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Minutes of the Treasure Valuation Committee 

The Hartwell Room, British Museum, Wednesday 29th
th

 October 2008, 11am 

 

Present: 

 

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

Ian Carradice   Andrew Basham (BM) 

John Cherry   Roger Bland (BM)   

Jack Ogden   Janina Parol (BM)  

Tim Pestell   Ian Richardson (BM) 

May Sinclair   Helen Loughlin (DCMS) 

      Maria Mourin(DCMS) 

     James Neilson (DCMS, Tsol) 

     Annabel Bridgman (DCMS, Tsol)                                                                                                        

     Trevor Austin (expert adviser) 

      

    

 

Item 1: Minutes of the meeting of Wednesday 6
th

 August 2008 

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

 

Item 2:    Manx Treasure Case 

 

1 Tudor Coin hoard (23) from Peel area, Isle of Man (2007-0166/1-23) 

The provisional valuer suggested £1,100-£1,400 and provided a valuation breakdown; the Committee viewed the 

hoard in light of this, taking into consideration that the findspot was the Isle of Man. Commenting that there were 

a few items in nice condition. This factor caused the Committee to recommend a value of £1485. 

 

Item 3: Objects 

 

 

Prehistoric artefacts 

 

 

2 *Bronze Age base metal group from Shalfleet, IOW (2008 T152) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee viewed the group in light of this and came to the conclusion 

that the quantity of objects justified a slightly higher figure. Therefore the Committee recommended £100. 

  

3 *Bronze Age base metal hoard from Brockham, Surrey (2008 T64) 

The provisional valuer suggested £90-£100; the Committee viewed the group in light of this and noted that the 

completeness of the bowl contributed positively to the value.  The Committee, agreeing with the provisional 

valuer, recommended £100. 

 

4 *Bronze Age palstaves (3) from Pett, East Sussex (2007 T125) 

The provisional valuer suggested £225; the Committee inspected the three items in light of this, concurring with 

the valuer’s assessment of the heavy wear and corrosion of the palstaves.  The Committee recommended £225. 

 

5 *Bronze Age gold pennanular ring from Winchester area, Hants (2006 T635) 

The provisional valuer suggested £60-£70; the Committee felt that whilst the ring is significantly damaged, this 

figure was slightly below the market value for such an example.  The Committee recommended £85. 

 

6  Bronze Age base metal group from Ottery St.Mary, Devon (2006 T36) 

The provisional valuer suggested £25; the Finder submitted comments.  The Committee inspected the group in 

light of these and felt strongly that although the items here are in poor condition they would still command some 

attention on the market.  The Committee considered the comparison offered by the Finder from the website eBay, 

and noted that such prices are unreliable benchmarks, as they do not indicate an agreed value between buyer and 

seller but rather an ‘asking price’ which is not necessarily met.  The Committee recommended £75.   

 

7 Bronze Age gold composite ring from Brighstone, Isle of Wight (2008 T76) 

The provisional valuer suggested £450-£500; the Finder submitted comments from who has 

suggested £500-£750.  The Committee viewed the ring in light of these and noted that Benet’s price guide 



(published by Mr ) portrays a similar ring, of three bands, for £400-£500 (Benet’s Artefacts of England 

and the United Kingdom, 2
nd

 Edition, 2003, pg 52)  Agreeing with the provisional valuer in terms of condition and 

attractiveness, the Committee recommended £500. 

 

8 Bronze Age palstave axes (11) from East Knoyle, Wiltshire (2007 T295) 

The provisional valuer suggested £660; the Committee inspected the group in light of this and felt that given that 

they had lost their original surface through heavy corrosion, this value was slightly high. The Committee 

recommended £600. 

 

9 Bronze Age metalwork (26) from Offham, Kent (2007 T579) 

The provisional valuer suggested £700; the Committee inspected the objects in light of this and commented that 

most of the value was tied to the socketed axes.  These are in good condition but not excellent, and even the 

outstanding examples have lost their edge and patina.  Given these factors, it was felt that a slightly lower figure 

was more reasonable.  The Committee recommended £650. 

 

10 Bronze Age axe hoard (303) from Langton Matravers, Dorset (2007 T629) – addenda to 2007 T640 

The provisional valuer suggested £25, 000; The Finders (3) have submitted comments on the division of reward.   

 

The Committee inspected the hoard in light of the provisional valuation and commented on the excellent quality 

of a majority of the examples.   They noted that the provisional valuer accounted for a possible market depression 

should such a large number of axes go on the market at once and agreed with his assessment.  The Committee 

recommended £25,000.   

 

-Please see transcription below for discussion on the division of the reward in this case- 

 

11 Bronze Age axe hoard (197) from Langton Matravers, Dorset (2007 T640) – addenda to 2007 T629 

James Ede has valued this item at £18, 000; The Finders (3) have submitted comments on the division of reward. 

 

The Committee inspected the hoard in light of the provisional valuation and in respect to the axe heads of the 

larger hoard found nearby by the same individuals.  In this case the axes were deemed to be of generally poorer 

quality and the Committee agreed with the value per category of axe allowed by the provisional valuer.  However, 

the figure assigned to the fragments (£1,025) overrated their significance.  The Committee felt the fragments had 

little commercial value.  Therefore the Committee recommended £17,500.  

 

For the question of the division of reward of items 10 and 11 on the agenda, the Committee considered the 

submission of the Finders, as well as the evidence from the coroner’s inquest, into account.  They noted that the 

Finders, led by Mr  sought permission to detect from Mr on land occupied by this 

same individual, believing that he was the Landowner.  Mr  did not originally disabuse them of this 

assumption. Any alleged agreement to share the reward 50:50 with Mr  concluded by the parties before 

detecting commenced, was either a mere expression of expectation or, if capable of being construed as an 

agreement, was grounded on the false representation that Mr was the landowner.  In either event the 

Committee did not consider that there came into existence any agreement legally binding on Mr and the 

other finders, to share the reward with Mr  It was subsequently revealed to Mr  that the 

Landowner was in fact the Trustees of  and in their letter to the coroner dated 3
rd

 

December 2007, the agent employed by the Trustees  stated that they had not granted permission for 

anyone to detect on their land.  The Committee wishes to emphasise that no criticism should be attached to the 

Finders, who believed they had acquired permission from the proper source in the person of Mr .  Nor, 

after realizing that Mr was the Occupier, should they be criticized for failing to inform the actual 

Landowner of the finds, since they reasonably assumed that Mr  would do so.  On this occasion the 

Committee finds no reason to depart from the practice of dividing the ex gratia reward as usual, 50% to the 

Landowner and 50% to the Finders.  The issue of splitting the payment with the Occupier is a private one, and 

may be undertaken by either the Landowner or Finders at their discretion.   

 

 

The Committee sought to address Mr ’s concern, expressed in his letter to the Finders’ solicitor, that  

not all three Finders were given his permission to detect.  The Committee pointed out that Mr ’s letter 

acknowledges the presence of all three gentlemen in connection with both hoards, and felt that it was Mr 

’s responsibility at the time to allow or forbid them to detect.  Any question of their being considered 

Finders should have been addressed to the Coroner.  Mr  Mr  and Mr  have 

been declared Finders by the Coroner, and the Committee is bound by this verdict. 



 

 

Iron Age Artefacts 

 

12 Iron Age bronze terret and rein-ring from Cowbridge, Vale of Glamorgan (07.06) 

The provisional valuer suggested £480-£540; National Museum Wales has submitted comments.  The Committee 

inspected the objects in light of these and felt that the suggested value was too high, given the auction history of 

similar terrets mentioned by both the provisional valuer and the museum.  Furthermore this terret, whilst large, is 

plain and lacks enamelling or inlay.  The Committee decided to seek another valuation.    

 

 

Roman Artefacts 

 

13 *Roman silver finger-ring from Normanton, Nottinghamshire (2008 T39) 

The provisional valuer suggested £30; the Committee considered the find in light of this, commenting that the 

surface condition is nice, although the ring, unfortunately, has been unwound.  The matter of the ring’s uncertain 

period of manufacture also limits its value.  The Committee found itself in agreement with the provisional valuer, 

and recommended £30.    

 

14 *Roman silver finger-ring from Godmanchester, Cambridgeshire (2007 T131) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee considered the find in light of this.  They noted that the 

intaglio is a glass imitation of nicolo, and that given its damaged state, the suggested value was slightly high.  The 

large amount of silver contributes to the value of the ring, however.  The Committee recommended £75. 

 

15 *Roman silver finger-ring from York area (2007 T438) 

The provisional valuer suggested £100; the Committee inspected the ring in light of this.  While the ring is worn, 

it should clean-up nicely, and the Committee felt that the suggested value was a reasonable price.  The Committee 

recommended £100. 

 

16 *Roman silver finger-ring from Nether Wallop, Hampshire (2006 T166) 

The provisional valuer suggested £55-£65; the Committee examined the find in light of this and noted the 

completeness and wearability of the ring.  They therefore felt the suggested value was slightly low, and 

recommended a value of £75.  

 

17 *Roman silver pennanular snake finger-ring from Ely, Cambridgeshire (2007 T535) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee considered the ring in light of this.  It is a fine example, but 

unfortunately is badly crushed.  The Committee found itself in agreement with the suggested value, and 

recommended £80. 

 

18 Roman silver zoomorphic plate brooch from Hale, Halton (2007 T686) 

The provisional valuer suggested £800; the Committee inspected the object in light of this, commenting on the 

ingenious two-tone metal design, and the unusually exaggerated rendering of the greyhound’s ears.  The 

completeness of the brooch, and of the scene it portrays, adds to its value .Unfortunately no comparable brooches 

in silver were quoted, but the Committee highlighted an example of a silver disc brooch with dolphins listed in 

Nigel Mills’ Celtic & Roman Artefacts (pg 55) at £750.  They felt that the suggested value was therefore accurate, 

and the Committee recommended £800.  

 

19 Roman gold finger-ring from North Cornwall (2006 T463)- 4
th

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £175; The Committee recommended £175 (12/12/07).  The Finder 

submitted a challenge; the Committee did not change the recommendation (4/4/08).  The Finder and Landowner 

submitted a further joint challenge; the Committee requested a second provisional valuation (27/06/08).  The 

second provisional valuer suggested £90-£100.  The Committee inspected the ring in light of the challenges of the 

Finder and Landowner, and found no new evidence for increasing their recommended valuation.  The second 

provisional valuer was asked specifically whether the findspot had any bearing on the market value, and the 

opinion was that it did not, a sentiment shared by the Committee.  The Committee therefore did not increase their 

original valuation, and recommended £175.    

 

 

Viking Artefacts 

 

20 *Viking silver pendant from Longtown area, Cumbria (2008 T159) 

The provisional valuer suggested £300; the Committee considered the find in light of this.  The pendant would 

have ended in a loop on one terminal, but like most examples it has broken off.  A comparable pendant, but with 



complete loop (2002 T168) was valued at £800.  A similar pendant from the Holt area, Norfolk (2005 T575), with 

a missing loop and no design, was valued at £80, but was a third of the size of the object under consideration.   

The Committee felt that this pendant would demand a slightly higher price than suggested, noting the popularity 

of the Viking culture with the public.  The Committee recommended £350.   

 

21 *Viking silver finger-ring from Boynton, East Riding of Yorkshire (2007 T599) 

The provisional valuer suggested £400; the Committee examined the ring in light of this.  Noting the popularity of 

the Viking artefacts, the Committee highlighted the characteristic and dominant Viking nature of this ring, and in 

agreement with the provisional valuer, recommended £400.  

 

22 *Viking silver ingot from Barton-Upon-Humber, North Lincolnshire (2008 T7) 

The provisional valuer suggested £46-£50; the Committee considered the ingot in light of this. In an effort to 

maintain consistency with recommended values for past Viking silver ingots (see for example cases 2006 T204 

and 2006 T57), based on metal content and weight, the Committee recommended £60.  

 

23 *Viking hacksilver brooch fragment from Snape with Thorpe, North Yorkshire (2007 T445) 

The provisional valuer suggested £25; the Committee examined the find in light of this and concurred with the 

provisional valuer’s assessment.  The Committee recommended £25.   

 

 

Anglo-Saxon Artefacts 

 

24 *Anglo-Saxon silver hooked tag from Coberley, Gloucestershire (2007 T500) 

The provisional valuer suggested £180; the Committee considered the hooked tag in light of this, commenting on 

its interesting, rare and distinctive character. A similar hooked tag, of double the size but with less damage from 

West Wratting, Cambridgeshire (2004 T263) was valued at £400.  Due to the slight damage suffered by the item 

under consideration, the Committee found that the suggested value was quite reasonable.  The Committee 

recommended £180. 

 

25 *Anglo-Saxon silver hooked tag from Crawley, Hampshire (2007 T281) 

The provisional valuer suggested £250; the Committee inspected the find in light of this, taking account of its 

completeness and rarity.  In agreement with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £250.   

 

26 *Anglo-Saxon gold coin pendant from Worth, Kent (2007 T673) 

The provisional valuer suggested £350; the Committee examined the coin pendant in light of this.  The slightly 

worn design is balanced by the historically interesting nature of the object as being a likely Visigothic imitation of 

a Byzantine coin. It was felt that this characteristic would attract attention on the open market and therefore the 

suggested price is justifiably higher than the example cited by the provisional valuer.  The Committee 

recommended £350.   

 

27 Anglo-Saxon gold pendant from Ramsgate, Kent (2007 T502) 

The provisional valuer suggested £900; the Committee inspected the pendant in light of this, commenting on the 

relatively poor quality of this item and the fact that it is cast.  It was felt that the example mentioned by the 

provisional valuer, with a backplate and setting, was of a finer nature, and that the absence of these features in the 

object under consideration was not given enough weight.  The Committee believed the suggested value to be 

much too high, and asked for a second valuation before making a recommendation. 

 

28 Anglo-Saxon gold bracteate from Shalfleet, Isle of Wight (2008 T127) 

The provisional valuer suggested £900-£1000; the Committee considered the find in light of this, noting its nice 

quality.  A similar bracteate, of more substance, from Denton, Kent (2004 T154) was valued at £1,300. The 

relatively weak design of the item under inspection is compensated for by the fact that it has only suffered minor 

crumpling, and the suggested price was therefore felt to be reasonable.  The Committee recommended £1000. 

 

29 Anglo-Saxon silver strap-end from Caunton, Nottinghamshire (2007 T655) 

The provisional valuer suggested £60-£70; the Finder has submitted comments.  The Committee considered the 

object in light of this, taking particular care to note the proper dimensions of the strap-end, as per the request of 

the Finder.  The Committee commented that silver strap-ends are not uncommon on the market, with several 

complete ones being offered in the range of $300 to $500 in American markets. The fact that this strap-end is 

incomplete prevents the Committee from proposing such a value for it. However, it was pointed out that this piece 

contains good interlaced decoration.  The Committee recommended £120.     

   

30 Anglo-Saxon gold cross pendant from Newark area, Nottinghamshire (2007 T594) 

The provisional valuer suggested £6000-£7000; this item was deferred at the request of the Finder in order to 



allow him time to commission a private valuation. 

 

Medieval Artefacts 

 

31 *Medieval silver coin brooch from Penllyn, Vale of Glamorgan (07.14) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80; the Committee inspected the brooch in light of this and felt that that the 

provisional valuation was well-argued, and that the fragmentary nature of the find prevented it from having a 

higher value.  The Committee agreed with the provisional valuer, and recommended £80.   

 

32 *Medieval silver coin brooch from Vernham Dean, Hampshire (2006 T350) 

The provisional valuer suggested £200; the Committee considered the coin brooch in light of this and determined 

that bases for the figure were quite reasonable, especially with regards to the gilding.  It felt that the provisional 

valuation was accurate, and agreeing with the provisional valuer, recommended £200. 

 

33 *Medieval silver-gilt pendant from Great Smeaton, North Yorkshire (2007 T598) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150; the Finder has submitted comments, with examples provided of similar 

pendants from The Searcher (issue 199, £125) and Nigel Mills’ Medieval Artefacts (pg 102, £425-£1000). 

Yorkshire Museum has responded to these comments.  The Committee considered the pendant in light of these 

and felt that the suggested value was indeed low, given its overall good condition.   In response to the Museum’s 

comments about ‘the scratches, dents, and incompleteness’ the Committee replied that these were typical for 

objects of this age and did not detract significantly from its appeal.  The Committee believed that the pendant’s 

monogram would also contribute to its attractiveness to a collector.  Based on these factors and what it felt was 

the current market for such an object, the Committee recommended £300.  

 

34 *Medieval silver scabbard chape from Wonstone, Hampshire (2007 T341) 

The provisional valuer suggested £120; the Finder has submitted comments.  The Committee examined the 

scabbard chape with these comments in mind and felt that the suggested valuations submitted by the Finder 

provided less relevant justification than that of the provisional valuer.  Moreover, its own belief as to the market 

value of the chape reflected those of the provisional valuer..  The Committee recommended £120.   

 

35 *Medieval silver-gilt hollow object from Coberley, Gloucestershire (2007 T696) 

The provisional valuer suggested £225; the Committee inspected the item in light of this and questioned the 

appeal that such an item, given its incomplete state, might have.  It felt that the object might attract some interest 

as a curiosity among collectors or arms and armour.  Even so, the Committee was concerned that the suggested 

value was too high, and therefore recommended £200. 

 

36 *Medieval silver seal matrix from Shorwell, Isle of Wight (2008 T259) 

The provisional valuer suggested £300; the Committee considered the seal matrix in light of this, admiring the 

good condition and completeness of the object.  However, it was suggested that a personal inscription or coat-of-

arms would have justified the proposed value more than this generic one.  The Committee recommended £275.  

 

37 *Medieval silver-gilt finger-ring from Pulborough, West Sussex (2007 T364) 

The provisional valuer suggested £275; the Committee inspected the ring in light of this.  It noted the wear but 

also acknowledged the ring’s wearability and appeal to collectors of rings, and agreeing with the provisional 

valuer, the Committee recommended £275.   

 

38 *Medieval silver finger-ring from Llancarfan, Vale of Glamorgan (06.16) 

The provisional valuer suggested £250; the Committee viewed the ring, bearing this information in mind.  It 

commended the ring’s nice, attractive stone, and agreed with the provisional valuer that the broken hoop 

unfortunately affected its market value.  The Committee recommended £250. 

 

39 *Medieval silver-finger-ring from Laughton, East Sussex (2008 T4) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150; the Committee examined the ring in light of this.  This ring was 

remarkably similar to the next item on the agenda (2008 T362), sharing the same features, design and inscription.  

The provisional valuation of that ring, provided by a different expert, was also £150.  The Committee took this as 

a good estimate for the market value of these talismanic rings.  The Committee recommended £150. 

 

40 *Medieval silver finger-ring from Shalfleet, Isle of Wight (2008 T362) 

The provisional valuer suggested £150; the Committee inspected the ring in light of this. This ring was 

remarkably similar to the previous item on the agenda (2008 T4), sharing the same features, design and 

inscription.  The provisional valuation of that ring, provided by a different expert, was also £150.  The Committee 

took this as a good estimate for the market value of these talismanic rings.  It felt, however, that this ring was of a 

slightly finer nature, and that this should be reflected in the value.  The Committee recommended £160. 



 

41 *Medieval silver crucifix from Pontefract, West Yorks (2007 T81) 

The provisional valuer suggested £250; it was believed upon closer inspection by the Committee that this 

suggested value was intended for the next item on the agenda (2007 T394), and that that item’s proposed value, 

£65, was intended for this item.  The Secretariat to the Committee shall write to the provisional valuer to ask if 

this is the case.  Assuming that it is, the Committee, whilst noting the extreme wear of this crucifix, expressed a 

concern that the figure was slightly low.  Given interest in devotional pieces, the Committee recommended £100.   

 

42 *Medieval silver-gilt crucifix from Saxton, North Yorks (2007 T394) 

The provisional valuer suggested £65; the Finder has submitted two sets of comments, and the museum has 

responded to these. It was believed upon closer inspection by the Committee that this suggested value was 

intended for the previous item on the agenda (2007 T81), and that that item’s proposed value, £250, was intended 

for this item.  The Secretariat to the Committee shall write to the provisional valuer to ask if this is the case.  

Assuming that it is, the Committee examined the crucifix in light of this figure and the comments submitted.  It 

considered the examples provided by the Finder and stated that whilst this is an interesting piece, the damage 

suffered makes it unlikely to command a higher figure.  The Committee also took into account the Museum’s 

concerns, but felt that the wear and damage were not sufficient to reduce the value below that which was 

suggested.  The Committee recommended £250. 

 

43 Medieval gold finger-ring from Llanfair, Vale of Glamorgan (07.18) 

The provisional valuer suggested £1,000; the Committee examined the ring in light of this and commented on its 

overall attractiveness.  Finding the suggested value reasonable, the Committee recommended £1,000.  

 

44 Medieval gold finger-ring from Rhoose, Vale of Glamorgan (07.19) 

The provisional valuer suggested £1,500; the Committee took this into consideration when inspecting the ring and 

noted that the detriment of the misshapen hoop was offset by the nice quality of the item.  Agreeing with the 

provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £1,500. 

 

45 Medieval gold finger-ring from New Romney, Kent (2007 T632) 

The provisional valuer suggested £2,500; the Committee examined the ring in light of this.  It believed that the 

ring featured an exciting bezel with a well-cut figure.  It was felt that these qualities, combined with the 

inscription and the unusual shape, would attract attention from ring collectors.  Therefore, the Committee found 

itself in agreement with the provisional valuer, and recommended £2,500. 

 

 

Post-Medieval artefacts 

 

46 *Post-Medieval silver seal from Coxhoe, Durham (2007 T86) 

The provisional valuer suggested £60; the Committee inspected the item in light of this, and due to the legible 

figure of this seal considered that the suggested value was reasonable for the damaged item.  The Committee 

recommended £60. 

 

47 *Post-Medieval silver cap hook from Hartpury, Glos (2008 T230) 

The provisional valuer suggested £120; the Committee took this into consideration when viewing the cap hook.  It 

was concerned that the suggested figure was slightly exaggerated, given the damaged state of the cap hook, and 

that this was not fully compensated for by the item’s uniqueness.  Therefore the Committee recommended £100.  

 

48 *Post-Medieval silver-gilt posy ring from Penllyn, Vale of Glamorgan (07.16) 

The provisional valuer suggested £100; the Committee examined the ring in light of this.  It was felt that the 

interesting inscription and quality manufacture justified a slightly higher price, although the wear and fracture 

were taken into account.  The Committee recommended £120. 

 

49 *Post-Medieval silver finger-ring from Penllyn, Vale of Glamorgan (06.18) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80-£100; the Committee inspected the ring in light of this and put forth the 

opinion that it would be difficult to sell this piece, as it is only a fragment.  Therefore the suggested value was 

seen to be slightly high, and the Committee recommended £60. 

 

50 Post-Medieval gold finger-ring from Dinas Powys, vale of Glamorgan (07.08) 

The provisional valuer suggested £500; the Finder has submitted comments to the provisional valuation.  The 

Committee took this into consideration when viewing the object, and whilst agreeing that it is a nice example of a 

posy ring and in good condition, commented that the ambiguity of the inscription did not add anything to its 

value.  Agreeing with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £500.   

 



51 Post-Medieval gold finger-ring from Winterbourne, Wilts (2007 T317) 

The provisional valuer suggested £12,000; the Landowner and Museum have submitted comments.  The 

Landowner mentioned that the ring had been shown to a representative of Bonham’s who claimed it would start at 

£10,000 at auction.  The Museum quoted a jewellery specialist in Burlington Arcade, who claimed it was worth 

£4,000-£5,000.  Neither provided actual commissioned valuations.  The Committee viewed the ring in light of 

these, acknowledging its fine character.  Given the wide disparity in suggested prices, the Committee thought it 

best to seek a second valuation on the piece, and requested this be performed before recommending a value.   

 

52 Post-Medieval silver-gilt hooked tag from Kelsale, Suffolk (2007 T713) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £100; The TVC recommended £80 (6/08/08).  The Finder has submitted a 

challenge. The Committee considered the object these in light of these and found that there was no new additional 

evidence for increasing the valuation.  In response to the Finder’s concern that the importance of the missing loop 

had been exaggerated, the Committee noted that complete hooked tags are offered for sale for as little as £110.  

The Committee did not change its valuation, and recommended £80.  

 

53 Post-Medieval silver spoon from Littlehempton, Devon (2006 T420)- 2
nd

 Viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £420; the TVC requested that a second valuation (12/12/08). An expert in 

antique silver valued this at £1,700.  The Committee took this under advice when considering the spoon and 

believed that the second valuation was much more in line with what they expected this piece to be worth.  

However, there was some concern about the justification for this figure, as the second valuer did not provide 

any comperanda to accompany the suggestion.  Knowing that this object falls into a niche market and 

desiring to be as thorough as possible, the Committee requested that the second valuer supply them with 

examples of similar items whose settled prices fall within the range of the suggested value. 
 

54 Post-Medieval gold finger-ring from Whitchurch area, Cheshire (2007 T156)- 3
rd

  Viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £200; Finder previously submitted comments. The TVC recommended £300 

(14/05/08).  The Finder submitted a challenge.  The TVC confirmed the original valuation of £300 (6/08/08).  The 

Finder has submitted another challenge.  The Committee investigated the ring in light of the Finder’s submission 

and felt that there was no further evidence provided to convince it that its previous valuation was erroneous, 

therefore it confirmed its recommendation of £300. 

.    
Item 4: Norfolk Cases 

 

55 Late Bronze Age base metal group from Ludham, Norfolk (2008 T95) 

The provisional valuer suggested £4,250; the Landowner and the Finders have submitted comments.  The Finders 

comments include a private valuation from Valued History of £6,000.  The Committee considered the group in 

light of these, assuring the interested parties that the valuation would take into consideration all of the 40 objects 

deposited by the Finders.  The items singled out in the provisional valuation are simply those of note.  It was felt 

that this itemised valuation was more reasoned and thorough than that performed by Valued History.  The gouges 

and small axes in this group were praised for their nice quality, and the Committee felt that the provisional 

valuation was slightly low in comparison to similar Bronze Age base metal groups.  Therefore the Committee 

recommended £4,500.   

 

56 *Iron Age copper alloy objects (2) from Attleborough area, Norfolk (2008 T98) 

The provisional valuer suggested at £280-£300; the Committee considered the objects in light of this.  It was 

agreed that the items were quite attractive and, concurring with the provisional valuer, the Committee 

recommended £300. 

 

57 Anglo-Saxon silver-gilt pin from Scole, Norfolk (2008 T250)  

The provisional valuer suggested £120-£130; the Finder has submitted comments and private valuation from 

Timeline Originals of £150.  The Committee took these under consideration when investigating the object.  

Whilst the head itself is nice, it represents a fragment of the complete object and consequently would be more 

difficult to sell.  It found the provisional valuer’s suggestion a more agreeable amount, and recommended £120.  

 

58 Anglo-Saxon gold pendant from Dersingham area, Norfolk (2008 T258) 

The provisional valuer suggested £600-£650; the Committee examined the pendant in light of this and thought it a 

nice example, agreeing that it is ‘charming and wearable’ but ‘small’.  The suggested value was deemed 

reasonable, and the Committee recommended £600. 

 

59 *Medieval silver seal matrix from Hillngton, Norfolk (2008 T208)  

The provisional valuer suggested £200; the Committee inspected the seal in light of this and commented that the 

lettering is nice, if not unique.  This feature balanced the unfortunate missing stone and the Committee, agreeing 



with the provisional valuer, suggested £200. 

 

60 Medieval silver pendant from Norfolk area (2007 T520) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The first provisional valuer suggested £150; The TVC requested a second provisional valuation (6/08/08).  The 

second provisional valuer suggested £250; the Committee took both of these under advice when viewing the 

pendant.  The second valuation was seen to be more commensurate with the Committee’s own opinion.  Based on 

the quality of the inscription and the undistorted shape of the pendant, the Committee recommended £250. 

 

61 Post-Medieval gold finger-ring from Edgefield, Norfolk (2007 T359) – 2
nd

 viewing 

The provisional valuer suggested £800; the TVC recommended £800 (14/05/08).  The Finder has submitted a 

challenge, containing a private valuation from of £1500.  The Committee took this under advice 

and viewed the object again, noting the base quality of the ring, its lack of enamel and its distortion, but also the 

nice design.  After reconsideration and further evidence, it was felt that the original valuation was slightly low, 

and the Committee recommended £1000.   

 

62 Medieval coins (6) from Deopham area, Norfolk (2007 T676) 

The provisional valuer suggested £80-£120; one coin is now missing, lost whilst in the possession of the 

landowner.  The Committee examined the coins in light of this information, noting the unfortunate loss of the 

sixth coin and stating that its recommendation would reflect the value of the remaining five coins.  It would be 

impossible for the Committee to speculate on the identity, not to mention the condition and therefore value, of the 

missing coin.  Finding the suggested range for the coins reasonable, the Committee recommended £100. 

 

 

Item 5: Coins 

 

Iron Age coins 

 

63 Iron Age gold coins (14) from Westerham, Kent (2007 T624) 

The provisional valuer suggested £3,400-£3,800; the Finder has submitted comments.  The Committee considered 

the coins in light of these, noting that the condition of the coins from the July 2008 auction (cited by the Finder) is 

unknown and therefore difficult to compare with those under investigation.  The Committee commented on the 

sharp design on the reverse of these coins.  Finding the provisional value reasonable, the Committee 

recommended £3,800. 

 

Roman coins 

 

64 Roman silver denarii (3) from Selsey, West Sussex (2007 T377) 

The provisional valuer suggested £35-£45; the Committee took this under advice when viewing the coins.  One of 

the coins is in Fine to Very Fine condition and most of the value of the group is invested in this item.  Agreeing 

with the provisional valuer, the Committee recommended £40. 

 

65 Roman silver coin hoard (62) from Stanton area, Derbyshire (2007 T570) 

The provisional valuer suggested £400-£500; the Finder has submitted comments.  In response to the Finder’s 

concerns, the Committee confirmed that ‘cleanability’ was taken into consideration when valuing the coins.  The 

members of the Committee found it useful to separate the coins into three categories according to their quality and 

completeness: as such 19 coins were listed in the ‘high’ category, 24 in the ‘middle’ and 19 in the ‘low’.  A closer 

examination of the coins within this range, with special consideration of the rare coins, led the Committee to 

recommend £550 for the hoard. 

 

66 Roman silver coin hoard (101) from Leckford, Hampshire (2006 T194) 

The provisional valuer suggested £300-£400.  Two brooches and 25 coins were discovered and deposited after the 

101 silver coins, but were awaiting report at the time of the Committee meeting.  This item was therefore deferred 

until the next meeting. 

 

 

Medieval coins 

 

67 Medieval silver coins (5) from Llantwit Major, Vale of Glamorgan (06.19) 

The provisional valuer suggested £750-£950; the Committee inspected the coins in light of this.  Feeling that the 

suggested figure was well-reasoned and accurate, the Committee recommended £850. 

 

68 Medieval coins (324) from Brackley area, Northamptonshire (2005 T437) 

The provisional valuer suggested £51,770-£72-190 for the hoard and £4,200-£5,750 for a selection of the coins; 



the British Museum hopes to acquire the selection of coins.  The Committee examined the coins in light of this 

and was mostly in agreement with the value assigned for the selection.  Due to the nice condition of these 14 

coins, it was felt that a figure in the higher end of the proposed range was reasonable.  The Committee 

recommended 5,500.   

 

 

 

Post-Medieval coins 

 

69 Post Medieval gold unites (59) from Chipping Norton, Oxon (2005 T65) 

The provisional valuer suggested £55,000; Oxfordshire Museums Service have withdrawn their interest in this 

case due to fund-raising issues, The British Museum hopes to acquire 2 coins (valued separately in the valuation). 

The Committee have been asked to clarify the individual recommended valuation for these two coins.  The 

Committee commented that the suggested figure for the two coins was reasonable, and choosing the middle range 

value, recommended £1700. 

 

 

 

 

Item 6: Viking hoard from ‘Vale of York’ 

 

70 Viking hoard from ‘Vale of York’, North Yorkshire (2007 T2) – 5
th

 Viewing 

The frst provisional valuer valued a) the bowl, b) the gold armlet, c) the hack silver and c) the 617 coins at 

£496,000. The second provisional valuer 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 first provisional coin valuer valued the 617 coins at £850,000. The 

second provisional valuer 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 Finders and Landowner’s solicitor 

submitted a challenge concerning the Committee’s minuted reply in February 2008 and May 2008.  The 

Committee addressed this issue (27/06/08).  The Landowner’s solicitor has submitted a further challenge, 

concering the weight to be given to an international market valuation. 

 

In an effort to prevent any misunderstandings, the Chairman circulated a brief outlining the Committee’s position 

on the Vale of York case.  The other members of the Committee were in unanimous agreement that it represented 

their position as well.  The contents of the paper are as follows: 

 

HARROGATE: TVC’s POSITION 29
th

 OCTOBER 2008 

 

1.   TVC has considered in meticulous detail every submission and representation made by the finders and 

their solicitors and by the landowners.  These amount to more than 40 pages of written material.  In particular, 

but without prejudice to other matters, TVC has given due weight to the four principal factors enumerated by 

the finders’ solicitors in their letter of 26
th
 March 2008: quality, rarity, condition and historical importance. 

 

2.  TVC has also given meticulous consideration to the submissions and representations made by the British 

Museum and the Vale of York Trust.  These amount to more than 10 pages of written material. 

 

3.  Having regard to the volume of correspondence and the number of occasions on which TVC has 

deliberated on this case, coupled with the absence of one member today and the availability of detailed 

records elsewhere, TVC feels that it is impractical and uneconomical to produce a further detailed analysis of 

the reasoning and evidence that led to its recommendations on this matter. 

 

4.   TVC is not aware of having paid regard to any irrelevant matter or of having failed to pay regard to any 

relevant matter. 

 

5.   Recent correspondence has concerned overseas sale prices.  TVC would comment as follows: 

 

(i)   TVC’s position on this has been misrepresented and DCMS must make this clear to the parties. 

 

(ii)  The result of this misrepresentation has been a time-consuming and avoidable further call on the 

time and resources of TVC, diverting it from other important work. 

 



(iii) Contrary to the impression generated by DCMS, TVC paid careful regard to the evidence of Mr 

du Ry and the price indicators adduced by him, and treated his evidence with respect. 

 

(iv)  In so doing TVC used its best endeavours to examine those submissions in perspective.  Among the 

contextual matters examined by TVC in this regard were the identity, comparative nature and quality of 

the object in question, the submissions of  of the British Museum, the TVC’s own experience 

and expertise, and the fact that certain sales to which Mr referred were not transactions to which the 

UK export licensing regime would apply. 

 

(v)  Taking these and other matters in the round, TVC concluded that the sale indicators quoted by Mr 

 though material to its deliberations and meriting consideration, did not offer a determinative 

indication of the market status of the present object.  The parallels cited by Mr were not 

considered sufficiently similar to justify a revision of TVC’s former conclusion.  

 

6.   TVC notes with concern that, although it concluded its consideration of this matter at the meeting in July 

2008, the Minister wrote to the finders’ solicitor on 27
th
 September 2008 stating that TVC “has not yet made a 

recommendation” on this matter. 

 

7.   In this context TVC: 

 

(i)  Would welcome enlightenment as to why its July 2008 recommendation was not conveyed to the 

Minister and treated as conclusive within a reasonable period of its being made. 

 

(ii)  Believes that a clearer dividing line needs to be drawn between the TVC’s term of jurisdiction in 

a given case and the point from which that jurisdiction is defunct, with the result that further 

recommendations must be made to the Minister by way of appeal. 

 

(iii)  Records its concern that this case might give rise to the impression that TVC is prepared to hear 

serial submissions over an extended period, when all relevant evidence and argument might reasonably 

have been presented over a shorter period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 The Committee 

therefore resolved that a Rider be incorporated into the minutes of 27 June 2008,  recording that 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. 

 

At the request of the DCMS, the Committee reviewed all of the printed evidence, comments and challenges 

pertaining to this case, and viewed the objects and the coins in light of this.  The Committee found no further 

justification for changing its recommended valuation of £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. 

 

 

Item 7: Any Other Business 

 

 Medieval coin hoard from Skipton, North Yorkshire (2006 T354)  
The valuation for the find (£2,200) has not been challenged.  However, the case returned to the Committee in 

September at the end of the three month period in which it was hoped that outstanding issues of the potential 



extra finder, Mr , would be resolved privately. These were not resolved.  Messrs and 

were requested to provide a detailed summary of the find circumstances and comments regarding 

whether Mr was involved in any aspect of the discovery, who the finder of each of the coins was, 

and any further evidence concerning the discovery of the coin. Both parties provided comments.  The 

Committee, being minded to recommend that the reward be divided equally between Mr and the 

Landowner, sought Tsol advice concerning the position of the potential extra finder, Mr  as a 

prospective participant in any reward.  The Committee noted that the coroner had not found Mr  to 

be a finder and that Mr himself had denied that there was any agreement to share the reward. 

 

 

The option of appealing the division of reward to 

the Minister is still available to Mr . 
 

The Committee is limited in its considerations: it cannot rule on the identity of any extra finder or any person 

interested in the find, though the Secretary of State has discretion to consider the latter.  The Committee can 

advise the Secretary of State generally on the circumstances of the find and the allocation of a reward between 

joint finders/persons interested. 

 

The Committee took into account the above information. As Mr was named the finder by the coroner he 

is entitled to a reward. Mr  as he was not named Finder by the coroner, can participate in the reward 

only if he had an agreement with Mr   Mr  has stated that there was an agreement to share the 

reward but Mr  has denied this. Since Mr is adamant that there is no agreement then the 

Committee can not give him a share of the reward on that basis. 

 

 

 Margaret Hodge’s letter concerning re-appointment of Committee members 
The Committee is grateful to the Minister for her acceptance of their request to have May Sinclair appointed for 

a third term on the Committee.   

 

However, the Committee views with concern the decision not to renew the position occupied by Trevor Austin.  

It considers that without Mr Austin’s expertise, the work of the Committee will be at a severe disadvantage.  

The Committee wishes to invite Mr Austin to continue attending valuation meetings as an ‘expert advisor’ until 

the issue of reappointment is settled. 

 

The Committee cited several specific reasons for their desire to have Mr Austin continue in his role.  These 

were: 

 - his specialist knowledge of certain categories of objects, particularly prehistoric artefacts 

 - the important role that Mr Austin serves as a representative of the metal detectorist community.  

With reference to Treasure Act 1996 Code of Practice §66, which states ‘the Government recognises  

that it is important not just that the valuations agreed by the Committee should be fair but that they  

should be seen to be fair’, Mr Austin’s position compliments that of another member of the Committee,  

Dr. Tim Pestell, who works in the museum community.   

- Mr Austin serves as an external spokesman for and advocate of the Committee’s work among metal  

detectorists and the public in general, frequently speaking at detectorist meetings and writing for  

detectorist publications. 

 

The Committee also noted that Mr Austin’s term formally expired in December 2007, and that since that time 

he had attended meetings as an ‘expert advisor’; any decision to halt that practice now, while the workload of 

the Committee is increasingly intense, would prejudice the efficient workings of the Committee with no 

compensating advantage. 

 

    

 

 

  
 

 



    

  

 

   

  

  

  

 

   

 

  

 

 

Item 8: Date of next meeting:  Tuesday 6
th
 January 2009 

 

Item 9: Useful notes 
 

          Spreadsheet of Ingot weight, metal content and purity vs. value 

 




