
 
 

Minutes of the Treasure Valuation Committee Meeting –1
st
 October 2010  

 

 

The meeting was held in the Hartwell Room at the British Museum on Friday 1st October 2010 at 11am.  

 

Present 

 

Committee   Other    Apologies 

Norman Palmer (Chair)                    Roger Bland (BM)                         Jack Ogden  (Vice  Chair)  

Trevor Austin                                    Caroline Lyons (BM) 

Ian Carradice                                     Sam Moorhead (BM)  

John Cherry                                       Janina Parol (BM)   

Peter Clayton                             Ian Richardson (BM)                             

Tim Pestell                                         George Cutts (DCMS) 

 Helen Loughlin (DCMS) 

    

 

Item 1: Minutes of the meeting of Wednesday 12
th

 August 2010 

 

The minutes were passed as a true record of the meeting. 

 

 

Item 2: Objects 

 

Bronze Age artefacts 

 

1. Bronze Age gold terminal from Stretton Grandison, Herefordshire (2010 T46) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee examined the terminal in light of this.  The Committee felt that 

there is more appeal to the terminal than the scrap multiplier allowed for by the valuer, and so recommended £120.  

Herefordshire Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

2.  Late Neolithic/ Early Bronze Age gold ornament from Shorwell, Isle of Wight (2009 T741) 

The provisional valuer suggested £30; the Committee inspected the ornament in light of this, finding more appeal in 

the item than allowed for by the valuer.  It recommended £40.  Isle of Wight Heritage Service hopes to acquire. 

 

3. Bronze Age gold penannular ring from Fawley, Hampshire (2007 T59) 

The provisional valuer suggested £350; the Finder submitted comments.  The Committee viewed the ring in light of 

these, thanking the Finder his comments.  It was also able to view this ring alongside two other penannular rings 

being valued at the same meeting – 2009 T682 from Calbourne, Isle of Wight (valued at £400) and 2006 T485, also 

from Fawley, Hampshire (valued at £350).  It pointed out that the penannular ring under inspection had a base-metal 

core and was not of solid precious metal, and in agreement with the provisional valuer, recommended £350.  

Hampshire Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

4. Bronze Age gold penannular ring from Calbourne, Isle of Wight (2009 T682) 

The provisional valuer suggested £400; the Committee viewed the ring in light of this.  It also was able to view this 

ring alongside two other penannular rings being valued at the same meeting – 2007 T59 from Fawley, Hampshire 

(valued at £350) and 2006 T485, also from Fawley, Hampshire (valued at £350).  The ring under inspection was felt 

to be more attractive than the others, and so the Committee felt that the suggested value was justified.  In agreement 

with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £400.  Isle of Wight Heritage Service hopes to acquire. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Bronze Age gold penannular ring from Fawley, Hampshire (2006 T485)  

The provisional valuer suggested £550; the Committee took this into account as it viewed the ring.  The Committee 



compared this penannular ring with two others that appeared before it at the same meeting – 2007 T59, also from 

Fawley, Hampshire (valued at £350) and 2009 T685 from Calbourne, Isle of Wight (valued at £400).  The Calbourne 

example was felt to be a bit finer than the ring under investigation, which was believed to possess a desirability on 

par with the other ring from Fawley.  Therefore the Committee was minded to recommend a lower figure than 

suggested, and arrived at £350.   Hampshire Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

Roman artefacts 

 

6. Roman silver finger-ring from Souldrop, Bedfordshire (2009 T292) 

The provisional valuer suggested £5; the Committee duly considered the finger-ring and recommended £10.  

Bedford Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

7. Roman silver finger-ring from Chichester area, West Sussex (2010 T270) 

The provisional valuer suggested £25; the Committee viewed the finger-ring in light of this and, acknowledging that 

it was but a fragment, felt that the suggested value was appropriate.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, it 

recommended £25. Chichester Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

8. Roman gold pendant from Maker with Rame, Cornwall (2008 T782) – Late Submission 

The provisional valuer suggested £900-£1,000; the Finder and Occupier submitted comments.  The Committee 

inspected the pendant in light of these.  It thanked the Finder and Landowner for their submissions.  The Committee 

reaffirmed its acceptance of the curatorial report provided by the British Museum, dating the object to the 1
st
 – 4

th
 

centuries.  With reference to the Occupier’s submission, the Committee made the point that the proximity of an Iron 

Age site to the Findspot is not in itself enough evidence to date the object with any more specificity.  Without further 

contextual information from the Findspot, this item is treated as a product of casual loss and therefore information 

about the object must come from its form, composition and stylistic attributes.  On that basis the dating of the 

curator’s report is accurate.     

 

The torcs from Scotland, cited as an example of ancient gold by the Occupier, were felt to be of a different character 

altogether.  The Committee found the provisional valuation to be well-reasoned and in agreement with the valuer, 

recommended £1000.00    Royal Cornwall Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

9. Roman silver finger-ring from Whixley, North Yorkshire (2009 T554) - 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £750-£800; the Committee deferred the case at the 12 August 2010 meeting.  

Extract from the Committee meeting of 12/8/10: ‘the Committee felt it had to conduct further research on...elements 

of the ring’. 

 

The Committee examined the ring again, having regard to written observations made by Dr Ogden, who was unable 

to be present, before proceeding on the basis that the object was as identified in the evidence before the coroner.  

The Committee felt the setting and the stone possessed appeal, and that the piece was attractive and wearable.  In 

agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £800.  Yorkshire Museum Trust hopes to 

acquire.   

 

10. Roman gold finger-ring from St Cuthbert Out, Somerset (2009 T250) - 2
nd

 viewing 

Judith Nugee valued this item at £1,500-£1,800; The Committee deferred the case at the 12/8/10 meeting.  .  Extract 

from the Committee meeting of 12/8/10: ‘It pointed out the unique form of this piece and took account of a similar 

observation by the author of the curatorial report, Dr Ralph Jackson of the British Museum.  The Committee felt that 

it needed to engage on further research on the probable date of the finger-ring’. 

Somerset County Museum hopes to acquire.   

 

The Committee examined the ring again, having regard to written observations made by Dr Ogden, who was unable 

to be present, before proceeding on the basis that the object was as identified in the evidence before the coroner.  

The Committee commented on the appeal of emerald, and also noted the large amount of wear on the outside of the 

ring.  In weighing the attraction of the ring against the comparanda provided by the valuer, the Committee was 

inclined towards the lower end of the suggested range, and in agreement with the provisional valuer, recommended 

£1500. 

 

 

11.  Roman objects from Ashwell, Hertfordshire (2002 T215 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)) – 3
rd

 viewing 

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).  The Committee viewed the objects and coins at its meeting of 9
th

 June 2010 

and recommended for the entirety of the items £3275 (see minutes of 09/06/10 for complete breakdown). 

 

2002 T215 (2-6) were found by archaeologists engaged in an excavation.  However, the Committee felt it needed 

to consider whether the Finder of 2002 T215 (1), Mr  should be eligible to receive any portion of the reward 

for these finds.  The Chairman drafted a letter to querying the advice provided in this 

respect on 2 December 2009.  has responded to the letter, and both were put before the Committee at its 

meeting of 12/8/10. 

 

Extract from the Committee meeting of 12/8/10: 

 

‘In short, the advice maintained its original point, that the Committee should consider Mr eligible for a 

reward only for the finds made under the case number 2002 T215 (1), based on the view that at inquest and in 

accordance with paragraph 14 of the Treasure Act Code of Practice, the coroner had considered whether cases 

2002 T215 (2-6) were part of the ‘same find’ as 2002 T215 (1) and judged that they were not.  The Chairman 

asked DCMS to secure from the coroner’s office a more explicit account of the Coroner’s determination as to 

whether the subsequent finds 2002 T215 (2-6) should be considered the ‘same find’ as 2001 T215 (1).  The DCMS 

reported that the request had been made but that the coroner’s office had not been able to provide the transcript in 

time for the 12 August Committee meeting.  The Committee decided to defer a recommendation until that material 

is available to study.      

 

‘In the meantime, the Committee expressed its view that clearly case 2002 T215 (2), which is the base of the statue 

uncovered by Mr in case 2002 T215(1), is part of not only ‘the same find’ as 2002 T215 (1) but also an 

original component of the same object. As to whether the Mr  should be given the finder’s portion of the 

reward for 2002 T215 (3-6), the Committee will reserve judgement until the next meeting.  A decision on the 

apportionment of the reward for T215 (2-6) would be made once the Committee had seen the transcript from the 

Coroner. 

 

‘The Committee maintained its point of the last meeting, that the reference to the ‘same find’ in Paragraph 14 of 

the Code of Practice and sections 3 (4) and 3 (5) of the Treasure Act is primarily associated with defining which 

objects qualify as Treasure, and that these definitions of the ‘same find’ are not conclusively applicable to the 

separate exercise of determining the identity of parties who are eligible to receive rewards.  Rather, the Committee 

was minded that in those portions of the Code of Practice referring to rewards paid to original finders after 

archaeological intervention (namely, paragraphs 33 and 78) it would propose that the term ‘find’ could be 

construed as ‘anything found solely and directly as a result of the reporting of the first find’.  It was felt that such a 

philosophy was more in keeping with the intent of paragraphs 33 and 78, which is to encourage finders to report 

important finds as soon as possible in the secure knowledge that they will receive a portion of the reward for 

anything subsequently found by archaeologists, and not, out of fear of losing out, continue digging until everything 

of value is removed from the site.   

 

‘The Chairman drew attention to the composite elements of Case 62 on the current Agenda as exemplifying the 

difficulties that TVC might encounter when seeking to assign particular post-reporting finds to particular original 

deposits and as tending to controvert the argument that analysis would be unlikely to produce serious 

difficulties in practice. 

 

‘The Committee resolved to respond to the advice making the above points. 

 

‘The Committee again noted that this highlighted an area for consideration in the upcoming review of the Code of 

Practice.  To summarise, the Committee feels it is essential for the following points to be reviewed: 

   

a.) The definition of ‘find’ and ‘same find’ for the purposes of apportionment of reward to the 

appropriate parties, particularly in the context of paragraphs 33 and 78. 

b.) Adding a clear definition of what constitutes a ‘site’ in terms of size and time span. 

c.) The list of those eligible to receive a reward for a find, as described in paragraph 72.  Section 10 

(5)(a) of the Treasure Act makes provision for rewards to be paid to ‘the finder or any other person 

involved in the find’ whereas paragraph 72 of the Code of Practice says ‘Those eligible to receive 

rewards are the finder(s), landowner and/or occupier’.       

d.) Taking account of the eventuality that a finder locates a non-Treasure item, reports it to the 

authorities, and then archaeological investigation reveals an item or items of Treasure’. 

 



The transcript from the inquest was supplied to aid in the Committee’s consideration of Mr eligibility for a 

reward for items contained in 2002 T215 (2-6).   

 

The Chairman reiterated the point that the had taken the view that the Committee can  

recommend that a reward be paid to Mr only for those items that are part of the ‘same find’ as 2002 T215 (1) 

under the circumstances set forth in section 3(4) and 3(5) of the Treasure Act.  The Committee acknowledged that 

the specific terms of these definitions did not allow for a wide interpretation of ‘the same find’ to include all items 

from the same period found on the site, but only those items that could be reasonably regarded as part of the same 

discrete activity as that conducted in relation to the material comprised in the initial find.  From the evidence before 

it, which was also presented at the coroner’s inquest, and on the interpretation in the relevant terminology in the 

Code of Practice as advised by , the Committee felt that of the artefacts recovered by the archaeologists and 

encompassed under the numbers 2002 T215 (2-6), only the statue base, reference number 2002 T215(2) could be 

regarded as part of ‘same find’ as the initial discovery by Mr   In making this point, the Committee turned to 

section 3(5) of the Treasure Act which states ‘If the circumstances in which the objects are found can reasonably be 

taken to indicate that they were together at some time before being found, the objects are presumed to have been left 

together, unless shown not to have been.’  As item 2002 T215(2) is the base of a statue recovered by Mr under 

2002 T215(1) and at a point in the past the two articles formed one item, and as 2002 T215(2) was, according to the 

map provided by the archaeologists, found only one or two meters from the statue itself, the Committee was inclined 

to conclude that it should be considered part of ‘the same find’.  Furthermore, even if evidence suggested that the 

base and the statue were separated prior to deposit and were placed in the ground in physically separate locations, 

the balance of probability is that both depositions occurred at the same time and that they were part of the same 

discrete activity.  For these reasons the Committee recommended that Mr should be entitled to the Finder’s 

portion of the reward for 2002 T215(2).  As per the minutes of the meeting of 9 June 2010, the recommended value 

of this item was £1,000. 

 

The Committee further noted that although the other material 2002 T215 (3-6) was recovered in the same broad area 

and although the mode of deposit is the same, there is difficulty in establishing a sufficient intimacy of association 

between these objects and the original material recovered by Mr   Therefore the Committee recommended that 

the rewards for those items be made only to the landowner for his share, the archaeologists being ineligible for a 

share of the reward.  As per the minutes of the meeting of 9 June 2010, the recommended value for items 2002 T215 

(3-6) was £2,275.  

 

In discussing this case, the Committee again made the point that it wished to uphold the spirit of the law and to see 

that an original Finder, who, upon discovering items of significance, acted in the advised manner and contacted 

archaeologists to remove the objects professionally, was rewarded appropriately for the items that he or she did not 

attempt to remove alone.  However the Committee felt the wording of the Treasure Act and the Code of Practice was 

unclear with respect to sites such as that under consideration, where votive activity over a long time saw the deposit 

of material from various periods in many locations.  The Committee noted that the current phrasing did not provide 

sufficient room for it to interpret all of the material from such sites as being from ‘the same find’ and noted that a 

review of this subject in the upcoming review of the Code of Practice would be welcome. 

 

The British Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

Early Medieval artefacts 

 

12. Anglo-Saxon silver strap end from Great chart with Singleton, Kent (2009 T606) 

The provisional valuer suggested £70-£80; the Committee examined the strap end in light of this. It noted the 

attractive design but felt that owing to its worn and fractured state, the suggested range was correct.  In agreement 

with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £70.  Maidstone Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

13. Early Medieval silver-gilt pin head from North East Shropshire (2009 T293) 

The provisional valuer suggested £265; the Committee viewed the pin head in light of this.  It pointed to an Anglo-

Saxon polyhedral silver pin head listed on the Timeline Originals website (http://www.time-lines.co.uk/saxon-

artifacts-for-sale-3574-0.html) for £90, and found another broad comparison, in bronze, in Benet’s Artefacts of 

England & the United Kingdom (Murawski, 2003, pg 248) listed at £20-£30.  This example from North East 

Shropshire was felt to possess an unusual shape which would justify an increase on those prices.  The Committee 

recommended £220.  Shropshire County Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

14. Anglo-Saxon silver mount from Furneux Pelham, Hertfordshire (2009 T111) 

The provisional valuer suggested £380-£420; the Committee inspected the mount in and took account of this.  It 



found the valuation well-supported and, in agreement with the provisional valuer, recommended £400.  Hertford 

Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

15. Early Medieval gold and garnet pendant from Hawton, Nottinghamshire (2009 T542) 

The provisional valuer suggested £950-£1,050; the Committee inspected the pendant in light of this.  It felt that the 

valuer’s report was well-argued.  In addition to those mentioned in the curatorial report, the Committee also drew 

attention to similar pendants having been found in assemblages such as that from Streethouse, Redcar & Cleveland 

(2006 T473, acquired by Kirkleatham Museum).  The Committee also pointed to a similar example, but without a 

loop, having been offered by Timeline Originals at a retail price of £950.   Taking these matters into account, and in 

agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £1000.  Newark Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

16. Anglo-Saxon gold objects (5) from West Yorkshire area (2008 T553)- addenda 2009 T221 

The first provisional valuer suggested £111,350; the second provisional valuer suggested £101,130-£116,700.   

The Committee took these assessments into consideration, and remarked as it viewed the items at the similarity 

between the figures.  It found both valuations to be well-reasoned and supported by such relevant comparanda as 

exist from past auctions on the open market.  The Committee felt that an itemised valuation was in order and 

undertook this exercise in the order in which the items were listed in the curatorial report. 

 

1.  The large finger ring with central garnet was seen as the outstanding piece in the collection, and the Committee 

agreed that it would command attention on the open market.  For this piece it recommended £85,000. 

 

2.  For the finger-ring with enlarged bezel, the Committee pointed to the attractive design and wearability of the 

piece as factors supporting the suggested values.   It recommended £5,500.   

 

3. The finger-ring with four niello panels was seen as an interesting piece and the Committee recommended £20,000. 

 

4. The Committee was sympathetic to the rationale of the second valuer behind the suggestion made for the gold 

ingot.  Whilst but a fragment, its association with the other items from this group was felt to contribute to its 

desirability and thus to justify a slight increase on the amount a similar ingot on its own might be valued at.  The 

Committee recommended £300.  

 

5.  The valuation of the fragment of cloisonné brooch was subject to the same conclusions as the ingot; whereas a 

fragment of this nature on its own may possess less attraction (see for instance 2007 T149 from Chelmsford, Essex, 

valued at £375) the association with the other items in this group added to the interest that this piece might generate.  

The Committee recommended £500. 

 

Overall, for this group, the Committee recommended £111,300.00.  Leeds Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

17. Anglo-Saxon gold finger-ring and lead spindle whorl from west Yorkshire area (2009 T221)- addenda to 2008 

T553 

The first provisional valuer suggested £85,010; the second provisional valuer suggested £28,000-£32,000.   

The Committee inspected the ring and noted that whereas in the valuation of the other five items in this group, there was 

considerable concurrence in the suggested values by the two experts, here there was substantial discord.  As with the rings 

from the rest of the group, the Committee noted that direct auction parallels are extremely difficult to find.  The obvious 

comparison to make, then, was with the large finger-ring with central garnet from this same group.  As both valuers in that 

case clearly thought the ring to be worth around £85,000, and as the Committee valued it at £85,000, the matter before the 

Committee was to establish the degree to which this gold finger-ring compares in terms of desirability.  It was agreed 

amongst the Committee members that the large finger-ring with central garnet was the more appealing item, and that this 

gold finger-ring (2009 T221) would not achieve the same price at auction, as posited by the first valuer.  It felt that the gem 

work in the large finger-ring was an important factor in determining its value, owing to its relative rarity in a ring of this 

date.  However, the Committee felt that this gold finger-ring (2009 T221) was not as substantially inferior to the other as 

the second valuer believed.  The Committee pointed to the very small distortion in the band of this example as perhaps its 

only flaw.  On balance, therefore, the Committee recommended £60,000.   The spindle whorl was valued at a nominal £10, 

bringing the overall recommendation for this item to £60,010.  Leeds Museum hopes to acquire. 

  

18. Anglo-Saxon gold finger-ring from Uttlesford district, Essex (2008 T548)- 3
rd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £5,000; the Finder submitted comments seen by the Committee (14/4/10).  The 

Committee recommended £5,000 (14/4/10).  TVC extracts 14/4/10:  ‘The TVC considered the finger-ring in light of these.  

It noted that the Finder was invited to send his valuation, but as he failed to do so, it assumed the Finder had no intention 

of providing said valuation, and so valued the finger-ring on the evidence before it.  In comparing this ring with the 



example from Warwick (2001 T11, Treasure Annual Report 2001, item 46), the Committee noted that the Warwick ring was 

much more desirable, having complete enamelling.  The ring from Uttlesford District is similar in style, but not in quality.  

The Committee found the provisional valuation to be well-reasoned, and in agreement with the provisional valuer, 

recommended £5000’  

The Finder submitted a private valuation by at £8,000.  This was seen by the Committee (9/6/10) 

and the Committee did not change its recommendation.  TVC extracts 9/6/10: ‘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’. 

The finder submitted a further challenge, with comments and a suggested value from    

 

The Committee examined the ring again in light of this, and thanked the Finder for his letter.  The Committee felt that the 

valuation by manifests the same omissions as  and does not provide sufficient 

justification for the value arrived at; it cites only the comparison to Warwick ring (2001 T11), which had already been 

considered by the Committee.  With regards to that ring, the Committee again noted the vast difference between the quality 

of the bezel in that piece and the one from Essex under consideration.   With reference to the other material provided, from 

Christie’s and at the Warwickshire Museum, the Committee again noted that these merely made the reference to 

the same similarity to the Warwick ring, but that neither made any mention of the relative value of the two items.    

 

Nonetheless, the Committee accepted that Mr was himself a known valuer of detecting finds to whose opinion 

regard had been paid to in the past and concluded that in the present circumstances it would be appropriate to seek another 

valuation from the list of experts whom it consults.  It therefore asked the Secretariat to seek a second provisional valuation.  

Saffron Walden Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

 

Medieval artefacts 

 

19. Medieval silver-gilt pendant crucifix from Hawton, Nottinghamshire (2009 T541) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee examined the crucifix in light of this, and citing the small size 

of the item as a factor in its decision, recommended £70.  Newark Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

20. Medieval silver-gilt mount from Quarley, Hampshire (2009 T66) 

The provisional valuer suggested £200; the Committee viewed the mount in light of this and found it an enigmatic 

piece whose appeal was difficult to discern.  It recommended £180.  Hampshire Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

21. Medieval silver pendant from Hambledon, Hampshire (2009 T13) 

The provisional valuer suggested £60; the Committee viewed this pendant in light of this and appreciated the 

possible interest in the item’s ‘AGLA’ inscription.  The piece’s small and fragmentary nature, however, called for a 

lower figure than suggested, and the Committee recommended £50.  Winchester Heritage Service hopes to acquire.   

 

22. Medieval silver pendant from Elkesley, Nottinghamshire (2009 T701) 

The provisional valuer suggested £200; the Committee took account of this as it viewed the pendant.  It found the 

piece small but possessing a certain interest, and in agreement with the provisional valuer, recommended £200.  

Bassetlaw Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

23. Medieval silver-gilt finger-ring fragment from Fenny Drayton area, Leicestershire (2007 T227) 

The provisional valuer suggested £40; the Committee inspected the item in light of this.  Although the item was just 

a fragment, the Committee remarked that the piece had an interesting design, and recommended £50.  Leicestershire 

County Council Heritage Service hopes to acquire. 

 

24. Medieval silver signet ring from Lullington, Somerset (2008 T718) 

The provisional valuer suggested £250; the Committee studied the ring in light of this.  It felt the piece was in good 

condition, while taking care to point out that it had, however, been over-cleaned.  In agreement with the provisional 

valuer, the Committee recommended £250.  Somerset County Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

25. Medieval silver finger-ring from Garway, Herefordshire (2009 T713) 

The provisional valuer suggested £200; the Committee considered this as it viewed the finger-ring.  It felt that the 

ring would present nicely once it had been properly conserved, and so the Committee recommended £250.  Hereford 



Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

26. Medieval silver iconographic finger-ring from Paul, Cornwall (2009 T312) 

The provisional valuer suggested £180; the Committee took this under advice as it inspected the ring and in 

agreement with the provisional valuer, it recommended £180.  Royal Cornwall Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

27. Medieval silver-gilt brooch from Llantrithyd, Vale of Glamorgan (09.09) 

The provisional valuer suggested £30; the Committee viewed the brooch in light of this and found the suggestion to 

be accurate.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £30. National Museum Wales 

hopes to acquire. 

 

28. Medieval silver-gilt annular brooch from Southampton, Hampshire (2009 T179) 

The provisional valuer recommended £150; the Committee inspected the brooch in light of this and commented on 

the agreeable design.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £150.  Southampton 

City Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

29. Medieval silver-gilt brooch from Stevenage, Hertfordshire (2009 T546) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee viewed the brooch in light of this.  It had the opportunity to 

consider this item beside another brooch which it had valued previously (2009 T179 from Southampton, Hampshire, 

valued at £150).  The Southampton brooch was much larger but of a different design.  The Committee also pointed 

to similar brooches offered for sale on Timeline Originals (www.time-lines.co.uk) and the dealer Gillis’ website 

(http://gilliscoins.com/antiquities.htm) at a slightly higher retail price.  Taking this into consideration, the Committee 

recommended £90 for this item.  Stevenage Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

30. Medieval silver-gilt pendant crucifix from Withington, Gloucestershire (2009 T369) 

The provisional valuer suggested £500-£700; the Committee examined the crucifix in light of this and commented 

on the nice heft of the item.  The Committee also noted that the figure of St Christopher was quite worn, but that 

overall it was an attractive and desirable piece.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee 

recommended £700. Corinium Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

31. Medieval silver pendant from Boroughbridge, North Yorkshire (2009 T470) 

The provisional valuer suggested £600; the Committee took account of this as it viewed the pendant.  It noted the 

many similar pendants that it had valued in recent years, for instance 2007 T520 from the Norfolk area (Portable 

Antiquities and Treasure Annual Report 2007,  item 247, valued at £250) .  In light of this information, the 

Committee was inclined to recommend £500.  Harrogate Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

32. Medieval silver finger-ring from West Yorkshire area (2009 T700) 

The provisional valuer suggested £600; the Committee examined the finger-ring in light of this and found the 

suggestion to be accurate.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £600.  Kirklee 

Museums & Art Gallery hopes to acquire. 

 

33. Medieval silver-gilt badge from South Leicestershire (2009 T480)- 2
nd

 viewing  

The first provisional valuer suggested £1,500; the Committee requested a second valuation (12/8/10).  Extract from 

the Committee meeting of 12/8/10: The Committee drew the obvious parallel to the badge from Chiddingly, East 

Sussex (Treasure Annual Report 2000, item 155, valued at £3600) which it felt to be of roughly similar appeal.  The 

current example has slightly less gilding, but the Chiddingly boar is missing a leg.  The Committee also felt that the 

find spot of the current example (Bosworth Field) contributed to its appeal.  For these reasons, the Committee felt 

that it should obtain the opinion of a second independent valuer’. 

The second provisional valuer suggested £350.  The landowner submitted comments.  Included in the paperwork for 

the Committee’s review were papers detailing the provisional valuations from the parallel boar badge from 

Chiddingly, East Sussex.   

 

The Committee considered all of this information in light of this.  It noted the submission by the Finder, which 

contained comments (though not a suggested value) from auctioneers Winterton.  The Committee noted that when 

the Chiddingly example was valued and acquired by the British Museum, it was at the time (in 2000) the only piece 

of its kind in precious metal.  A second precious metal boar badge of this type, complete and composed of silver gilt, 

was offered by the online dealer Anglo-Antiquities for £4000 in 1997.   The boar badge from South Leicestershire 

does not benefit from the exclusivity accorded to the Chiddingly boar, nor is it as complete or attractive as the 

example listed by Anglo-Antiquities.  However, the Committee felt that the South Leicestershire board badge 

benefits from being found in the vicinity of the Bosworth Field battle site.  With these factors in mind, the 

http://www.time-lines.co.uk/
http://gilliscoins.com/antiquities.htm


Committee accordingly recommended £2,250.  Leicestershire County Heritage Service hopes to acquire. 

 

34. Medieval gold finger-ring from Tendring District, Essex (2008 T580)- 5
th

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £1,700; the Finder and Museum submitted comments.  The  Committee 

recommended £1,700 (10/12/10).  TVC extract 10/12/10: ‘The Committee took these into consideration and thanked 

the parties for their letters.  It noted that the case cited by the Finder, 2005 T206 from Dunterton, Devon (Treasure 

Annual Report 2005-6, fig. 402) was much heavier, a factor which distinguished it among medieval finger-rings and 

justified its higher valuation.  Closer in terms of attraction was felt to be 2005 T214 from Bexhill, East Sussex 

(Treasure Annual Report 2005-6, fig. 407) valued at £2000. The TVC had earlier viewed two other more similar 

gold medieval finger rings, 2009 T47 from Acton, Cheshire, and 2008 T490 from Cherry Burton, East Riding of 

Yorkshire, valued at £1400 and £1150 respectively.  In relation to those rings, and drawing again on its own 

expertise, the TVC recommended £1700’. 

 The finder submitted further comments; the Committee requested a second valuation (14/4/10).  Extract 

from the Committee meeting of 14/4/10:  ‘The TVC considered the finger-ring again in light of this, noting the 

disparity in mass between the Dunterton example (2005 T206, Treasure Annual Report 2005-6, item 402) (5.6g), 

and the piece being valued (2.48g).  It pointed out again that the heavier weight of the Dunterton ring made it much 

rarer, and thus more desirable.  On reflection, however, the Committee felt that it may be the case that the relative 

value of this ring in respect to the example from Bexhill, East Sussex (2005 T214, Treasure Annual Report 2005-6, 

item. 407, valued at £2000) deserved further thought.  The Committee agreed that it would benefit from further 

guidance from an independent valuer, and it decided to seek a second valuation’. 

 The second provisional valuer suggested £15,000; the Committee requested a third valuation citing 

concerns and corroboration (9/6/10).  Extract from the Committee meeting of 9/6/10: ‘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’. 

 The third provisional valuer suggested £2,950; the Museum and Finder submitted comments.  The 

Committee increased the recommendation to £3,000 (12/8/10).  Extract from the Committee meeting of 12/8/10: 

‘The Committee re-examined the ring while considering all the evidence and submissions before it.  Its own further 

investigations confirmed a slight upsurge in the market over the last few years as indicated by the second 

provisional valuer, and the Committee accordingly acknowledged that there was a case for adopting a figure above 

that of the original recommendation (£1,700).  At the same time the Committee did not consider that the market 

conditions indicated a valuation of the order of the second provisional valuation.  Taking account of the most recent 

comments of the Finder and Museum in respect of the third provisional valuation and the TimeLine auction 

comparanda, as well as the other comparanda suggested and similar rings valued earlier by the Committee, the 

Committee recommended £3000’. 

 The Finder submitted a further challenge.  Colchester & Ipswich Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

The Committee examined the ring again and reviewed the submission by the Finder.  The Committee noted that the 

information and arguments contained therein effectively reiterated those of the previous submission, the content of 

which had been fully considered at the previous meeting.  Finding nothing in the latest submission which would 

justify its departure from its previous recommendation, the Committee confirmed a recommendation of £3,000.  

 

Post-Medieval artefacts 

 

35. Post-Medieval silver-gilt dress hook from Hale, Hampshire (2009 T420) 

The provisional valuer suggested £120; the Committee inspected the dress-hook in light of this, finding a broad 

comparison in the more elaborate 2006 T214 from Compton Abbas, Dorset (Treasure Annual Report 2005/6, item 

651, valued at £200).  With respect to this, the provisional valuation was felt to be accurate, and the Committee 

recommended £120.  Hampshire Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

36. Post-Medieval silver thimble from Draycott area, Gloucestershire (2010 T285) 

The provisional valuer suggested £40; the Committee examined the thimble in light of this, commenting on the 

attraction of the inscription, which it felt outweighed the detriment of its flattened state.  In agreement with the 

provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £40.  Museum in the Park Stroud hopes to acquire 

 

37. Post-Medieval silver bodkin from Broughton, Hampshire (2009 T234) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee took this under advice as it viewed the bodkin.  It found the 

suggested value to be well-supported and in agreement with the provisional valuer, it recommended £80.  Hampshire 



Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

38. Post-Medieval silver-gilt posy ring from Fordingbridge, Hampshire (2008 T407) 

The provisional valuer suggested £300; the Finder submitted comments.  The Committee inspected the posy ring in 

light of these, thanking the Finder for his submission.  It noted that the slight variation in the inscription did not in 

itself carry any monetary implications regarding the value of the item, as it there are a wide array of messages on 

rings of this type, many of which have slight variances in spelling but which convey the same meaning.  In 

comparison it pointed to a similar example from Drayton Parslow, Buckinghamshire (2003 T145, Treasure Annual 

Report 2003, item 256, valued at £325).  Taking account of this information, the Committee felt an uplift in the 

suggested value was called for, and recommended £330.  The Hampshire Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

39. Post-Medieval silver finger-ring from Chester area, Cheshire (2009 T582) 

The provisional valuer suggested £70; the Committee viewed the ring with this report at hand.  It appreciated the 

completeness of the item but felt that the suggested value over estimated the appeal of the appeal of the ring. The 

Committee recommended £60.  Grosvenor Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

40. Post-Medieval silver artefact from Newark area, Nottinghamshire (2008 T501) 

The provisional valuer suggested £40; the Committee inspected the artefact in light of this, noting that it appears to 

possess a religious carving, now very worn. The Committee, in agreement with the provisional valuer, recommended 

£40. Newark Museum Hopes to acquire.   

 

41. Post-Medieval gold finger-ring from Hamfallow, Gloucestershire (2009 T372) 

The provisional valuer suggested £275; the Committee viewed the ring in light of this and in agreement with the 

provisional valuer, recommended £275.  Museum in the Park Stroud hopes to acquire. 

 

42. Post-Medieval silver seal die from Potters Bar, Hertfordshire (2009 T694) 

The provisional valuer suggested £250; the Committee examined the seal die in light of this.  The die was inspected 

alongside a similar but more intricate seal die from Tywardreath, Cornwall (2009 T684, valued at £300).  The 

Committee was minded to reduce slightly the suggested value, and recommended £225. Potters Bar Museum hopes 

to acquire. 

 

43. Post-Medieval silver seal matrix from Tywardreath, Cornwall (2009 T684) 

The provisional valuer suggested £300; the Committee inspected the seal matrix in light of this.  It also examined a 

similar, though less ornate, seal matrix from Potters Bar, Hertfordshire (2009 T694, valued at £225).  Allowing for 

this information and for identification of the heraldry, the Committee, in agreement with the provisional valuer, 

recommended £300. Royal Cornwall Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

44. Post-Medieval silver bodkin from Thornbury, Gloucestershire (2009 T495) 

The provisional valuer suggested £210; the Finder submitted comments.  The Committee examined the bodkin in 

light of these, thanking the Finder for his letter.  It resolved to convey to the Finder the fact that, that rather than 

being rare items, bodkins from this period have appeared before the Committee on many occasions previously.  It 

also reminded itself that in contemplating an auction hammer price and using that as a basis for establishing the 

value of a find, the buyer’s premium would not be included, as the effect on the item’s value would be nullified by 

the inclusion of the corresponding seller’s premium.  When studying the object, the Committee felt that the bodkin 

had a pleasing heft and that it could be straightened without much difficulty.  It therefore was inclined to recommend 

£280.  Bristol City Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

45. Post-Medieval gold ring from Yapton, West Sussex (2009 T21) 

The provisional valuer suggested £800; the Committee examined the ring in light of this.  It noted the substantial 

weight of the item and the nice enamelling but felt that the item’s condition detracted unfortunately from its value.  

The Committee further felt that any attempt to repair the damage would threaten the enamelling and so it 

recommended a value of £600 for the ring.  Littlehampton Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

Item 3: Coins 

 

Iron Age coins: 

 

46. Iron Age coins (18) from Westerham, Kent (2009 T182)- 2
nd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £11,120; the Finder submitted comments.  The Committee requested a second 

valuation (12/8/10).  Extract of the minutes from the Committee meeting of 12/8/10: The Committee took account of 



these as it viewed the coins.  It thanked the Finder for his letter and was minded to feel that there was some 

substance in the Finder’s comments on the approach taken by the valuer for some of the coins, particularly the 

valuation of a quarter stater at 1/4 of the value attributable to a full stater of the same type.  The Committee felt that 

the circumstances required it to seek a second provisional valuation before recommending a valuation’. 

 

The second provisional valuer suggested £13,000-£13,500; the Finder submitted further comments.  The Committee 

considered this case in light of the submission and the second valuation.  The Committee noted that one of the 

provisional valuers represented the same organisation whose sale (  June 2008) was quoted in the 

Finder’s submission.  The Committee queried why the suggested prices for these coins differed then from those in 

the 2008 sale.  The Committee accordingly deferred making a recommendation and asked the 

Secretariat to inquire with the provisional valuers as to the reason for the discrepancy between their suggestions and 

the sale prices of similar coins from the same hoard in 2008.  Maidstone Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

47. Iron Age coins (840) from Dallinghoo, Suffolk (2008 T226)  
At the meeting of 12/8/10, the Committee recommended a value of £300,000.00 for the coins.  The logic behind the 

apportionment of the reward was analysed as follows (Extract of the minutes from the meeting): 

 

The Committee felt the inquisition form does not accurately record all of the people involved in the find.  The 

coroner’s response of 2 June 2010 to the Committee’s letter following the February meeting makes it clear that 

despite not having been listed on the inquisition sheet, Mr was to be regarded as a co-finder of the majority of 

the coins.  The Committee noted that while section 10 (5) (a) of the Treasure Act 1996 contemplates a reward [for a 

Treasure find] might be paid to the finder or any other person involved in the find – the breadth of the power thus 

conferred is clouded by the fact that the relevant paragraphs of the Code of Practice do not refer to such other 

person but only to Finders. In the event, however, the Committee took the view that the coroner’s letter of 2 June 

2010 entitled the Committee to award a portion of the reward to Mr as a [co] Finder in his own right, a 

position confirmed by legal advice from   The Committee resolved that the Secretariat should 

send to the interested parties for their records copies of the correspondence between the Committee’s Secretariat 

and the Coroner. 

 

The Committee noted that based on the evidence before it there was insufficient material to enable the Committee to 

conclude on a proper standard of proof that there was any variant agreement between Mr and Mr as to 

the proportions in which the reward for the coins should be divided.  In accordance with paragraph 72 of the 

Treasure Act Code of Practice the Committee accordingly determined that the finder’s portion of the reward for the 

majority of the coins should be split 50:50 between Mr and Mr    Evidence from the inquest and the 

statements of both gentlemen suggested, however, that Mr originally found 9 coins by himself, before Mr 

and he went on to uncover the bulk of the hoard in concert.  The Committee resolved that Mr alone 

should receive the Finder’s portion of the reward for these 9 coins.  Mr had been invited by the Committee to 

identify these coins from among the general bulk and had advised that he was unable to do so.  Being therefore 

unable to relate Mr s early solo excavation to any particular coins, the Committee recommended that the 

value of the entirety of the hoard be divided by the total number of coins (840) to work out the average value per 

coin.  Mr should then receive the whole of the Finder’s share of the reward as for 9 coins, while both Mr 

and Mr should share equally the Finder’s portion of the reward for the remaining 831 coins. 

 

 None of the interested parties disputed this valuation; Mr solicitor, however, challenged the apportionment 

of the reward. 

 

The Committee considered the submission by Mr solicitor and discussed the contents therein.  The 

Committee found nothing in the submission to compel it to amend its recommended valuation or the allocation of 

the reward.  It drafted a letter for the Secretariat to send in response which will be circulated as a separate document 

and referred to for advice. 

 

Roman coins: 

 

48. Roman coins (22) and associated finds from Exeter, Devon (2008 T102) 

The provisional valuer suggested £40; the Committee viewed the coins in light of this and noted that they were 

indeed in poor condition, but felt that the coins possessed a certain archaeological interest which justified the 

suggested figure.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £40. Royal Albert 

Memorial Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

49. Roman coins (2: #20 & 52) from Market Drayton area, Shropshire (2009 T193) 



The provisional valuer suggested £230-290; the Committee examined the coins in questions and found their 

condition to be quite poor.  On that basis it felt inclined to go below the suggested value, and recommended £200 for 

the coins.  The British Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

50. Roman coin hoard (52,503) and associated pottery from Frome area, Somerset (2010 T272) 

The following valuations were commissioned for the coins: The first provisional valuer, £420,822; the second 

provisional valuer, £205,000; the third provisional valuer, £267,471.  A fourth provisional valuer valued the pottery 

at £1,000.  Somerset County Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

The Committee considered the reports of the valuers as it inspected the coins and pottery.  Dr Roger Bland  and Sam 

Moorhead provided for the Committee a brief summary of the excavation, cleaning and initial identification of the 

coins.  The Committee duly acknowledged the commendable actions of the finder, whose decision not to remove the 

coins himself but rather to call for professional assistance ensured that archaeologists were able to recover a great 

deal of contextual information along with the physical artefacts. 

 

Dr Bland explained how, after cleaning, 8,258 of the 52,503 coins remained illegible, and how a further 2,900 coins 

were not attributable to specific emperors, but could be allocated to general date ranges (i.e. Gallic Empire).  The 

remainder of the coins had been separated according by emperor.  The archaeologists had taken note of the relative 

location of the coins as they were excavated from the pot, and therefore it was possible to separate each grouping of 

emperors further, by the level in which they had been stored within the pot.  Dr Bland explained that, as the pot had 

been partially waterlogged, the coins that had been at the bottom of the pot were in worse condition than those from 

the top of the pot. 

 

The Committee acknowledged that since the later, full-scale conservation to be conducted might make identification 

of the illegible coins possible, the Committee needed to develop a method of assigning a value to these coins that 

accurately reflected their value in both real and potential terms.  The approach adopted by the provisional valuers to 

take account of these coins was to start with the proportion of each emperor amongst the legible coins, and then to 

attribute a number of coins in the illegible group to the same emperor according to that proportion.  This value was 

then added to the known number of coins for that emperor to arrive at a global figure for coins of that emperor 

amongst the hoard.  For example, there were four coins of the emperor Laelian identified but, taking account of the 

unidentified coins, the total number of coins of this emperor in the hoard was increased to five.  

 

The Committee considered this a reasoned approach.  In examining the three suggested valuations for the coins, the 

Committee was drawn to the rationale of the second valuer, who took note of the varying quality of the coins 

according their relative position within the pot, as it was evident that coins from the top of the pot were in a better 

state of preservation than those from the bottom. However the Committee felt that the multipliers employed by this 

valuer were too conservative and that the coins were on the whole in a better condition than allowed for by this 

valuer.  The Committee inclined towards the view that, whilst the first valuer had not fully accounted for the 

worsening condition of the coins towards the bottom of the pot, his suggestions, and those of the third valuer, were 

more accurate for the better coins.  Also, with regard to the silver denarii of Carausius, which were valued 

individually by all the valuers, the Committee agreed with the highest valuation for these exceptional pieces.  

 

Finally, the Committee also contemplated, as it has done with other large hoards, two other factors in the value of 

these coins.   

1. Would the mass release of the coins on the open market depress their prices? 

2. Would the ‘celebrity value’ of the hoard increase the desirability of owning a member of it? 

 

The Committee felt that, on the whole, these factors balanced each other to the effect that taken together, their effect 

on the valuation of the hoard was negligible.  That being the case, the Committee felt that on balance, a sum of 

£320,000 was appropriate for the coins.   

 

Examining the pot, the Committee commented that its poor condition did not warrant a figure as high as that 

suggested by the provisional valuer, and that most of the interest in the pot would come through its association with 

the coins.  It therefore recommended a figure of £250 for the pot. 

 

After spending over an hour discussing these various points and examining the coins and pot, the Committee 

recommended an overall reward of £320,250 for this case.  

 

51. Roman coin hoard (62) from Frome area, Somerset (2010 T278) 

The first provisional valuer suggested £1,990;  the second provisional valuer suggested £3,500-£4,000.   



The Committee viewed the coins in light of this and noted that these coins came from the same field as the larger 

Frome Hoard of 52,503 coins, but that they were a separate and distinct deposit.  The Committee commented that 

siliquae such as those making up the majority of this group are not rare on the market, and that they are regularly 

seen at the Bloomsbury Coin Far, for instance.  It agreed that the two outstanding coins from the group were the 

‘Eugenius Portrait’ and the ‘Anonymous’ coins, with the former deemed to command the most attention.  The 

Committee noted that the valuers’ suggestions seemed to give roughly equal weight to these two coins, and so the 

difference in global figures amounted to their appreciation of the rest of the coins.  With regards to these, the 

Committee felt that the complete items were very desirable, but that the number of fragmentary coins and their 

overall condition warranted a value somewhere between the two figures.  On this basis the Committee recommended 

£2800. 

 

Early-Medieval coins: 

 

52. Early Medieval coin brooch from Andover, Hampshire (2008 T457) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150; the Committee viewed the brooch in light of this, and finding the provisional 

valuation to be accurate, recommended £150.  The British Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

53. Anglo-Saxon silver sceattas (3) from Effingham, Surrey (2009 T488) 

The provisional valuer suggested £450; the Committee examined the sceattas in light of this and found the suggested 

value to be accurate.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £450.  Guildford 

Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

54. Anglo-Saxon coins (11) from Harswell, East Riding of Yorkshire (2007 T311) 

The provisional valuer suggested £496; the Finder (Mr did not disclose the precise Findspot or the details of 

the Landowner.  The Committee viewed the coins in light of this, reviewing the history behind this find and noting 

that the Finder’s willing refusal to identify both the precise find-spot and the identity of the Landowner inhibited 

both the professional excavation of the site and the payment of any reward to the Landowner 

 

With respect to the value of the coins, the Committee found the provisional valuation to be well supported and it 

attached a value of £500 to the group. 

 

The Committee found itself unable to recommend an allocation of the reward at this time because it did not have the 

identity of Landowner, which information is needed in order to fulfil the duties outlined in the procedures for 

valuation and reward of Treasure finds.  The Committee referred to several provisions under paragraph 79 of the 

Treasure Act, which outline the conditions under which a Finder may expect to receive no reward or an abated 

reward from the Secretary of State for a find of Treasure.  These provisions include 79 (iv): ‘where all the relevant 

circumstances surrounding a find, including the find-spot, were not reported’.   The Committee considered that, in 

this situation, for it to recommend that any portion of the normal Finder’s share of a reward be paid to Mr 

would be to send an irresponsible message to the public that a Finder’s voluntary refusal to disclose information 

about the find-spot or the identity of the Landowner (who himself would be entitled to 50% of the reward) carried no 

effective sanction and could be practised with impunity.  To generate that impression might in turn encourage 

prospective Finders to enter land belonging to others and remove items without property authority or procedures. 

 

While the Committee was not, accordingly, minded to recommend a reward for Mr , it did, however, invite 

him to make representations.  East Riding Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

 

Medieval coins: 

 

55. Medieval silver pennies (4) from Tibberton, Gloucestershire (2009 T537) 

The provisional valuer recommended £4,170;  the Committee viewed the coins in light of this.  It expressed its 

satisfaction with the well-referenced and precise report by the provisional valuer, and it adopted the itemised 

valuations contained in that report.  In total, the Committee recommended £4,170.  Gloucester Museum hopes to 

acquire. 

 

56. Medieval gold and silver coins (11) from Taynton, Gloucestershire (2009 T136) 

The provisional valuer suggested £1,532; two of the Finders submitted comments.  The Committee viewed the coins 

in light of this.  It acknowledged the letters from the Finders but found no material in either of them upon which the 

Committee could base an accurate value.  The Committee pointed out that, contrary to the implication in Mr 

letter, the suggested value provided by the provisional valuer is in fact based on contemporary auction prices.  The 



provisional valuer quotes recent sales from auctions at Spink and Dix Noonan Web.  In response to Mr 

concerns, the Committee assured him that it had taken in to account the historical significance of these items.  In 

agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended the itemised suggestions in his report, the total 

of which equals £1532.   Gloucester Museum hopes to acquire.   

 

 

57. Medieval silver folded sixpences from Selattyn & Gobowen, Shropshire (2008 T747) 

The provisional valuer suggested £55; the Landowner submitted comments.  The Committee viewed the coins in 

light of this.  It felt that the suggested value was accurate given the unusual and intriguing nature of these items.  

Furthermore, the Committee endorsed the response of Caroline Lyons (Assistant Treasure Registrar) to the 

Landowner’s request to have the items returned.   Shropshire Museum Service hopes to acquire. 

 

Item 4: Norfolk Cases 

 

58. Roman silver pierced and clipped coin from Kings Lynn area, Norfolk (2009 T408) 

The provisional valuer suggested £10; the Committee viewed the coin in light of this, finding it unusual and 

interesting.  It was therefore minded to recommend £20.   Norwich Castle Museum hopes to acquire. 

 

Item 5: Any Other Business 

 

Suggested dates for TVC meetings in 2011: 

Weeks of: 

Thursday, 13
th

 January 2011 

Friday, 25
th

 February 2011  

Friday, 8
th

 April 2011  

Thursday, 2
nd

 June 2011  

Friday, 22
nd

 July 2011  

Thursday,  8
th

 September 2011 

Friday, 28
th

  October 2011  

5
th

 or 6
th

 January 2012 (To be finalised) 

 

Treasure Act Code of Practice Review: 
The Chairman inquired whether colleagues from the DCMS could provide an update on the anticipated review of the 

Treasure Act Code of Practice.  informed the Chairman that the situation is still that the timing of 

this depends on the outcome of the review of the Coroner’s and Justice Act 2009, which itself will be subject to 

decisions made after the announcements following the Comprehensive Spending Review on 20 October 2010.  

 

Roger Bland announced the upcoming release of the Treasure Annual Report 2008 
Dr Bland notified the Committee that the Department of Portable Antiquities & Treasure expects to host a launch of 

the Treasure Annual Report by the Minister for Culture, Communications and Creative Industries at the British 

Museum sometime in early November.  Details of the event, when they are known, will be passed to committee 

members. 

 

 

Item 6: Date of next meeting 

 

Friday, 26 November 2010, 11am.  Hartwell Room, British Museum. 
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