt sword pommel fragment from Shalfleet, Isle of Wight (2009 T173) 

The provisional valuer suggested £70-£80; the Committee inspected the pommel fragment and in agreement 

with the provisional valuer, it recommended £75.  Isle of Wight Heritage Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

6. Viking silver ingot from Shenstone, Staffordshire (2009 T194) 
The provisional valuer suggested £100; the Committee took this under advice when viewing the ingot.  It found 

the piece to be quite substantial, and in comparison with silver ingots valued by the Committee in the past, felt 

that that weight and fineness of this piece warranted an uplift.  It recommended £325.  Potteries Museum hopes 

to acquire. 

 

7. Anglo-Saxon silver pierced denier from Woodbridge area, Suffolk (2009 T664) 
The provisional valuer suggested £500; and the Committee viewed the piece with this in mind.  Taking account 

of the valuer’s view that the denier is of greater interest as a coin than as an item of jewellery, the Committee 

noted that the jewellery component contributes to its attraction, and recommended £550. Colchester & Ipswich 

Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

8. Anglo-Saxon gold finger-ring from Uttlesford District, Essex (2008 T548) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £5,000; the Finder submitted comments.  The Committee recommended 

£5,000. (14/04/10). The Finder has submitted a challenge with a private valuation by at £8,000.  

The Committee viewed the ring in light of this, thanking the Finder for his submission. It noted that Mr 

does not specify the medium of sale in his valuation (whether the suggested price is a retail price or the 

expected hammer price at auction), and that the reasoning behind his suggestion is unsubstantiated, as he does 

not provide examples of relevant parallels and the book cited (‘British Rings’ by Charles Oman) is not one 

which contains prices. There is also no statement of the valuer’s qualifications to provide an accurate 



estimation of market value for items of this period.  The Committee therefore found nothing in the submission 

to cause it to revise its recommendation of £5000.  Saffron Walden Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

 

Medieval artefacts 

 

9. Medieval silver mount from Ryther, North Yorkshire (2008 T766) 
The provisional valuer suggested £30; the Committee viewed the mount in light of this and in agreement with 

the provisional valuer, it recommended £30. The British Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

10. Medieval silver annular brooch from Humshaugh, Northumberland (2008 T674) 

The provisional valuer suggested £40; the Committee inspected the brooch with this in mind and found it to be 

a reasonable suggestion.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, it recommended £40.  The Society of 

Antiquaries in Newcastle hopes to acquire. 

 

11. Medieval silver finger-ring from Lullington, Derbyshire (2009 T241) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150; the Committee took this under advice as it viewed the finger-ring.  It 

commented that the ring had a good inscription, but that nonetheless the suggested price was slightly high, and 

so it recommended £140. Derby Museum & Art Gallery hopes to acquire. 

 

12. Medieval silver finger-ring from Shalfleet; Isle of Wight (2010 T60) 

The provisional valuer suggested £400; the Committee examined the finger-ring in light of this.  It found the 

piece to be a nice example of a silver copy of a gold ring, but felt that the suggested value was slightly in 

excess of the true value.  It recommended £325.   Isle of Wight Heritage Service hopes to acquire. 

 

13. Medieval silver finger-ring from Heddon-on-the-Wall, Northumberland (2008 T472) 
Peter Spencer has valued this case at £175.  The Finder is unhappy with the curatorial report, and has 

submitted comments.  The Society of Antiquaries, Newcastle (The Great North Museum), hopes to acquire. 

WITHDRAWN 

 

14. Medieval gold finger-ring from Calbourne, Isle of Wight (2009 T706) 

The provisional valuer suggested £2,000; the Committee inspected the finger-ring in light of this, noticing the 

crack in the band which would prevent straightening of the piece.  The Committee saw an appeal in the 

impressive emerald but felt that the overall condition of this ring, which it would be dangerous to repair, 

caused the suggested value to be slightly high.  It therefore recommended £1650.  Isle of Wight Heritage 

Service hopes to acquire. 

 

15. Medieval gold pendant from Stagsden, Bedfordshire (2008 T660) 
The provisional valuer suggested £1,100; the Committee viewed the object in light of this.  It found the object 

to be interesting, wondering whether it might have actually been part of a miniature buckle.  The unusual 

inscription and nice engraving added to the object’s appeal, and the Committee recommended £1,400.  Victoria 

& Albert Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

16. Medieval silver-gilt brooch from Isley Cum Langley, Leicestershire (2009 T550) 
The provisional valuer suggested £750; the Committee examined the brooch with the valuer’s text alongside, 

remarking at the fitting use of the phrase ‘a jewel of sentiment’ to describe the piece.  The Committee 

remarked at the item’s appeal and the completeness of its craftsmanship (the brooch having once been 

enamelled on the back) and felt that a modest uplift was justified.  It recommended £900. Leicestershire 

Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

17. Medieval gold brooch from Nantwich area, Cheshire (2009 T446) 
The provisional valuer suggested £3,000; the Finder submitted comments.  The Committee took all of this 

under advice as it viewed the brooch.  It noted that the example cited by the finder was not an apt parallel, as 

that brooch from Winwick was different in design altogether.  However, the Committee did feel that the size 

and weight of the object under discussion merited a slightly higher figure than suggested, and it recommended 

£3,500. Nantwich Museum hopes to acquire. 

 



18. Medieval silver seal matrix from Middleton, Warwickshire (2008 T340) 

The provisional valuer suggested £2,000; the Committee viewed the seal matrix in light of this.  In comparison 

to this item, it pointed to examples of seal with intaglios it had valued in the past – 2005 T319 from Manston, 

Dorset (£500), 2008 T233 from Tendring Distrcit, Essex (£700), and one with a much nicer stone, 2005 T75 

from Swanley, Kent (£2750).  The Committee also found the surface of this seal matrix to be of poor quality, 

the reasons for which are unclear, and taking all material factors into account it recommended £1500. 

Warwickshire Museum hopes to acquire.   

 

19. Medieval silver seal matrix from Wootton Bridge, Isle of Wight Heritage Service (2009 T6) – 2
nd

 

viewing 
The first provisional valuer suggested £1,200; the Committee requested a second provisional valuation 

(26/02/10).  The second provisional valuer suggested £3,500.  The Committee viewed the seal matrix in light 

of this and commented on the appealing colour of the intaglio, while also noting that it is, unfortunately, 

chipped.  The clear inscription on the reverse marks this out as a unique piece and contributes to the interest in 

it, and the Committee recommended £2,600.  The British Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

20. Medieval gold finger-ring from South Wingfield, Derbyshire (2007 T300) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £2,000; the Committee clarified the Finder’s position as one where he 

could qualify to be apportioned a share of the reward, and requested a second valuation (26/02/10).  The 

second provisional valuer suggested £600; the Committee inspected the finger-ring in light of this. It had 

earlier compared this example to one from Edgefield, Norfolk (2007 T359, Portable Antiquities and Treasure 

Annual Report 2007, item 350) valued at £1000. It felt that the interesting inscription contributed to its appeal, 

which, alas, is hindered by its incomplete state. It recommended £1000. Derby Museum & Art Gallery hopes to 

acquire. 

21. Medieval gold finger-ring from Mouldsworth, Cheshire (2009 T81) – 2
nd

 viewing 
The first provisional valuer suggested £4,000; the second provisional valuer suggested £1,500.  The finder and 

landowner submitted comments.  The Committee had disagreed with the assessment of the date of the ring and 

had asked the valuers to consider the ring again with likelihood that it was 15
th
, rather than 13

th
 century in date 

(26/02/10). The first provisional valuer suggested £4,000 again, citing the buoyancy of the contemporary 

market; the second provisional valuer provided an amended suggestion of £800.  The Committee viewed the 

finger-ring again whilst taking account of this information.  In response to the finder’s points, it reminded itself 

that its task is indeed to provide, as accurately as possible, a market value of items which is equivalent to the 

price it would expect to fetch at auction.  The Committee looked again at the stones and remarked that they are 

interesting for the period, and contribute to the overall appeal of the item.  It recommended £2,200. Grosvenor 

House Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

The Committee furthermore wished to explain to the landowner that the finger-ring is not his property to sell; it 

is rather the property of the Crown, which operates on the policy objective of securing a place for such objects 

in an appropriate museum and providing both the finder and landowner with ex gratia rewards equivalent to 

the object’s value. 

  

22. Medieval gold finger-ring from Tendring District, Essex (2008 T580) – 3
rd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £1,200-£1,600; the finder & museum submitted comments.  The 

Committee recommended £1,700 (10/12/09).  The finder submitted a challenge; the Committee requested a 

second valuation (14/04/10).  The second provisional valuer suggested £15,000, citing recent auction trends 

which have shown that unusual and rare rings are becoming increasingly desirable.  The Committee was 

concerned over the discrepancy between the first provisional valuation, its original recommendation and the 

recently suggested figure.  It also felt that comments about the recent upsurge in the market for such items 

could benefit from corroboration.  For these reasons it felt the necessary course was for it to seek a third 

valuation for the finger-ring.   Colchester & Ipswich Museum Service hopes to acquire.   

 

 

Post-Medieval artefacts 

 

23. Post-Medieval gold posy ring from Hailsham area, East Sussex (2009 T85) 

The provisional valuer suggested £400; the Committee viewed the ring in light of this.  It noticed the inside of 

the ring has polishing marks and that the lettering is extremely sharp, and wondered whether the engraving 



might be a recent addition.  The Committee asked that the science section of the British Museum examine the 

ring and to investigate whether the inscription on the inside is consistent with the age of the ring.  Eastbourne 

Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

24. Post-Medieval silver-gilt locket from Birkin, North Yorkshire (2008 T620) 

The provisional valuer suggested £600; the Committee viewed the locket with this in mind and found it to be 

an attractive piece.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £600. Doncaster 

Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

25. Medieval silver seal matrix from Newark area, Nottinghamshire (2009 T670) 
The provisional valuer suggested £750; the Committee examined the seal matrix in light of this.  It commented 

that the quality of the engraving was better than allowed for but that this was balanced by its slight substance, 

and overall found the provisional valuation to be accurate.  In conformity with the valuer, the Committee 

recommended £750.  Newark Museum hopes to acquire.  

 

26. Post-Medieval silverware hoard from Nether Stowey, Somerset (2008 T645) 

The first provisional valuer suggested £49,500; the second provisional valuer suggested £36,500.  The third 

provisional valuer suggested £Nil for the pot.    The museum submitted comments, and the Committee viewed 

the hoard in light of this.  It noticed that the first provisional valuer’s suggestion included a buyer’s premium, 

which at well known auction houses ranges from 20%-25% of the total value.  Therefore it felt that both 

valuers had actually suggested a market value for the group in the same region, the high £30,000’s.  The 

Committee agreed that this was a nice group, but found the potential connection with Angel Grey a tenuous 

one that did not contribute significantly to its worth.  In taking account of the museum’s concerns, the 

Committee noted that the first valuer had not made mention of the value of the group in its restored condition. 

It recommended £38,000 for the group.  Somerset County Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

27. Post-Medieval gold incomplete signet ring from Clifton area, Nottinghamshire (2008 T671) – 2
nd

 

viewing 
The first provisional valuer suggested £4,000; the Committee requested a second valuation (14/04/10).  The 

second provisional valuer suggested £350; the Committee viewed the signet ring in light of both valuations.  It 

had earlier stressed that the ring’s incomplete state seemed not to justify a figure of £4000, given that in the 

past complete rings of this sort (see 2006 T639 from Lavenham, Suffolk: Treasure Annual Report 2005/6, item 

716, valued at £2800) have been valued at less.  It felt, however, that the second valuation of £350 was too low 

and did not take into account the interest of the armorial.  The Committee recommended £1000.  

Nottinghamshire Castle Museum & Art Gallery hopes to acquire. 

 

 

Item 3: Coins 
 

Iron Age coins: 

 
28. Iron Age coins (840) from Dallinghoo, Suffolk – The first provisional valuer suggested £280,000-

£320,000; the second provisional valuer suggested £229,435.  Both named and unnamed Finders and 

Landowner submitted comments. The Committee deferred this case at its meeting of 10/12/09 to ask 

for advice as to whom it could recommend for a reward, based on the receipt of the coroner’s verdict 

sheet naming only Mr as a finder.  This advice was provided for the meeting of 26/2/10; at that meeting 

the Committee resolved to ask the Coroner for clarification as to his understanding of which party or parties 

took part in the finding of the majority of the coins.  The Coroner responded in a letter of 2
nd

 June 2010, 

included in the papers of this meeting, where he explained that, as the transcript of the inquest makes clear, he 

understood both Mr and Mr to be the finders of the majority of the coins. 

 
The Chairman had referred the following questions to in advance of the meeting : 

 

Is there sufficient material in the Ipswich Coroner's letter of 2nd June 2010 to warrant the 

Committee’s now recommending that Mr receive a reward?  It is unclear (a) whether the 

Committee needs a clear finding by the Coroner as part of his verdict that Mr was a 

(co)finder, (b) whether this [the letter] constitutes or could be construed as such a finding, or (c) 



whether any subsequent clarification by the Coroner on this point, even though not part of his 

verdict, will suffice. 

 
confirmed that it needed to seek clarification from the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) before it could respond. 

 

In the meantime, the Committee took the view that the Coroner’s reply appeared to indicate that Mr is a 

co- and (presumably) equal finder of the majority of the hoard.  The Committee then assumed that the coroner 

expects the Committee to treat Mr as a co-finder for everything but the initial nine coins found on the 

first two Sundays of detecting, where there seems to be no argument that Mr was operating alone.  The 

Committee consequently considered it necessary to seek further information as to the sequence of events 

surrounding the discovery of the hoard and (if obtainable) as to the identity of the nine coins that Mr 

found alone.  It noted that whilst Mr has provided a post-inquest statement through his solicitors, Mr 

has relied upon the statement he made to the coroner at inquest, while also maintaining in later 

correspondence that Mr  submission to the Committee is a complete fabrication.  In the light of these 

circumstances the Committee felt that it should address several questions to Mr  and it asked the 

Secretariat to write to him and ask the following: 

 

a. The Committee has seen only a summarised version of your statement to the coroner.  Is there an 

original and complete version that you can supply to the Committee? 

b. You state in your e-mail of 25 November 2009 that Mr statement of 17 November 2009 is a 

total fabrication. On what specific grounds is Mr wrong?  Please provide the Committee with 

a list of the points in Mr submission that you contest, and your reasoning to support this.   

c. Was there an agreement between you and Mr as to how any coins that either of you found 

would be divided?  

d. Could you identify which of the coins are those nine that were found by you on the first two 

Sundays of detecting? 

 

In the interests of openness, and pursuant to normal practice, the other interested parties in this case are to be 

sent copies of this correspondence to Mr  

 

As to the value of the coins, at its meeting of 26/02/10, the Committee inspected the hoard and considered the 

two provisional valuations.  It found itself to be more in agreement with the assessment of the first provisional 

valuer, especially with the allowance of £300-£320 for coins of lesser value.  It felt that the second provisional 

valuation was slightly low.  The Committee therefore recommended a value of £300,000.  The 

recommendation of the apportionment will depend on the responses from TSol and Mr  and on any 

further relevant and admissible representations.   

 

Colchester and Ipswich Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

  

29. Iron Age coins (24) from Eye area, Suffolk (2008 T325) –  further coins found under 2009 T109 

The provisional valuer suggested £980; the Committee inspected the coins in light of this and was agreed with 

the suggested value.  The Committee recommended  £980.  Diss Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

30. Iron Age coins (33) from Eye area, Suffolk (2009 T109)- addendum to 2008 T325 
The provisional valuer suggested £1,980.  As there are two landowners in this case the Committee was asked to 

value the coins individually.  Upon inspection the Committee considered the provisional valuation to be very 

thorough and accurate, and it agreed with the itemised suggestions of the valuer, and recommended a total of  

£1980.  Diss Museum hopes to acquire coins 1 (first find) and 9 and 17 (second find).  

 

31. Iron Age coins (17) from Brentford, Greater London (2008 T412 & 2009 T60) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £200-£250; the Committee recommended £265 (26/02/10).  The finder has 

submitted a challenge with a private valuation; the Committee considered the coins in light of this.  It thanked 

the finder for his submission.  On reflection it felt that its original recommendation was accurate and within the 

range of the figure suggested in the private valuation, which in any event did not provide detailed reasoning for 

the suggestion. The Committee therefore felt there was nothing in the submission to cause it to revise its 
original recommendation of £265.  Gunnersbury Park Museum hopes to acquire. 

 



 

Roman coins: 
 

32. Roman coin hoard (4387) from Southampton, Hampshire (2008 T167) 
The provisional valuer suggested £9,000- £11,000;  the Committee found the provisional valuation to be well 

listed and reasoned, and in agreement with the provisional valuation, it recommended £10,000 for the coins and 

potsherds.  Southampton Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

33. Roman coin hoard (50) from Morecombe Bay area, Cumbria (2009 T45) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee examined the coins in light of this.  It identified several 

of the coins which were of a decent quality and sported legible inscriptions, and therefore felt the group 

deserved a slight uplift from the suggested value.  It recommended £120.  Kendal Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

34. Roman coin hoard (2896) & 2 coins fragments, pottery fragments and copper alloy ring from 

Bridgenorth, Shropshire (2007 T664) 
The provisional valuer suggested £44,442; the Committee viewed the hoard and ceramics with this in mind, 

and pointed to a similar hoard from Milton Keynes, Buckinghamshire (2006 T631) which came before it last 

year. The suggested value of this hoard from Bridgenorth correlates nicely with the ultimate value of Milton 

Keynes hoard; furthermore the ChiRho coins are in good condition, with clear mint marks, and valued 

appropriately. In agreement with the provisional valuation, the Committee recommended £44,500, to include 

the copper alloy ring and pottery fragments.  Shropshire County Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

35. Roman silver denarii hoard & pot from Warmington, Warwickshire (2008 T410) 
The provisional valuer suggested £50,000-£55,000; the Committee viewed the coins and pot in light of this, 

noting in particular the worn condition of many of the Republican coins.  It felt that the presence of many 

examples of marketable types, such as the Caesar/Elephant, Mark Antony and ‘Tribute penny’ denarii in the 

hoard, together with some outstanding and rare early Imperial coins (e.g. the two Claudius De Britann 

triumphal arch denarii) balanced out the relatively poor condition of many early coins and so felt the 

suggested range was accurate.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended 

£52,000.  Warwickshire Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

36. Roman coin hoard from North Suffolk (2009 T243) 

The provisional valuer suggested £7,200; the Finders and Landowner have submitted comments.   The 

Committee took these under consideration as it inspected the coins.  It remarked that it in order for the 

suggested values of the Finders and Landowner to be given weight in this decision, it would need to know the 

identity of the person who provided the valuations, their credentials, and any information about that person’s 

methodology behind the valuation – such as whether the suggested prices are based on auction precedents or 

retail comparisons.  It therefore instructed the Secretariat to write to the parties and ask for the above 

information. 

Colchester & Ipswich Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

NB *Remember, for future discussions, that the previous case seen at this meeting, 2008 T410, had republican 

coins in better condition.   

 

 

Medieval coins: 
 

37. Medieval silver pennies (7) from Felixstowe area, Suffolk (2009 T663) 

The provisional valuer suggested £27; the Committee viewed the pennies with this information at hand, and 

although it agreed that the group possessed little commercial appeal, it felt that the first coin in the group was 

worth slightly more than had been allowed for.  It recommended £36 for the group.  Felixstowe Museum hopes 

to acquire. 

 

38. Medieval coins (4) from North East Morecombe Bay area, Cumbria (2009 T197) 
The provisional valuer suggested £347; the Committee examined the coins in light of this.  It expressed the 

view that coins 3 and 4 from the list merited a slight uplift in price, and it recommended £400. Kendal Museum 

hopes to acquire. 



 

39. Medieval silver coin hoard (34) from North Carnforth area, Cumbria (2008 T695) 
The provisional valuer suggested £1,655; the Landowner submitted comments.  The Committee viewed the 

coins in light of this, thanking the Landowner for his generous offer.  The Committee was concerned, however, 

to hear that the Finder may not have properly sought permission before detecting.  When inspecting the coins, 

the Committee found itself in agreement with the provisional valuer’s detailed list and recommended £1655.   

Before recommending a reward, however, the Committee instructed the Secretariat to write to the Finder and 

inquire of him:  

 

a.  Did you ask for permission to detect and if so from whom? 

 

b. Why did you not report the identity of the owner of the site if you had the site owner’s permission? 

 

Lancaster City Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

40. Medieval coin hoard (11) from Clitheroe area, Lancashire (2009 T481) 

The provisional valuer suggested £276; the Finder has submitted comments.  Taking those into consideration 

as it viewed the coin hoard, the Committee felt coins 7 and 8 from the report were deserving of a slightly 

higher price, and it recommended £325 for the group.  Museum of Lancashire hopes to acquire. 

 

41. Late Medieval coin hoard (13) from South Lakeland area, Cumbria (2009 T119) 

The provisional valuer suggested £471; the COMMITTEE examined the coins in light of this and commented 

on the particular attraction of coins 7, 8, 9, 10 from the report.  It recommended £500.  Kendal Museum hopes 

to acquire. 

 

42. Late Medieval coin hoard (15) from North Lancashire (2009 T105) 

The provisional valuer suggested £1,600- £1,800; the Committee took this under advice as it inspected the 

coins. It found the Scottish David II to be a nice example together with other groats, and in agreement with the 

provisional valuer, recommended £1800.  Lancaster City Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

 

Post-Medieval coins: 

 

43. Post-Medieval silver coins (6) from Luppitt, Devon (2008 T65)  

The provisional valuer suggested £1,150; the Committee looked at these coins and commented that the valuer 

listed all the coins in detail and that it was in complete agreement as to the value. It recommended £1,150.  

Royal Albert Memorial Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

44. Post-Medieval silver coins (13) from Lancaster area, Lancashire (2009 T104) 

The provisional valuer suggested £785; the Committee inspected the coins in light of this and found the figure 

proposed to be well founded.  In agreement with provisional valuer the Committee recommended £785.  

Lancaster Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

Item 4: Norfolk Case  [Tim Pestell left the room] 

 

45. Anglo-Saxon silver pyramidal mount from Happisburgh, Norfolk (2008 T103) 
The provisional valuer suggested £200; extract from the minutes of the meeting of 14/4/10: Letters written by 

the Finder and Landowner to the Coroner were before the Committee, as was a further submission from 

Landowner to the Committee. The Committee examined the mount in light of this, and also consulted the 
documents supplied by the Finder and Landowner.  The Committee acknowledged that Mr is the 

owner of the land, as named by the coroner, and that the Finder did not ask for permission from the landowner 
to detect.  However the Committee questioned whether the Finder’s act of trespass was deliberate and 

knowing, or whether it was an honest mistake.  Before considering whether it might have cause for an 

abatement of the Finder’s reward in this case, the Committee felt that it needed more information from the 
Landowner as to whether there was any reason to conclude that the Finder should have known that the section 

of beach where the mount was found is private land.  The Committee accordingly instructed the Secretariat to 

draft a letter to the Landowner and to ask him whether the land is signposted, or whether there might be any 



other reason that the Finder should have realised he was trespassing on private land.  The Committee also 

asked the Secretariat to address in the same letter the threat raised by the Landowner to withdraw permission 
to excavate from the British Museum’s   The Committee explained that it is a body independent of 

the Museum and that it does not respond to threats.   
 

The Committee noted the submission of the Finder in which he said that he was a willing to donate the piece to 

the British Museum.  The Committee felt, however, that it was not entirely clear whether, (given that the piece 
is to be acquired by Norwich Castle Museum and the Finder would normally be entitled to a reward), the 

Finder was willing to forego such reward.  If the Landowner responds to the above with a letter that does not 

sufficiently detail why the Finder should have known the land was private (such as through the posting of 
signs) than the Committee instructed the Secretariat to write to the Finder and ask him to state clearly whether 

he: 
  a.) wished to claim his share of any reward. 

  b.) wished to waive his right to a reward in favour of the Landowner 

  c.) wished to waive his right to a reward in favour of the Museum   
 

The Committee was in agreement with the provisional valuer over the value of the mount.  It recommended 

£200, and instructed the Secretariat that should the Finder and Landowner come to an agreement over the 

distribution of the reward (e.g. if the Finder indicated he wished to have his share of a reward paid to the 

Landowner) it would recommend apportionment of the reward in such manner.    
 

The Landowner did not reply in writing, but confirmed over the phone that whilst there are no signs in place to 

notify the public that the Findspot is on private land, his opinion is that metal detectorists should be aware that 

all land is owned by someone, and that therefore permission should be sought before detecting.  The 

Landowner wishes to have the entirety of the sum of the reward donated to the local Football Club, Haisboro 

Athletic.  The Finder maintains that he wishes for his portion of any reward to be waived in favour of Norwich 

Castle Museum – not the Landowner or the local Football Club.  The Committee considered all of this 

information again and, as the Landowner could not confirm that there were signs in place or other overt 

indications which could have alerted to the Finder that he was on private land, it felt there was no sufficient 

reason to abate the Finder’s portion of the reward.  It therefore recommended £200 for the mount, apportioned 

as to £100 each to the Finder and Landowner.  The Committee instructed the Secretariat that the Landowner’s 

share should be paid to him thus enabling him to pass on the money to any organisation to which he wishes to 

donate it.   Norwich Castle Museum hopes to acquire.    

 

[Tim Pestell re-entered the room] 

 

Item 5: Any Other Business 

 

Medieval reliquary pendant from Hockley area, Essex (2009 T256)   

James Robinson has produced the attached report on the find.  He believes it would be helpful to have the 

BM conservation department open the reliquary to reveal what, if anything is inside.  It is hoped that the 
contents may contribute to a further appreciation of the iconography.  The Finders, however, would prefer 

not to have the pendant opened.  Would the Committee like to have the reliquary opened prior to valuation?  

The Committee viewed the pendant in person, and expressed the view that it could if necessary reassure the 

Finders that the value of the object would be protected from any reduction from perceived damage that might 

occur in its opening.   However, the Committee further remarked that unless the investigation would be 

undertaken to aid in the identification of the item, the Committee would from the standpoint of its own 

deliberations consider the operation unnecessary.  It therefore inclined to the view that it would prefer the 

pendant not to be opened until the issue of Treasure is decided and ownership passes to an acquiring 

museum, which would then be free to undertake such work.  On balance, the Committee considered that this 

was a matter of scholarly and scientific judgment and not a matter on which the Committee itself should seek 

to assert any mandatory position of its own.    The Committee did wish to make clear to the Finders, 

however, that its recommendation would relate to the state that the pendant is currently in, and that any 

further discoveries or changes made after the acquisition would not allow for an adjustment in this value, no 

matter their significance.   

 

Notice from MoJ about the timeframe for the implementation of the new Coroner for treasure 



After the Coroner’s and Justice Act 2009 was passed last year, the Ministry of Justice had intended to 

implement Part One, a new coronial system, by April 2012.  One of those measures is the appointment of a 

single coroner for Treasure, which had been anticipated to occur in late 2011.  In an email of 21 May 2010, a 

team from the Ministry of Justice informed interested partners that it would be reviewing the scope and 

timing of plans to implement the coroner measures.    

 

The Committee took the view that it would ask the Chairman to write to the Ministry of Justice to express its 

concern over any delay in the implementation of a single coroner for Treasure, which it considers crucial to 

the continued efficient operation of the Treasure process.    

 
 

Item 5: Date of next meeting 

 

Thursday, 12 August 2010 – Hartwell Room, the British Museum. 

 

 

Notes for Secretariat :  Ask not to mention ‘knockdown prices’ in his provisional valuations. 

                                      Remind to use auction hammer prices and not retail prices. 

 

 

 

 

  

 
  
 
 
 
 

 




