
Minutes of the Treasure Valuation Committee 

Trustees Board Room, British Museum, Friday 27th
th

 June 2008, 11am 

 

Present: 

 

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

Ian Carradice   Roger Bland (BM)   

Peter Clayton   Caroline Lyons (BM)  

Jack Ogden   Janina Parol (BM) 

John Cherry   William McMyn (DCMS) 

Tim Pestell   May Sinclair (expert adviser) 

     Trevor Austin (expert adviser) 

      

    

 

Item 1: Minutes of the meeting of Wednesday 14
th

 May 2008 

Norman Palmer submitted corrections to the minutes.  The minutes were passed as a true record. 

 

Item 2: Objects 

 

Prehistoric artefacts 

 

1. *Possibly Iron Age gold bar from near Yeovil, Somerset (2008 T27) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150-£170; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and this and 

commented that the gold bar showed very interesting technology, only really seen before in New 

Kingdom Egyptian examples.  This is quite an interesting piece and the Committee, agreeing with the 

valuer, recommended £160. 

 

2. Bronze Age gold pennanular bracelet from West Wight, Isle of Wight (2007 T490) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £7,000; The Committee previously recommended £7,000 at 14
th
 May 

2008 TVC.  The Committee took into account the museum’s submission and on its basis requested a 

second valuation. 

 

Roman Artefacts 

 

3. *Roman silver finger-ring from North Nibley, Gloucestershire (2007 T261) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80-£100; the Committee inspected the find in light of this.  Most 

finger-rings of this type do not have plain bezels, indicating that the ring potentially originally had 

decoration attached to the bezel area which is no longer present.   The Committee recommended £85. 

 

4. *Roman silver finger-ring from Weston, Nottinghamshire (2007 T547) 

The provisional valuer suggested £50-£60; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and compared 

it to a similar example from Godstone, Surrey (2004 T368; £35) which was an incomplete finger-ring, 

missing the stone.  The Committee recommended £55. 

 

5. *Roman silver artefact from Silloth area, Cumbria (2007 T623) 

The provisional valuer suggested £30; the Committee felt this was slightly too low as, though it is a part 

of a complete artefact it is a nice example of a handle.  The Committee recommended £35. 

 

6. Roman Gold finger-ring from Bures Area, Essex (2007 T386) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £600-£650; The Committee had previously recommended £750 at 14th 

May 2008 TVC.  The Committee looked carefully at the landowner and finder’s joint submission but felt 

that the higher end of Mr  valuation, of between £800 and £1200, is more of a retail value than 

market price.  The Committee did take into account Mr  estimate of £25-£50 repair cost and feel 



that their previous recommended valuation of £750, taking into account any potential restoration costs, is 

in line with the lower end of Mr valuation.  The Committee confirmed its previous 

recommendation of £750. 

 

7. Roman gold finger-ring from North Cornwall (2006 T463)- 3
rd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £175; the Committee had previously recommended £175 (TVC dates: 

12/12/07 & 4/04/08).  The Committee took into account the Finder and Landowner’s submission. The 

Committee commented that there are published parallels of rings of this type within their recommended 

valuation price range and less.  Taking into account the Finder and Landowner’s comments regarding the 

Cornish findspot and arguments concerning the sizing and the fact that the ring is not of a size that can be 

worn (though the Committee is confident that the small sizing of the ring does affect market value of rings 

of all ages, collectors like things of wearable size even if they do not intend to wear them) the Committee 

requested a second valuation.  The second valuer is to be asked: to what extent do you feel the Cornish 

element affects the valuation? And they are also comment on the size of the ring and how you feel this 

affects the valuation. 

 

Anglo-Saxon Artefacts 

 

8. Anglo-Saxon gold finger-ring from Kirk Deighton Area, North Yorkshire (2007 T334) 

The provisional valuer suggested £350; the Committee took into account the finder’s submission and 

agreed that the provisional valuation is too low, although the Sotheby’s example quoted by the finder, is 

not very comparable, as it is a vastly different ring type.   Concerning the damage to the ring the 

committee feel that a small portion of the ring was removed by a file or a touchstone during the jeweller’s 

testing for gold, and feel that this was negligent on behalf of the jeweller.  The Committee requested a 

second valuation. 

 

9. Anglo-Saxon gold pendant fragment from Corby, Northamptonshire. (2006 T43)- 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £50; the museum has withdrawn its interest in this case as such the find 

is to be returned to the Finder/Landowner (as applicable). 

 

 

Early Medieval artefacts 

 

10. *Early Medieval silver pin head from Chilton Trinity, Somerset (2007 T109) 

The provisional valuer suggested £100; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, agreeing 

with the valuer, recommended £100 

 

 

Medieval Artefacts 

 

11. *Medieval silver finger-ring from Ipplepen, Devon (2006 T616) 

The provisional valuer suggested £100; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and felt it was 

slightly high.  The Committee recommended £90. 

 

12. *Medieval silver finger-ring from Bonby, North Lincolnshire (2007 T174) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and commented 

that the silver is in poor condition; crystalline with a dulled surface.  The Committee, agreeing with the 

valuer, recommended £150 

 

13. *Medieval silver pendant from Long Marston, North Yorkshire (2007 T515) 

The provisional valuer suggested £300; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and commented 

that the pendant is missing its stone though it has an interesting silver-gilt setting within the setting.  The 

Committee, agreeing with the valuer, recommended £300 

 

14. *Medieval silver-gilt brooch from South Gloucestershire area (2007 T208) 



The provisional valuer suggested £60; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, agreeing with 

the valuer, recommended £60. 

 

15. *Medieval silver brooch from Old Kirk Field Area, Hartlepool (2007 T361) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee, agreeing with the Finder’s submission, felt this was 

far too low.  The brooch is complete, very pretty and inscribed on both sides.  The Committee 

recommended £400. 

 

16. *Medieval silver dress fitting from Cerne Abbas, Dorset (2007 T196) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee felt that this was too low, the stone in the fitting 

appears to be original.  There is a tear in fitting that would impede any attempt at straightening.  The 

Committee recommended £120. 

 

17. *Medieval silver mount from Barham, Kent (2007 T699) 

The provisional valuer suggested £200; the Committee felt that this was slightly too low, though the 

mount is slightly broken it has a complete scene upon it and has interesting markings on the back.  The 

Committee recommended £220. 

 

18. Medieval gold finger-ring from Thurlaston, Leicestershire (2007 T671) 

The provisional valuer suggested £400- £500; The Committee do not agree with the valuer that 

straightening would increase the finger-ring’s value so dramatically.  The Committee recommended £500. 

 

19. Medieval gold finger-ring from Winwick, Cheshire (2007 T606) 

The provisional valuer suggested:  (a) £18, 000- £20, 000 if the stone is a sapphire; (b) £8, 000- £10, 000 

if the stone is not a sapphire.  Analysis confirmed that the stone is a sapphire.  The Committee did not 

agree with the valuer that the sapphire affected the value of the ring as much as suggested.  The 

Committee requested a second valuation. 

 

20. Medieval gold mount from Dacorum area, Hertfordshire (2007 T224)- 2
nd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £8,000; the second provisional valuer suggested £4,000. Peter 

Clayton declared an interest in this case as vice chairman of Dacorum Museum.  He left the room for the 

duration of the discussion.  The Committee felt the second valuation was too low and gave few reasons to 

justify his valuation.  The mount is worn and damaged in places but has an interesting engraving scene 

with remnants of the original enamelling.  The Committee recommended £7,000. 

 

21. Medieval silver pendant from Stapleton, North Yorkshire (2007 T70)- 3
rd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £1,500; the second provisional valuer suggested £800.  The 

Committee previously recommended £1,500 at 4
th
 April 2008 TVC. The Committee carefully considered 

the finders submission but felt that the Medieval silver-gilt figure from Buntingford Area, Hertfordshire 

(MME 2000, 11-1, 1; £50,000) that the finder uses as a comparison is not comparable to this pendant 

figure.  The Buntingford figure is roughly the same size as this object (Buntingford figure is 1cm larger) 

but is a significant 13
th
-14

th
 century figurine probably representing an Old Testament character or prophet, 

whereas this pendant figure is of a common 15
th

 Century type representing a saint, similar to spoon 

terminals of the period.  The Committee noted the Finder’s statement that he intends to commission his 

own valuation, if the Finder wishes to submit this valuation to the Committee they will take it into 

account. The Committee confirmed its previous recommendation of £1,500. 

 

 

Post-Medieval artefacts 

 

22. *Post-Medieval silver seal die from Thurlaston, Leicestershire (2007 T525) 

The provisional valuer suggested £200, the Committee inspected the find in light of this compared it to 

silver-alloy examples in Benet’s ranging between £100-£150, all with heraldic seals.  The Committee 

carefully considered the Finder’s submission; the provisional valuer’s comments that “…seals are 

relatively common” is valid and his statement that “most of these objects are unique in design” is also 



valid, seals of this type are common but are rather personalised items, resulting in the “unique design” of 

the seal die engraving.  It is felt that this seal die has no connection with Royalty, the crown is used 

stylistically.  The Committee addressed the issue of identification of the Griffin crest but felt, in their 

professional opinion, that there is minimal likelihood of identifying the crest, unlike with coats of arms 

which can be identified with more ease.  The Committee, agreeing with the valuer, recommended £200. 

 

 

23. *Post-Medieval silver dress fitting from North Yorkshire area (2007 T182) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150-£200; the Committee felt this was too high; it is a pleasant 

example of a dress fitting with an interesting back.  Comparable examples are currently on sale by 

Timelines for c.£110.  The Committee recommended £130. 

 

24. *Post-Medieval silver dress fitting from Ripon, North Yorkshire (2007 T656) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80-£100; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, agreeing 

with the valuer, recommended £100. 

 

 

25. *Post-Medieval silver dress fitting from Outwood, Surrey (2008 T63) 

The provisional valuer suggested £50-£60; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, agreeing 

with the valuer, recommended £60. 

 

26. *Post-Medieval silver-gilt posy ring from Newent, Gloucestershire. (2007 T383) 

The provisional valuer suggested £200-£300; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and 

commented that the ring has a nice, simple, bold inscription, The Committee recommended £300. 

 

27. *Post-Medieval gold finger-ring from Hawton, Nottinghamshire (2007 T4) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, recommended 

£85. 

 

28. *Post-Medieval gold finger-ring from Hartpury, Gloucestershire (2007 T565) 

The provisional valuer suggested £100; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and commented 

that though badly distorted the finger-ring has an intriguing makers mark.  The Committee recommended 

£120. 

 

29. *Post-Medieval gold posy ring from Wakefield area, West Yorkshire (2007 T647) 

The provisional valuer suggested £300; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, agreeing 

with the valuer, recommended £300. 

 

30. Post Medieval gold pendant or chain link from Kirklington, Nottinghamshire (2007 T458) 

The provisional valuer suggested £500; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and commented 

that the object is interesting but felt the provisional valuer should not base the valuation upon speculation 

concerning links.  The Committee, agreeing with the valuer, recommended £500. 

 

31. Post-Medieval gold posy ring from Westbury-on-Severn, Gloucestershire (2007 T333) 

The provisional valuer suggested £600; the Committee felt this was too high as it is a small ring of a 

common type.  The Committee compared this ring to a similar example from Stokeham, Nottinghamshire 

(2003 T174; 400) and to similar examples in Benet’s and rings currently being sold by Timelines for c. 

£300.  The Committee recommended £450. 

 

32. Post Medieval silver-gilt reliquary pendant from Kilgetty, Pembrokeshire (07.07)-2
nd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £1,200; the second provisional valuer suggested £500.  The 

Committee unanimously decided that both of these valuations are too low; this is a rare object, engraved 

on all four sides.  The Committee recommended £2,000. 

 

33. Post-Medieval silver brooch from Hibaldstow, North Lincolnshire (2007 T635)- 2
nd

 viewing 



The provisional valuer suggested £75; The Committee previously recommended £75 at 14
th
 May 2008 

TVC.  The Committee carefully considered the finder’s submission and noted the comparisons he quotes; 

consequently the Committee recommended £100. 

 

Item 3: Norfolk Cases 

 

Tim Pestell excused himself from the meeting for the duration of the Norfolk cases. 

 

34. Bronze Age pennanular ring from Witchingham Area, Norfolk (2007 T475) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80-£90; the Committee felt this was too low and recommended £130. 

 

35. Anglo-Saxon gold coin pendant from Norfolk Area (2006 T520) 

The provisional valuer suggested £500-£600; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, 

agreeing with the valuer’s higher scale, recommended £600. 

 

36. *Medieval silver pin from West Acre, Norfolk (2007 T687) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and commented 

on the visible traces of niello.  The Committee, agreeing with the valuer, recommended £150. 

 

37. Medieval silver seal matrix from Leziate, Norfolk (2007 T34) 

The provisional valuer suggested £650; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and commented 

that the provisional valuer appears to value the seal matrix as if it has been restored not in as found 

condition.  This being the case the Committee still felt the provisional valuation was too low, the gem is 

complete though damaged, with a separated fragment.  The Committee carefully considered the finders 

submission and took into account the interesting inscription.  This matrix was compared to a similar 

example from Manston, Dorset (2005 T319; £500) which had a poorer gem.  The Committee 

recommended £750. 

 

38. Post Medieval gold finger-ring from Foulsham, Norfolk (2008 T16) 

The provisional valuer suggested £1, 500- £1, 800; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and 

clarified that the comparisons used by the provisional valuer are retail price, not market value.  

The Committee recommended £1,500. 

 

Tim Pestell rejoined the meeting. 

 

Item 4: Coins 

 

Roman coins 

 

39. Roman gold coins (2) from Ashbourne area, Derbyshire (2007 T709)- 2
nd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £130, 000- £150, 000 & £70, 000- £90, 000, the second provisional 

valuer suggested £100, 000 & £45, 000 and the finders private valuation from and at 

suggested £150, 000 & £70, 000.  The Committee commented that the Rouen mint is now more 

common when compared to the London mint, with an example in the British Museum collections (this 

being a more worn example) and an example recently being sold on 2
nd

 April 2008 at N.F.A auction 

Zurich (lot 648, 200,000 Sw Fr).  The Committee recommended £145,000 for the London mint Carausian 

Aureus and £55,000 for the Rouen mint Carausian Aureus.  

 

Medieval coins 

 

40. Medieval silver coin hoard (13) from Bures area, Essex (2007 T279) 

The provisional valuer suggested £500-£700; the Committee recommended £600; upon the Finder’s 

request they clarified that the individual valuations for coin #3 and #6 in the British Museum report 

catalogue are £70 for #3 and £30 for #6. 

 



41. Medieval gold coins (4) from Myddle, Shropshire (2007 T534) 

The provisional valuer suggested £5, 850; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and, agreeing 

with the valuer, recommended £5, 850. 

 

 

42. Medieval coins (12) from Beulah Hill, London (2007 T173) 

The provisional valuer suggested £7, 500; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and 

commented that the hoard contains two very nice nobles and two extremely nice quarter-nobles.  The 

Committee, agreeing with the valuer, recommended £7, 500. 

 

The Committee considered the circumstances of this find, specifically the delay in reporting the coins.  As 

the coroner declared as the finder, and the find circumstances as “found in the handbag of Mrs 

”.  Mr  is to be treated as finder in his own right and is therefore not to be 

effected by any conduct on behalf of Mrs accordingly; Mr  showed due concern and 

reported the coins.  The ex rratia reward is therefore to be divided between Mr s executors, not 

Mrs ’s, as set out in Mr s will. 

 

Post-Medieval coins 

 

43. Post-Medieval silver coins (3) from Ham & Stone, Gloucestershire (2007 T384) 

The provisional valuer suggested £18-£20; the Committee inspected the find in light of this and 

commented that there is a nice portrait on the Charles I penny and speculated that the piercing of the coins 

may indicate that they were love tokens.  The Committee, agreeing with the valuer, recommended £20. 

 

 

Item 5: Cases with Finder Issues 

 

44. Medieval silver seal from Sealfield area, North Yorkshire (2007 T39)- 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £4,200; The Committee previously recommended £3, 800.  The 

Committee reiterated that, concerning the two claimant ‘Finders’, as both parties were named by the 

coroner at inquest as finders the Committee are obliged to treat both Mr and Mr  as 

Finders.  There is a contradiction between both party’s accounts of the find circumstances but the 

Committee feels it is not in a position to rule for or against one parties account, therefore Messrs 

and will both be treated as finders. The reward as such will be payable to both Mr 

and Mr .   

 

The Committee discussed Messrs and ’s responses to the Committee’s following 

questions: 

 

1. Why was the seal matrix not reported to the coroner between October and January? 

2. When did you find the seal matrix? 

3. Where did you find the seal matrix? 

4. Why did it take three months to report the seal matrix? 

5. Did Mr Halliday instruct you to report the seal matrix when you visited him? 

6. If so, when did he tell you to do so? 

 

Concerning Mr ’s submission, the Committee accept that he could have had trouble getting in 

touch with the finds liaison officer, Simon Holmes, when he was attempting to report the item.  This 

difficulty has been noted, but the finder of potential treasure is legally obliged to report the find to the 

coroner within 14 days of realising its status as potential treasure.  Finds liaison officers do regularly 

facilitate this procedure, reporting the finds to the coroner on behalf of the finders, but the responsibility 

for reporting is on the finder.  As such, due to the prolonged delay in reporting the find to the coroner the 

committee recommends that Mr s share of the Ex Gratia reward be reduced by 10%. 

 

The Ex Gratia reward is to be divided between the Landowner (50%), Mr (25%, abated by 



10%) and Mr (25%).  The 10% abatement of Mr Richardson’s reward share is not to be shifted to 

any other party, but will be deducted from the total amount invoiced to the acquiring museum (see 

para.80, Treasure Act 1996 Code of Practice… “The museum that acquires the find will only have to pay 

that part of the reward that is actually payable”). 

 

Mr appears to have shown due diligence in encouraging the reporting of the seal matrix. 

 

In conclusion, the Committee recommended that, for the above reasons, Mr s share be abated 

by 10%. 

 

Item 6: Late Submission- Vale of York Hoard 

 

45. Viking hoard from ‘Vale of York’, North Yorkshire (2007 T2) – 4
th

 Viewing 

The first valuer suggested a) the bowl, b) the gold armlet, c) the hack silver and c) the 617 coins at 

£496,000.  has valued 1) silver gilt cup, 2) gold armring, 3) silver pennanular armring, 7) silver 

armring, 18) silver armring of two wires twisted together, 26) silver large ingot and balance of silver 

hoard (excl. coins) at £216,800-£221,100.  The second valuer suggested the 617 coins at £850,000.  

 has valued the coins at £665,420.  The Committee recommended £1,082,800, the division 

of which is £310,000 for the bowl, £10,000 for the gold armring, £4500 for the three silver armrings, £800 

for the ingot, £7,500 for the rest of the objects and £750,000 for the coins.   

 

The Committee clarified that at 14
th
 May 2008 TVC it did look very carefully at Mr s submission, 

dated 25
th
 April 2008.  Mr ’s account of the purported selling of the Byzantine dish for £500,000 

was taken into account. but this was an International market, the Committee emphasises that there is no 

International market for the Vale of York bowl.  British export licensing laws mean it is most unlikely 

ever to have an International market.  The original £300,000-£500,000 Christies estimate for the 

Byzantine dish was duly taken into account when the Committee valued to Vale of York bowl. but the 

subsequent ‘purported’ International sale has limited relevance.  

 

Rider of 29 October 2008: 

 

At the meeting on 29 October 2008 the Committee resolved to attach a rider to these minutes of the 

meeting on 27 June 2008 to clarify the struck through parts above in relation to the Vale of York 

Hoard, which inaccurately record how the Committee dealt with the valuation of the Hoard. 
 

To clarify:  

 

The Committee does not exclude the possibility of an ‘international sale’ in such circumstances and does 

not regard such prospect, or the production of evidence of sales concluded outside the UK, as irrelevant to 

its deliberations. 

 

Concerning the Committee’s minutes from 13
th
 February 2008 (a) and 14

th
 May 2008 (b), the Committee 

explains its position as follows: 

 

(a) “…the comparison with manuscripts made by Mr is not comparable in this case but they are 

inclined to take into account the recent increase in value and interest of pieces of Medieval art and 

feel that his argument concerning comparable ivories is a valid one”.   This refers to the general 

increase in Medieval artefact prices as a whole in recent years, it is not stating that specific ivory 

values are comparable, but when used as Mr used them to reflect the general increase in the 

Medieval market, ivories are a recent reflection of this general market increase. 

(b) “…ivories are a totally different market place to the Harrogate bowl and are not comparable” The 

Committee stated that ivories are not comparable as a type of object, with the result that comparing 

an ivory price to the Vale of York bowl’s recommended valuation is not a relevant exercise. 

 

It is to be noted that the Finder’s own submission dated 26
th
 November 2007 states, in response to 



original reference to ivories in his provisional valuation, “…we appreciate that there is 

little precedent for values of a similar cup, but nevertheless disagree with ivory being used as 

comparison” (T2 Hoard: response to Valuations Commissioned by The Department for Culture, p.2). 

 

Having clarified the issue of how the Committee considered the possibility of an international sale, and 

having previously fully considered all the evidence and relevant considerations as to valuation, the 

Committee’s view is that there is no basis for it to change its recommended valuation of the Hoard.  

 

 

 

Item 6:    Any Other Business 

 

 Norman Palmer updated the Committee on the renewal of Trevor Austin’s Term on the Committee:  

He wrote a letter on 9
th
  to the Minister, sent to at the DCMS, to formally request 

an extension of Trevor’s term.  Unexpectedly, to his surprise, the DCMS then requested some time 

afterwards that he write again concerning this matter.  Having used his original letter to form the 

basis of its own submission to the Minister.  William McMyn invited Professor Palmer write to him 

to resolve this issue.  Discussion is ongoing. 

 

 May Sinclair informed the Committee that her term on the Committee is now at an end,  Norman is 

to write to the DCMS concerning extending her term on the Committee for a reduced term period, 

in line with May’s retirement plans. 

 

 The Committee extended their congratulations to Roger Bland on his receipt of an OBE in the 

recent Queens Birthday Honours. 

 

 

 

Item 5:    Date of next meeting:  6
th

 August 2008, Hartwell Room, 11 am with all finds 

available from 10.15. 

 




