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THOMAS L. FARRAR, CHARLOTTESVILLE 
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STATE PUBLICITY R. A. GILLIAM 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY AND TREASURER Shenandoah National Park 

Division 
S . H , MARSH, SUPERVISOR 

PHONE e•, P'RONT ROYAL 

ADDRESS YOUR REPLY TO 

FRONT ROYAL, VA. 

August 10, 1933 

TO THE CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ROCKINGHAM COUNTY. 

Dear Sir: 

We are handing you for file in the Shenandoah National Park Condemnation Proceedings pending in your court, affidavits as listed below: 

Affidavit of s. H. Marsh, Dated July 1, 1933, Re. Rockingham 
county Exceptions. Supplemental Affidavit of George H. Levi, Dated August 5, 
1933, Re. General. Affidavit of M.A. Price, Dated April 1st, 1933. Re. General 
Rockingham county supplemental Affidavit of Miller A. Price, Dated August 5, 

1933, Re . General Affidavit of W. L. Green, Dat®d March 31, 1933 . Re. General . 
Rockingham county Supplemental Affidavit of w. L. Green, Dated August 5, 1933 

Re . General. 



STATE OF VIRG!· I.\ 

COUi\1TY OF ROCK!- 0HA' , to-ui t : 

This is to certify that I have tis day received of 

Elliott :Marshall , the following o.f'fidnvits : 

Aff idav1 t of s . H. Marsht dated July 1 ., 1933, Re. Rockineham 
County Excepti ons . 

Supplemental Affidavit of George H. Levi , dated August 5 , 
1933 , Re. General . 

Affidavit of M. A. Price, dated April 1 , 1933, Re . General 
Roclingham County 

Supplemen tal Affidavit of Millar A. Price , dated .August 5 , 
1933 ,. Re. General 

Affidavit of w. L. Groen , nated March 31, 1933. Re . General . 
Rookine)lam County 

Supple.nental Af:f1dnv1t of W. L . Green, d ted August 5 • 1933 
Re . General . 

I further eer tify that I have marked all of the s1c id 

papers as filed in the Circ111t Court of Rockingham. County , Virginia , 

among the pap ers of the Shenandoah Mati o .. nl Park Condm. proceed­

i ngs as of August 15, 1933 o.t 4:30 P . 1¥. 

Tes te : , Clerk ---~"""""'....._..""""" ______ ,._~---
of Cir cu 1 t Court f Rockingham County, 

Virgin 11 . 



SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF GEORGE H. LEVI, DATED 

Filed in the Clerk's Offi1 
Q Rockingham County, Va 

AUG ;s- 1933·1/:10 

~Clef 
AUG . 5,1933.RE. GENERAL. 

This affidavit is made at the request of the State Com­

mission on Conservation and Development of the State of Virginia for 

file with the record in all or any of the following Public Park Con­

demnation proceedings pending in the Circuit Courts of the Counties 

of Virginia in which said Commission is Petitioner and in which the 

defendants are as follows: Virginia Atwood, et als, etc., in the Cir­

cuit Court of Warren County; Ada Abbott and others, etc., in the Cir­

cuit Court of Page County; Clifton Aylor and others, etc., in the 

Circuit Court of Rappahannock County; Armentrout, C. E. and others, 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Greene County; Archer, A. w. and others, 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Augusta County; Cassandra Lawson Atkins, 

et als., etc., in the Circuit Court of Rockingham County; w. L. Arey 

and others, etc., in the Circuit Court of Albemarle County; D. F. 

Anderson, et als, etc., in the Circuit Court of Madison County. 

It is my understanding, purpose and intention in making 

this sworn statement, that the said Commission may, in its discretion, 

file and submit the same in support of its prayers, motions, answers 

and contentions submitted in the course of all or any of the above 

mentioned condemnation proQeedings, including its answers to the sev­

eral motions by claimants and landowners in the several above mentipn­

ed, condemnation proceedings, praying the respective courts to decline 

to accept or to disapprove the respective reports and findings of 

Special Investigators and Boards of Appraisal Commissioners appointed 

in the course of the said condemnation proceedings: 



My name is George H. Levi. My post office address is 

Berryville, Virginia. I am a farmer by occupation, and from time 

to time in the last twenty years I have owned, operated, managed, 

bought, sold and leased farm lands including grazing lands, orchards, 

vegetable and fruit gardens and the like. 

I v~s appointed a Special Investigator and a member of 

the different Boards of Appraisal Commissioners appointed in the 

course of the above mentioned Shenandoah National Park Condemnation 

proceedings in the counties of Warren, Rappahannock, Page and Rock­

ingham, and as such I joined in the preparation of the respective 

reports of said Boards filed with the record in the above mentioned 

condemnation proceedings in the respective Clerks' offices. 

Iw as eleeted as Secretary of each of the said Boards, and 

acted as such Secretary in the preparation and filing of their reports. 

The members of the Appraisal Boards of which I was a member 

were in most cases able to agree on our findings as to the market 

value of the different tracts, and the amount of incidental damages 

to be allowed, though in many cases prolonged and repeated discussions 

were necessary to enable us to unite in our findings; and in a few 

cases we adopted as our findings of value the figures upon which only 

two of our number were fully agreed if we found it impossible to come 

to a unanimous vote, or if the third member was not entirely satisfied 

with the figures agreed upon by the other two, after full discussion. 

But in all cases at least two of the members were in agreement as 

to the fair market value and the damages before the figures as re­

ported were finally adopted. 



While tt sometimes happened that one or other of the 

members, and in some cases all of the members changed or modified 

their views as a result of discussion and argument among ourselves, 

such changes of view were wholly the result of mutual discussion 

and concessions to the weight of· the opinion of the other members, 

and sometimes of additional inspections of the tracts themselves; 

and we had no agreement or understanding by which we bound ourselves 

to accept the average of our individual figures, whatever they might 

be. 

The members of each and all the Boards of Appraisal Com­

missioners of which I was a member were all of opinion and agreed 

with each other that, having adopted the practice of hearing the 

witnesses and taking all the evidence at public hearings when we all 

three sat together, (except as indicated in my affidavit caption-

ed "Affidavit of George H. Levi, dated March 23, 1933, Re. General) 

we should go together to make our "views or personal inspections" 

of the lands sought to be condemned, and we did in fact go together 

and viewed and inspected together the va rious tracts, the values of 

which a re set out in our reports; and to the best of my knowledge and 

belief, none of the members visited any of these tracts separately 

from the other members af the Board in the County in which the tract 

was located; and this was the procedure agreed upon and adopted in 

making our views and inspections of all the separate tracts, the 

value of which was shown in our reports. 

The several Boards of which I was a member, made findings 

of value and incidental damages in some cases greater, in some cases 

less, than the values placed on the various tracts in the appraisal 



sheets submitted by the witnesses for the Petitioner, and in many 

cases we found the values and damages to be the amount shown on these 

appraisal sheets after full consideration of all the evidence. So 

also, we found the facts as to the location of the land, its acreage, 

the nature of the imRrovements, and of other elements of value as 

set forth in the said appraisal sheets, in many, if not in most cases 

to be notably accurate and correct, and in such cases we frequently 

adopted the relation of facts set forth in these a ppraisal sheets in 

filling out our own sheets, where the evidence and the results of our 

own inspection and view of the land satisfied us as to the accuracy 

and correctness of these appraisal sheets, and of the values set forth 

therein. But in cases in which the evidence, considered together 

with our own view of the lands in question, disclosed other, or dif­

ferent or additional facts than those set out in these appraisal 

sheets, we set out the fact"s and the values as we found them in our 

own work sheets. 

While an examination of our work sheets will show many 

such changes, necessitated by a consideration of the evidence sub­

mitted by owners and claimants, all the members of the several Boards 

of which I was a member were mu.ch impressed with the manifest evi­

dences of the care and skill with which each of these appraisal sheets 

had been prepared and the substantial accuracy and correctness with 

which they set out the various elements of value of each tract. 

We based our findings of value of the fee simple estate in 

the various tracts mentioned in our reports on the fair market value 

which (as was repeatedly submitted to us from the outset by Counsel 

for the Petitioner, and by the attorneys for various claimants who 

1o 



appeared before us) we understood to be the amount for which the 

tract might be sold if without being obligated to do so, the owner 

desired to sell and there were buyers who desired to buy 

the particular tract whose market value was to be ascertained by us. 

Counsel-for the Petitioner from the outset, and other at­

torneys who appeared before us also expressed their opinions that 

we should not take into consideration assessed valuations of the 

tracts in question or of other similar tracts, or prices paid at 

forced sales, and that in considering prices paid for other similar 

tracts we should not give consideration to sales made at too remote 

a time prior to the date when we made our f i ndings as to prices paid 

for lands so remote or distant from the tract in question that dif­

ferences in time or location or of local conditions might affect the 

value of the lands differently, and these contentions appearing to 

be well founded, we were careful to act upon them in every case. 

All of the members were fully informed by their own experience and 

observation as to the fact that in Virginia, assessed values are in 

most cases far below the real value of the lands assessed, and 

in making our findings as to values and damages we wholly disregarded 

any evidence as to assessed acreage and value and gave it no considera­

tion except as evidence as to a claim of ownership by the person 

in whose name any particular lands were assessed and who paid taxes as 

assessed. 

Counsel for the Petitioner, from the outset, and on va­

rious occasions stated in discussion of questions of value to be de­

termined by us, that while it wa s our duty to ascerta in the fair 

market value of t he lands, neither too much nor too little, never-



theless the courts always recognized and approved liberal but not 
.. 

excessive findings of value in condemnation proceedings in which 

the ovlners were being deprived of their lands for the benefit of 

the public whether they themselves were or were not willing to part 

with them for the price awarded. And while we endeavored in each 

instance to f'ind the f'air market value, we tried always to see to 

it that if we erred at all we erred on the side of liberality rather 

than on the side of niggardliness. · 

No member of any of the Boards of which I was a member, so 

far as I know, had any interest, either direct or indirect in the es­

tablishment of the Park, beyond th.at which any intelligent citizen 

of the State of Virginia may be supposed to have in the establishment 

of a National Public Park within the state. And in finding the facts 

of value and the amount of incidental damages in each case, we were 

careful not to give any weight to any consideration of the possibility 

of the need for low findings of value to enable the State to acquire 

the tract. We clearly understood that the laws and the Constitution 

of the State protect each private owner in his right to just compensa­

tion for his lands if they are taken for public uses. Counsel for- the 

Petitioner as . well as the attorneys for different claimants repea.ted- ­

ly called ou~ attention to these constitutional provisions protecting 

the rights of the private citizen and of private ownership. 

My attention has been directed to an affidavit of G. L. 

Wilkinson, executed on the 19th day of May, 1933, an affidavit of 

Mr. Tyler Miller, Superintendent of Schools, an affidavit of John A. 

Keyser, executed on May 19, 1933, in which they say that they fre­

quently saw the members of the Boards of Appraisal Commissioners in 

73 I 



the Park Office in Front Royal, and saw Mr. Marsh and Mr. Stone­

burner and the aitorneys and other employees of the Petitioner in the 

offices of the various Boards of Appraisal Connnissioners, and tha.t 

they saw papers and records being carried to and fro between the 

o.ffices. 

It is true that in the performance of their duties the 

various Boards of Appraisal Commissioners of which I was a member, 

sometimes visited the offices of the Conservation and Development 

Commission, a nd that the attorneys for the Petitioner and Mr. Marsh 

and Mr. Stoneburner and other employees and witnesses for the Peti­

tioner frequently went to and s tayed for several hours at a time in 

the offices of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners, and tha.t on more 

than one occasion, indeed, on a number of occasions, papers and docu­

ments were carried to ap.d fro between the o.ffices. 

For a considerable time and at more or less irregular in­

tervals, the Board of Appraisal Cormnissioners of Warren County held 

public hearings in their offices which were continued from time to 

time and the attorneys for the ~etitioner and Mr. Marsh and other 

witnesses for the Petitioner regularly attended these hearings and 

frequently carried papers and documents and other records to and fro 

in connection with these hearings. It is tru~,also, tha.t the members 

of the different Boards on which I served, sometimes stopped in at 

the Park Offices in Front Royal, but in doing so, in practically all 

instances, they had some business in connection with the proceedings 

pending before them. I cannot say tha.t I, myself, nor any member 

of the Commission never entered the Park offices in Front Royal with­

out having express business there. We sometimes called if only to 

ask how many witnesses the Petitioner expe9ted to call at Sperryville 



or Washington or Luray, and whether the hearings set for that day 

would be likely to take up much time. But I can say that in most 

cases we went to these offices on business of one kind or another, 

connected with our duties; for example, we not infrequently stopped 

there to get directions and to find out the best route to take on 

our trips of inspection, to the various tracts shown on the County 

Ownership Map , and to get information as to the precise location of 

these tracts. 

Although the attorneys and agents for the Petitioner did 

not attend Yery many such inspections and views .made by us, neverthe­

less, we always notified them as to the time and place of such in­

spections and gave them an opportunity to attend. 

Then too, we sometimes found on our personal inspections 

and views that there was either error or confusion in the names of 

the owners of the various tracts shown on the County ownership Maps, 

and that where some of these maps showed two adjoining tracts claimed 

by different persons, that were in fact claimed by a single person, 

or that some other person was the real owner, or th8t there were laps 

on some of these tracts, and in order that our 1re.ps as filed might 

show our findings, we not infrequently discussed the location of the 

tracts shown on the Map with Mr. Marsh or Mr. Stoneburner, and had 

corrections made on the maps correspondingly. Then too, at the dif­

ferent times when each of the Boards of which I was a member prepared 

its report, the Boards and sometimes the Chairman and secretary called, 

on more than one occasion, at the Park Offices to see JUdge Carson, 

one of Counsel for the Petitioner, who prepared the draft of the 

report, and, on those occasions, we sometimes brought a part of our 

7.5 



papers with us so as to enable us to give him the facts as to our 

findings, but in all _such cases, there was no discussion wh~tever 

as to our findings of value and in fact, the findings as to value were 

left blank in these reports to be filled in under our direction. 

We did, however, inform Judge Carson as to the general nature of our 

findi ngs as to the various tracts substantially as set out in our 

reports. I do not doubt and.do not question the fact that the members 

of the different Boards were seen on more than one occasion discussing 

some of these matters, and discussing JUdge carson's draft of their 

report with him in the Park Office, though, as a matter of fact, the 

visits for this purpose were neither frequent nor prolonged. Aside 

from these occasions, I myself rarely saw eitner Judge carson or 

Mr. w. E. Carson in the course of the condemnation proceedings, 

though I did meet them on occasions, and responded to general in­

quiries as to how we were progressing, and the length of time it 

would probably take us to complete the work and similar matters in 

connection with the condemnation proceedings, but on no occasion did 

we discuss the evidence or the values of any of the tracts sought to 

be condemned with these gentlemen, or with anyone else. Indeed, we 

were so fareful in this regard that when 8.lllt.yone came into our offices 

while we were consulting together, we would invariably stop until they 

had left us. 

There is no ground whatever for any charge that because of 

our occasional contacts with M.'r. Marsh and M;r:. stoneburner, and the 

attorneys of the Connnission outside of the formal hearings had before 

us, any of the members of t he Boards of which I was a member, were 

subjected to any undue influence or could have been subjected to undue · 
• 



influences, or that any attempt was made on the part of any officer or 

employee or attorney of the state Commission on conservation and Develop­

ment, to exercise undue influence over us in the forming of our judgments 

as to our values and damages or that we or any of us favored one 

party more than another in making our findings . 

It is true, also, that on a few occasions, we dined at 

the same hotels or boarding houses, sometimes in the same room with 

the attorneys and agents of the Petitioner, in sperryville, and at 

other points, in the public dining rooms, but we always paid for our 

own meals and our bills were regularly audited and approved by the 

different Courts in the different counties where we were engaged in 

our war.-k. 

In the small towns and country places where we, as well as 

the officers and employees of the Commission were engaged in our 

work, such contacts were practically unavoidable , and we neither en­

couraged or discouraged them, but neither I, myself, nor any of the 

Boards of which I was a member, so far as I know , ever discussed the 

evidence or the values of the tract which we appraised on the occa­

sion of any such meetings . 

Witness my signature this __ z_day of August , 1933. 

Georgvff.ievi. 
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STATE OF VIRGINIA ) 
( ss. 

COUNTY OF WARREN ) 

Personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary 

Public in my said State and County, George H. Levi, whose name is 

signed to the foregoing statement, and who being duly sworn, made 

oath that the matters and things set forth therein are true to the 

best of his knowledge and belief. 

Witness my signature and Notarial Seal this 7 I I 

--1'-----

1933. 



filed in the Clerk'! Offic 

1 &)kingham County, Va. 

~ AU G/5"' 1933f'.:;,a 

ll.FFIDLVIT OF M. A. PRICE, DATED 1'J>RIL 1st, 1933. 
r;.l,IJ-,Lly) Cl~ 

RE • G-1,;NERAL. 
R OCKINGH.AM C OUI'JTY. 

This affidavit is made at the request of the State Com­

mission on Conservation and Development of the State of Virginia for 

file with the record in all or any of the following Public Park Con­

demnation proceedings pending in the Circuit Courts of the Counties 

of Virginia in which said Commission is petitioner , and in which the 

defendants are as follows: Virginia Atwood et als, etc., in the 

Circuit Court of Warren County; Ada Abbott and others, etc. , in the 

Circuit Court of Page County; Clifton Aylor and others etc. , in the 

C.ircui t Court of Rappahannock County; Armentrout , C. E . and others 

. etc ., in the Circuit Court of Greene County; Archer , A. w., and others 

etc. , in the C"ircui t Court of Augusta County; Cassandra Lawson Atkins 

et als., etc. , in the Circuit Court of Rockingham County; • L. Arey 

and others etc ., in the Circuit Court of Albemarle County; D. F . 

Anderson et als , etc ., in the Circuit Court of Madison County. 

It is my understanding , purpose and intention in making 

this sworn statement, that the said Commission may , in its discretion , 

file and submit the same in support of its prayers, motions , answers , 

and contentions submitted in the course of all or any of the above 

mentioned condemnation proceedings , including its answers to .the 

several motions by claimants and l and.owners in the several above men­

tioned condemnation proceedings,, praying the respective courts to 

decline to accept or to disapprove the respective reports and findings 

of Special Investigators and Boards of A~praisal Commissioners 

appointed in the course of the said. condemnation proceedings: 

- 1-

79 



My name is Miller A. Price . My post office address is 

New Market , Virginia . 

I was appointed a Special Investigator and a member of 

the different Boards of Appraisal Commissioners appointed in the 

course of the above mentioned Shenandoah N~tional Perk Condemnation 

proceedings in the counties of Warren , Rappahannock, Page and Rock­

ingham, and as such I joined in the preparation of the respective 

reports of said Boards filed with the record in the above mentioned 

condemnation proceedings in the respective Clerks' offices . 

I have read the separate affidavits of George H. Levi 

captioned as follows : "Affidavit of George H. Levi , dated March 23 , 

1933, Re General , Warren County ; n "Affidavit of George H. Levi , 

dated March 23 , 1933 , Re General , Rappahannock County ; " "Affidavit 

of George H. Levi , dated MArch 23 , 1933 , Re General , Page County , " 

and ".l.ffidavi t of George H . Le.vi , dated MHrch 23 , 1933 , Re General , 

Rockingham County, " and the matters and things set out therein are 

true to the best of my knowledge and belief . 

Witness my signature this ~day of a,,;u;,(. ,1933, 

~~ 
Miller A. Price . 



STATE OF VIRGINIA) 
(. ss . 

COUNTY OF VT ARREN ) 

Personally appeared before me , the undersigned 1ifotary 

Public in my said State and County , M. A. Price, whose name is 

signed to the foregoing statement , and who being duly sworn , 

made oath tha t t he matters and things set forth therein are 

true to the best of his knowledge and belief . 

Witness my signature and Notarial seal this first 

day of April , 1933 . 

. 
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Fi~d !" the Clerk's omce 
::) ~ kingham County, Va, 

AUG /...,- 1933 ,f.34'-

-9 &ltALfi i , . R; ~lerk 
SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF MILLER A. PRICE, DATED A1TGUST ~ 1933. GENERAL. 

This affidavit is made at the request of the State Com­

mission on Conservation and Development of the ~tate of Virginia for 

file with the record in all or any of the following Public Park Con­

demnation proceedings pending in the Circuit Courts of the Counties 

of Virginia in which said Commission is Petitioner and in which the 

defendants are as follows: Virginia Atwood, et ala, etc., in the Cir­

cuit Court of Warren County; Ada Abbott and others, etc., in the Cir­

cuit Court of Page County; Clifton Ayior and others, etc., in the 

Circuit Court of Rappahannock County; Armentrout, C. E. and others, 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Greene County; Archer, A. w. and others, 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Augusta County; Cassand~a Lawson Atkins, 

et als., etc., in the Circuit Court of Rockingham County; W. L. Arey 

and others, etc., in the Circuit Court of Albemarle County; D. F. 

Anderson, et als, etc., in the Circuit Court of Madison County. 

It is my understanding, purpose and intention in making 

this sworn statement, that the said Commission may, in its discretion, 

file and submit the same in support of its prayers, motions, answers 

and contentions submitted in the course of all or any of the above 

mentioned condemnation proceedings, including its answers to the sev­

eral motions by claimants and landowners in the several above mention­

ed condemnation proceedings, praying the respective courts to decline 

to accept or to disapprove the respective reports and findings of 

Special Investigators and Boards of Appraisal Commissioners appointed 

in the course of the said condemnation proceedings: 



My name is Miller A. Price. My post office address is 

New Market, Virginia. 

I was appointed a Special Investigator and a member of the 

different Boards of Appraisal Commissioners a ppointed in the course 

of the above mentioned Shenandoah National Park Condemnation pro­

ceedings in the Counties of Warren, Rappahannock, Page and Rocking­

ham., and a s s uch I joined in the preparation of the respective 

reports oi' said Boards filed with the record in the above mentioned 

condemnation proceedings in the r espective Clerks' offices. 

I have read the affidavit of Veorge H. Levi, captioned 

11 Supplemental Affidavit of George H. Levi, dated 5n , August 

1933, Re. General," and the matters and things set out therein are 

true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Witness my signature this~day of Augus~ 1933. 

~a-6~ 
Miller A. Price 

· I 



STATE OF VIRGINIA ) 
( ss. 

COUNTY OF WARREN ) 

Personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary 

Public in my said State and County, Mille~ A. Price, whose name 

is signed to the foregoing statement, and who being duly sworn, 

made oath that the matters and things set forth therein are true 

to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

Witness my 

~,·, 1933, 

L, 

signature and Notarial Seal this~ day of 



fil;;d in the Clerk's Offioo-: 
Q ckfngham County, Va ... . 

AFFIDAVIT OF VJ. L. GREEN , D_ TED MLRCH 31, 1933. _ 

AUG I"_ 1933-¥, .. ,., I 

RE. ~Clerk · 
ROCE:r JGI-Iill.1 co TL I 

This affidavit is made at the request of the State Connnission 

on Conservation and Development of the State of Virginia for file 

with the record in all or any of the following Public Park Condemne:--

tion proceedings pending in the Circuit Courts of the Counties of 

Virginia, in which said Commission is petitioner, and in which the 

defendants are as follows: Virginia Atwood et als, etc., in the 

Circuit Court of Warren County; Ada Abbott and others etc., in the 

Circuit Court of Page County; Clifton Aylor and others etc., in the 

Circuit Court of Rappahannock County; Armentrout, C. E. and others 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Greene County; )...rcher, A. W. and others 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Augusta County; Cassandra Lawson 

Atkins et als., ·etc., in the Circuit Court of Rockingham County; 

W. L. 1...rey and others etc., in the Circuit Court of Albemarle County; 

D. F. Anderson et als, etc., in the Circuit Court of Madison County. 

It is my understanding, purpose and intention in making this 

sworn statement, tha t the said Commission may, in its discretion, 

file and submit the same in support of its prayers, motions, answers 

and contentions submitted in t he course of all or any of t he above 

mentioned condemnation proceedings, including its answers to the 

several motions by cla imants and landowners in the several above 

mentioned condemnation proceedings, praying the respective courts 

to decline to accept or to disapprove the respective reports and 

findings of Special Investigators and Boards of Appraisal Com­

missioners appointed in the course of the said condemnation pro­

ceedings: 

-1-
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My name i s W. L. Green. My post office address is 

Strasburg , Vi rginia . 

I w? s appointed a Speci~l Investigator and a member of the 

different Boards of Appraisa l Commi ssioners appointed in the course 

of the above mentioned Shenandoah Na tional Park condemnation pro­

ceedings in the counties of Page and Rockingham , and as such I 

joined in the preparation of the respective reports of said Boards 

filed with the record in the above mentioned condemnation pro­

ceedings in the respective Clerks ' offices . 

I have read the separate affidavits of George H. Levi 

captioned a s follows : "Affidavit of George H. Levi, da ted March 23 , 

1933 , Re General , Page County , " and "Affidavit of George H. Levi , 

da ted March 23 , 1933 , Re Gener al , Rocki ngham Count y , " and the 

matters and things set out therein are true to the best of my 

knowledge and belief . 

VJitness my signature this 3 / ~ r?- Y of~' 1933 . 

W. L. Green. 



---------

STATE OF VIRGINIA ) 
( ss. 

CCUNTY OF WARREN ) 

Personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary 

Public in my said State and County, w. L. Green, whose name is 

signed to the foregoing statement, and who being duly sworn, 

made oath that the matters and things set forth therein are 

true to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

Witness my signature and Notarial Seal this 31st 

day of March, 1933. 

My Commission Expires December 3rd, 193.l z ~-' ::t/; ..atufl ( SEA L) 



Fi' , .,]n the Clerk's Office 
~ - -{Ingham County, Va. 

AU G/5' 1933 ,r.;,0 

CJ l I I ·.J- J ~,,, 
;;~-Clerk 

SUPPLEMENTAL AFFibAVIT OF W. L. GREEN, DATED AUGUST 5 ,1933. RE.GENERAL. 

This affidavit is made at the request of the State Com­

mission on Conservation and Development of the State of Virginia for 

file with the record in all or any of the following Public Park Con­

demnation proceedings pending in the Ci~cuit Courts of the Counties 

of Virginia in which said Commission is Petitioner and in which the 

defendants are as follows: Virginia Atwood, et als, etc., in the Cir­

cuit Court of Warren County; Ada Abbott and others, etc., in the Cir­

cuit Court of Page County; Clifton Aylor and others, etc., in the 

Circuit Court of Rappahannock County; Armentrout, c. E. and others, 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Greene County; Archer, A. w. and others, 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Augusta County; Cassandra Lawson Atkins, 

et als, etc., in the Circuit Court of Rockingham County; W. L. Arey 

and others, etc., in the Circuit Court of Albemarle County; D. F. 

Anderson, et als, etc., in the Circuit Court of Madison County. 

It is my understanding, purpose and intention in making 

this sworn statement, that the said Commission may, in its discretion, 

file and submit the same in support of its prayers, motions, answers 

and contentions submitted in the course of all or any of the above 

mentioned condemnation proceedings, including its answers to the s ev­

eral motions by claimants and landowners in the several above mention­

ed condemnation proceedings,. praying the respective courts to decline 

to accept or to disapprove the respective report.s and .findings of 

~pecial Investigators and Boards of Apiraisal Commissioners appointed 

in the course of the said condemnation proceedings: 



My name is w. L. Green • My post office is Strasburg, 
.. 

Virginia. 

I was appointed a Special Investigator and a member of the 

different Boards of Appraisal Commissioners appointed in the course 

of the above mentioned Shenandoah National Park condemnation pro­

ceedings in the Counties of Page and Rockingham, and as such 

I joined in the preparation of the respective reports of said 

Boards filed with the record in the above mentioned condemnation 

proceedings in the respective Clerks' offices. 

I bave read the affidavit of Heorge H. Levi, captioned 

"Supplemental Affidavit of George H. Levi, dated 5th , Au~ust 

1933, Re. General," and the matters and things set out therein are 

true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Witness my signature this .Jit.hday of August , 1933. 

W. L. Green 



STATE OF VIRGINIA 

COUNTY OF WARREN 

-----

) 
( ss. 
) 

Personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary 

Public in my said State and County, w. L. Green, whose name 

is signed to the foregoing statement, and who being duly sworn, 

made oath that the matters and things set forth therein are true 

to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

Witness my signature and Notarial Seal this 6_,, day of 

Q 





AB1FIDAVIT OF S. H. MARSH, DATED July 

Filed in the Clerk's Office 
Rockingham County, Va, 

AUG /.S- 1933 /f:ao,-,.,,, 

1, 1933,~~1=erk . 
EXCEPrIONS. 

This affidavit is made at the request of the State Com­

mission on Conservation and Development of the State of Virginia for 

file with the record in all or any of the following Public Park Con­

demnation proceedings pending in the Circuit Courts of Virginia in 

which said Commission is Petitioner and in which the defendants 

are as follows: Virginia Atwood, et als., in the Circuit Court of 

·warren County; Ada Abbott and others, etc., in the Circuit Court 

of Page County; Clifton Aylor and others, etc., in the Cir•cui t 

Court of Rappahannock County; Armentrout, c. E. and others, etc., 

in the Circuit Court of Greene County; Archer , A. vv ., and others, 

etc., in the Circuit Court of Augusta County; Cassandra Lawson 

Atkins , et als , etc., in the Circuit Court of Rockingham County; 

·J . L. Arey and others, etc.,- in the Circuit Court of Albemarle County; 

D. F. Anderson et als, etc., in the Circuit Court of Madison County. 

It is my understanding, purpose and intention in making 

this sworn statement, that the said Commission may, in its discre­

tion, file and submit the same in support of its prayers , motions, 

answers, and contentions submitted in the course of all or any of ./ 

the above mentioned condemnation proceedings, including its ~Ce;s 

to the several motions by claimants and landowners in the feveral 

above mentioned condemnation proceedings, praying the/espective 

courts to decline to accept or to disapprove the r~~ctive reports 

and findings of Special Investigators and Board~/ of Appraisal Com­

missioners appointed in the course of the said condemnation pro­

ceedings: l 

I 



I have before me copies of each and all of said motions 

and exceptions filed in the proceeding pending in the Circuit 

Court of Rockingham County, furnished me by counsel for the Peti­

tioner , and in this affidavit I shall deal with each of said motions 

and exceptions separately and in the f ollowing order: 

(A) Motion or exception filed by Sallie A. Kite, represented 

by Geo . s . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the reccrd of 

the proceedings , appea r to be Tracts No . 3 and 372- I , as shown on 

the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners . 

(B) Motion or exception filed by J . T . Heard , represented 

by Georges . Harnsberger , and David A. Conrad, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 41- a , as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

( C) Motion or exception filed by Vernon · •• Foltz , represented 

by Robert \v . Keyser , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings , app::ar to be Tract No . 48, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 



(D) lotion or exception f i led by Wesley A. Dean, represented 

by D. ~f . Earman, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of AppraisGLl Commissioners and the rec<r d of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 50, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

( E) Motion or exception filed by \i . F. Dean, Jr ., represent­

ed by Geo . S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings , appea r to be Tracts No . 53 and 53-a, as shown on 

the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(F) Motion or exception filed by Annie Laura Baugher, repre­

sented by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings , appea r to be Tracts No . ?O and ?O- I, as shown on 

the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisa l Commission-

ers . 

(G) Motion or exception filed by John K. Haney, represented 

by D. W. Earman, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this excepta nt 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 
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the proceediµgs, appear to be fract No . 76, a s shown on the map f iled 

with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(H) Motion or excepti on filed by _E. C. and E . E. Lam, repre­

sented by E . D. Ott , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which these exceptants 

have any claim of right, title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of the 

proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 81 , as shown on the map filed 

with the r eport of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(I) Motion or exception filed by Maude M. Shipp, represented 

by Chas . A. Hammer, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the r ecord of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 84 , as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of ppraisal Commissioners o 

(J) Motion or exception filed by A. L. and J . F . Moubray, 

represented by Charles A . Hammer, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which these exceptants 

have any claim of- right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Cor.imissioners and the record of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 166 , as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of App:- a isal Commiss i oners . 

(K) Motion or exception filed by Annie R. Begoon, represented 

by Geo . s . Harnsb erger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which t his exceptant 

has any ~1~am of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 
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report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings , a ppear to be Tract No . 242, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(L) Motion or exception filed by J. W. Hinkle , represented by 

Geo •• Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of 1ppraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tracts No . 244 and 326- III , as shown 

on the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Com-

missioners . 

(M) Motion or exception filed by John J . Mace, James G. Mace, 

Elizabeth Mace Via, R. H. Mace, Julia :Mace Spitzer, Charles M. 

Mace, and heirs at law of Ben F. Mace, represented by Geo . S. 

Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which these exceptants 

have any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shov1n by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Cow.missioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tracts No . 312 , 312-a, and 312 - b , 

as shown on the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners . 

(N) Motion or exception filed by Robert T. Mill er , represented 

by Hamilton Haas, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of ppraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 325 , as shown on the map filed 

with the report of the Board of Appraisal commissioners • 
.a5-



(0) Motion or exception filed by Herbert G. Patterson, 

represented by George S . Harnsberger, Counsel. 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this ex.ceptant 

has any claim of right, title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 335, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commi ssioners. 

(P) Motion or exception filed by Herbert G., Howard H., and 

David H. Patterson, represented by George S. Harnsberger, Coun­

sel. 

The lands sought to be condemned in which these exceptants 

have any claim of right, title, estate or interest as shown by 

the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record 

of the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 337, as shown on the 

map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners. 

(Q) Motion or exception filed by Elijah Catterton, represented 

by Geo. S . Harnsberger, Counsel. 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title, estate or interest as shown by 

the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record 

of the proceedings , ap:p9ar to be Tract No . 357, as shown on the 

map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners. 

(R) Motion or exception filed by E. c. Lam, represented by E. 

D. Ott, Counsel. 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title, estate or interest as shown by 

the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record 
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of the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 368, as shown on the 

map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commi;:;sioners . 

(S) Motion or exception filed by Margaret Mundy, represented 

by D. \ • Earman, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and the record of 

the proceedings , appe~r to be Tract No . 371, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(T) Motion or exception filed by G. Luther Kite , represented by 

C. A . Hammer , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tracts No . 372 and 372- I, as shown 

on the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commis­

sioners . 

(U) Motion or exception filed by R. o. Nizer , represented by 

George S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 40 , as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(V ) Motion or exception filed by C. G. Harnsberger , represented 

by George S . Harnsberger, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 
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has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Corr~ issioners , and the record of 

the proo eedings , appea r to be Tracts No . 41 and 42, as shown on the 

map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(W) Motion or exception filed by John l . Hensley, Layton 

'd . Hensley, and other heirs of Virginia V. Hensley, represented by 

Georges . Ha rnsberger , Counsel . 

The l a nds sought to be condemned in which these exceptants 

have any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appea r to be Tra ct No . 56 , as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appt'aisal Commissioners . 

(X) Motion or exception filed by Luther J . Strickler, 

represented by George S . Harnsberger, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptent 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commi ss ioners , and the record of 

the proceedings, a ppea r to be Tract No . 56 , as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(Y) Motion or exception filed by Cassie M. Naylor , repre-

sented by George S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in wh:ich this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or int erest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commb sioners , and the r ecord of 

the prcc eeding s , appear to be Tra ct No . 62 , as shovm on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Co:m..>m.ssioners . 

(Z) Motion or exception filed by J . o. Harnsberger , A. L. 
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Harnsber~er , Nannie T. Harnsberger , Clinton T . Harnsberger , 

Kate W. Snapp, J . c . Bishop, A. c. Davis and A. . Florence Forrer , 

represented by George S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which tblis exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 70- I, as shown on the map 

filed with the repcr t of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(AA) Motion or exception filed by Sarah L . Upp , represented 

by George S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Cornmissic.~ners, and the record of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 71, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal CommJ ssioners . 

(BB) Moti ~n or exception filed by Julia L. Comer , represented 

by Miss Ethel Irwin, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commfu sioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 123, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(CC) Motion or exception filed by Edward Herring and W. T. 

Herring, represented by Georges . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which these exceptants 

have any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 
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the proceedings, _appear to be Tract No . 145, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(DD) Motion or exception filed by M. H. Long, represented by 

Ralph H. Bader , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 152, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(EE) Motion or exception filed by Hosea Shifflett, represented 

by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Com.missioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 160, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(FF·} Motion or exception filed by Thomas L . Yancey, Emma V. 

Gibbons , Hunter M. Gibbons , Mrs . Mary Gibbons Snapp, F . M. Yancey, 

Nettie I . Mauzy, Julia Estes, A. s . Yancey, and Frank W. Yancey, 

Represented by Chas . A. Hammer , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which these exceptants 

have any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by 

the report of the Board of Appraisal C:mmmissioners , and the record 

of the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 163, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(GG) Motion or exception filed by :Mrs. E . w. Harrison, repre­

sented by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 
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The lands sought to be condemned, in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Ap~raisal Commissioners, and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tracts No . 208 and 208-a, as shown on 

the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal CowJnission-

ers . 

(HH) Motion or exception filed by Jos . E. Carickhoff, re­

presented by Ralph H. Bader , Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Aprraisal Commissioners, and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 210, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(II) Motion or exception filed by M. H. Harrison, represented 

by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title , estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 212 , as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Ap.i;raisal Commissioners . 

( JJ) Motion or exception filed by Thomas L. Yancey, repre­

sented by Chas . A. Hammer, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, es tate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisa l Commissioners, and the record of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 213, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 
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(KK) Motion or exception filed by Annie E. Hedrick, repre­

sented by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and the record of 

the :pt'Oceedings , appear to be Tract No . 248, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(LL) Motion or exception filed by J . H. Lewin, represented 

by Georges . Harnsberger, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Comnissioners , and the record of· 

the proceedings, ap:r:ear to be Tracts No . 256 and 256-a, as shown 

on the map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners . 

(MM) Motion or exception filed by A. s . Kemper, represented 

by Hamilton Haas, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Com.mi ssioners , and the record of 

the proceedings , appear to be Tract No . 276, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(NN) Motion or exception file d by D. M. Clark, represented 

by Hamilton Haas, Counsel . 

Th e lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right , title, estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners, and the record 
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of the proceedings, appear to be Tract No . 277, as shown on the 

map filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

(00) Motion or exception filed by John Roadcap, represented 

by Hamilton Haas, Counsel . 

The lands sought to be condemned in which this exceptant 

has any claim of right, title, · estate or interest as shown by the 

report of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners, and the record of 

the proceedings, appear to be Tr'1ct No. 307, as shown on the map 

filed with the report of the Board of Appraisal Commissi. oners . 

I also have before me an affidavit captioned "Affidavit 

of s. H. Marsh, dated M:arch 1, 1933, Re . General,n prepared by 

me for file and use in each and all of the condemnation proceedings 

mentioned in the opening paragraph of this affidavit, which sets 

forth in detail and at length, a history and report of the activi­

ties of myself and Mr . Stoneburner, and our assistants, in the 

preparation of the maps of the various tracts of diverse ownership 

within the proposed Park area, and in the examination, classifica­

tion and ascertairunent of the elements of value of the various 

tracts of land, ownership of which has been or is claimed by the 

various persons mentioned in the Board of Appraisal Commissioners' 

report filed with the record in these proceedings, which affidavit 

also includes a statement as to our special training, experience 

and qualifications for such work. I have reread that affidavit, 

and in order to avoid unnecessary repetition, I here refer to the 

said affidavit, and make the same an integral part of this affi .. 

davit. 

~lnce the filing of said exceptions, or motions, I have 

-13-
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care.L·ully examined the report oi' the Board of Appraisal Com.'Tiission­

ers filed with the record of the above mentioned condemnation pro­

ceedings in Rockingham County and the tables and findings of values 

and incidental damages therein set out, and the 11 ,Jork Sheets 1 

filed with the report setting forth the elements upon which the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners based its valuation of . the fee 

simpl~ estate in each of said tracts, and of the incidental dam­

ages arising out of the proposed condemnation, and together with my 

chief assistant for • . • H. Stoneburner, I have checked the various 

items of value and damages set out in the report of the Board of 

Appraisal Commissioners and their "Work Sheets" with the data and 

corresponding appraisals of value and damages proposed by Mr . Stone­

burner and me , as set forth in my said affidavit dated March 1 , 

1933 .. 

Referring specifically to the motions to disapprove or 

exc eptions mentioned above under separate letters of the alpha­

bet , and dealing more specifically with the matters set forth in 

these several motions to disapprove , or exceptions , I will deal 

with each under its proper alphabetical head, it being understood 

that what is said under each alphabetical head as to each of these 

specific motions to disapprove , or exceptions, should be read 

together with the general statements in this affidavit, and in my 

affidavit captioned 11 Affidavit of s . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 

1933, Re . General . " 

-14-

lo~ 



(A) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Sallie A• Kite, 

represented-:by George s . Harnsberger , counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of Sallie A. Kite, with the record in the clerk•s Office in 

response to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition, 

are the lands shown as Tract No. 3 and 372-I, on the county ownership 

Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of APPraisal commission­

ers with its report . 

In my separate affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s . H• 
-

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the meas-

ures adopted by Mr. Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of this 

map and. in the location thereon of the various tracts of di verse owner­

ship within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, reference 

is made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of APPrai sal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the lands within the park area in 

Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have an 

interest, are the said tracts No . 3 and 372-I, as shown on the said 

map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing her to file with the record, a statement 

showing whether or not the lands in which she now claims an interest 

are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board of APPraisal 

Commissioners found that she claimed or appeared to have an interest, 

it appears that the lands in which this exceptant now claims an interest 

are the lands in which the Board found that she claimed or appeared 

-1-
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to have an interest, as shovm on the county ownership Map filed With 

its report. 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr. Stoneburner, With our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s. H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, 

Re. Generall' These lands were located on the county ownership MaP 

as described in the general affidavit. They were plotted and checked 

and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to known property 

corners. 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as 

evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners. 

These two tracts or parcels of land are located in the 

extreme eastern part of Rockingham county and between cucumber Spring, 

and Bear Wallow spring, and comprise that portion of a larger tract 

purchased by Sallie A. Kite which lies on the west slope of the 

Blue Ridge. The residue of the tract lies on the opposite side 

of the Blue Ridge in Greene County. 

Tract No. 3?2-I in which the report of the Board of 

Appraisal Conµnissioners shows that the exeeptant appears to have an 

interest, is a part of the lands claimed by the exceptant, but a 

claim of ownership has been set up by others, and this tract was 

therefore shown on the map and reported as a lap. I express no 

opinion as to the ownership of t his tract. This claimant was given 

an opportunity to be heard on the value of the lap in which she 

claims an interest, as well as on the value of the land as to which 
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l~b 



there appear to be no contesting claimants. 

Both tracts are very similar in character. 'l'he soil is 

a clay loam of medium depth and fertility. The slopes are gentle 

to moderately steep with patches of loose rocks on the surface. 

Tract No. 3 contains 24 acres of which 14 acres is "Slope 
-

type" land. This may be described briefly a s land which is capable 

of growing 1-3 log timber, or trees With a merchantable length 

of 16-48 feet. Eight acres is "Fields restocking" which is land 

that was at one time cleared, but which is now growing up to brush 

and has only a relatively low grazing value. TWo acres is Grazing 

land. 

Tract No. 3?2-I, containing 60 acres, has 30 acres of 

"slope type" land; 2? acres, Field-restocking; and 3 acres of Grazing 

land. 

The exceptant is apparently of the opinion that Tract NO• 

3?2-I was reported in the name of G. Luther Kite and that her claim 

to ownership thereof was disregarded. As previously stated, the 

report of the Board of Appraisal commissioners shows that she ap­

pears to have an interest in this tract, but a claim of ownership 

having been set up by G. Luther Kite also, it was reported as a 

lap of the G. Luther Kite Tract on the Sallie A• Kite tract. A care­

ful investigation on the ground and a comparison of the description 

contained in the deeds for the respective tracts, indicates clearly 

the existence of a lap. No opinion as to ownership of the lap 

is expressed. 

There are no improvements on either of these tracts. 

An attempt was made several years ago to develop this land 

for grazing purposes. After the removal of the merchantable timber the 
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remaining trees were either felled or girdled. Some blue grass sod 

was secured but failm-e to keep the brush cut off later has greatly 

reduced the grazing value of these lands. 

I was unable to discover on these tracts any indications 

that they are capable of producing any substantial r~venue at this time, 

or that t hey can be made a profitable property for many years to come 

and then only at a considerable expense. 

It is my opinion that the values of $112.00 for Tract #3 

and $270.00 for tract #372-I placed upon these tracts by the APPraisal 

Commissioners is considerably higher than the property would now bring 

on the open market; that it is not unfair or inadequate, and that no -

better price can or will be secured for these lands if the owners 

desire to sell, and no better price could have been secured for them 

at any time within the last five years. 
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(B) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by J. T. 

Heard, represented by Georges. Harnsberger , and David A. Conrad, 

Counsel. 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of J . T. Heard, with the record in the Clerk's Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the pe­

tition, are the lands shown as Tract #41-a on the County Owner­

ship Map for Rockingham County, filed by the Board of Appraisal 

Connnissioners with its report. 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s. H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. General, 0 I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the prepara­

tion of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts 

of diverse ownership within the proposed park area, and to avoid 

repetition, reference is made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to 

have an interest, is the said tract No . 41-a, as shown on the said 

map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the l a nds in which he now claims a n 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Comrnissioners found th9.t he claimed or appeared 
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to have an interest, it appears that the lands in which the ex­

ceptant now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board 

found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown on 

the County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examinati0n was conducted by myself and 

Mr . Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of& . H. Marsh, dated March l, 

1933, Re . General . " These lands were located on the County Own­

ership Map as described in the general affidavit . They were plot­

ted and checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, 

and to known property corners . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted 

as evidence to the Appraisal Com1i1issioners . 

This tract lies in Cold Comfort Hollow, on either side 

of Cold Comfort Branch, on the west side of the public road lead­

ing from Beldor through Powells Gap to Bacon Hollow, about two 

miles east of the Beldor Post Office and about eight miles from 

Elkton. 

The exceptant complains of the inadequate value placed 

on this tract . 

The soil is a sandy clay loam of medium depth and fer-

tility. The slopes throughout the wooded portion are for the 

most part steep and rocky. The smoother areas were cleared many 

years ago and are now in sod with some large boulders and small 

clumps of trees scattered throu~ut . Two hundred and twelve acres 

is "Slope type land", valued at $5 . 00 per acre, which is higher 
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than the value ordinarily awarded for land of that type . Pre-

sumably the Board of Appraisal Commissioners considered that this 

wooded area had some grazing value because of the scattered patches 

of sod . Land of Slope type may be described briefly as land which 

is capable of growing 1- 3 log timber, or trees with a merchantable 

length of 16- 48 feet . 

There are no improvements on this tract . 

The wooded or timbered portion of the tract has been 

cut over repeatedly for various timber products . The last cut ­

ting , for stavewood, was being conducted at the time of our ex-

amination . This may account for the difference in the timber 

value found by the Board of Ap:i;raisal Commissioners, and the value 

found by me and my assistants . \Ve found a value of $190 . 80 for 

merchantable timber while the Board of Appraisal Commissioners 

valued the remaining stand of merchantable timber at $100 . 00 . 

At least six months having elapsed after the date of our examina­

tion of this tract and the da te of inspection and view by the Board 

of Appraisal Cormnissioners, the operator would have had ample time 

to remove the total estimated stand of 63,600 board feet . 

Chestnut oak and other hardwoods predominated in the 

original forest areas on the Blue Ridge Mountains in Rockingham 

and adjoining counties . The relatively large amount of chestnut 

oak timber to be found , the bark of which is used extensively for 

the tanning of leather , led to the establishment of tanneries at 

Luray, Elkton, Harrisonburg and other points in Northern Virginia . 

The Elkton Tannery was established about 1875 and was operated con­

tinuously until destroyed by fire about ten years ago . 
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Evidences of old bark peelings on this and adjoining 

tracts are easily distinguishable from the stumps and the peeled 

logs , some of which have not completely rotted, and by abandoned 

roads . 

The 11Bark peelingstt were followed by sawmill operations 

which manufactured into lumber the accessible peeled chestnut oak 

timber , and the timber of other species . Sawmill seats on this 

and other tracts adjacent to this property show where these opera­

tions were conducted, and the condition of the present stand and 

stumps furnish ample evidence that practically all accessible tim-

ber has been cut . Wu.thin the last twenty years all chestnut trees 

on this and adjoining tracts were kill ed by the blight and as a 

result thereof there is no chestnut timber now on this tract of any 

value whatsoever . 

With the development of commercial apple orchards in 

Rockingham and other Valley Counties there developed in this and 

adjacent territory an active demand for apple barrel staves . The 

owner of this tract has long been recognized as one of the large 

producers of slack cooperage stock . There is ample evidence on 

the tract to indicate that it was also cut over for stavewood. 

Only 16 acres of the tract was reported by the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners as grazing land . Owing to the relative­

ly small amount of grazing land and the fact that only a very small 

additional area is considered suitable for development for this 

purpose , this cannot be regarded as a grazing or even a potential 

grazing proposition. 

There are no evidences of successful explorations or 

I 
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prospecting for miµerals or mineral bodies on this tract, and there 

are no outcroppings of minerals or mineral bodies or deposits 

thereon which have any marketable or cash value, and the mineral 

rights in this tract add nothing to the market or cash value 

of the fee simple estate therein. 

As already stated, no indications of substantial or suc­

cessful prospecting or development of minerals or mineral rights 

are to be found and none was shown at the public hearings which 

would justify a finding of any mineral bodies or right in or under 

this tract in Rockingham County, and sustain a finding that ex­

ceptants have any mineral rights of any value in these tracts; and 

the minerals and mineral rights in or under these tracts add no­

thing to their fee simple estate. 

When the fact is taken into consideration that a sub­

stantial part of the tract is covered with a stand of young tim­

ber only and when the further fact is borne in mind that a long 

period of years will be required for a new crop of timber to 

reach maturity, the present timber growth, together with the land 

which supports it must be considered of very little value as a 

revenue producing property for many years to come. In fact, 

the only available market which has developed in this region of 

Virginia for cutover tracts of steep, rugged, rocky mountain land 

such as this, is the U.S. Forest Service for the National Forest 

purposes. The lands which have been acquired by the U. S. Forest 

Service have been purchased by negotiations with the owners and 

some half million acres have been acquired in this manner in northern 

Virginia, some of this National Forest land being not more than ten 
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miles distant from the tract under consideration. The average 

price of this National Forest land is very much lower than the 

value reported by the Ap:rraisal Board for this tract . 

It is my opinion that the Appraisal Commissioners 

appraised this tract at its full market value and that the ualue 

placed upon the fee simple estate by the Appraisal Commissioners 

is considerably higher than the property would bring on the open 

market ; that ~1665 . 00 is as high or a higher price than it could 

have been sold for at any time during the past five years; and 

that the owner if he desired to sell, would not be able to dispose 

of this property at a higher price than that allowed by the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners . 



(C) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Vernon w. 

Foltz , represented by Robert W. Keyser , Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by 

or in behalf of Vernon '. . • Fol tz , with the recor·d in the Clerk ' s 

Office in response to the publication of notice of the filing of 

the petition, are the lands shown as Tract No . 48 on the County 

Ownership Map for Rock ingham County filed by the Board of Ap­

praisal CoI11.missioners v1ith its report . 

In my separate affidavit , capti oned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933 , Re . General , 11 I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed park area , and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in v1hich this party claims or appe'lrs to have 

an interest, is the s a id tract No . 48, a s shown on the s a id map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplifica tion 

order of the court , directing him to file with the record, a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now cla ims an 

interest are the same as the lands i n whi ch the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared 

to have an interest , it appears that the lands in v1hich the except­

ant now claims a n interest are the l a nds in ·which the Board foundtha t 
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he claimed or _appeared to have an interest, as shown on the County 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr . Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of S . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, 

Re . General . " These lands were located on the County Owner-

ship Map as described in the general affidavit . They were 

plotted and checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, 

and to known property corners . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted 

as evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This tract is located near the top of the Blue Ridge 

about three miles north of Swift Run Gap and is bounded on the 

East by the G. S . Lough Tract No . 49; on the North by the L. G. 

Meadows Tract No . 30; on the West by the J . B. Dean Tract No . 33, 

and the Dorsey J . Dean Tract No . 54, and on the South by the Wes­

ley A. Dean Tract No . 50 . 

The soil is· a sandy clay loam of good depth and fer­

tility. blopes are moderate and gently rolling with comparatively 

few loose rocks on the cleared area . 

No exception is made by the claimant as to the identity 

or acreage reported for this tract . It contains 143 acres of 

which 98 acres, including 3 acres of orchard, is grazing land, and 

the remainder 45 acres is Slope type land. This may be described 

briefly as land which is capable of growing 1-3 log timber or 

trees with a merchantable length of 16-48 feet . 
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The claimant has made exception to the value placed 

-· on the tract by the Board of Appraisal Comn1iss:bners , and he cites 

the price paid b-y. him in 1921, refers to the improvements in the 

form of clearing, grubbing and fencing done by himself since 

the dat e of purcha se and new improvements added s i nce the pro ­

perty was viewed and inspected by the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners . 

There was found on this tract at the time of inspec­

tion by the Board of Appraisal Cornrnissioners the following improve­

ments: A two room log dwelling, in a dilapidated condition ; a 

frame dwelling occupied by a tenant; two old log ba rns ; an old 

frame stable; and some small , miscellaneous outbuildings . 

The total value placed on the above group of buildings was $655 . 00 . 

A r ec ent inspection of this property di sclosed the fact that 

there has been erected on it a filling sta t i on a nd a small frame 

building large enough to house a small family . Construction of 

these new improvements may have been started before the report of 

the Board of Appraisal Commissioners was filed with the Clerk of 

the Court , but the owner admits that they were erected after the 

Comniiss i oners had been upon the land, and at a cost to him of 

$2500 . 00 . I have made no inspection of these improvements for 

the purpose of estimating or ascerta ining their value , but I am 

convinced their value was not reported by the Board of Appr a isal 

Commissioners . 

This property is f a irly representa tive of the numerous 

mountain farms which are to be found on the western slopes of the 

Blue Ridge in Rockingham County, and nearby on the dra ins of Naked 
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Creek in Page County except that it is one of the most isolated 

and inaccessible . The style of construction and condition of the 

dwelling , barn, and other farm buildings indicates that the pro­

perty was used for general agricultural purposes many years ago, 

but like many similar properties in the locality above mentioned 

it apparently became less desirable as a farm for the production 

of crops and was finally acquired by the present owner . Although 

the owner claims he paid $9 , 000 . 00 for this tract in 1921 at pub­

lic sale after spirited bidding, and maintains it has increased 

in value since he owned it, nevertheless it is generally recog­

nized that real estate values have depreciated generally, and in 

many instances as much as 50% . 

After testimony tending to show the value claimed by 

the exceptant was presented at the public hearings held in this 

County, the Board of Appraisal Commissioners went upon this land 

and after a personal view and inspection, valued the grazing land 

at exactly the rate per acre as appraised by me . The exceptant 

complains that the compensation for his land, of all the lands em­

braced in the report of the Board, is the most grossly inadequate. 

There are, in the immediate locality, several tracts of grazing 

land very similar in character and comparable in size which were 

valued by the same Commissioners in these proceedings and in which 

in my opinion, are as valuable per acre, but apparently the owners 

were entirely satisfied with the award . At least these owners 

filed no exception to the awards . 

In addition to the above the exceptant asserts that 

the members of the Board of Appraisal Commissmers were guilty of 
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such ill~gal and improper conduct as to render their report 

filed on the second day of August, 1932, wholly null and void 

and that they were unduly influenced by the agents, servants 

and employees of the State Commission on Conservation and De-

velopment . In this connection, reference is made to the affi-

davit of Geo . H. Levi, Secretary of the Board, which covers these 

objections of the exceptant . 

The exceptant states that his revenue from this tract 

of land is @540 . 00 to $720.00 per year, based on a rent 1 of 

the grazing rights at ~l . 50 per head per month, (for a season 

of six months) . The figures above mentioned appear to be the 

gross returns, however, and apparently no deduction has been 

made therefrom for interest on the investment, (which alone 

at 6%, would equal $540 . 00), maintenance of fences, salting, 

herding, upkeep of buildings, and other miscellaneous expenses . 

It is my opinion that the Commissioners appraised this 

tract at its full market value, and at a figure in line with 

other similar tracts within the Park area; that in allowing 

$4880 . 00 therefor they were fair and generous; that this price 

is higher than the property w_uld now bring on the open market ; 

and that the owner, if he desired to sell, would not be able 

to dispose of this property at a higher price than that allowed 

by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 

Although claimant testified as to the great value of 

this land for grazing µirposes, the Commissioners, after a care­

ful inspection, declined to accept this evidence at its face 

value and placed upon it a value much nearer the figure recom -
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mended by me th n that claimed by the exceptant , which, as I 

have alrea dy stated, I believe to be a fair value , considering 

the location and general character of this property . 
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(D} · Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Wesley A. 

Dean, r epresented by D. W. Earman, Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, in which this exceptant appears to have an 

interest, but for which no claim was filed by the exceptant with 

the record in the Clerk ' s Office in response to the publication of 

notice of the filing of the petition, are the lands shown as Tract 

No . 50 on the County Ownership Map for Rockingham County filed 

by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of S . H. 

:Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933 , Re . General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the prepara­

tion of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts 

of diverse ownership within the proposed park a rea, and to avoid 

r epetition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their 

own personal inspection and view, that the land withi._n the Park 

area in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appe'1.rs 

to have an interest , is the said tract No . 50 , as shown on the 

said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court , directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared 

to have an interest , it appears tha t the lands in which the ex-



ceptant now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board 

found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown 

on the County Ownership Map filed with its repcr t . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself 

and Mr . Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my 

separate affidavit, captioned 11 Affidavit of S . H. Marsh , dated 

March 1 , 1933 , Re . General ." These lands were located on the 

County Ownership Map as described in the general affidavit . Tl:-ey 

were plotted and checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoin­

ing lands , and to known property corners . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted 

as evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This tract is located in the extreme head of Hensley 

Hollow near the top of the Blue Ridge about 2-1/2 miles north 

of Swift Run Gap and is bounded on the East by the Thos . B. 

Hensley Tract No . 51; on the North by the Vernon Foltz Tract No . 

48; on the West by the Dorsey J . Dean Tract No . 54, and on the 

South by vvm . F . Dean, Jr ., Tract No . 53 , and the Mrs . J . Knighting 

Tract No . 52 . 

This is an abandoned mountain farm . The soil is a 

sandy clay loam of good depth and medium fertility . The slopes 

are steep with northwest and southwest exposure . There were found 

on the tract the following improvements: 

A four room log dwelling, abandoned and in poor condition; a log 

and frame barn in fair condition; a frame meat house and log corn 

house, both in poor condition . 



The tract contains 75 acres of which 22 acres is 

grazing land, two acres of fields restocking and the remainder , 

51 acres , is woodland classified as nslope type 11 land . This 

may be described briefly as land which is capable of growing 1-3 

log timber , or trees with a merchant~ble length of 16-48 feet . 

The wooded area has been cut over repeatedly. The tot9.l remain­

ing stand was valued at ~30 . 00 which valuation was not raised by 

the Board of Appraisal Commissioners in their report . Thirty ap­

ple trees in fair condition were valued at ~60 . 00, independently 

of the soil . 

The exceptant complains that the award is manifestly 

inadequate and refers specifically to the quality of the soil , 

the value of the growing timber and the excellent condition of 

the orchard which he says contains more than 100 trees . 

As stated above , the entire wooded portion which is 

slightly more than two-thirds of the total area of the tract has 

been closely cut for all merchantable timber . What was appraised 

is in reality young immature timber ordinarily not considered 

merchantable because it is small and scattered. 

At the time this tract vms examined, a count showed 

that there were thirty fruit trees . This evidence was presented 

to the Board of Appraisal Commissioners at the public hearings 

held in the County . The owner was also given an opportunity to 

be heard . Later, the Commissioners went upon the land and ap­

parently failed to find any more trees than were found by me and 

my assistants . Although the owner was given an opportunity to 

testify in detail as to the value of this property, nevertheless , 

the value placed upon it was very much nearer my appraisal value 



than the amount claimed by the owner . 

It is my opinion that in allowing $920 . 00 for this 

tract the Appraisal Commissioners were fair and generous ; that 

the value placed upon this tract is considerably higher than it 

would bring on the open market , that it is as high or higher 

than it could have been sold for at any time during the past 

five years and that the owner, if he desires to sell, would not 

be able to dispose of this property at a higher price than that 

allowed by the Board of .ppraisal Corrrnissioners . 
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(E) . Motion to dis tpprove or exception filed by 1i1 . F . Dean, 

Jr ., represented by Geo . s . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition 

in Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed 

by or in behalf of . • P . Dean, Jr ., with the record in the Clerk ' s 

Office in response to the publication of notice of the filing of 

the petition, are the lands shown as 'i'racts No . 53 and 53- a , on 

the County Ownership l,iap for Rockingham County filed by the Board 

of ~ppraisal Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of S . H. 

Marsh, dated flarch 1 , 1933 , Re . General , 11 I have set forth the 

measures adopted·by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparatinn 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed park a rea, and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of 1ppr~is9.l Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their 

own personal inspection and view , that the lands within the Park 

area in Rockingham County, in which this party claims or appears 

to have an interest , are the said tracts No . 53 and 53-a, as 

shown on the said map . 

From the ansvrer of this exc ept9.nt to the amplifica­

tion order of the court , directing him to file with the record, a 

statement showing whether or not the la_nds in which he now claims 

an interest are the same as the lands in which the report of 

the Board of Appraisal Commissioners fo~d that he claimed or 

appeared to have an interest , it appears that the lands in which 
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the exceptant now -clai:r.1.s an interest are the lands in which the 

Board found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as 

shown on the County Ownership Map filed v1ith its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself 

and lllr . Stoneburner , with our assistants , as set forth in my 

separate affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of S . H. Marsh, dated 

I..arch 1 , 1933 , Re . General . u These lands were located on the 

County Ownershi? Map as described in the gener8.l affidavit . 

They were plotted 9..nd checked and tied to the surr,ounding and 

adjoining lands and to known property corner s . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field 

data and were carefully checked on the ground before being sub­

mitted as evidence to the Appr~isal Cormtlssioners . 

Tract No . 53- a is located at Ii.it . Pleasant Church on 

both sides of the county road leading from Elkton to Hensley Hol­

low about four miles from Elkton . 

Tract No . 53 is located ne~r the head of Hens ley Hollow 

about seven miles from Elkton and is bounded on the East by the 

Mr s . J . Knighting Trac t No . 52 ; on the North by the Wesley Dean 

Tract No . 50, and the Dorsey z. Dean Tract No. 54; on the West 

by the N. Lester Dean Tract No . 57; and on the South by the b . V. 

and B. B. Burke Tract No . 68 . 

This is an abandoned mountain farm now us ed almost ex­

clusively for grazing purposes . There are on the tract an old 

barn and corn house , of log construction, and both in poor condi­

tion. 

Ul the merchantable timber i ncluding stavewood has 



been removed . 

The exceptant makes no exception to the award on this 

tract, but complains of a shortage of acreage , which he states is 

60 acres . According to the supporting affidavit of P. B. F. 

Good, Surveyor of Rockingham County, the acreage is 58 . 2 ~ . 

A computation of the acreage was made from the description in the 

owner I s deed when the County Ownership Map was being prepn.red, and 

the result, 48 acres , was reported to the Board of Appraisal Co~­

missioners which was the acre::1.ge the Board used when making their 

award. 

It appearing from in1"ormation secured at a conference 

with the owner, his Counsel and the County Surveyor for Rock­

ingham County, that the survey description was erroneous, it was 

decided to make a complete re-survey of the tract which was done 

by F . T . Amiss , County Surveyor for Page County, and vJ . H. Stone­

burner, and the acreage then computed by latitudes and departures 

was found to be 59 . 82 acres . The survey description contained 

in the owner ' s deed was found to be incorrect in that the longest 

east and west line which was described as being 59 poles in length 

was, when carefully measured on the ground,fonnd to be 80 poles 

long . 

The claimant is therefore entitled to payment for an 

additional 11 . 82 A. of land, the value of which is, in my opinion, 

$15 .00 per acre . 

Tract No . 53- a is a farm of average size and quality 

and fairly conveniently located as to markets , schools, and 

churches . The buildings are comfortable although rather old. 
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The owner was given an opportunity to testify as to the value of 
. • 

this tract at the public hearings held by the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners in the County after which the Board went upon the 

land and fixed a value on the property which wa s nearer the val­

ue I placed upon it than the value claimed by the owner . 

It is my opinion that the value placed upon these tracts 

by the Appraisal Commissioners, even without the addition of the 

11 . 82 acres, is considerably higher than the property would now 

bring on the open market; that it is not unfair or inadequate, 

and that no better price can or will be secured for t h is land if 

the owners desire to sell, and no better price could have been 

secured for it at any time ·within the last five years . 



(F) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Annie 

Laura Baugher, represented by Ralph H, Bader, Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition 

in Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed 

by or in behalf of Annie Laura Baugher, with the record in the 

Clerk's Office in response to the publication of notice of the 

filing of the petition, are the lands shown as Tracts No . 70 

and 70-I on the County Ownership Map for Rockingham County filed 

by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

1arsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General,u I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the prepara­

tion of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts 

of diverse ownership within the proposed park area, and to avoid 

repetition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest , are the said tracts No . 70 and 70-I , as shown on the 

said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing her to file with the record, a 

statement showing whether or not the lands in which she now claims 

an interest are the same as the lands in which the report of 

the Board of Appraisal Commissioners found that she claimed or 
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appeared to have. an interest, it appears that the lands in which 

the exceptant now claims an interest are the lands in which the 

Board found that she claimed or appeared to have an interest, as 

shown on the County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself 

and Mr . Stoneburner, with our assistants , as set forth in my sep­

arate affidavit, captioned"Affidavit of S . H. Marsh, dated March 1 , 

1933, Re . General . 11 These lands were located on the County Own-

ership map as described in the general affidavit . The~were plotted 

and checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and 

t o known property corners . 

The ustrip survey11 method was used for making the s oil 

valuations , and determining tho other elements which go to make 

up the tota l valuati ons of the fee simple esta te i n these tracts . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted 

as evidence to the Appraisal CommissiDners . 

These tracts are located on the west side of the Spotts­

wood Trail on Hanse Mountain about two miles south of Elkton. 

They adjoin and a re bounded on the East by the George W. Baugher 

Tract No . 151; on the South by the fu . H. Long Tract No . 152; on 

the West by the Sarah L. Upp Tract No . 71 and on t he North by 

the Frances R, Gratten Tra ct No . 106- a and severa l small tracts 

fronting on the Spottswood Tra il . 

The soil is a s a ndy loam of good depth and fertility ex­

cept on the ridges where it is thin and rocky . There are some 

outcrops and considerable loose rock . On the north end there is 



quite a large area with smooth and gentle slopes . The south and 

west sides are very rocky and steep with high cliffs . 

Tract No . 70- I, in which the report of the Board of Ap­

praisal Commissioners shows that the exceptant appears to have 

an interest, is a part of the lands claimed by the exceptant, 

but claims of ownership have been set up by others and this tract 

was therefore shown on the map and reported as a lap . I express 

no opinion as to the ownership of this tract o This claimant was 

given an opportunity to be heard on the value of the lap in which 

she claims an interest, as well as on the value of the land as 

to which there appear to be no contesting claimants . 

There are no improvements on either of these tracts . 

They have never been used for agricultural purposes, and are dis­

tinctly not adapted to such use . No serious attempt was ever 

made, so far as my examination disclosed, to clear up or use any 

of these lands for grazing purposes . These lands, because of 

the sandy nature of the soil and the lack of water , and the dense 

brush and reproduction, have little or no value other than for 

the production of timber . 

Tract No . 70 contains 821 acres of which approximately 

75% is "Slope type" land and the remainder is 0 Ridge type" land . 

"Slope type" land may be described briefly as land capable of 

growing 1 - 3 log timber or trees with a merchantable length of 

16- 48 feet . "Ridge type 11 land is land of poorer quality which will 

produce timber with a merchantable length of one log, or less . 

Tract No . 70- I contains 51 acres and is all "Slope type" 

land, but the quantity, size and quality of the timber is the 
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same as that on the larger tract . 

The exceptant complains that the award placed on her 

land is inadequate and supports her exception with affidavits 

which purport to show that the stand of timber of this land was 

under-estimated and undervalued. 

This tract has been closely cut over for all timber 

products . 

Evidences of old bark peelings on this and adjoin-

ing tracts are easily distinguishable from the stumps and the 

peeled logs , some of which have not completely rotted, and nu­

merous haul roads which a re to be found in almost every part of the 

tract . 

The 11 Bark peelings" were followed by .sav'IInill operations 

which manufactured into lumber the accessible peeled chestnut 

oak timber and the timber of other species . Sawmill seats on this 

and other tracts adjacent to this property show where these opera­

ti~ns were conducted, and the condition of the present stand and 

stumps furnish ample evidence that practically all accessible 

timber has been cut . Within the last twenty years all chestnut 

trees on this and adjoining tracts were killed by the blight, and 

as a result thereof there is no chestnut timber now on this tract 

of any value whatsoever . 

There is evidence on many parts of these lands to indi-

cate that they have been seriously burned in the past . The last 

fire occurred in the summer of 1927 when the entire tract was 

burned over . There are on t h e tract a few scattered patches of 

small pines suitable for staves , estima ted to cut 75 cords of 

stavewo~d and an estimated stand of 400 cords of fuelwood . It , 



is my opinion the above estimate covers all the timber on the 

tract hich can be cut and removed profitably . 

There are no evidences of successful exploratinns or 

prospecting for minerals or mineral bodies on this tract, and 

there are no outcroppings of mi nerals or mineral bodies or deposits 

thereon which have any marketable or cash value, and the min-

eral rights in these tracts add nothing to the market or cash 

value of the fee simple estate therein . 

As aiready stated, no indications of substantial or suc­

cessful prospecting or development of minerals or mineral rights 

are to be found, and none was shown at the public hearings which 

would justify a finding of any mineral bodies or right in or un­

der these tracts in Rockingham County, and sustain a finding 

that exceptants have any mineral rights of any value in these 

tracts; and the minerals and mineral rights in or under these 

tracts add nothing to · their fee simple estate . 

It is my opinion that the value placed upon these tracts 

by the Appraisal Commissioners is considerably higher than the 

property would now bring on the open market; that it is not un­

fair or inadequate, and that no better price can or will be secured 

for this land if the owner desires to sell, and no better price 

could :ta.ve been secured for it at any time with~n the last five 

years . 
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(G) Motion to · disapprove or exception filed by John K. 

Haney, represented by D. w. Earman, Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of John K. Haney, with the record in the Clerk's Of-

fice in response to the publication of notice of the filing of 

the petition, are the lands shown as Tract No . 76 on the County 

Ownership Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners with its report . 

In mys eparate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of S . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed park area, and to avoid 

repetition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to 

have an interest, is t h e said tract No . 76, as shown on the said 

map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing him to file with the record a 

statement showing whether or not the lands in which h e now claims 

an interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners found tha t he claimed or appear­

ed to have an interest, it appears that the lands in which the 
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exceptant now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board 

found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown nn 

the County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr . Stoneburner,w ith our assistants , as set forth in my separate 

affidavit, captioned 11 Affidavit of s . H. Marsh, dated March 1 , 

1933 . These lands were located on the County Ownership Map 

as described in the general affidavit . They were plotted and 

checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoini:p.g lands, and to 

known pr-operty corners . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted 

as evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This is a mountain farm located in Swift Run Gap on top 

of the Blue Ridge and on the south side of the Spottswood Trail . 

The entire tract contains 115 acres of which 74 acres is in 

Rockingham County and 41 acres in Greene Uounty. 

The soil is a sandy clay loam of good depth and fer ­

tility. The slopes are gentle to moderately steep, but somewhat 

rocky . 

The improvements on this tract consist of a 6-room 

dwelling, a barn, store-house and miscellaneous outbuildings . 

There is an orchard ofabout five acres, three acres of which is 

in Rockingham County. 

Of the 74 acres of this tract i n Rockingham County all 

is cleared except 11 acres of woodland . The chief value of 

the woodland is for fuelwood which was estimated to cut a total 

of 66 cords worth 50t per cord on the stump . The cle~red l a nd 
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has been used in recent years mostly for grazing rather than for 

cultivation. 

The exceptant complains of the low valuation placed on 

his property by the Board of Appraisal Co .'.!1l11issi -1 ners and attempts 

to show by supporti ng affidavits that the 76 acres of his land in 

Rockingham County is worth at least $10, 000 . 00 . However , v1hen 

he filed a claim in response to the published notice of these 

proceedings he claimed only a tota. l value of $6825 . 00 for the 

entire tract of 115 acres which is the total value awarded by the 

two Boards of Appraisal Commissioners . It may be that a p:i.rt of 

the increase in value now claimed by him i s for the new filling 

station whi ch has been erected since the date of my examination, 

and which is not included in the list of improvements enumerated 

in the vork Sheet of the Appraisal Board for Rockingham County . 

I fail to see however , hov1 these improvements can account for the 

difference of $3175 . 00 between the original claim and the value 

the except~nt has set up in his exception. 

It is my opinion that in a llowing $5065 . 00 for this 

tract , the Appraisal Commissioners were fair and generous; that 

the value placed upon it is considerably higher than it would 

bring on the open market; that it is a higher price than it 

could have been sold for at any time during the past 5 years; 

and that if the owner desired to sell, he would not be able to dis ­

pose of this property at a higher price than that allowed by the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners , and that the value placed on 

this land by the Board is not less than the full and fair market 

value . 
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(H) Motion to disa pprove or exception filed by E. c. and E. E. 

Lam, represented by E. D. Ott , Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of E. C. and E. E . Lam, with the record in the Clerk's 

Office in response to the publicati on of notice of the filing of 

the petition, are the lands shown as Tract No . 81 on the County 

Ownership Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933 , Re . General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and mys elf in the preparation 

of this reap and in the location thereon of the vari ous tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed park area , and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their mvn 

personal inspection and view , that the lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest, is the said tract No . 81 , as shown on the s aid nap . 

From the answer of these exceptants to the amplificatinn 

order of the court , directing them to file with the record a 

statement showing whether or not the lands in which they now 

claim an interest are the same as the lands in which the report 

of the Board of Appraisal Commissioners found trat they claimed or 

appeared to have an interest , it appears that the lands in which 

the exceptants now claim an interest are the lands in which the 
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Board found tha~ they claimed or appeared to have an interest, as 

shown on the Gounty Ownership Map filed with tts report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr . · Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in mys eparate 

affidavit, capti oned "Affidavit of S . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 

1933, Re . General . " These lands were located on the County 

Ownership Map as described in the general affidavit . They were 

plotted and checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, 

and to known property corners . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as 

evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This tract is located about four miles east of Elkton 

on the north side of the Spottswood Trail near the Swift Run 

Post Office . It is a small lot containing according to the owners' 

deed, 2880 square feet . It adjoins the Swift Run Church lot on 

the north side, and fronts on the old public road but is separated 

from the present improved highway by another small lot on which 

there is a filling station . 

The exceptants complain of the inadequate award placed 

on their property and with supporting affidavits declare that the 

value of the lot alone is $500 . 00 instea d of the $100 . 00 valua­

tion of the Board of Appraisal Commissi oners; - that the improvements 

are worth $2000 . 00 instead of $1400 . 00 as valued by the Board; 

that the prices awarded by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners 

for the land and improvements are manifestly inadequate and con­

fiscatory, and that they have not awarded the owners the present 
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fair _.market value of the same; that the price allowed for the 

property violat es Article 5 of the Constitution of the United 

st~tes; and that the finding of the said Board violates Section 

58 of the Constitution of Virginia. 

One of the owners of this property testified as to the 

value of this lot and the improvements thereon at the public 

hearings held i n the County after whi ch the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners went upon the land, and after an inspection of the pro­

perty, decided on a value of onl y $200 . 00 in excess of what I 

thought it was worth . 

This property is used as an automobile repair shop and 

one of the excepta nts declares that by reason of the distance to 

the nearest similar shops this property is especially valuable . 

Ordinarily others engaged in similar work find it desira ble to 

locate in or near some village,town or community where peo ple 

assemble on business or for other reasons . The value placed 

on this lot by the Board of Appraisal Commissi oners is at the 

rate of $800 . 00 per acre which is comparable to the value of 

many lots in the town of Elkton . 

In view of the fact that this lot does not front on the 

highway, and the further fact that the intervening lot has on it 

a building attached to the main building on this lot, is , in my 

opinion, a distinct disadvantage so long as the lots remain in 

separate ownership . 

It is my opinion that the value of $1500 . 00 placed upon 

this tract by the Appraisal Commissioners is considerably higher 

than the property would now bring on the open market; that it 
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is not uni'air--or inadequate, and that no better price can or will 

be secured for this land if the owners desire to sell, and no 

better price could have been secured for it at any time within 

the last five years . 
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(I) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Maude M. Shipp, 

represented by Charl~s A. Hamra.er, counsel. · .. 
The lanCE within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of Maude M. Shipp, with the record in the clerk's Office in 
-response to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition, 

are the lands shown as Tract No . 84, on the county Ownership Map for 

Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal commissioners with 

its report. 

In my separate affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. H· 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General," I have set forth the measures 

adopted by Mr t Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of this map 

and in the location thereon of the various tracts of diverse ownership 

within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, reference is 

made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal Commission­

ers found from the evidence submitted, and from their own personal 

inspection and view, that the lands within the park area in Rockingham 

County in which this party claims or appears to have an interest, is 

the said tract No. 84, as shown on the said map_. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing her to file with the record, a statement 

showing whether or not the lands in which she now claims an interest 

are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board of AP-

praisal Commissioners found that she claimed or appeared to have an 
interest, it appears that the lands in which the exceptant now claims 

an interest are the lands in which the Board found that she claimed 

or appeared to have an interest, as shovm. on the county Ownership Map 
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filed With its report. 

The mapp1Rg and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr. Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, 

Re. General." These lands were located on the County ovmership Map 

as described in the general affidavit. They were plotted and check­

ed and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to known 

property corners. 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as 

evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners. 

This tract is located about three miles east of Elkton 

on either side of the Spottswood Trail at its junction with the Beldor 

road. It contains ro acres all of which is tillable land and has 

on it a 3 room dwelling, a stable, garage and several outbuildings. 

The owner resides on the tract. 

The soil is a clay loam of good depth and fertility. 

The surface is even and nearly. level with some loose rocks. 

The exceptant complains of the low value placed upon 

this land by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners as well as the low 

value of the improverents. The Board of Appraisal Commissioners heard 

the testimony of the owner as to the value of this property after 

which they went upon the land and after making their inspection 

they found a value much nearer the value found by l[r• Stoneburner 

and me than that claimed by the exceptant. They did consider the 

buildings and orchard worth $186.00 more than I recommended. 

It is my opinion that the value placed upon this tract 

by the Appraisal Commissioners is not unfair or inadequate, and 



that no better price can or will be secured for this land if the 

ovmers desfre to sell, and no better price could have been secured 

for it at any time Within the last five years. 
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(.J) Moti~n to disapprove or exception filed by A. L• and .r. F. 

Moubray, represented by Charles A. Hammer, Counsel. 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham. County, which were described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of A. L. and .J. F. Moubray, with the record in the Clerk's 
-· 

Office in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the 

petition, are the lands shown as Tract No. 166, on the county owner­

-ship Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal com­

missioners with its report. 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s. H. 
~ 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by M:r. stohebur.ner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repe­

tition, reference is made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal ins~ction and view, that the lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest, is the said ~ract No. 166, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of these exceptants to the amplification 

order of the court, direct i ng t h em to file with the record, a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which they now claim an 

interest are the same as the lands in 11hich the report of t he Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that they claimed or a ppeared to 

have an interest, it appears that the lands in which the exceptants 

now claim an interest are the lands in which the Board found that · 

they claimed or a ppeared to have an interest, as shown on the county 



Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr . Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, 

Re . General . " These lands were located on the County Ownership Map 

as described in the general affidavit . They were plotted and checked 

and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to known property 

corners . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data and 

were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as evidence 

to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This tract is located about two miles east of Yancey on 

both sides of the public road and Gap Run. It is b ounded on the south 

by the Jacob Yost Tract No . 165-a; on the East by the Mary E. Wyant 

Tract No . 167; on the north by the Ida Phelps Tract NO . 165; and 

on the west by the E.rnma v. Gibbons Tract No . 163. 

This tract contains 101 acres according to the metes and 

bounds description in the owner's deed although the deed calls for 

only 87 acres and the tract is assessed as only 87 acres . The soil is 

a poor rocky sandy loam. There is much small loose rock on the sur­

face and some outcrops . At the time of my examination of this property 

I found on it an old dilapidated frame house , an incomplete log stable 

v~thout a roof , and an old shed all of doubtful value but which I 

valued at $40 . 00 . Only five acres of this tract is cultivated 

land . 91 acres is "Slope type" and five acres is "Cove type" land. 
. 

"Slope typett land may be described briefly as land which is capable 

of growing 1- 3 log timber or trees With a merchantable length of 



16-48 feet. "Cove typen land is .relatively the best forest soil 
~ 

type and is capable of groWing trees with three or more merchantable 

logs . 

The exceptan ts complain of an inadequate valuation and award 

as made by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners and state that they 

paid $500 . 00 for the tract and have since erected sundry buildings 

and otherwise improved the land . 

If and such improvements have been added they were made 

since the tract was examined. The fertility of the cleared land 

has been almost completely exhausted by repeated attempts at cultiva­

tion. 

The moded area has been repeatedly cut over for all 

timber products . Much of the present stand of young timber is too 

small for fuelwood . such chestnut oak trees as were large enough 

to peel were cut in 1930, the original stand of chestnut oak having 

been removed many years ago . 

It is my opinion that the price of $523 . 00 placed upon 

this tract by the Appraisal Commissioners is considerably higher than 

the property would now bring on the open market; that it is not un­

fair or inadequate, and that no better price can or will be secured 

for this land if the onners desire to sell, and no better price could 

have been secured for it at any time within the last five years . 
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(K) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Annie R. 

Begoon, re~resented by George s . Har nsberger, counsel. 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the qlaim filed by or in 

behalf of Annie R. Begoon, With fu.e record in the Clerkts office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the 

petition, is the land shown as Tract 242, on the County ovmership 

Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal commission­

ers with its report. 

In my separate affidavit captioned "AffidaVi t of s. H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr. Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse avnership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid 

repetition, reference is made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest, is the said tract No. 242, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing her to file with the record, a state­

ment shoWing whether or not the land in which she now claims an 

interest is the same as the land in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that she claimed or a ppeared to 

have an interest, it appears that the land in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest is the land in which the Boar d found that 

she claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shown on the county 
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Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and exam.ina tion was conducted by myself 

and Mr. Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit captioned ".Affidavit of s . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, 

Re . General . " These lands were located on .the county ownership Map 

as described in the general affidavit . They were plotted and check-

ed and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to known 

property corners . 

The "strip survey" method was used for ma.king the soil 

valuations, and determining the other elements which go to make 

up the total valuations of the fee simple estate in this tract. 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as 

evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This tract lies on top of the Blue Ridge on the west 

side of the Simmons Gap Road about eight miles east of Yancey. 

It contains about 120 acres and is a part of a larger 

tract or parcel of land containing 149 acres . The remaining portion 

of 29 acres lies in Greene County and was examined and valued by the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners appointed for that county. 

The soil is a sandy loam of fair depth and fertility . 

The woodland is very steep and rocky with some cliffs . A portion 

of the grass land is relatively smooth with moderate to gentle slopes , 

but the remainder is very steep and rocky with some shaley soil . 

Sixty seven acres of the tract is grazing land and the remainder, 

53 acres is "Slope type" land . This may be described briefly as 

land which is capable of growing 1-3 log timber or trees. with a 

merchantable length of 16- 48 feet . None of the timber on the 

Iv , \, 



tract can be considered merchantable. 

The exceptant complains that the price per acre allowed 

for this land by the commissioners is manifestly inadequate and 

confiscatory, and that these lands instead of being worth $24. 00 

per acre, as reported by the Commissioners, are worth $66 . 00 per 

acre. 

It is noted that the exceptant states in a supporting 

affidavit that her grazing lands will graze each and every year, 45 

head of cattle for six months, and that these cattle will put on at 

least 250 pounds each, and that this gain, which she values at 6¢ per 

pound, makes a profit on the property of $675. 00 . 

The sum of $675 . 00 is represented by the exceptant as the 

revenue from this grazing place, and she proceeds to capitalize this 

sum, entirely overlooking or ignoring the items of taxes on land and 

stock, supervision, maintenance of fences and improvements, salting, 

losses, herding and other expenses incidental to the business of 

stock raising . The capitalization of this sum produces the rather 

imposing amount of $11 , 250 . 00 . 

As a matter of fact, however, this sum of $11,250 . 00 

represents not only the value of the grazing land, but also that 

part of the farm devoted to the wintering of the stock, and other 

items enumerated below. 

The fallacy of this statement is apparent when there is 

taken into account the fact that the gross revenue has been credited 

to this grazing land, without deductions for taxes on land or stock, 

superVision, maintenance of fences and improvements, salting, losses, 

herding and other incidental expenses . Probably the greatest error 

in such a calculation is the failure to recognize the farm that is 



behind this grazing place, where the stock is wintered usually on a 
maintenance ration, except where it is being topped off for market . 
According to the line of reasoning of the exceptant, that part of 
the farm which produces the crops that carry cattle through the 
winter, would be valueless because as a rule, no additional weight 
is put on during the winter . Among stockmen it is the general con­
census of opinion that if they can hold what is put on during the 
summer on grass, they have brought their cattle through the winter 
in good shape . 

As an example of the role which the farm behind the 
grazing land plays, it is common practice in some localities for a 
farm owner and an owner of grazing land to purchase stock in partner­
ship with the understanding that the owner of the grazing land will 
farry the stock through the Sllm.J.ll:lr, and that the owner of the farm 
will winter feed it, and that the profits will be equally divided, 
and although no weight is expected to be added during the winter 
feeding, the fact that the farm behind the grazing land is of equal 
importance in holding the weight put on by grass, is recognized . 

The exceptant has failed entirely in presenting her 
figures to show the relation of many of the elements which enter 
into the calculation of the value of this grazing property. A great 
deal of evidence was produced at the hearings and there is a great 
deal of information available showing the relation which the grazing 
land bears to the selling price of a beef animal, all of which appears 
to have been overlooked or ignored by the exceptant . 

From the evidence as submitted at the hearings, and from 
men who have been engaged in the cattle business, and from data which 
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has been published on this matter, the following data has been 

gathered showing the relation which the grazing land bears to the 

t .otal value of a beef animal: 

Initial cost of animal • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 19% 
Cost of grazing•••••••••••••••••••••••• 29% 
Cost of winter feeding • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 28% 
Finishing (90 da) • • • • • • . • . • • • • • • • • . • • • • 2~ 

--1-0""'0%"0--

In other words, if four men went into partnership in the 

cattle business, and one furnished the calf, and the second the place 

on which to graze it, the third winter fed it, and the fourth finish­

ed it off for market, each would be entitled to the percentage of the 

proceeds as .indicated above. In fact, on page 11 of the u. s. Depart­

ment of Agriculture Circular #408,-"Wintering Beef cattle in the AP­

palachian Region, "--the following staternen t will be found,-"The winter 

feed bill is the greatest problem facing cattlemen in every beef pro-

ducing area. The winter feed costs generally constitute two-thirds 

of the yearly · cost." 

That part of the farm devoted to the raising of this 

feed that carries the stock through the winter plus the grazing land, 

is the unit which must be dealt with therefore, and the exceptant•s 

method of arriving at the value of her grazing land is entirely 

erroneous, and misleading, and the results she secures thereby are 

not borne out by the sale prices of such lands. 

It is my opinion that the Commissioners appraised this 

tract at its full market value; that in allowing $2878.00 therefor, 

they were fair and generous; tha t t his price is higher than the pro­

perty would now bring on the open market, and that the owner, if she 

desires to sell, would not be able to dispose of t his property at a 

higher price tha n tha t allowed by the Board of Appraisal commiss ioners. 



(L) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by J. w. Hinkle, 

represented •by Georges. Harnsberger, counsel. 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of J. w. Hinkle, with the record in the Clerk's Office in 
-

response to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition, 

are the lands shown as Tracts No. 244 and 326-III, on the county 

Ovmership Map for Rockingham county filed by the Board of APpraisal 

Corruni ssi ners with its report. 

In my separate affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. H• 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. General," I have set forth the measures 

adopted ·by Mr. Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of this map 

and in the location thereon of the various tracts of diverse ownership 

within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, reference is 

made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, .the Board of A,Ppraisal Commmission­

ers found from the eVidence submitted, and from their own personal 

inspection and View, that the lands Within the Park area in Rockingham 

County in which this party claims or appears to have an interest, are the 

said tracts NOo 244 and 326-III, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to ·the amplification 

order of the court, directing him to file with the record, a statement 

showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an interest are 

the same as the lands in which the report of the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest, 

it appears that the lands in which this exceptant now claims an interest 

are the l ands in WJ ich the Board found that he claimed or appeared 
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to have an i~terest, as shown on the county Ownership Map filed with 

its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and Mr• 

Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate affidavit 

captioned "Affidavit of s . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General . " 

These lands were located on the County Ownership Map as described in the 

general affidavit . They were plotted and checked and tied to the surround­

ing and adjoining lands, and to known property corners . 

The "strip survey" method was used for making the soil 

valuations, and determining the other elements which go to make up the 

total valuations of the fee simple estate in this tract . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data and 

were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as evidence 

to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

These are adjoining tracts and lie on top of the Blue Ridge 

about two miles south of Simmons Gap . Tract #244 contains five acres 

and Tract #326-III contains 71 acres . They are portions of a larger 

tract conteining 141 acres, 65 acres of which lies in Greene county. 

Tract #326- III in which the report of the Board of APPraisal 

Commissioners shows that this exceptant appears to have an interest 

is a part of the land claimed by the exceptant, but claims of ownership 

have been set up by others and t t is tract was therefore shown on the 

map and reported as a lap . I express no opinion as to the ownership of 

this tract . 

This claimant was given an opportunity to be heard on the 

value of the lap in which he claims an interest, as well as on the value 

of the land as to which there appear to be no contesting claimants . 

The soil is a sandy loam of fair depth and fertility on top of 
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the ridge, but the slopes are thin and poor . The surface along the 

top of the mountain is not especially steep or roc~y but on the sides 

of the mountain the slopes are steep and rocky. 

Tract No . 244 containing 5 acres is all "slope type" land 
-

and 55 acres of Tract No . 326-III is of the same type . This may be de-

scribed briefly as land capable of growing 1-3 log timber, or trees 

with a merchantable length of 16-48 feet . The remainder, 16 acres, of 

Tract No . 326-III is grazing land. 

There are no improvements of any kind on this tract . 

The owner files exception to the award declaring it is 

extremely unfair and confiscatory and states that this tract is chiefly 

valuable for grazing purposes. He claims the entire tract of 141 acres 

will satisfactorily carry 35 head of cattle for six months during each 

and every year; that these 35 head of cattle Will put on an average of at 

least 200 lbs., each during that period; that the aggregate number of 

pounds thus put on would be 7 , 000; that a very conservative average price 

would be 6¢ per lb., which would make the income from the grazing of this 

tract each year, $420 . 00; and that this amount is equivalent to the 

income at 6% on $?~000. 00, and that the average value per acre would 

therefore be approximately $49 . 00 as against an average of about $8. 00 

allowed by the commission on all the lands here involved. 

The average price of $8. 00 of course includes a considerable 

acreage of rough, mountain land, which is not suitable for grazing, 

and on which there has never been any attempt to develop as a grazing 

proposition. 

The exceptant further explains that owing to the fact that all 

the grazing land in the Blue Ridge is being acquired for National Park 

purposes, that no other grazing lands will be available in the Vicinity 
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of this propeirty . 

The sum of $420 000 is represented by the exceptant as the 

revenue from this grazing place, and he proceeds to capitalize this sum, 

entirely overlooking or ignoring the items of taxes on land and stock, 

supervision, maintenance of fences and improvements, salting, losses, 

herding and other expenses incidental to the business of stock raising. 

The capitalization of this sum produces the rather imposing amount of 

$?,000 . 00 . 

As a matter of fact, however, this sum of $? , 000 . 00 

represents not. only the value of the grazing land, but also that part 

of the farm devoted to the wintering of the stock, and other items 

enumerated below. 

The fallacy of this statement is apparent when there is 

taken into account the fact that the gross revenue has been credited 

to this grazing land, Without deductions for taxes on land or stock, 

supervision, maintenance of fences, and improvements, salting, losses, 

herding and other incidental expenses . Probably the greatest error 

in such a calculation is the failure to recognize the farm that is 

behind this grazing place, where the stock is wintered usually on a 

maintenance ration, except where it is being topped off for market. 

According to the line of reasoning of the except ant, th-at part of the 

farm which produces the crops that carry cattle through the winter, 

wo uld be valueless because as a rule, no additional weight is put on 

during the Winter . Among stock.men it is the general concensus of 

opinion that if they can hold what is put on during the summer on 

grass, they have brought their cattle through the winter in good shape . 

As an example of the role wh ich the farm behind the grazing 

land plays, it is common practice in some localities for a farm owner 
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and an owner of grazipg land to purchase stock in partnership with the 

understanding that the owner of the grazing land will carry the stock 

through the summer, and that the owner of the farm will winter feed it, 

and that the profits will be equally divided, and although no weight is 

expected to be added during the winter feeding, the fact that the farm 

behind the grazing lend is of equal importance in holding the weight 

put on by the grass, is recognized. 

The exceptant has failed entirely in presenting his figures 

to show the relation of many of the elements which enter into the cal­

culation of the value of this grazing property. A great deal of evi­

dence was produced at the hearings and there is a gr-eat deal of informa­

tion available showing the relation which the gr-azing land bears to the 

selling price of a beef animal, all of which appears to have been over­

looked or ignored by the exceptant. 

From the eVidence as submitted at the hearings, and from 

man who have been engaged in the cattle business, and from data which 

has been published on this matter, the following data has been gathered 

showing the relation which the grazing land bears to the total value 

of a beef animal. 

Initial cost of animal o••••••••••••••••• 19% 
Cost of grazing••••••••••••••••••••••••• 29% 
Cost of Wi nter feeding•••••••••••••••••• 28% 
Finishing (90 da) ••••••••••••••••••••••• 156~ 

In other words, if four men went into partnership in the 

cattle business, and one furnished the calf, and the second the place on 

which to graze it, the third winter fed it, and the fourth finished it 

off for market, each would be entitled to the percentage of the proceeds 

as indicated above. In fact, on Page 11, of the u. s. Department of 

.ABriculture Circular #408,-"Wintering Beef Cattle in the APPalachian 



Region,"-- ':Che following statement w111 be found,-"The winter feed bill 
. • 

is the greatest problem facing cattlemen in every beef producing area. 

The Winter feed costs generally constitute two-thirds of the yearly cost." 

That part of the farm devoted to the raising of this feed 

that carries the stock through the winter plus the grazing land, is the 

unit which must be dealt with therefore, and the exceptant~method of ar­

riving at the value of his grazing land is entirely erroneous, and mis­

leading, and the results he secured thereby are not borne out by the 

sale prices of such lands. 

It is my opinion that the commissioners appraised these 

tracts at their full market value; that in allowing $15.00 for Tract 

No. 244, and $645.00 for Tract No . 326-III, they were fair and generous; 

that this price is higher than the property would now bring on the open 

IOO.rket, and that the owner, if he desires to ' sell, would not be able 

to dispose of this property at a higher price than that allowed hy the 

Board of ,Appraisal commissioners. 
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(M) Motion tq disapprove or exception filed by 3ohn 3. Mace, 

J".ames G. Mace , Elizabeth Mace Via, R. H. Mace, J"Ulia Mace spi tzer, 

Charles M. Mace, and heirs at law of Ben F. Mace, represented by 

Georges. Harnsberger , counsel. 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of J". H. Mace's Estate, with the record in the clerk•s Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition, 

are the lands shown as Tracts f/'ZJ12, 312-a and 312-b, on the county 

Ownership Map for Rockingham county filed by the Board of APPraisal 

Commissioners with its report. 

In my separate affidavit, captioned tt.A.ffidavit of s. H• 

Marsh , dated March 1, 1933, Re. General,n I have set forth the measures 

adopted by Mr. Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of this map 

and in the location thereon of the various tracts of diverse ownership 

within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, reference is 

made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of APpraisal commission­

ers found from the evidence submitted, and from their own personal 

inspection and view, that the lands within the Park area in Rockingham 

County in which these parties claim or appear to have an interest, are 

the said 't'racts No . 312, 312-a, and 312-b, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of these exceptants to the amplification 

order of the court, directing them to file with the record, a statement 

showing whether or not the lands in which they now claim an interest 

are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners found that they claimed or appeared to have an interest, 

it appears th&t the lands in which these exceptants now claim an 



interest are the lands in which the Board found that they claimed or 

appeared to have an interest, as shown on the county Ownership Map 

filed with its report. 

The mapping and examination was conducted by m¥self and 

Mr. Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. 

General." These lands were located on the county Ownership Map as 

described in the general affidavit. They were plotted and checked 

and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to known property 

corners. 

The "strip surveyn method was used for making the soil 

valuations, and determining the other elem9nts which go to make 

up the total valuations of the fee simple estate in these tracts. 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data and 

were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as ev­

idence to the Appraisal Co:rmnissioners. 

These three tracts of land are to be fo und in the south­

eastern part of Rockingham county. Tract #312 lies on the Brown.'s Gap 

road in Madison Run about 3 miles east of Grottoes. Tracts #312-a and 

#312-b are located on the drains of Madison Run. Tract #312-a lies 

on both sides of the Brown's Gap road about 5 miles east of Grottoes. 

Tract #312-b lies near the top of the Blue Ridge just south of Brown•s 

Gap and about eight miles east of Grottoes. Both tracts ~ie entirely 

inside· of the :r. A. Alexander Tract #325 . 

Tract #312 of ei ght acres co.nsists of 4 acres of "Cove 

type" land, 4 acres of old fields which are restocking to forest growth. 

Tract #312-a of 29? acres consists of 44 acres of "Ridge 

type" land; 215 acres is "Slope type" land, and 38 acres is "Cove typen 
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land. 

Tract #312-b of 84 acres, consists of 8 acres of "Ridge 
-

typ~" land, 63 acres of "Slope type" land and 13 acres of cul ti va ted 

land. 

nslope type" land may be described briefly as land which 

is e~pable of groWing 1-3 log timber, or trees with a merchantable 

length of 16-48 feet. "Ridge type" l and may be described as land which 

will produce timber With a merchantable length of one log or less, and 

"Cove type" land is relatively the best forest type, and is capable of 

producing timber with three merchantable - logs or better. 

The old Mt. Vernon iron furnace was operated for many 

years on Madison Run about two miles from Tract #312-a, but discontinued 

operations more than 30 years ago. Charcoal was used exclusively as 

fuel for smelting the iron ore, which required for each ton of pig 

iron manufactured about 2-1/2 cords of mod. There are now numerous 

old charcoal hearths scattered over the Madison Run drainage area and 

even on the head of Big Run. It was not uncommon at that time for the 

old iron masters to haul charcoal a distance of 10 to 12 miles. The 

even aged stands of immature hardwood stands on Tract No . 312-a and on 

the adjoining Alexander tract is further evidence that the more 

accessible portions of these tracts were cut clean once at least for wood 

for charcoal. 

There are no improvements on Tract #312. On the 4 acres of 

cove type the total stand of merchantable timber was estimated as 5 M• 

feet of sawtimber and 20 cords of fuelwood. 

There are no improvements on Tract #312-a, As reported and 

outlined on the Ownership Map this tract contains 29? acres which was 

classified approximately as follows: 38 acres "cove type," 215 acres 
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"slope type" and 44 acres "ridge type." This tract has been closely 

cut over as will be shown later. The total stand of merchantable timber .. 
was estimated at 55 M. feet of sawtimber. 

At the time of the examinati on there were found to be on 

Tract #312-b, a two room - one story log dwelling, in poor condition, 

occupied by a tenant; an old abandoned log house, a log smoke house in 

fair condition and a log hen house in poor condition. 

Tract #3J.2. is a sna.11 tract of 8 acres and lying on the east 

side of the Port Republic-Brown's Gap Road, about two miles south of 

Port Republic, The soil is a sandy loam of medium depth and fertility. 

One-half of it was at one t i me cl.eared and cultivated, but later al­

lowed to revert to forest growth. This was reported as "Fields re-

stocking." The remaining half was classified as "cove type" land, 

which is relatively the best grade of forest soil, capable of growing 

trees containing three or more merchantable 16' logs. 

The soil on Tract #312-a is a sandy shaley loam-shallow on the 

upper slopes, medium over most of the area, deep, well watered and fertile 

at the lower elevations. The surface is full of fine shale and larger 

rock except in cove where rock content is moderate. 

On Tract #312-b, the soil is a gravelly shaley loam of 

medium depth and fertility with rock outcrop on ridge . Approximately 

25% of the surface is covered with rock . 

to steep. 

The slopes are moderate 

The exceptants complain in a supporting affidaVit signed by 

John J. Mace and P. B. F . Goode, Surveyor of Rockingham county, that 

the aggregate acreage of Tracts #312, 312-a and 312-b should be 512 

instead of 389 acres allowed by the Board of APPraisal commis sioners . 

These statements have been investigated, and it ha s been discovered 
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since the exception was filed that one tract claimed by the exceptants 

was overlooked. This.tract is known as the Harris 220 acre tract. 

It adjoins, and in fact, overlaps the tract shown on the ownership Map 

and reported by the Appraisal Commissioners as #312-a. The amount of 

the overlap being 85 acres. This leaves on the outside of Tract #312-a 

and adjoining it an area of 137 acres which should be included with 

the acreage of the exceptants, which totals 526 acres instead of 512 

acres claimed by the exceptants. 

The exceptants complain further because the commissioners 

failed to place a value upon a valuable spring upon this property. 

So far as l know, the CoI:rrnissioners have placed no separate valuation on 

springs or waters on any property, unless there was a showing that such 

springs had outstanding medicinal or other peculiar values, otherwise, 

the value of the springs and other waters is included in the valuation 

of the property as a whole. The lack of water on a property such 

as this one might result in a lower valuation than was assigned by the 

Commissioners, but the market value of the property in most cases is 

predicated upon an adequate water supply. 

The exceptant s complain further that no value for grazing 

purposes was assigned to these lands. Aside from the areas indicated 

i n the reports or the Cominissioners as having been cleared, there are no 

indications that any substantial attempt has ever b een made to clear 

up or use any considerable p2rt of any of these tracts for grazing 

purposes. There are a few small, scattered patches of sod in the 

wooded area, but on account of the character of the land in general , 

the steep slopes and brush, and the timber growth, the development 

of the wooded portion of these tracts as a grazing proposition would 

be entirel.y impracticable, although of cour se the pea vine, which grows 



in the woods, the leaves, and other browse furnish a considerable 

amount of forage for cattle when used in connection with sod lands. 

The exceptants further complain that these tracts contain 

valuable deposits of manganese and iron ore . The commissioners, how­

ever, did not report any value for these ores, and their failure to 

report such a value is sustai ned by the general statements as to the 

mineral deposits and mineral ri ghts within the proposed park area set 

forth in an affidavit captioned "Affidavit of nr . Arthur Bevan, 

State Geologist, dated Aprill?, 1933 , Re. General, Mineral Claims," 

and affidavit of Will iam M. McGill, captioned "AffidaVit of William 

Mahone McGill, dated April 22, 1933, Re . General, Mineral Claims . " 

It is my opinion tha t the commissioners appraised these 

tracts at their full ma~ket value; that in allowing $145 . 00 for Tract 

#312, ll , 1?2 . 00 for Tract #312-a, and $730 . 00 for Tract #312-b they 

were fair and generous; that these prices are substantially higher 

than the property wo uld now bring on the open market; that these are 

higher prices t h an they could have been sold for at any time during 

the past five ye ars, and that the owners, if they desired to sell at 

this time, would not be able to dispose of these properties at highe r 

prices than those allowed by the Board of APiraisal Commiss i oners . 



(N) Motion to. isapprove or exception filed by Robert T . 

Miller , represented by Hamilton Haas, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of Robert T. Miller , with the record in the Clerk's Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the peti­

tion, is the land shown as Tract No . 325, on the County Ownership 

Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Com.mi-ssion­

ers with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the meas­

ures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of this 

map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of diverse 

ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, 

reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Commission­

ers found from the evidence submitted, and from their own personal 

. inspection and view, that the lands within the Park area in Rockingham 

County in which this party claims or appears to have an interest, is 

the said tract No . 325, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing him to file with the record, a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an in­

terest are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of . ppraisal Commissioners fou~d that he claimed or appeared to have 

an interest, it appears that the lands in which this exceptant now 

claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that he 
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claimed o~ appeared to have an interest, as shown on the county 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr. Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidaVi t captioned ttAffidavit of s. H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, 

Re. General . " These lands were located on the County ownership 

Map as described in the general affidaVit . They were plotted and 

checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to 

known property corners. 

The "strip survey" method was used for making the soil 

, valuations, and determining the other elements which go to make 

up the total valuations of the fee simple estate in this tract. 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as 

evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners. 

This tract is located in the extreme southern corner 

of Rockingham County at the head of Paines Run between Trayfoot 

Mountain and the crest of the Blue Ridge . It is bounded on the 

North and West by the John A. Alexander Tract No . 326; on the 

South by the Black Rock Springs Company Tract in Augusta County 

and on the East by lands in Albemarle county. The entire tract 

claimed by R. T. Miller was found by examination to contain 566 

acres of which 59 acres lie in Augusta county . 

The soil is a poor, shallow, shaley loam. The surface is 

rather rocky with some rock slides and outcroppings in the higher 

elevations . The slopes are moderate to extremely steep. 

This property was used some years ago as a health resort, 

and attained a reputation locally. It was patronized largely by the 



people living in the northern part of Albemarle and Augusta counties 

and the southern ~rt of Rockingham county. Most of the cottages 

were burned several years ago by a forest fire which swept over this 

tract of land. These have not been rebuilt and the property has now 

been abandoned as a re sort. 

The improvements on this tract consist of the following: 

an old hotel building, two story, With porch 25x62• with 12 bedrooms 

kitchen and pantry of cheap construction; an amusement hall 20x96• in 

which there are two bowling alleys, and a dance hall; one cottage 

16x26', a cabin for help, 14xl4', and some small miscellaneous out­

buildings . The springs are on that :i;:art of the tract in Rockingham 

County. There are five springs on the property near the buildings. 

Two of these have been analyzed and are reported to contain minerals 

with medicinal properties and also an algae with "radio active pro-

perties." This water and the precipitate therefrom are claimed to 

possess valuable curative properties. 

As stated above a portion of this tract lies in Augusta 

County. The area in Rockingham County is 507 acres of which approxi­

mately 75% is "slope type" land which may be described briefly as 

land which is capable of growing 1-3 log timber, or trees with a mer-

chantable length of 16-48 feet. TWen ty-fi ve percent is "Ridge typen 

w'nich is land capable of groWing timber of only one merchantable 16' 

log or less. 

This property has been neglected for a number of years 

and its use as a hotel or resort for the accommodation of transients 

was abandoned, many years ago. 

There is evidence of repeated fires which have occurred 

since the removal of the bark and merchantable timber, which seriously 



injured or destroyed much and in some cases all of the young growth . 

Within the last twenty years, all chestnut trees on these lands were 

killed by the blight and as a result there is no chestnut timber now 

on these tracts of any value matsoever . One of these fires destroyed 

a number of cottages which have not been rebuilt . All have detracted 

seriously from the scenic beauty of the resort . 

I was unable to discover on this property any indications 

that it is capable of producing any substantial revenue for resort 

purposes at this time, or thLt it can be made a profitable property 

for many years to come . 

The timbered portion of the tract is typical of the cut­

over areas of this region. Practically all the accessible timber of 

value has been cut. A few straggling trees or clumps of trees have 

been left in places from which it was impossible or impracticable 

to remove them. There are scattered over the area many old snags 

or "wolf trees" which are " stag headed," "hollow butted," ttdoty" and 

crooked, most of which are "fire scarred" and neat faced" or otherwise 

defective . These trees with the fire-scarred young growth which has 

made an attempt to replace the original stand, are worse than worth­

less because they occupy the ground which should be producing a crop 

of timber. This "forest debristt appears to the inexperienced observer 

to be timber. As a matter of fact, it has only the form without 

the substance of what was o~might have been merchantable timber. 

It is not an asset but a liability, and the land would be more 

valuable today without it • . 

.After the chestnut timber became generally affected by 

the blight the injurious effects of the repeated forest fires was 
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more severe because of the increased amo·J.nt of inflammable material 

on the area. 

It is my opinion that the commissi oners appraised this 

tract at its full market value; that in allowing $4744.00 for it 

they were fair and liberal; tha t this price is substantially higher 

than the property would now brir.g on the open market; that it is a 

higher price tban it could have been sold for at any time during 

the past five years; and that the owner, if he desired to sell at 

this time, would not be able to dispose of this property at a higher 

price than that allowed by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners . 



(0) . Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Herbert Go 

Patterson, represented by George s . Harnsb·erg~r, counsel. 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham. County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of Herbert G. Patterson, with the record in the Clerk's Office 

in response to the publication of notiee of the filing of the petition, 

is the land shown as Tract No. 335, on the county ownership Map for 

Rockingham county filed by the Board of ,Appraisal Commissioners with 

its report. 

In my separate affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. Ho 

Marsh, dated March l, 1933, Re. General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr. Stoneburner and myself in t~e preparation of 

this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of di verse 

ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, 

reference is made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of APpraisal com-

missi ners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own personal 

inspection and view, that the land Within the Park area in Rockingham 

County in which this party claims or appear·s to have an interest, is 

the said tract No. 335, as shown on the ·said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing him to file w.ith the record, a statement 

showing whether or not the land in which he now claims an interest is 

the same as the land in which the report of the Board of APPrai sal 

Commissioners found tha t he claimed or appeared to have an interest, it 

appears that the land in which this exceptan.t now claims an i nterest 

is the land in which. the Board found that he claimed or appeared 
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to have an interest, as shown on the County ownership Map filed with 

its report. 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

-Mr . Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s . H• Marsh, dated March l, 1933, 
-

Re. General. " These lands were located on the County Ownership Map 

as described in the general affidavit. They were plotted and checked and 

tied to- the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to known property -

· c:orners. 

The "strip survey" method was used for making the soil 

valuations, and determining the other elements which go to make 

up the total valuations of the fee simple estate in this tract . 

The maps and reports were vorked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as ev­

idence to the Appraisal commissioners. 

This is one of several tracts along the crest of the Blue 

Ridge between Brown's Gap and Simmons Gap which this exceptant owns or in 

which he claims an interest . This particular tract is the Rockingham. 

portion of a larger tract whieh lies in Rockingham and Albemarle 

Counties. It is located two miles North of Brown's Gap and is bounded 

on the south, east and north by other lands in which the exceptant 

claims an interest and on the west by the John A. Alexander Tract NO • 

326 . 

The entire tract contains 198 acres, of which 73 aeres is in 

Rockingham county; 49 acres of the Rockingham portion is grazing land 

and 24 acres is woodland which was classified as "Slope type" land 
which may be described briefly as l end which is capable of growing 1- 3 

timber or trees with a merchantable length of 16-48 feet . 
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The soil is mostly a fertile sandy l oam of fair depth with 

some shaley ~pots. There are some cliffs and a fair amount of loose 

rocks. The s_lopes are moderate to steep. 

The improvements oonsist of two old houses of no value . 

The exceptant complains because of what he considered the low 

value assigned to- this tract of land. He claims that this 73 acres 

of land will graze 20 cattle for seven months during each and every 

year, and that these twenty cattle will put on an average of at least 
-

200 lbs., each during that period; that the aggregate number of pounds 

thus, put on wo uld be 4,000 lbs., per season. He states .further that 

a conservative aver~ge price would be 7¢ per lb., which would make the 

income from this grazing tract each year $280 . 0b; and that tnis amount 

capitalized at 6% is $4666 . 00, and that therefore the average price 

per acre of this 73 acres would be $62. 00, whereas the average value 

per acre found by the commissioners was $25. 33. 

It is noted that the exceptant states that the length of his 

grazi ng season is seven months, while the testimony of a number of 

owners of grazing lands within the Park area indicates that although 

cattle are sometimes left on the range for seven months, the usual 

season is from May 1, to November 1, a period of six months, and that 

after November 1, ~he weather conditi ns usually become so uncertain 

as to make grazing more or less hazardous except in unusual seasons. 

The sum of $280.00 is represented by the exceptant as the 

revenue from this grazing place, and he proceeds to capitalize this sum, 

entirely overlooking or ignor i ng the items of taxes on land and .stock, 

superVision , maintenance of fences and improvements, salting, losses, 

herding and other expenses incidental to stock raisi ng as well as to 

other enterprises. The capitalization of t his sum produces the r a ther 
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imposing amount of $4,666 . 00 

As a matter of fact, however, this sum of $4,666 . 00 represents 

not only the value of the grazing land, but also that part of the farm 

devoted to the wintering of the stock, and other items enumerated below. 

The fallacy of this statement is apparent when there is taken 

into account the fact that the gross revenue has been credited to this 

gra~i ng land, without deductions for taxes on land or stock, supervision, 

maintenance of fences, and improvements, salting, losses, herding and 

other incidental expenses. Probably th~ greatest error in such a cal­

culation is the failure to recognize the farm that is behind this graz­

ing place, where the stock is wintered usually on a maintenance ration, 

except where it is being topped off for market. According to the line 

of reasoning of the exceptant, that part of the farm which produces the 

crops that carry cattle through the winter, would be valueless be­

cause, as a rule, no additional weight is put on during the winter . 

Among stockm.en, it is the general concensus of opinion that if they can 

hold what is put on during the summer on grass, they have brought their 

cattle through the winter in good shape . 

As an example of the role which the farm behind the grazing 

land plays, it is common practice in some localities for a farm owner 

and an owner of grazing land to purchase stock in partnership with the 

understanding that the owner of the grazing land will carry the stock 

through the summer, and that the owner of the farm will winter feed it, 

and that the profits will be equally divided, and although no weight 

is expected to be added during the winter feeding, the fact that the 

farm behind the grazing land is of equal importance in holding the 

weight put on by grass, is recognized. 

The exceptant has failed entirely in presenting his figures 
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to show ·the ·rela.tion of many of the elements which enter into the 

calculation of the value of this grazing property. A great deal of 

evidence was produced at the hearings and there is a great deal of infor­

mation available showing the relation which the grazing land bears to 

the selling price of a beef animal, all of which appears to have been 

overlooked or ignored by the except ant. 

From the evidence as s~bmitted at the hearings, and from men 

who have been engaged in the cattle business, and from data which 

has been published on this matter, the following data has been gathered 

showing the relation which the grazing land bears to the total va.lue 

of a beef animal: 

Initial cost of animal•••••••••••••••••• 19% 
cost of grazing························ 29% 
Cost of winter feeding••••••••••••••••• 28% 
Finishing (90 da) •••••••••••••••••••••• 2~ 

· Io 1o 

In other words, if four men went into partnership in the 

cattle business, and one furnished the calf, and the second the place on 
~ 

which to graze it, the third winter fed it, and the fourth finished 

it off for market, each Vl)uld be entitled to the percentage of the 

proceeds as indicated above. In fact, on page 11 of the U. s. Depart­

ment of Agriculture Circular #408,-"Wintering Beef cattle in the A:P­
palachian Region,"' -- the following statement will be found,- "The winter 

feed bill is the greatest problem facing cattlemen in every beef pro­

ducing area. The winter feed costs gener~lly constitute two-thirds 

of the yearly cost." 

That part of the farm devoted to the raising of this feed that 

carries the stock through the Winter plus the grazing land, is the unit 

which must be dealt with therefore, and the exceptant's method of ar­

riving at the value of his grazing land is entirely erroneous, and mis-
0 s 
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leading, and the r~sults he secures thereby are not borne out by the 

sale prices of such lands. 

It is my opinion that the commissioners appraised this 
tract at its full market value; that in allowing $1849 . 00 therefor, 
they were fair and generous; that this price is higher than the property 
would now bring on the open :rmrket, and that- the owner, if he desires 
to sell, would not be able to dispose of this property at a higher price 
than that allowed by the Board of AJ)praisal Commissioners . 
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(P} Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Herbert G. 

Patterson, et als , represented -by George s . :. Harnsberger , counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of H. G. Patterson, H. H. Patterson and D. H. Patterson, with 

the record in the Clerk's Office in response to the publication of 

notice of the filing of the petition, is the land shown as Tract NO• 

337, on the County ownership Map for Rockingh_am county filed by the 

Board of APpraisal Commissioners with its report. 

In my separate affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. H• 

" Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, I have set forth the measures adopted by 

Mr. Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of this map and in the 

location thereon of the various tracts of diverse ownership within the 

proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, reference is made to that 

affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal Connnission­

ers found trom the evidence submitted, and from their own personal 

inspection and view, that the land within the Park area in Rockingham 

County in which these parties claim or appear to have an interest, is 

the said tract No. 337, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of these exceptants to the amplification 

order of the court, directing them to file with the record, a statement 

showing whether or not the land in which they now claim an interest is 

the same as the land in which the report of the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners found that they claimed or appeared to have an interest, 

it appears that the land in which these exceptants now claim an interest 

is the land in which the Board found that they claimed or appeared 
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to have an interest,_. as shown on the county ownership Map filed with 

its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and Mr • 

Stoneburner, w.l.th our assistants, as set forth in my separate affidavit . 
captioned"Affidavit of s. H. Marsh, dated MaDch l, 1933;' These lands 

were located on the county ownership Map as described in the general 

affidavit. They were plotted and checked and tied to the surrounding 

and adjoining lands, and to known property corners . 

The lfstrip survey" method was used for making the soil 

valuations, and determining the other elements which go to make 

up the total valuations of the fee simple estate in this tract . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data and 

were carefully checked on the ground before being submi t~_ed as ev­

idence to the A:Ppraisal cormnissioners. 

This is one of several tracts along the crest of the Blue 

Ridge between Browns Gap and Simmons Gap which the exceptants own or 

in which they claim an interest . This particular tract is th~ Rockingham 

portion of a larger tract mich also lies partly in Albemarle and partly 

in Greene County. It is bounded on the north and south by other lands 

in which the exceptants claim an interest; on the west by the John A• 

Alexander Tract #326, and on the east by the Crawford and Fulton tract 

in Albemarle County . 

The entire tract contains 1461. 75 acres of which only 415 

acres lies in Rockingham. county. 

The soil is a sandy loam of fair depth and fertility. There 

is only a small amount of loose rock on the cleared portion except on 

small areas, but several outcrops occur . The woodland is ve~y rocky. 

Slopes are gent=e to very steep and mostly moderate except in the 
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woods where they are steep. 

The improvements consist of a two room, log, weatherboarded 

tenant house, 16xl8' in fair condition; a log barn, l6x22, in poor con-
-

dition; a chicken house, spring house, kitchen, and corn house, and an 

orchard consisting of 28 apple trees, 15 to 30 years old in a poor 

condition, and four cherry trees. 

This property has been used for a number of years as a 

grazing farm. Slightly more tban half of it is grazing land, and 

twelve acres was found to be under cultivation. Of the wooded area 

15 acres was classified as "Cove type" land, and 164 acres as "Slope 

type" which classification of woodland may be described briefly as 

follows: Slope type is land which is capable of growing 1-3 log 

timber, or trees with a merchantable length of 16-48 feet. Ridge 

type is relatively the poorest soil type and is land capable of 

producing merchantable trees of only one 16• log, or shorter. cove 

~ype land is relatively the best forest type, and is capable of pro­

ducing timber with three merchantable logs or better. 

The exceptants complain because of the low valuation 

placed upon this property by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners, and 

state in a supporting affidavit, that this tract of grazing land of 

415 acres will graze 120 head of ca ttle for seven months, during each 

and every year, and that these 120 cattle will put on an average of 

at least 225 lbs., each during that period; that the aggregate number 

of pounds thus put on would be 2?00 per season; that a conservative 

average value of this increase would be?¢ per head, which would make 

the income from the grazing each year worth $1890 . 00; that this amount 

is equivalent to an income at 6% on $31,333.00, and that the average 

price per acre, therefore, would be approximately $?3.00. 
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It wil~ be noted that the exceptmts states that the length 

of their grazing season is seven months, while the testimony of a number 

of owners of grazing land within the Park area indicated that although 

cattle were sometimes left on the range for seven months, the usual 

season is from May 1, to November 1, a period of six months, and that 

after November 1, the weather conditions usually become so uncertain 

as to make grazing more or less hazardous except in unusual seasons. 

The sum of $1890.00 is represented by the exceptants as the 

revenue from this grazing place, and they proceed to capitalize this 

sum, entirely overlooking ·or ignoring the items of taxes on land and 

stock, superVision, maintenance of fences and improvements, salting, 

losses, herding and other expenses incidental to the business of stock 

raising. The capitalization of this sum produces the rather imposing 

amount of $31,333.00. 

As a matter of fact, however, this sum of $31,333.00 represent~ 

not only the value of the grazing land, but also that part of the farm 

devoted to the wintering of the stock, and other items enumerated below. 

The fallacy of this statement is apparent when there is 

taken into account the fact that the gross revenue has been credited to 

this grazing land, without deductions for taxes on land or stock, super­

vision, maintenance of fences, and improvements, salting, losses, herd­

ing and other incidental expenses. probably the greatest error in 

such a calculation is the failure to recognize the farm that is behind 

this grazing place, where the stock is wintered usually on a mainten­

ance ration, except where it is being topped off for market. According 

to the line of reasoning of the exceptants, that part of the farm 

which produces the crops that carry cattle through the winter, would 

be valueless because as a rule, no additional weight is put on during 
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the winter. -· .Among stockmen it is the general concensus of opinion that 

if they can hold what is put on during the summer on grass, they have 

brought their cattle through the winter in good shape. 

As an example of the role which the farm behind the grazing 

land plays, it is common practice in some localities for a farm owner 

and an owner of grazing land to purchase stock in partnership with the 

understanding that the owner of the grazing land will carry the stock 

through the summer, and that the owner of the farm will winter feed it, 

and that the profits will be equally divided, and al. though no weight 

is expected to be added during the winter feeding, the fact that the 

farm behind the grazing land is of equal importance in holding the 

weight put on by grass, is recognized. 

The exceptants have failed entirely in presenting their fig­

ures, to show the relation of many of the elements which enter into 

the calculation of the value of t hi s grazing property. A great deal 

of evidence was produced at the he arings and there is a great deal of 

infonn.ation available showing the relation which the grazing land 

bears to the selling price of a beef animal, all of which appears to 

have been overlooked or ignored by the exceptant. 

- From the evidence as submitted at the hearings, and from men 

who have been engaged in the cattle business, and from data which 

has been published on this matter, the following data has been gathered 

showing the relation which the grazing land bears to the total value 

of a beef animal: 

Initial cost of animal•••••••••••••••••••• 19% 
Cost of grazing••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 29% 
Cost of winter feeding•••••••••••••••••••• 28% 
Finishing {90 da) •••••••••••••••••••••••••~ 

In other mrds, if four men went into partnership in the 
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cattle business, and one furnished th e calf, and the second the place on 

which to graze it, the third winter fed it, and the fourth finished 

it off for market, each would be entitled to the percentage of the 

proceeds as indicated above. In .fact, on Page 11, of the u. S• Depl;;l,rt­

ment of Agriculture Circular #408,- "Wintering Beef Cattle in the AP­

palachian Region,tt -- the following statement will be found,- ttThe 
-winter feed bill is the greatest problem facing cattlemen in every 

beef producing area. The winter feed costs generally constitute two­

thirds of the yearly cost.ff 

That part of the fann devoted to the raising of this feed 

that carries the stock through the winter plus the grazing land, is the 

unit which must be dealt with therefore, and the exceptants• method 

of arriving at the value of their grazing land is entirely erroneous, 

and misleading, and the results they secure thereby are not borne out 

by the sale prices of such lands. 

It is my opinion that the commissioners appraised this 

tract at its full market value; that in allowing $9,675.00 therefor, 

they were fair and generous; that this price is higher than the pro­

perty would now bring on the open market, and that the owners, if they 

desire to sell, would not be able to dispose of this property at a higher 

price than that allowed by the Board of ,Appraisal conn:nissioners. 



(Q) ·· Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Elijah 

Catterton, . represented by Georges . Harnsberger, counsel. 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham. County, in which this exceptant appears to have an 

interest, but for which no claim was filed by the exceptant, with 

the record in the Clerk ' s Office in response to the publication of 

notice of the filing of the petition, is the land shown as Tract 

#357, on the County Ownership Map for Rockingham. County filed by 

the Board of Appraisal Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. H• 
-

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid 

repetition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims ar appears to have 

an interest, is the said tract No . 357, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court , directing him to file With the record, a state­

ment showing whether or not the land in which he now claims an 

interest is the same as the land in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared to 

have an interest, it appears that the land in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest is the land in which the Board found that 



he claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shown on the county 

-· 
Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mpping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr. Stoneburner, with our assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit captioned ttAffidavit of s. H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, 

Re. General . " These lands were located on the County ownership 

Map as described in the general affidavit . They were plotted and 

checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoini_ng lands, and to 

known property comers. 

The "strip survey" method was used for making the soil 

valuations, and determining the other elements which go to make 

up the total valuations of the fee simple estate in this tract . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as ev­

idence to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This tract is the Rockingham portion of a larger tract 

which is located on both sides of the top of the Blue Ridge about ---
miles north of Simmons Gap . It is bounded on the west by the 

w. w. and E. B. sellers Tract #1?9; on the north by the Webster 

and Shover Tract #356, and on the south and East by lands in 

Greene . County. 

The oo il is a sandy clay loam of good depth and fertility 

over most of the tract . The slopes are gentle to moderate with few 

outcrops. T~is tract is entirely cleared and in sod except for 

limited areas on the slopes where the bare mineral soil is exposed. 

There are no improvements on this tract . 

The exceptant complains because of the low valuation which 

has been assigned to his grazing lands by the Board of Appraisal Com-



missioners. He states that his tract of 140 acres, 60 acres of 

which is in Greene County, will graze 60 head of cattle, and that 

they will put on an aver~ge of at least 250 lb-s. ,, each during the 

grazing season; that the aggregate number of pounds thus put on 

would be 15,000 lbs., per season; that a very conservative average 

price would be 5¢ per lb., which would make the income from the 

grazing each year $750.00; that this amount is equivalent to the 

income at 6% on $12,500; that the average worth per acre would 

therefore be approximately $89 . 00 per acre as against the average 

price of $45 .00 per acre allowed by the Board. 

The sum of $750 .00 is represented by the exceptant as 

the revenue from this grazing place, and he proceeds to capitalize this 

sum, entirely overlooking or ignoring the items of taxes on land and 

stock, superVision, maintenance of fences and improvements, salting, 

losses, herding and other expenses incidental to the business of 

stock raising. The capitalization of this sum produces the rather 

imposing amount of $12,500 . 00. 

As a matter of fact, however, this sum of $12,500.00 

represents not only the value of the grazing land, but also that part 

of the farm devoted to the wintering of the stock, and other items 

enumerated below. 

The fallacy of this statement is apparent when there is 

taken into account the fact that the gross revenue has been credited 

to this grazing lend, without deductions for taxes on land or stock, 

supervision, maintenance of fences, and improvements, salting, losses, 

herding and other incidental expenses. Probably the greatest error 

in such a calculation is the failure to recognize the farm that is 

behind this grazing place, where the stock is wintered usually on a 
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maintenance ration, except where it is being topped off for market . 

According to the line of reasoning of the exceptant, that part of the 

farm which produces the crops that carry cattle through the winter, 

would be valueless because, as a rule, no additional weight is put 

on during the winter . Among stockmen it is the general concensus 

of opinion that if they can hold what is put on during the summer on 

grass, they have brought their cattle through the winter in good shape. 

As an example of the role which the farm behind the 

grazing land plays, it is common practice in ·some localities· for a 

farm owner and an owner of grazing land to purchase stock i n partner­

ship with the understanding that the owner of the grazing land will 

carry ~he stock through the summer, and that the owner of the farm 

will winter-feed it, and that the profits will be equally divided, 

and although no weight is expected to be added during the winter 

feeding, the fact t hat the farm behind the grazing land is of equal 

importance in holding the weight put on by grass, is recognized. 

The exceptant has failed entirely in presenting his fig­

ures to show the relation of many of the elements which enter into 

the calculation of the value of this grazing property. A great deal 

of evidence was produced at the hearings and there is a great deal 

of information available showing the relation which the grazing land 

bears to the selling price of a beef animal, all of which appears to 

have been overlooked _or ignored by the exceptant . 

From the evidence as submitted at the hearings, and from 

men who have been engaged in the cattle business, and from data which 

has been published on this matter, the following data has been 

gathered showing the relation which the grazing land bears to the 

total value of a beef animal, 
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Initial cost of animal •••••••••••••••••••• 19% 
Cost of grazing • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 29% 
Cost of winter feeding ••••••••••..•••••••• 28% 
Finishing ( 90 da) ••••.•••••••••••••••••••• 24~ 

100 o 

In other words, if four men went into partnership in 

the cattle business, and one furnished the calf, and the second 

the place on which to graze it, the third winter fed it, and the 

fourth finished it off for market, each would be entitled to the 

percentage of the proceeds as indicated above. In fact, on page 

11 of the u. s. Department of Agriculture Circular #408,-"Wintering 

Beef Cattle in the Appalachian Region,"- the folloWing statement 

Will be found,-"The winter feed bill is the greatest problem facing 

cattlemen in every beef producing area. The winter feed costs 

generally constitute two-thirds of the yearly cost.n 
-

That part of the farm devoted to the raising of this 

feed that carries the stock through the winter plus the grazing 

land, is the unit which must be dealt with therefore, and the ex­

ceptant 's method of arriving at the value of his grazing land is 

entirely erroneous, misleading and fictitious, and the results he 

secures thereby are not borne out by the sale prices of such lands. 

It is my opinion that the CoID!llissioners appraised this 

tract at its full market value; that in allowing $2 ,700.00 therefor, 

they were fair and generous; that this price is higher than the 

property would now bring on the open market, and that the owner, if 

he desires to sell, muld not be able to dispose of this property 

at a higher price than that allowed by the Board of APPraisal com­

missioners. 



(R) Motion _to disapprove or exception filed by E. c. Lam, -

represent~d by E. g . Ott, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, in which this exceptant appears to have an interest, 

but for which no claim was filed by the exceptan t with the record in 

the Clerk's Office in response to the publication of notice of the filing 

of the petition, is the land shown as Tract NO. 368, on the county owner­

ship Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Commission­

ers With its report. 

In my separate affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s. H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. General," I have set forth the measures 

adopted by Mr. Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of this map 

and in the location thereon of the various tracts of diverse ownership 

Within the proposed Park area, and to avoid repetition, reference is 

made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of APPraisal commission­

ers found from the evidence submitted, and from their own personal 

inspection and view, that the land within the Park area in Rockingham 

County in which this party claims or appears to have an interest, is 

the said tract No. 368, as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification order 

of the court, directing him to file with the reoord, a statement showing 

whether or not the land in which he now claims an intere st is the same 

as the land in which the report of the Board of APPraisal commissioners 

found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest, it appears that 

the land in which this exceptant now claims an interest is the land 

in which the Board found th at he claimed or appeared to have an interest, 

;~ .. I 



as shown on tl+e County Ownership Map filed with its report • 
. ' 

The mapping and exai.71.ina.tion was conducted by myself and 1.11'• 

Stoneburner, ~ith our assistants, as set forth in my separate affidavit 

captioned ·"A;f'fidavit of s . H'. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. General . " 

This land was located on the county- ownermip Map as described in the 

general affidavit . rt was plotted and checked and tied to the surrounding 

and adjoining lands, and to known property corners. 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data and 

were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as ev­

idenc.e .to the Appraisal commissioners . 

This tract is a small lot containing ~pproximately 1.10 of 

an ac~e ·located on the north side of and abutting on the spottswood Trail 

near SWift Run and about four miles east of Elkton . 

The exceptant complains that the prices awarded by the Board 

of Appraisal Co:rm:ni ssi one rs for the land and i mprovements are manifestly 

inadequate and confiscatory, and that they have not awarded the owner 

the present fair market value of the same; that the price allowed for the 

property violates Article 5 of the Constitution of the United states; 

and that the findi ng o~ the said Board violates section 58 of the 

Constitution of Virginia . 

He states f urther that he has received for this property 

an offer of $5,000 . 00 and he estimates that the lowest estimate of the · 

value should be $3,000 . 00 . 

rt Will be noted from the supporting affidavit of A• M. Gooden 

that the value of the lot is $1,000 . 00 and that the building could not 

be replaced today for less than $10?3.39 . It will be noted also from 

the affidavit of L. A. Hensley, that he values the lot at $1,000 . 00 and 

the replacement value of the buildings at $112? .oo . It will be noted 



by reference to the report of the Board of APPraisal Commissioners that 

their valuation of the building is slightly higher than the estimate 

furnished by both Messrs . Godden and Hensley, or $1200 .00. The main dif­

ference therefore is in the valuation of the lot which at the figure 

of the Commissioners is valued at the rate of $1,000.00 per acre. 

According to the valuation of the exceptant, this lot would be valued 

on the basis of $10,000, per acre. 

It is my opinion that the commissioners appraised this 

tract at its full market value; that in allowing $1300.00 therefor, they 

were fair and generous; that this price is h~gher than the property would 

now bring on the open market, and that the owner, if he desires to sell, 

would not be able to dispose of this property at a higher price than that 

allowed by the Board of Appraisal commissioners. 



(S) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Margaret 

Mundy, represented by Ji>. r. . Earman, counsel. 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of Margaret Mundy, with the record in the Clerk's Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the 

petition, is the land shown as Tract No . 371, on the County Owner­

ship for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal com­

missioners with its report. 

In my separate affidavit captioned uAffidavit of s . H• 
I 

-Marsh, dated March ' l, 1933, Re. General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr. Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid 

repetition,reference is made to that affidavit. 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and View, that the land within the park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to 

have an interest, is the said tract No . 371, as shown on the said 

map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directing her to file with the record, a state­

ment showing whether or not the land in which she now claims an 

interest is the same as the land in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that she claimed or appeared to 

have an interest, it appears that the land in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest is the land in which the Board found that 

S -1 
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she claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shown on the county 
Ownership Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 
Mr . Stoneburner, with our 'assistants, as set forth in my separate 

affidavit captioned "Affidavit of s . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 1933 , 

Re. General." These lands were located on the County 9wnership 
Map as described in the general affidavit . They were plotted and 

checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoining lands, and to 

known property corners . 

The maps and reports we:re worked up from the field data 
and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted as 

evidence to the Appraisal Commissioners . 

This is a small tract of three acres located on the 

Spottswood Trail in Swift Run Gap about 100 yards west of the Rock­

ingham-Greene County line . 

It was acquired by the exceptant after the Rockingham 

County lands within the proposed Park area were examined by repre­
sentatives of the state Commission on Conservation and Development, 
and the land was oought and the buildings thereon were constructed 

by the owner with the full knowledge that the land was within the 

Park area, and that steps were being taken to purchase it for 

National Park purposes . Judging from the statements of Marvin 

Mundy, husband of the exceptant in his supporting affidavit it 

appears that this place was developed as a resort in order to take 

advantage of the trade which it was anticipated would develop from 
the opening of the Skyline Drive, which was being constructed about 

the time this tract of land was purchased by the exceptant . 



There are on this tract of land the fo13:ow1ng improve­

ments, all of which were constructed by the exceptant; a fifteen 

room hotel. building of cement block cons true ti on, and two cottages, 

all of which were valued by the Commissioners, according to their 

work-sheets, at $4,500. 

$600.00. 

The land was valued at $200. per acre, or 

Although the exceptant claims a value of $25,000.00 for 

this tract and the improvements thereon, and has produced witnesses 

who testified as to the great value of this property, the commission­

ers, after a careful inspection of the land, declined to accept this 

evidence at its face value, and placed upon it a value much nearer 

that set upon it by :Mr. Stoneburner and me than that claimed by the 

exceptant. This I believe was a fair and liberal valuation con-

sidering the general character of the property and the conditions 

under which it was acquired and developed. 

It is my opinion that the Commissioners appraised this 

tract at its fair market value; th at in allowing $5100.00 for it 

they were fai r and liberal; that t hi s price is substantially higher 

than the property would now bring on the open market; and that if 

the exceptant desired to sell at this time, she would not be able 

to dispose of this property at a higher price than tha t allowed by 

the Board of Appraisal Commissioners. 

I'll 



(T) Mot io n to disa pprove or exception filed by 

G. Luther Kite, r epresented by C. A. Hammer , Counsel . 

The lands within the ar ea described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, in which this exceptant appears to have an 

interest, but for which no claim was file d by the exceptant 

with the record in the Clerk ' s Office in response t .o the publi­

cation of notice of the filing of the petition, are the lands 

shown as Tracts No . 372 and 372-I on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Commission­

ers with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General , n I have set fo:vth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this m~p and in the location thereon of the various tracts 

of diverse ownership within the proposed park area, and to avoid 

repetiti on, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence suhmitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that t h e lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or a ppears to 

have an interest , are the said tracts No . 372 and 372- I , as shown 

on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the court, directinghim to file with the record, a state­

ment showing whether or not the l ands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners found that he.claimed or ap-

r/' - I 



peared 'to have an interest , it appears that the lands in which the 

exceptant now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board 

found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown 

on the County Owner-ship Map filed with its report . 

The mapping and examination was conducted by myself and 

Mr . Stoneburner , with our assistants , as set forth in my separate 

affidavit , captioned 11 Affidavit of S . H. Marsh, dated March 1, 

1933, Re . General ,. 11 These lands were located on the County 

Ownership Map as described in the general affidavit . They were 

plotted and checked and tied to the surrounding and adjoining 

lands, and to known property corners . 

The 11 strip survey" method W9.S used for making the soil 

valuations, and determining the other elements which go to make 

up the total valuations of the fee simple estate in this tract . 

The maps and reports were worked up from the field data 

and were carefully checked on the ground before being submitted 

as evidence to the Appraisal Co:mmissi:ners . 

These tracts are located in the extreme eastern corner 

of Rockingham County on the west slopes of the Blue Ridge . 

Tract No . 372-I in which the report of the Board of Apprais ­

al Commissioners shows that the exceptant appears to have an inter­

est is a part of the lands claimed by the exceptant, but claims of 

ownership have been set up by others, and this tract was therefore 

shown on the map and reported as a lap; 

to the ownership of this lap . 

I express no opinion as 

This claimant was given an opportunity to be heard on the 

value of the lap in which he claims an interest as well as on the 

1' 



value of the ~and as to which there appear to be no contesting 

claimants. 

Tract No . 372-I conta ins 60 acres and was classified as 

follows: 3 acres of "Grazing land, 11 27 acres of "Fields Restock­

ing" and 30 acres of 11 Slope type" land. 

Tract No . 372 contains 264 acres which, with the exception 

of one acre around the buildings is all Slope type land, which may 

be described briefly as land which is capable of growing 1- 3 log 

timber, or trees with a merchantable length of 16-48 feet . 

The improvements consist of a two room frame dwelling 

without flues , or chimney in very poor condition, and an old di­

lapidated concrete stable, which was formerly used in connection 

with a stave operation. 

E.xceptant complains about the land value placed on this 

property by the Board of Appraisal Co.;:unis sioners , but makes no 

exception to the value assigned the timber and buildings and com­

pares the value placed on his land with the value assigned Vic­

toria Meadows Hensley 1 s tract . 

By reference to the Work Sheets of the Cor.nnissioners, it 

will be noted that the values assigned by the Boa rd are comparable 

to those a ssigned to the Victoria Tu . Hensley tract, and further­

more, they are in line with the values assigned to l a nds of similar 

character and locati on throughout the County. 

It is my opinion tha t the price s pla ced upon these tracts 

of $1439 . 00 for Tract No . 372, a nd ~270.00 for Tract No. 372-I 

are considerably higher than these properties would now bring on 

the open market; that they are not unfa ir or inadequate; that 

l'l 'f 



no better price can or will be secured for this land if the owner 
-

desires to sell; and no better price could have been secured for 

it at any time within the last five years . 



(U) Motion.to disapprove or exception filed by R. o. Nizer, 

represented by George S . Harnsberger, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the Clerk 1 s Office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 40 on the County Ovmership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners 

witll its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of S . H. 

:Marsh, dated foarch 1, 1933, Re • . General, 11 I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area , and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and _view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in ·which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 40 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court, directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest_:are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commi.~sioners found that he claimed or appeared to 

have an interest, it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 

f'H 



he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown on the 

County Ownership :Map filed vli th its report . 

As the Petitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisarility or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in re­

spect of the above mentioned tract , I limit my statemem:; at this 

time ·with reference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that 

the value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inade­

quate or less than its fair market value . 

l<fl 



(V) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by C. G • 

. Harnsberger , repre s ented by George S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, whic:i::.. were described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the Clerk ' s Office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

are the lands shown as Tracts No . 41 and 42 , on the County o,,ner­

ship Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal 

Commissioners vii th its report . 

In my separate affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid re ­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Ap9raisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham Coomty in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest are the said tracts No • 41 and 42 as shown on the s aid 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the 6ourt , directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared 

to have an interest , it appears that the lands in which this ex-



ceptant now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board 

found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown on 

the County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petiti Jner , the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development , is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condel!lilation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentinned tracts , I limit my statement at this time 

with reference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is certa inly not inadequate or 

less than its fair market value . 



(W) Motion o disapprove or exception filed·by John A. 

Hensley, Layton'· ' . Hensley, and other heirs of Virginia V. Hensley, 

represented by Georges . Harnsberger, Counsel . 

(X) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Luther J . 

Strickler, represented by George S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

These two motions {Wand X) refer to the same tract , 

separate exceptions filed by two different parties . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the cl.aim filed by or 

in behalf of these parties with the record in the Clerk 1 s Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the 

petition is the land shown as Tract No . 56 on the County Ownership 

Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of S . H. 

Marsh, dated Iv'.[arch 1 , 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the pr>eparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid 

repetition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which these parties claim or appear to 

have an interest is the said t1·act No . 56 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of these exceptants to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing them to file with the record a state-



ment showing whether or not the lands in which they now claim an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that they claimed or appeared to 

have an interest , it appears that the lands in which these exceptants 

now claim an interest are the lands· in which the Board found that 

they claimed or appeared to bave an interest , as shown on the 

County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

a nd Development , is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceedings in respect 

to the above mentioned tract , I limit my statement at thi s time 

with reference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or 

less than its fair market value . 



(Y) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Cassie M. 

Naylor , represented by George S . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The land vii thin the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the Clerk ' s Office in re­

sponse to the publication of Notice of the filing of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 62 on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Commission­

ers with its report . 

In my separate affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re . General , 11 I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself i n the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area , and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 62 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court , direc t ing her to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which she now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that she claimed or appeared to 

have an interest , it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now c laims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 



she claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown on the 

County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petiti_ner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at this time with 

reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market -wlue . 



(Z) Motion to disa 1prove or exception filed by J . o. Harns-

berger, A. L . Harnsberger., lW.ill .i.e T . Harnsberger, Clinton T . 

Harnsberger, Jate 1 • • ::;napp, J . 1.., . Bishop, I\ . c. Davis, and A. 

Florence Forrer, represented by Georges . Harnsberger , Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of these parties with the record in the Clerk ' s Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the peti­

tion is t4e land shown as Tract No . 70- I, on the County Ownership 

Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Com-

m.is s ioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s. B. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933 , Re . General , 11 I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr o Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection,and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which these parties claim or app~ar to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 70- I as shown on the said map . 

These exceptants have filed no answer to the amplifica­

tion order of the Court, directing them to file with the record a 

statement showing whether or not the l ands in which they now claim 

an interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Connnissioners found that they claimed or ap-



peared t have an interest , and it is assumed that they ;accept the 

findings of the Commissioners as to the identity of the lands claim­

ed by them. 

As the Petitioner , the State Co:r:rrnission on Conservation 

and Development , is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in re-
' 

spect of the above mentioned tract , I limit my statement at this time 

with J1 eference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate 

or less than its fair market value . 



(AA) Motion -to disapprove or exception filed by Sarah L . Upp, 

represented by George S . Harnsberger, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the Clerk ' s Office in res­

ponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition is 

the land shown as Tract .No . 71 on the County Ownership Map for 

Rockingham County filed by the Board of Ap~raisal Com..nissioners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit , captioned 11 Affidavit of S. H. 

Marsh, dated Tuarch 1 , 1933, Re . General , 11 I have set forth the meas ­

ures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation of 

this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of di­

verse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 71 as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court, directing her to file with the record a state-

. ment showing whether or not the lands in which she now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that she claimed or apyeared to 

have an interest, it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 



she claim~d or appeared to have an interest , as shown on the County 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petitioner, the State Co:mrission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at t Qis time wtth 

reference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as found by t he Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market value . 



(BB) Motion t? disapprove or exception filed by Julia L . 

Comer , represented by Miss Ethel Irwin, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the Clerk's Office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

is the land sp.own as Tract No . 123 on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Comffiissioners 

with its report . 

In ny separate affid9.vit, captioned "Affidavit of& . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933, Re . General,n I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the pro_osed Park area , and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of .\ppraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and vie1:1 , that the land :,i thin the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appeo,_rs to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 123 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing her to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which she now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that she claimed or appeared to 

have an interest , it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

nov1 claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 



she claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shown on the County 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in re­

spect of the above mentioned tract , I limit my statement at this 

time with reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that 

the value thereof as found by the Board is certiinly not inade­

quare or less than its fair market value . 



(CC) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Edward 

Herring and vJ. T·. Herring , represented by George s . Harnsberger, 

Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of these rarties with the record in the Clerk's Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the pe­

tition is the land shorn as Tract No . 145 on t~e County Ownership 

Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit , capti oned nAffidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933 , Re . General , n I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map a nd in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area , ~nd to avoid re ­

petition, reference is made to that 4ffidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view , that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which these parties claim or appear to 

have an inter est is the said Tract No . 145 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of t hese .exceptants to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing them to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the l a nds i n VIhich they now claim an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that they claimed or appeared 

to have an interest , it appears that the lands in which these ex-

Uo 



ceptants now claim an interest are the lands in which the Board 
-· 

found that they claimed or appea red to have an interest , as shown 

on the County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Eetitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development , is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing t h e condemnation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at this ti~e 

with reference thereto , to t h e expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or 

less than its fair market value . 

1.-11 



(DD ) Motion t.o disapprove or exception filed by M. H. Long , 

represented by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of this party with the record in the Clerk ' s Office in 

response to the publication of notice of ~he filing of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 152 on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Commissioners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the pro;>ose.d Park area , and to avoid re­

petition, ~eference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of lppraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted , and from their own 

personal inspectiJn and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said tract No . 152 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing him to file with ther ecord a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed .:J r appeared to 

have an interest , it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now claims an inter est are the lands in which the Board found that 

______________ '2.12.. 



he claim d or appeared to have an interest, as shown on the County 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petitioner, the State Comnission an Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or the 

necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect of 

the above mentioned tract , I limit my statement at this time with 

reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market value . 

2.13 



(EE) Motion o disapprove or exception filed by Hosea 

Shifflett, represented by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham t3ounty, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the Clerk's Office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 160 on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Commission­

ers with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned 0 Affidavit of s. H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933 , Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Par k area, and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said tract No . 160 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in whi ch the r eport of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or ap}:Bared to 

have an interest, it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 
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he claimed or appeared to have an interest , as shown on the County 
.. 

Ownership Map filed with tts report . 

As the Petitioner , the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentioned tract , I limit my statement at this time 

with r eference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is cert linly not inadequate 

or less than its fair market value . 



(FF) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Thomas L . 

Yancey, Emma V. Gibbons , Hunter M. Gibbons , Mrs . Mary Gibbons 

Snapp , F . M. Yancey, Nettie I . Mauzy, Julia Estes, A. s . Yancey, 

and Frank W. Yancey, represented by Charles 1. Hammer, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of these parties with the record in the Clerk's Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the pe­

tition is the land shown as Tract No . 163 on the County Ownership 

Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners with its report . 

In mys eparate affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of S . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933 , Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rocldngham County in which these parties claim or appear to 

have an interest is the said tract No . 163 as shown on the said map _. 

From the answer of these ~Bxceptants to the amplifica­

tion order of the Court , directing them to file ~ith the record a 

statement showing whether or not the lands in which they now claim 

an interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

_Board of /ipJraisal Commissi oners found that they claimed or appeared 

to have an interest, it appears that the lands in which these ex-



ceptants now claim an interest are the lands in which the Board 

found that they claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shown 

on the County Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the etitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect 

of the above ment ioned tract, I limit my statement at this time 

with reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate 

or less than its fair market value . 

l-1 



( GG) otion to disa pprove or exception filed by Mrs . E . i/ . 

Harrison, represented by Ralph H. Bader , Counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were descri bed in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of this party with the record in t ~e Clerk ' s Office 

in response to the publication of notice of the filing of the :i;eti­

tion are the lands shown as Tracts No . 208 and 208-a on the County 

Ownership Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisa l 

Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit , eaptioned 11 Af,fidavit of s . H. 

~arsh, dated March 1 , 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself ig the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park 'lrea , and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of .-.ppraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this f9.rty claims or _appears to have 

an interest is the s a id Tracts No . 208 and 208- a as shown on the 

said Map . 

From the ansvrnr of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing her to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which she nov1 claims an 

i nterest are the same as the lands n which t he r Aport of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that she claimed or appeared to 

have an interest , it appears tha t the l ands in which this exceptant 
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now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 

she claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shmn on the County 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at this time wtth 

reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market value . 



(HR) Motion to -disapprove or exception filed by Joseph E· carickhoff, 

represented by Ralph H. Bader , counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham county , which was described i n the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the clerk's Office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 210 on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of AJ)praisal commissioners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned ttAffidavit of s . H• 

Marsh, dat~d March 1 , 1933, Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by itr . stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various -tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view , that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 210 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court, directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the Report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared to 

have an interest, it a ppears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found tha~ 

U.o 



he claimed o~ appeared to have an interest, as shown on the County 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

As the Petitioner, the state commission on conservation 

and Developme1~t, is at this time considering the advisability or the 

necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect of 

the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at this time with 

reference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market value . 

U.l 



(II) Motion to _.di sap prove or except ion filed by M. H. Harri son, 

represented by Ralph H. Bader, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of t his party with the record inthe Clerk•s Office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 212 on the county ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of A.Ppraisal commissioners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s. H• 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933, Re. General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by 1!r . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

di verse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to a void re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted , and from their own 

perronal inspection and view, that the land within the park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 212 as shown on the said map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court, directing hi··1 to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the Report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared to 

have an interest, it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now clai ms an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 



he claim d or appeared to have an interest, as shown on the county 

Ownership Map filed with its report. 

As the Petitioner, the state commission on conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or the 

necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect of 

the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at this time with 

reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market value. 



(JJ) Motion to -disapprove or exception filed by Thomas L • yancey , 

represented by Charles A. Hammer , counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham county, which was described i n the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the clerk ' s office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the f i ling of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 213 on the county ownership Map 

for Rockingham county filed by the Board of APpraisal commissioners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of s . H• 

Marsh , dated March 1 , 1933 , Re. General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by 1-ir . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area , and to avoid re ­

petition ,. refernece is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missi oners found from the evid~nce submitted , and from their own 

personal inspection and view , that the land wi~hin the park area 

in Rockingham county in which this party clai~s or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 213 as shown on the said map. 

Fran the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing him to file vnth with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in ii1ich he now claims an 

i nterest are the same as the lands in which the Report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared to 

have an interest , it appears that the l ands in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest are the lands i L which the Board found that 



he claimed. or appeared to have an intere s t , as shown on the county 

Ownership Map filed with its report . 

s the Petitioner , the state Commission on conservation 

and Development , is at this time considering the advisability or the 

necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect of 

the above mentioned tract, I lira.it my statement at this time with 

reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as fouhd by the Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market value . 



(KK) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by Annie E. Hedrick , 
represented by Ralph H. Bader , Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County , which was described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of t his party with the record in the clerk's of fice in re-
-sponse to the publication of notice of the fili ng of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 248 on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham. County filed by the Board of APPraisal Commissioners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned"Affidavit of s . H• 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933, Re . General , u I have set forth the 

measures a dopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts ae­
diverse ownership within the proposed Park area , and to avoid re­

petition , reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of APPraisal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted , and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land Within the park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interes t is the said Tract No . 248 as shown on the said map . 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court , directing her to file With the record a stat e­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which she now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands i n which the Report of the Board 

of Appraisal.. commissioners found thc:" t she claimed or appeared to 

have an interest , it appears that the lands in which this exceptant 

now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board found that 



ije claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shown on the county 

Ownership Map filed with its report. 

As the Petitioner, the state commission on conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or the 

necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect of 

the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at this time with 

reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the value 

thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or less 

than its fair market value. 



(LL) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by J . H. Lewin, 

represented by Georges . Harnsberger , counsel . 

The lands within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which were described in the claim filed by or in 

behalf of this party with the record in the clerk's Office in re­

sponse to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

are the lands shown as Tracts No . 256 and 256-a , on the County Ovmer­

ship Map for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Af)praisal 

Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s . H• 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933, Re . General , " I mve set forth the 

measures adopted by Ivtr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area, and to avoid re­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of Af)praisal com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the lands within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an intereat are the said Tracts No . 256 and 256-a as shown on the said 

map. 

From the answer of this exceptant to the amplification 

order of the Court, directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal commissioners found that he claimed or appeared · 

to have an interest, it appears that the lands in which this ex-



ceptant now claims an interest are the lands in which the Board 

found that he claimed or appeared to have an interest, as shown on 

the County Ownership Map filed with its report. 

As the Petitioner, the state commission on conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condmnation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentioned tracts, I limit my statement at this time 

with reference thereto, to the expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate or 

less than its fair market value. 

U'f 



(MM) Motion to disapprove or exception filed by ·l. S . Kemper , 

represented by Hamilton Haas , Counsel. 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or 

in beh~lf of this party with the record in the Clerk ' s Office in 

response to the publication of notice of the filing of the p eti­

tion is the land shown as Tract No . 276 on the County Ownership M~p 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Comuissjoners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavot of S . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933 , Re . General , " I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park 1.rea , and to avoid re­

petition, refer~nce is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of 1-1.ppraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which this party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 2f76 as shown on the said map. 

This exceptant has filed no answer to the amplification 

order of the court , directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the lands in which he now claims an 

interest are the same as the lands in which the report of the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared 

to have an interest , and it is assumed that he accepts the findings 

of the Commissioners as to the identity of the lands claimed by him. 



As the Petitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development, is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in respect 

of the above mentioned tract, I limit my statement at this time 

with reference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that the 

value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate 

or less than its fair market value . 

231 



( NN) Motion t~ disapprove or exception filed by D. },! . Clark, 

represented by Hamilton Haas, Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County in which this -exceptant appears to have an in­

terest, but for which no claim was filed by the exceptant with the 

record in the Clerk's Office in response to the publication of notice 

of the fi~ing of the petition, is the land ghown as Tract No . 277 

on the County Ownership Map for Rockingham County filed by the 

Board of Appraisal Commissioners with its report . 

In my separate affidavit, captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933 , Re . General," I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts 

of diverse ownership within the proposed Park are~ , and to avoid 

repetition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report, the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view , that the land withiµ the Park area 

in Rocldngham County in which this :i;arty claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 277 as shown on the said map . 

This exceptant has filed no answer to the amplification 

order of the Court, directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the la.nd in which he now claims an 

interest is the same as the land in which the report of the Board 
, 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared to 

have an interest, and it is assumed that he accepts the findings 

of the Commissioners as to the identity of the land claimed by him . 



As the Petitioner, the State Commission on Conservation 

and Development , is at this time considering the advi sability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in re ­

spect of the above mentioned tract , I limit my statement at this 

time with reference thereto , to the expression of my opinion that 

the value thereof as found by the Board is certainly not inadequate 

or less than its fair market value . 
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(00) Motion o dis pprove or exception filed by John Roadcap, 

represented by Hamilton Haas , Counsel . 

The land within the area described in the petition in 

Rockingham County, which was described in the claim filed by or 

in behalf of this .f13,rty with the record in the Clerk's Uffice in 

response to the publication of notice of the filing of the petition 

is the land shown as Tract No . 307 on the County Ownership Map 

for Rockingham County filed by the Board of Appraisal Commiss~aners 

with its report . 

In my separate affidavit , captioned "Affidavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1, 1933 , Re . General,n I have set forth the 

measures adopted by Mr . Stoneburner and myself in the preparation 

of this map and in the location thereon of the various tracts of 

diverse ownership within the proposed Park area , and to avoid re ­

petition, reference is made to that affidavit . 

As shown by their report , the Board of Appraisal Com­

missioners found from the evidence submitted, and from their own 

personal inspection and view, that the land within the Park area 

in Rockingham County in which tnis party claims or appears to have 

an interest is the said Tract No . 307 as shown on the said map . 

This exceptant has filed no answer t o the amplification 

order of the Court, directing him to file with the record a state­

ment showing whether or not the land in which he now claims an 

interest is the same as the land in which the report of the Board 

of Appraisal Commissioners found that he claimed or appeared to 

have an interest , and it. is assumed that he accepts the findings 

of the Commissioners as to .the identity of the land claimed by him. 



As the Petitioner , the State Commission on Conservation 

and Develo -)ment , is at this time considering the advisability or 

the necessity of dismissing the condemnation proceeding in re­

spect of the above mentioned tract , I limit my statement at this 

time with reference thereto , to the expressi~n of my opinion that 

the value thereof as found by the Board is certainl y not inadequate 

or less than its fair market value . 



The foregoing sta ternents dealing v1i th the several 

objections , exceptions, and moti ons set out above , should be 

read together with my affidavit captioned 11 Aff idavit of s . H. 

Marsh, dated March 1 , 1933 , Re . General , n to which reference is 

made to avoid repetition . 

Witness my signa ture this 15" day of August , 1933 . 

~j~-
< s: H . I.1arsh . 

ST ~TE OF VIRGINIA ) 
( ss . 

COUNTY OF .• ARREN ) 

Personally appeared before me , the undersigned Notary 

Public in my said County and State, S . H. Marsh, whos e name is 

signed to the foregoing statement, and who being duly sworn, 

made oath that the matters and things set forth therein are true 

to the best of his knowledge and belief . 

Witness my signature and Notarial Seal this ~r day of 

August , 1933 . 

M, Con ni ;sion llc.µ1r1;, uece,nber 31 c., ' 
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