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——— 1501 Monroe Street, Madison, Wisconsin 563711, 608-256-1090

March 1, 1982

James A. Graaskamp, Ph.D., SREA, CRE
Tim Warner, MS, MAI, SREA
Jean B. Davis, MS

Attorney Ed Parry

Parry & Esposito

Suite 604, Fidelity Building
Spokane, Washington 99201

Re: Appraisal Valuation of Pack River Lands Within Wilderness
Designated by Alpine Management Act of 1976

Dear Mr. Parry:

With this letter we are transmitting to you an appraisal
valuation as of January 1, 1981, at fair market value of lands
now owned by 20 interests in the former Pack River Company,
referred to collectively as Pack River Lands in this report for
convenience. This appraisal report culminates a three year
research project by a variety of experts at the University of
Wisconsin or at Landmark Research, Inc., so that the appraisal
report is the conversion of the expertise of many specialties
into a pricing model process with which to value the subject
land for the owners whom you represent. Therefore this
appraisal report incorporates by reference and draws heavily
upon the following research compendiums and resources:

Appendix A - Comparable sales data collection, including
appraiser notes, maps, photographs, and legal
documentation selected by Landmark Research,
Inc. as relevant and suitable to the valuation
of the subject property. Photography by Sean
Ahearn.

Appendix B - Report on technical problems of data mapping,
reconciliation of legal descriptions, survey
location, and computer mapping of subject and
comparable properties by Prof. Ralph Kiefer;
Professional report and notes of Sean Ahearn,
photographer and environmental monitoring
technician and surveying specialist.

Appendix C - Report on methods and procedures for devel-
oping a computer data base covering the sub-
ject property and environs (100,000 acres
plus subject properties), additional computer
pricing model programs, and related procedures
by Michael Robbins, environmental systems and
valuation specialist.




To: Attorney Ed Parry

Appendix D - Survey research of Alpine Lakes hikers and
campers using visitors employed photography,
questionnaire survey, and graphic response
techniques by Professors Bernard Niemann and
Richard Chenoweth; procedures and applications
of VIEWIT, a computer model for computation of
seen areas, slope, and aspects for land use
planning, developed by the Forest Service and
applied on the University of Wisconsin
computer by William B. Gates.

| Appendix E - A collection of correspondence, technical
‘ tables, and other sources relied on within the
appraisal for key assumptions and procedures.

materials which provide a broader base of
understanding of innovative concepts and
current technology which may not be generally

Appendix F - A collection of technical readings and similar

familiar or traditionally associated with the
appraisal process, but nevertheless relevant
to the subject property.

Appendix G - A collection of slide carousels which portray
the subject property and comparable sales in
three dimensional color with screen projec-
tion, which portray data collection and coding
procedures, or which provide easily transport-
able views of cumbersome data sources such as
relief maps, wall maps, and computer outputs.

This report provides a separate fair market value as of January
1, 1981 for each owner by parcel in Table 1 attached to this
letter and taken from the concluding pages of Section IV of the
attached report. The sum of these individual interests
represents a total value at fair market value, assuming all
conditions requisite of a fair sale with cash to the seller of:

THIRTY-SEVEN MILLION DOLLARS

($37,000,000)




TABLE 1

FAIR MARKET VALUE BY OWNER NUMBER AND
COMPLAINT NUMBER AS OF JANUARY 1, 1981

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL DATED MARCH 1, 1982

Owner
_No. Owner Name
1l L. V. Brown 2,342.92
2 Sheila D. Brown 2,301.68
3 J. M. Brown, Jr. 3,599.78
4 Jean O., Brown 3,483.60
5 Chester Chastek 640,00
6 Catherine Chastek 640,00
7 Beverly C. Cook 960.00
8 Deborah A. Hansen 928.40
9 Stephanie M. Brown 979.90
10 Lawrence V. Brown, Jr. 960.00
11 Josephine H. Brown 1,326.56
12 Patricia E. Brown 1,182.40
13 Jacqueline Brown 1,255.57
14 Barbara Huquenin 1,208.80
15 Patrick C. Chastek 101.78
16 Joyce Esposito 101.79
17 Gary R. Chastek 120.00
18 Thomas D. Chastek 110.00
19 Lawrence F. Chastek 110.00
20 Michael P. Chastek —-103.59
TOTAL 22,456.77
Acres

James A. Graaskamp

Signe;:§l~ﬁu~awv\ c:jfk:xJNﬁ<1‘—Vig=w~§<\

Total Fair
Acres Owned Market Value

$ 5,115,551

4,946,204

5,596,217
5,318,760

899,884
948,628

1,405,331
1,601,770

1,369,244
1,454,397

1,821,154
1,920,792

1,758,148

1,817,368

182,234
180,967

92,577
253,306

150,164

—171,336
$37,004,032

Complaint
—No.

C-80-365
C-80-351

C-80-362
C-80-355

C-80-366
C-80-367

C-80-349
C-80-352

C-80-353
C-80-361

C-80-350
C-80-359

C-80-363
C-80-364

C-80-348
C-80-354

C-80-356
C-80-357

C-80-358
C-80-360
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To: Attorney Ed Parry

These value determinations are the result of a thorough and
craftsmanlike analysis of the subject property and its
attributes, the changing market for wilderness lands in the
high country of the northwest, and consideration of the
significant alternative uses to which the property might be
put. It should be noted that we have concluded the highest and
best use to be wilderness. There is a growing and orderly
market for wilderness lands among well financed conservation
groups and other cognescenti of natural beauty. Certain
procedures in the appraisal are innovative in terms of scoring
to rank the quality of wilderness, of natural beauty, of
naturalness, and of solitude in order to focus more clearly on
the superior and outstanding attributes of the subject property
in these matters relative to other sales of comparable prop-
erties. A short description of appraisal logic and procedures
is provided in the Appraisal Abstract following the Table of
Contents. We have depended in part on sources and experts
considered to be reliable and accurate but no guarantee can be
made by Landmark Research for any of these sources and
individuals. The findings and valuation conclusions must be
read and understood in context with OUR STATEMENT OF LIMITING
CONDITIONS as well as the critical assumptions throughout the
report WHICH ARE STATED IN CAPITALIZED LETTERS.

Nevertheless all of us associated with the project are pleased
and excited that we may have provided some small improvements
to appraisal theory and technology, some needed refinements to
the appraisal process for wilderness, and a new point of
departure for ranking wilderness properties for both public and
private decision makers, who need proxies for intangible
attributes in the increasingly complex field of land use
decisions and valuation.

Sincerely,

James A. Graaskamp, Ph.D., SREA, CRE
an Land E is
Yrban Lan %%ﬁggﬁ\t )
Ko Ry
\

N
Mié%ael L. Robbins, MS
Environmental Monitoring & Valuation Systems Specialist
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APPRAISAL ABSTRACT

The appraisal of roadless wilderness lands of great
topographical and ecological diversity is a specialty within
general appraisal practice which has not received much
theoretical or practical development. An appraisal 1is a
systematic collection of facts about a specific property which
are organized to explore alternative use scenarios with the
objective of identifying the most probable use consistent with
constraints of public policy and economic profitability. Given
this best use or most probable use, the appraiser can
generalize as to the profile of the most probable buyer type,
his motivations and his means as a first step toward selecting
or developing a model for pricing the property in a manner
consistent with best use and probable buyer assumptions.
Appraisal value is variously defined as a price under specific
conditions and in this case the price is fair market value.
Fair market value presumes cash to the seller, knowledgeable
buyer and seller, the absence of duress, and an adequate
offering time on the market.

The pricing model may be inferential from past sales of
comparative properties or may simulate the decision rules of
expected buyers, as in the case of cash flow investment models -
for commercial buildings. Where facts and precedent provide no
basis for comparative inference or simulation, the appraiser
falls back on normative methods 1like the cost approach,
particularly where price prediction is not as important as a
formalized procedure for fire insurance replacement costs or
even assessmente.

In the case at hand regarding some 23,000 acres of
mountainous high country with unique attributes of scenic
quality the standard appraisal problem has not quite been
specified by the circumstances so the appraiser has established
some working premises:

A. In the absence of determination of a date of purchase
or taking by eminent domain, it was necessary to
presume a date of January 1, 1981, recognizing that a
complex appraisal pricing model would need to be a
design that was capable of responding quickly to a
court directed change in appraisal date.
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Be.

C.

E.

Since the Pack River lands are generally scattered in
approximately 43 sections in a checkerboard pattern
with federally owned lands, these sections are
organized in clusters to define four appraisal units
which seemed marketable, cohesive, and topographically

‘defined.

Since the start of the appraisal, the original
ownership found it necessary to liquidate so that there
are now 20 owners scattered among the 43 sections,
although not quite randomly. Therefore an appraisal
system had to be designed with a land area unit which
could be aggregated in the future into any appraisal
unit to be 1later defined by negotiation or by the
courts. A l0-acre cell was therefore used as the
organizing unit for data.

In addition to alternative uses for the subject lands
such as logging and recreational development which are
rather customary scenarios, wilderness as a highest and
best use was also considered. Evidence is presented of
an orderly market for rare and high quality natural
landscapes fostered through private organizations and
government agencies without power of eminent domain.
At some point wilderness attributes on a specific site

~are present in such quantity, diversity, and quality

that the preservation market will pay more than any
alternative use to acquire and preserve. The problem
is scoring wilderness in such a way as to rank and
price its quality so that the cross over points to best
use as wilderness from say, logging, is objective.

Wilderness as an economic use has been ignored by
appraisers and the courts because a significant vector
of value is beauty and scenic quality, which did not
seem to lend themselves to objective comparison.
Therefore it was necessary to find physical
ascertainable facts which were correlated into proxies
for the degree of naturalness, solitude, recreational
challenge and scenic beauty, the general components of
wilderness ascribed to by the U.S. Forest Service RARE
II.

xiii



I.

To establish the relationship between the presence of
various land forms, rock forms, water forms, vegetation
forms, and vistas to perceived scenic quality, the
appraisal uses a recent technique called Visitor
Employed Photography, a tool of the Forest Service as
well as other private/public sectors. This 1link made
it possible to provide ordinal ranking based on the
diversity of a given tract in terms of land form, rock
form, water form, etc. Vistas were scored with a
Forest Service computer program called VIEWIT.

Since land appraisal depends primarily on market
comparison as opposed to income valuation or a cost
approach, it was then necessary to catalog a diversity
of rock, land, water, and vegetative forms on the
l0-acre cell units of the subject property and of the
comparable property to facilitate sensitive comparison
of various properties with objective detail. When
these physical elements were scored for their absence
or presence in combination as found in the VEP studies,
it was then possible to compare sites for alternative
uses and related values.

The development of a premise for best use or most
probable use explored the most probable options
including logging, recreational development, logging
and recreational development, and wilderness as an
economic use.

Comparable sale properties were then sought out in
mountainous wilderness tracts featuring some commercial
forest cover, diversity of lake and stream water forms,
with opportunities for challenging wilderness
recreation, and roughly similar rainfalls, bought by
preservation minded individuals, private organizations,
or gdgovernment agencies proceeding without benefit of
eminent domain.

1. The search was further narrowed to emphasize the
northern and eastern Cascades in Chelan, Skagit,
and Snohomish Counties in Washington, the Primitive
Areas along the Salmon, Monumental, and Big Creek
areas in Idaho, and in the Spanish Peaks Primitive
Area of Gallatin and Lewis & Clark Counties of
Montana. In addition several sales in Jackson
Hole, Wyoming, and the Colorado Rockies were
selected as well.




2. These sales were first adjusted for the «classic
externalities of terms of sale, improvements which
may have been included with the 1land, differences
for mineral rights, development pressure, seller
circumstances, or recreational presures on a
comparative regional basis. These adjusted prices
were then adjusted for currency devaluation over
time using the Federal Reserve Deflator Index.

3. Each comparable was cataloged as to its physical
characteristics with the identical 10-acre unit
coding system as was applied to the subject
property. Only the vista component had to be
simulated by the appraiser as an alternative to
VIEWIT because of the absence of sufficient
elevation points around some of the comparables.

4, To place sales on a common denominator, 14 sales
were subdivided into 173 forty acre sub-sales by
reallocating the adjusted price for the total
property to each forty in the proportion that the
score on the forty was to the total score on the
propertye.

To match 40-acre units of the subject property to
40-acre sub-sale units of the comparable sales, an
automated process known as MKTCOMP developed for market
comparison appraisal was used. This system, which has
had various government applications in the past ten
years, uses Euclidian distance to measure differences
between comparables in terms of the sum of the squares
of adjustments between ten wilderness attributes of
each subject with ten identical categories for the
comparables. The dollar adjustment factores were
generated in terms of total aggregate attribute scores
as a percentage of the sum of total scores for all the
comparables times the mean price per 40-acre sub-sale.
The MKTCOMP model used permits the appraiser to define
the preliminary group of sub-sales appriori, in this
case, the best 18 out of 173 potential sub-sale units.
Decision rule 2 was to accept only the first and second
best sub-sale comparables from any one comparable
transaction. As a final screen, the best six of the
remaining comparables were then selected and the mean
computed of their adjusted prices as representative of
the price of the subject property.
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The appraisal report relies on the basic concept of
market comparison and is therefore in the main stream
of appraisal; the selection of a fine grained computer
mapping technique with which to record the physically
ascertainable components which in combination produce a
product called wilderness is simply the extension of
data techniques in general use for land use planning,
zoning, and subdivision land appraisal, where soils,
slope, septic suitability, and shoreland preservation
are critical to reliable valuation. The use of point
systems to establish ordinal ranking and cutoff
decision points is well established in decision making
methodology. The innovative aspect of this appraisal
is to apply these techniques to a commodity called
wilderness to rank scenic quality and wilderness
as defined in RARE 1II documentation. To recognize
roadless wilderness as an economic commodity when a
ubiquitious four wheel drive vehicle has penetrated
almost everywhere is shown in the appraisal to be
consistent with the 1literature on the economics of
conservation. The correlation of multiple subjective
aesthetic judgments to the absence or presence of
physical features is a blossoming area of behavioral
psychology and gives the appraiser a legitimate
mechanism for dealing with the seemingly intangible
values of landscape aesthetics.

XVi




I. DEFINITION OF APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENT

A. The Context for Appraisal

The issue for which fair market value is required as a
benchmark for decision making stems from the Alpine Lakes Area
Management Act (ALAM ACT) of 1976, Section 4 (Land Acquisition
and Exchangeﬂ which authorized and directed the Secretary of
Agriculture to acquire more than 41,000 acres of non-Federal
lands in the Alpine Lakes wilderness and the "intended
wilderness". (See Exhibit 1 for general location.) These
purchases primarily impact on the interests of six property
owners (see Exhibit 2) of which the Pack River Company is the
largest. This appraisal has been requested by the successors in
ownership to the Pack River Company, which hasibeen dissolved
since passage of the statutory intent to acquire. Negotiation
prior to the appraisal has apparently ruled out acquisition of
lands outside the defined wilderness area but within the
management area (see Exhibit 3), has ruled out the possibility
of exchange of timber for other timber lands in the National
Forest, and discouraged the probability of donation sc that
acquisition will be by purchase for cash.2

Although the Management Act provided three years for
negotiated purchase, the Forest Service saw one of their
alternatives to be no action at all (referred to as Plan D) in
order to prompt land owners to force a purchase by court

action.3 In one of the unique features of the Alpine Lakes
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EXHIBIT 1

GENERAL VICINITY MAP OF ALPINE LAKES AREA,
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ALL NON-FEDERAL LANDS BEING CONSIDERED FOR ACQUISITION
TO COMPLETE ALPINE LAKES WILDERNESS

"I. EXHIBIT 2
|
|
|
|
|

Wilderness ALA Outside
Non-Federal & Intended Management Alpine
Property Owner Wilderness Unit Lakes :
Area Total
| Burlington Northern 8,315.23 9,718.19 116.20 18,149.62
|
i Icicle Irrigation Dist. 361.16 79.86 L4y.02
| Pack River 22,450.63%* 949.47 23,400.10
(22,456.77) '
Sawyer Trust* (22,318.01) (949.47) (23,267.48)
Weyerhaeuser 9,980.70 11,374.18 10,073.15 31,428.03
‘ Keith Williams Family 159.04 159.04
Total 4k1,107.72 22,280.74 10,189.35 73,577.81

*%22,456.77 is corrected survey total.
Source: Page 5, ALPINE LAKES AREA ACQUISITION - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

\

\

*Not included in Total.
STATEMENT
|

|

|

|

\
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EXHIBIT 3

INTENDED WILDERNESS WITHIN WHICH
SUBJECT PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN A CHECKERBOARD
DISTRIBUTION DEFINED INTO FOUR SUB-ZONES

Alpine Lakes Area

To
Everet!

Leavenworih

7/ o

wengichee
To

Seattle

Snoqualmie
Pass

//// Wilderness
% Intended Wilderness \

£~ Monagement Un1 Baundory
le um
To Ellensburg

Source: Alpine Lakes Area Acquisitions, Final Environmental
Impact Statement, Wenatchee, Colville and Mt. Baker-
Snoqualmie National Forests, Pacific Northwest Region,
Forest Service, US Department of Agriculture, 1979



Area Management Act, the owners within the intended wilderness

have been given certain rights which modify the appraisal rules
affecting condemnation. (See Exhibit 4.) In fact, attorneys
representing the Pack River Company successor interests have
initiated such a suit as provoked by Plan Alternative D in the
Unitéd States District Court for the Eastern District of
Washington, Complaint Numbers C-80-348 to C-80-367.

While the ALAM ACT uses the term with "just compensation”
there is no condemnation action at this time nor are the
actions above adverse condemnation but rather suits to proceed
with negotiation on purchases in which the court will set the
price should negotiations stalemate. 1In the absence of
precedent or instruction from the bench the appraiser must
address certain basic issues that are undefined using logic,
common sense, and the UNIFORM APPRAISAL STANDARDS FOR FEDERAL
LAND ACQUISITIONS, U.S. Printing Office, catalog #Y¥3.L22: 8
AP/6/1973 when applicable.h There is the anticipation that
the appraisal system selected must be adjustable quickly to
future judicial rulings as the case unfolds. This need for
methodology which is responsive has a significant bearing on

the appraisal procedures selected as will be detailed below.




Be

Basic {oal .

l. Definition of date of appraisal

The intent of Congress and the ALAM ACT placed great

‘stress on donation, exchange, or negotiation for

acquisition, and at this time litigation is concerned with
the rights of the land owners under the Act to seek a court
push on purchase negotiations. While adverse condemnation
might choose July 12, 1976 or 1979, as the effective date
of Federal control, no such condemnation action has been
instituted, and therefore a date of taking is not relevant.
This appraisal was instituted prior to current litigation
to accelerate purchase negotiations so neither 1litigation
or negotiation has provided a definitive date of
acquisition, however, Pack River dissolution with
distribution to 20 owners suggests a date following the

transfer.

THEREFORE THE APPRAISER HAS CHOSEN TO ASSUME JANUARY 1,
1981 AS THE DATE OF VALUATION, ADJUSTING COMPARABLE SALES
TO THAT DATE AND ASSUMING EXTERﬁAL CONDITICNS AS OF THAT
DATE. FUTURE LEGAL INSTRUCTIONS MAY REQUIRE AN ALTERNATATE

DATE AND AMENDMENTS TO THIS APPRAISAL ACCORDINGLY.




2., Definition of appraisal units

The fair market value concept generally requires
application of the so=-called "unit rule" which is intended
to best reflect the true situation on the market. Unity
requires consistency in treatment so that one cannot value
a site both for timber and wilderness on a cumulative basis
or separate legal interests cumulatively but rather look at
the property as a whole in terms of its highest and best
use. The property as a whole may be something less than a
contiguous parcel where uses are different or may lack
continguity where the best use is mutually interdependent.
Therefore, the appraiser must define what shall be
considered as an integrated unit.vAn appraisal unit may
reflect best use determinations and distinguish between
surface rights, timber rights, or mineral rights. Reference
to both the maps of the properties to be acquired (See
Exhibit 5) and the ownership pattern will not suggest any
clear definition of the unit or entity to be acquired in
part or in full.

The parcels to be acquired are located in the central
part of the State of Washington, in Chelan County on the
Eastern Cascades (see Exhibit 1) and represent the eastern
edges of the intended wilderness which is not presently in

Federal hands. A 1large majority of the wilderness is




FOUR ACQUISITION ZONES INDICATING OWNERSHIP
‘ PATTERN AND RELATED FOREST SERVICE LANDS

EXHIBIT 5
AVA|LABLE FOR EXCHANGE ‘
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already owned as part of the Wenatchee and Mount
Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest (see Exhibit 5). A more
detailed base map of the 43 sections and partial sections
to be acquired from successors to the Pack River Company is
provided in Exhibit 6. Although the ALAM Act will consider
purchases outside the intended wilderness area in the land
management area, it should be noted that litigation and
appraisal is limited to those sections within the
wilderhess line so that partial sections are involved in
the eastern edge. Detailed legal descriptions for each
ownership position of properties to be appraised are
provided in Exhibit 7, and these are given spatial
orientation by the general color code of the map provided
in Exhibit 6A.

To resolve the definition of the proper unit of
appraisal, the appraiser applied the following 1logic
relative to the physical unit. (Legal attributes of the
unit are defined in the next section.) The total
acquisition of 22,456.77 acres is inappropriate as the
-appraisal unit as it consists of four distinct parts,
separated by rugged terrain, diverse ownerships, and
diverse potentials for use. The 20 ownership positions, not
including the Sawyer trust that controls the mineral rights

to all but 174.3 acres, are scattered throughout the




EXHIBIT 6

DETAILED MAP OF FOUR APPRAISAL
ZONES AND OWNERSHIP OF EACH SECTION
IN COLOR CODE TIED TO EXHIBIT 6A
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EXHIBIT 6A

OWNERSHIP KEY AND OTHER BASIC BOUNDARIES
OR DEVELOPMENT FACTORS AFFECTING APPRAISAL

I-15



OWNERSHIP

As of August 8, 1980

CHELAN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

. J and L Lands

: Pack River Parcels Not In Wilderness Area
Proposed Roads
Existing Roads

Intended Wilderness Boundary

NS
S
— Existing Wilderness Boundary
. ..
™M

Sold

H_I L. V. Brown

J. M. Brown

#
07/ C. Chastek

Le M. B. Trust

' J. M. B. Trust
m—

C. C. Trusts

Development Pressure From Logging Operations




EXHIBIT 7

OWNERSHIP POSITIONS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS
BY APPRAISAL ZONES TO BE VALUED AS
SUBJECT PROPERTIES WITHIN THIS REPORT

1-17



NAME ACRES COMPLAINT#

LEGAL

BEVERLY CURTIS COOK 320.00 C-80-349

640.00
JEAN 0. BROWN 105.80 c-80-355
L. V. BROWN 215.50 C-80-365
640.00
626 .88

S% Section 27, Township 23 North, Range 17 East, W.M.; and
Section 33, Township 23 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County.

That part of Section 35, Township 23 North, Range 17 East, W.M., described as follow:

Commencing at the section corner common to Sections 26, 27, 34 and 35, as established by the
Bureau of Land Management which is the point of beginning, thence South 89°45'00" East,

2300 feet (701m) along the section line between Sections 26 and 35 to a point on a ridge east
of Ingalls Creek, thence South 09°45'00" West, 903 feet (275m) ascending the ridge to an angle
point, thence South 42°00'00'" West, 1242 feet (378m) following the ridge dividing Ingalls
Creek and Negro Creek, thence South 39°45'00" West, 1457 feet (44l4m) to an angle point, thence
South 61°15'00" West, 456 feet (139m) to intersection with the section line between Sections
34 and 35, thence North 00°15'00" East, 3164 feet (964m) along the section line between South
34 and South 35 to the point of beginning.

That part of Section 27, Township 23 North, Range 17, E.W.M. described as follow:

Commencing at the section corner common to Sections 26, 27, 34 and 35, as established by
the Bureau of Land Management which is the point of beginning, thence North 00°15'00"
East, 4789 feet (1460m) along the section line between Sections 26 and 27 to a point on
the ridge, thence North 79°45'00" West, 323 feet (98m) along the ridge to an angle point,
thence South 84°00'00" West, 1623 feet (495m), thence South 73°30'00" West, 2511

feet (765m), thence North 83°30'00" West, 944 feet (288m) to an intersection with the
section line between Sections 27 and 28, thence South 00°15'00" West, 4050 feet

(1234m) along the section line to the section corner common to Sections 28, 27, 35 and 33,
Sections 27 and 34 to the point of beginning, Excepting therefrom the South Half of said

Section 27;

Section 29, Township 23 Nofth, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington; and

Section 31, Township 23 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.




NAME

JEAN O. BROWN

That part of Section 33, Township 24 North, Range 17, E.W.M. described as follow:

Commencing at the section corner common to Sections 27, 28, 33 and 34 which is located on the
Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderness Boundary (Snow Creek Parcel) point of beginning, thence

South 00°15'00" West, 5280 feet (1609m) along the section line between Sections 33 and 34,
Township 24 North, Range 17 East, W.M., to the section corner common to said sections, thence
North 89°45'00' West, 4465 feet (1361m) along the township line between townships 23 North and
24 North, Range 17 East, W.M., to angle point 16-1 located on the Alpine Lakes Intended
Wilderness Boundary, thence North 46°15'00'" East, 1782 feet (543m), North 74°15'00" East,

912 feet (278m), North 43°15'00" East, 636 feet (194m), North 34°45'00" East, 1348 feet (411m),
North 40°00'00" East, 893 feet (272m), North 24°15'00'" East, 814 feet (248m), North 15°15'00"
East, 810 feet (247m) to the point of beginning;

That part of fractional Section 3, Township 23 North, Range 17, E.W.M. described as fcllows:

Beginning at the section corner common to Sections 3, 4, 9, 10, Township 23 North, Range 17
East, W.M., thence North 00°15'00' East, 5062 feet (1543m) along the section line to the
section corner common to Sections 3 and 4, Township 23 North, Range 17 East, W.M., thence
South 89°45'00" East, 2639 feet (804m) along the township line between Township 24 North and
Township 23 North, Range 17 East, W.M. to a point on the Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderness
Boundary from which angle point 16-4 bears North 33°00'00" East, 1838 feet (560m) thence
South 33°00'00" West, 8 feet (2.4m), thence South 23°15'00" West, 1092 feet (333m), South
18°00'00'" West, 1201 feet (366m), South 08°15'00" West, 1032 feet (315m) to an angle point
16-5 (top of Wedge Mountain) on the Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderness Boundary, thence South
00°30'00" East, 440 feet (134m), South 37°45'00" West, 484 feet (147m), South 21°15'00" West,
1076 feet (328m), South 89°30'00" West, 200 feet (61m) to angle point #18 on the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness Boundary, thence South 28°45'00'" West, 59.27 feet (18m) to a point on the section
line between Sections 3 and 10, thence North 89°45'00'" West, 800 feet (244m) along the section
line to the point of beginning;

ACRES COMPLAINT# LEGAL
206.90 C-80-355

210.70 C-80-355

610.56 €-80-355

Section 5, Township 23 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;



Section 19, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M.; and
W% Section 29, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.

Section 17, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;

The East Half of Section 29, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;
Subject to a contract of sale, notice of which is recorded at Book 749, page 599, Chelan County
Auditor's Office, for the following described parcel, and certain uses in connection therewith
in Section 29 and Section 21, Township 24 North, Range 16 East. The description of the land
sold in said contract of sale is as follows:

Beginning at the East # corner of Section 29, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M., and
heading in a south-westerly direction, to the westerly shore of Lake Caroline, along a traverse

line as follows:

Beginning at the East Zcorner of Section 29, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M.,

thence South 52°01'00" West, 123.09 feet, thence South 83°12'30" West, 252.33 feet,

thence South 64°46'37.5'" West, 110.56 feet, thence South 34°35'22.5'" West, 106 .85 feet,

thence South 39°22'03.8'" West, 180.38 feet, thence South 56°57'56.3' West, 296.28 feet to a

one and one-half inch (13'') iron pipe, and the true point of beginning, thence North 34°29'06.3"
West, 514.64 feet, thence North 86°43'41.4" West, 679.45 feet, thence South 19°00'54.7' West,
867.59 feet, thence North 84°46'21.5" East, 1240.15 feet, thence North ok°oL'47.7" East,

244 .89 feet to the true point of beginning;

NAME ACRES COMPLAINT# LEGAL
DEBORAH ANN HANSEN  608.40 C-80-352
320.00
JEAN 0. BROWN 640.00 c-80-355
302.75 c-80-355
c-80-363

JACQUEL INE BROWN 615.57

Section 21, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington; Subject to a
contract of sale, notice of which is recorded at Book 749, page 599, Chelan County
Auditor's Office, for the following described parcel, and certain uses provided for in
connection therewith, in Section 21 and Section 29, Township 24 North, Range 16 East.

The description of the land sold in said contract of sale is as follows:



o
i, ‘

|
|
|
NAME ACRES ~ COMPLAINT#  LEGAL
|
|
:

Beginning at the South Quarter Corner of Section 21, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, |
W.M., thence North 10°09'15.4" West, 466.95 feet to a one and one-half inch (1%") iron |
pipe and the true point of beginning, thence North 10°09'15.4" West, 894.38 feet, thence

North 80°17'28.3" East, 1190.03 feet, thence South 10°09'15.4" East, 894.38 feet, thence

south 80°17'28.3" West, 1190.03 feet to the true point of beginning;

BARBARA JEAN HUGUENIN 608.80 C€-80-364 Section 31, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington; and

600.00 Section 33, Township 24 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington, except
Government Lot 1 in said Section 33.



NAME

THOMAS D. CHASTEK

PATRICK C. CHASTEK

JOSEPHINE H. BROWN

SHEILA D. BROWN

v,

SELNEY; SYSWYNEX; NXNWYSEY%; NXNEYSEY; SEINEYSEY,
Section 33, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M. Chelan County, Washington.

W4NWY%; N4XNW4SW%, Section 33, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, V.M., Chelan County, Washington.

Section 3, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M.; and
Section 9, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.

West Half of the Southwest Quarter of Section 17, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M.,
Chelan County, Washington;

Section 19, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;

ACRES COMPLAINT# LEGAL
110.00 C-80-357
101.78 C-80-348
686 .56 C-80-350
640.00
80.00 C-80-351
665.94
243.10

652.92 (USFS 620.77)

659.72

That part of Section 27, Township 26 North, Range 16, E.W.M. described as follow:

Beginning at the section corner common to Sections 27, 28, 33 and 34 Township 26 North,
Range 16 East, W.M., thence North 01°00'00" East, 2459 feet (750m) along the line between
Sections 27 and 28, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., to a point on McCue Ridge
which is also on the boundary of the Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderaess from which angle
point 3-8 bears North 81°27'51" West, 5323 feet (1622m), thence South 84°00'00" East,
2392 feet (729m), South 76°45'00" East, 659 feet (201m), South 59°45'00" East, 511 feet
(156m), South 52°00'00" East, 677 feet (206m), North 84°15'00" East, 1261 feet

(384m) to angle p3-9, which is located on the Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderness Boundary
(Chiwaukum Parcel), thence South 01°00'00" West, 1552 feet (473m) along the line between
Sections 26 and 27, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., to angle point 3-10, thence
North 89°30'00" West, 5267 feet (1605m) along the line between Sections 27 and 34 to the
point of beginning;

Section 29, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington; and

Section 31, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.



1V,

ACRES ~ COMPLAINT# LEGAL

STEPHANIE M. BROWN 343.70 C-80-353 W% Section 5, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M.; and

636.20 Section 7, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.

3 .
NV G
JOYCE ESPOSITO 101.79 C-80-354 Eaﬁiﬁg N4YNE%SWY% Section 33, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.
JEAN O. BROWN 320.00 C-80-355 The West Half of Section 29, Township 25 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County,
Washington; -
340.60 That part of Section 27, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County,

Washington, described as follows:

Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Section 27, the true point of beginning;

thence South 01°00'00" West to a point on the East line of said section, 730 feet from the
Southeast corner of said Section 27 to a point on said section line; thence North
68°15'00" West, 55 feet; thence North 46°30'00" West, 803 feet; thence South

85°00'00" West, 260 feet; Thence North 71°15'00" West, 485 feet; thence North

40°00'00" West, 594 feet; thence North 67°15'00" West, 152 feet; Thence North

46°30'00" West, 944 feet; thence North 73°30'00" West, 271 feet; thence North

65°30'00" West, 330 feet; thence North 46°45'00" West, 634 feet; thence North

64°30'00" West, 1,087 feet; thence North 42°00'00" West, 692 feet; thence South |
58°00'00" West, 260 feet to a point on the west line of said Section 27, 4,123 feet from
the southwest corner of said Section 27; thence North 01°00'00" East, 1,255 feet along

the west section line of Section 27 to the northwest cormer of Section 27; thence South
89°00'00" East, 5,304 feet along the north section line of said Section 27 to the true
point of beginning;

636.29 Section 31, Township 25 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;

110.00 €-80-355 That part of fractional Section 1, Township 24 North, Range 16, E.W.M. described as follows:



COMPLAINT

1V;

LEGAL

NAME ACRES
GARY R. CHASTEK 120.00
LAWRENCE F. CHASTEX 110.00
PATRICIA E. BROWN 542.40

| ) ~ 640.00

. C-80-356

C-80-358

C-80-359

Beginning at the township corner common to Section 1, Township 24 North, Range 16 East,
W.M. and Section 6, Township 24 North, Range 17 East, W.M., thence South 89°15'00" West,
2218 feet (676m) along the township line between Township 25 North and Township 24

North to the point of intersection of the Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderness Boundary, thence
South 71°45'00" East, 1231 feet (375m) to angle point 3-27 Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderness,
thence South 14°00'00' West, 1151 feet (351m), South 03°45'00'" East, 939 feet (286m), South
29°15'00" East, 982 feet (299m), South 29°15'00' East, 938 feet (286m), South 12°15'00" East,
571 feet (174m), South 38°00'00'" East, 227 feet (69m), North 87°15'00" East, 110 feet (34im),
thence North 00°30'00" West, 4881 feet (1485m) along the rangeline to the point of beginning;

SkSWY; SLYNW%SW%; SLNE%SW%, Section 33, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County,
Washington.

2,
S4SEY; SYXNW4%SEX; SEXNEYSEY%, Section 33, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M.,
Chelan County, Washington.

That part of Section 31, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County,
Washington, described as follows:

Commencing at the Northwest corner of said Section 31, the true point of beginning;
thence South 89°45'00" East, 5,312 feet along the north section line of Section 31 to the
northeast corner of said Section 31; thence South 00°15'00" West, 4,281 feet along the
east line of said Section 31 to the intersection of the section line and the 3,400 foot
contour line; thence along the 3,400 foot contour line the following courses and distances:
South 80°15'00 West, 121 feet; North 73°15'00" West, 479 feet; South

71°15'00 West, 441 feet; South 89°45'00" West, 439 feet; South 79°30'00" West, 1,337
feet; North 88°00'00" West, 519 feet; South 68°00'00" West, 429 feet; South 87°30'00"
West, 998 feet; North 15°30'00 West, 227 feet; South 41°45'00" West, 268 feet; South
76°30'00" West, 348 feet to a pointhe west line of said Section 31 intersecting the

3,400 foot contour line; thence North 00°15'00" East, 4,775 feet along the west

line of said Section 31 to the northwest cornmer of said Section 31, the point of
beginning; and

" Section 13, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.



NAME ACRES COMPLAINT#

1V,

LEGAL

MICHAEL CHASTEK 103.59  C-80-360

L. V. BROWN, JR. 640,00 C-80-361
320.00

|

‘ ,

} J.M. BROWN 636.72 C-80-362
| 640.00

343.70

640.00
317.76
381.60

640.00

JACQUELINE BROWN 640.00  C-80-363

- NANEX; NXSWLNE%, Section 33, Township 26 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.

Section 17, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M.; and
E% Section 19, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Cnelan County, Washington.

Section 7, Township 25 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;
Section 11, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;

East Half of Section 5, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County,
Washingtonj;

Section 15, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;
West Half of Section 19, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;

That part of Section 19, Township 25 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County,
Washington, described as follows:

Commencing at the Southwest corner of said Section 19, the true point of beginning,
thence North 00°45'00" West, 4,603 feet along the west section line of Section 19; thenc
along the following courses and directions: South 68°15'00" East, 2,606 feet; South
84°45'00" East, 2,238 feet; South 42°15'00" West, 779 fee; South 17°15'00" West, 462
feet; South 03°00'00" West, 1,183 feet; South 32°45'00" East, 324 feet; Thence South

74°45'00" East, 1,239 feet to a point on the east section line of said Section 19; thence
South 00°45'00" East, 580 feet to the southeast corner of Section 19, Township 25

North, Range 17 East, W.M.; thence South 89°15'00" West, 5,255 feet along the south
section line of Section 19, to the southwest corner of Section 19, Township 25 North,
Range 17 East, W.M., the point of beginning;

Section 29, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;

Section 25, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;
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NAME

ACRES

L. V. BROWN 686.24

174.30

CHESTER CHASTEK 640.00

CATHERINE J. CHASTEK 640.00

COMPLAINT#

IV

LEGAL

C-80-365

c-80-365

C-80-366

C-80-367

Section 1, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington;

That part of Section 31, Township 26 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County,
Washington, described as follows:

Commencing at the township corner common to Sections 36 and 31, thence South:89°45'00"
East, 2,863 feet (873m) on the township line between Section 31, Township 26 North, Range
17 East, W.M., and Section 6, Township 25 North, Range 17 East, W.M., to the point on a '
ridge where the township line intersects the Alpine Lakes Intended Wilderness Boundary,
thence along the ridge North 16°15'00" West, 1526 feet (465m), North 32°30'00" West, 1,452
feet (443m), North 52°30'00" West, 2,227 feet (379m), thence South 01°15'00" East, 4,036
feet (1,230m) along the range line between Section 36, Township 26 North, Range 16 East,
W.M., and Sectiou 31, Township 26 North, Range 17 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.

Section 23, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.

Section 21, Township 25 North, Range 16 East, W.M., Chelan County, Washington.



various parcels. The current ownership pattern was a
necessity of <corporate 1liquidation of the Pack River
Company following passage of the ALAM Act, which does not
reflect necessarily natural marketing units or necessarily
independent buy and sell agtions. Potential uses such as
timber, private recreational development, dispersed
recreational use or public purposes each require a
different scale as a minimum economic unit. Thus value by
ownership or per acre is rather inexact as an economic unit
when dealing with terrain of this scale and uses which have
various economies of scale.

However the court may 1later define that appraisal
unit, the appraiser finds that the aggregate properties in
question can be naturally divided into four distinct
clusters of parcels.

THERE SHALL BE FOUR APPRAISAL CLUSTERS, I, II, III} AND
IV AS DELINEATED GRAPHICALLY IN EXHIBIT 6 AND LEGALLY IN
EXHIBIT 7 FOR PURPOSES OF APPRAISAL VALUATION: THESE
CLUSTERS WILL RELATE TO HIGHEST AND BEST USE DETERMINATION:
EACH OWNERSHIP INTEREST WITHIN EACH CLUSTER WILL BE VALUED

SEPARATELY BY THE PRICING MODELS APPROPRIATE.
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The reasons or purposes served by the delineation of
appraisal clusters include consideration of:

l. The severe énd difficult physical separation of

Pack River lands by the terrain and river system.

2. The distinctly different sets of linkages of each

unit to the external encroachment of society around

them and their plottage5 values to adjacent government

lands.

3. A highest and best use consideration which might
lead to concerted action by nmltipie owners who are
linked by family and business ties to maximize their
sales price.

4. The natural boundaries created by terrain such as
in Cluster IV where the wilderness perimeter is defined
by ridge lines which create an interior bowl whose only
intrusion from the works of man are jet contrails
overhead and hikers' trails.

5. The varying degrees of immediate accessibility for
resource or recreational development, pressures which
create competition among alternative Dbuyers with
distinctly different |©priorities (such as groups
protecting rare wilderness attributes versus timber

companies).




in 1973

6. The size and physical character of each cluster

represent natural marketing units independent of one

another for use or access.

C. Definiti £ yal

Numerous definitions of Market Value have been devised over
the years by professional organizations, government bodies and
commissions, professors, and the courts and recently there has
been some convergence of language and qualifying conditions. A

conference on interagency land acquisiton published a bulletin

called UNIFORM APPRAISAL STANDARDS FOR FEDERAL LAND

TERMINOLOGY HANDBOOK,

ACQUISITION. On pages 3 and 4 it states that:

"Fair market value" is defined as the amount in cash or
on terms reasonably equivalent to cash for which in all
probability the property would be sold by a
knowledgeable owner willing but not obligated to sell
to a knowledgeable purchaser who desired but is not
obligated to  buy. In ascertaining that figure
consideration should be given to all matters that might
be brought forward and reasonably be given substantial
weight in bargaining by persons of ordinary prudence,
but no consideration whatever should be given to
matters not affecting market value... It is realized
that it is difficult to pinpoint an estimating value in
an exact dollar amount. And, while eminent appraisers
have expressed the belief that it is more logical to
speak in terms of a range of a value, for practical
purposes of 1litigation including estimation of just
compensation to be deposited in the registry or the
court upon the filing of declarﬁfions of taking, a
specific dollar amount is required.

The revised edition of the joint effort, THE REAL ESTATE

published in 1981 by the American




Institute of Real Estate Appraisers and the Society of Real
Estate Appraisers, has defined and qualified market value as
follows:

The most probable price in terms of money which a
property should bring in competitive and open market
under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the
buyer and seller, each acting prudently, knowledgeably
and assuming the price is not affected by undue
stimulus.

Implicit in this definition is the consummation of
a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title
from seller to buyer under conditions whereby:

1. buyer and seller are typically motivated.

2. both parties are well informed or well advised,
and each acting in what they consider their own
best interest.

3. a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in
the open market.

4., payment is made in cash or its equivalent.

5. financing, if any, is on terms generally
available in the community at the spec1f1ed\
date and typical for the property type in its
locale.

6. the price represents a normal con51derat10n for
the property sold unaffected by special
financing amounts and/or terms, services, fees7
costs, or credits incurred in the transaction.

With caveat noted as to the limitation of "probable" to a
single value conclusion, the appraiser is following the joint

definition as representative of the Federal intent.

D. Property Rights Appraised
The Forest Service contemplates acquisition of all private
rights to the parcels defined. However, in the case of most

Pack River lands the mineral rights must be acquired separately
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from the Sawyer Trust, with the exception of Section 31,
T.26N., R.17E., of which 174.3 acres is within the intended
wilderness and would include full mineral rights. As noted
previously we are treating the property as four assemblages
with the assumptions that the multiple ownerships within each

assemblage are acting in concert and their individual interests

will be valued as a proportionate contribution to the total

assemblage. Over the years, the general public has acquired
certain privileges for ttaversing both the national forest and
non-Federal 1lands; these privileges are assumed to have no
impact on the marketability of the private interest and no
right to compensation from thg Forest Service.

Fee simple or marketable title sans mineral rightg does not
include rights growing out of legal agreements. These rights
involve special land uses, mining claims, rights of way, or
joint road agreements and permits for various uses on private
land. These rights must be acquired or disposed of prior td the
assumed purchase of marketable title. For example, Mt.
Cashmere, Inc., which purchased certain acreages near Caroline
Lake from Pack River, Inc., enjoys a license or permit to use
Pack River 1land to extend the recreational range of Mt.
Cashmere clients. A joint road agreement (Appendix E) also
exists between Pack River, Inc., and its successors with the

Forest Service, called "Chelan Road Right-of-Way Construction




and Use Agreement"” (copy included in Appendix E) was assigned
to Pack River with acquisition of the subject lands from the
Sawyer Timber Trust. Apparently this agreement and right-to-
access survive the Wilderness Act, according to Robert W. Long,
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, in a statement dated April
5, 1974 and included in full in Appendix E:

The possibility that the Congress may act to designate
the area as wilderness does not override the Forest
Service obligation to grant Pack River Company access
to its privately owned lands under existing law and
regulations. Even if the area were to be designated as
wilderness, the company would be entitled to "adequate
access” under section 5(a) of the Wilderness Act, 16
U.S.C. 1134 (a). The Chief, in his responsive
statement, points out that they have long felt there
was no realistic prospect that the private lands within
the Coulter Creek checkboard would be transferred to
Federal ownership by purchase or exchange. It was this,
among other considerations, that formed the basis for
the Forest Service position that the area should not be
included in an Alpine Lakes wilderness. The record
shows that Pack giver Company has an immediate need for
the access road.

With these exceptions and qualifications, this appraisal is
concerned with all property rights in the marketable title
possessed by Pack River, Inc., and the indemnity features
against loss of value attributable to natural disaster or the
economic cycle as intended by Section 4 of the Alpine Lakes

Management Act.




E. Highest and Best Use Concept

The central premise to fair market value is determination
of the highest and best use or most probable use which in the
opinion of the appraiser will serve to focus selection of
market comparison sales or the economic 1logic of other
approaches to value. Historically, the concept of highest and
best use focused only on wealth maximization for the owner of
the land, regardless of the external costs or opportunity costs
imposed on society as a whole. The rise of consumerism and
environmentalism in the '60s and '70s has meant that the
official definitions of the appraisal professional societies
now recognize a land ethic. Consider the basic definition and
discussion in the fundamental textbook THE APPRAISAL OF REAL
ESTATE (7th Edition) which states:

Highest and best use for land is the use that, at
the time of appraisal, is the most profitable likely
use. It is the use that will provide the greatest
return to the land after the requirements of labor,
capital, and coordination have been satisfied. Thus it
may also be defined as the available use and program of
future utilization that produces the highest present
land value.

The most profitable likely use cannot always be
interpreted strictly in terms of money. Return
sometimes takes the form of amenities. A wooded urban
site, for example, may have its highest and best use as
a public park; or the amenities of living in a private
dwelling may represent to its owner satisfaction that
outweighs a monetary net rental yield available from
rental to a typical tenant. In this time of increasing
concern over the environmental effects of land use,
environmental acceptability is becoming an addition to
the highest and best use concept.
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A somewhat more detailed definition of highest and best use
is found in the revised edition of the AIREA-SREA joint
publication REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL TERMINOLOGY HANDBOOK:

...that use, from among reasonably probable and legal

alternative uses, found to be physically possible, ’

appropriately supported, financially feasible, and
which results in highest land value.

eeoImplied within these definitions is recognition of

thesgm:ubnmgn_qi_tha.t_sneufu_nse__tn__cnmmunuz.
environment or to community development goals
addition to wealth maximization of individual property
owners. Also implied is that the determination of
highest and best use results from the appraiser's
judgment and analytical skill, i.e., that the use

determined from analysis represents an opinion, not a

fact to be found. \

Not only does the TERMINOLOGY HANDBOOK avoid the ambiguity
and pomposity of the term highest and best use, a real estate
anachronism from 19th century laissez-faire economics,]1 but it
is more explicit in recognizing collective values as distinct
from social values when it refers to a community of interests.
With growing frequency it is recognized that maximizing values
for single individuals may be the result of externalizing cost
on the community of other landowners quite unintentionally.
Reasonable behaviour by one landowner may in the aggregate be
unacceptable if practiced by the community of landowners. For
example, the homeowner on the lake who cuts down trees on the

shore to enjoy the view of the wooded shoreline is quickly

frustrated by all the other cottage owners who do the same,




thus decimating the shoreline. The Institute definition hints
at the aggregate creation of value as it speaks of return in
the form of amenities. However, the TERMINOLOGY HANDBOOK is
more specific in dealing with the aggregate value created by
concern for the collective environment, and therefore this
definition is felt more applicable to the subject case where
properties to be valued exist in a checker-board ownership
pattern in a symbiotic relationship with other 1lands for
maximum access, recreational, scenic, and 1logging value
maximization. |

There was a time when it would have been adequate to
inventory resources such as timber, mineral, hydro-electric
potential, soils and slopes suitable for grazing or development
as lots, ski slopes, campgrounds, and so on. But today
wilderness itself 1is a resource relative to "community
envrionment and community goals." Wilderness attributes must be
considered in the inventory of property attributes to be
cataloged for subject property and comparable sale alike.

l. Wilderness as an economic resource

Social, scientific, and political movement toward
recognition of wilderness as a distinct, explicit land use
which could compete with alternative potential resource

uses such as mineral extraction, timber cutting,
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recreational development, agriculture or urban |uses
generated the Wilderness Act of . 1964.12 For wilderness to
be recognized as a resource and as a commodity with some
economic priority, society has to reach a certain condition
to make wilderness an economic good, conditions well stated
by Michael McCloskey, Conservation Director, Sierra Club,
San Francisco, California:

Though natural beauty is widely appreciated,
wilderness is an idealized conception of nature in
pure form that becomes generally prized only in
advanced cultures. Also conditions seem to be
necessary for a consensus that wilderness is a
public good that warrants preservation (1) a
society with highly educated leaders and economic
surplus, and (2) an increasing scarcity of
wilderness areas.!3
Congressional passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964

after ten years of agitation followed by a series of
additional congressional designations of specific
wilderness areas is prima facia evidence of leadership and
a concensus about economic surplus. The initial Act gave
Congress exclusive authority to designate a Wilderness area
and, initially, "charter membership under the Act included
only 54 tracts already part of the Forest Service and
National Park Service. 34 areas then designated as
primitive by the Forest Service were identified for further

review. In subsequent years review was scheduled for

perhaps 200 other roadless areas in the National Park
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System, wildlife refuges, and game ranges. No mention was
made of lands under the administration of the Bureau of
Land Management, the federal government's largest landlord.
The Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior are
permitted to recommend Wilderness tracts in their annual
reports to Congressﬂk Starting about 1970, Congress passed
Omnibus bills identifying selected Wilderness tracts, but
as of January 1, 1981, 1less than 100 areas have been
selected as sufficiently unique. The search for roadless
areas of 5,000 acres or more generated many observations
that the number of qualified areas was shrinking quickly
under the influence of the ubiquitous four-wheel drive
vehicle, further evidence of scarcity of such Wilderness in
an area as vast as federal holdings in the western
continental United States. |

Until the 1970's wilderness was presumed to be
subjective and therefore an aesthetic experience for which
market pricing systems fail for purposes of economic
theory. One of the more cogent critics of economics, Robert
Broughton, nevertheless suggests that the aesthetics bias
against economics was:
.separtly because of need in any fational decision
making procedure for a common yardstick. The most
available yardstick for value is money; but to
value something in money terms required either a

functioning market or a reasonably close
substitute.




this does

Note

recognition of aesthetics

will be shown in

organizations raising money from the public and buying land

specifically to protect wilderness attributes and that

these organizations

functioning market.

that market as functioning reliably,

close substitute
more or less.
2.

Economists,

the market as an imperfect measure of intangible values

such as scenic beauty,

factor 1in economic

land allocations:

At some point
opportunity costs.
inadequate guides,
will be needed.!5

this

This report will attempt to document

in which certain attributes are valued

Valuation of intangible attributes

such as Lloyd Irland,

tradeoffs to set priorities in public

not preclude the possibility of

in the marketplace; indeed it

report that there are many

are a signficant force in the

or as a reasonably

who are critical of

acknowledge that there is a need to

attention must be given to

Market prices of land may be
but basic financial information




Similar support for the need to value intangible
experiences is provided by Clawson in his discussion on
recreational values:
Those who argue against monetary valuation of
subjective experiences overlook the fact that we do
this all the time, not only for such exotics as
masterpieces of painting, but also forlgmhooling,
medicine and many other aspects of life.
A philosophical thought from Santayana provides a
succinct summary of the theoretical relationship between

scenic beauty and market prices for land:

Aesthetics are concerned with the perception of
values. 17

The perception of aesthetics as a rare commodity has led
them to be highly valued. Krieger attributes this value to
social processes:
As a result of the social process of creating a
rare object, the usual indicators of rarity become
important. Economically, prices rise€..e.
Krieger points out that rarity and price are directly
related, and that it is the public's perception of rarity
that is the determinant factor. This concept 1is closely

related to the Ricardian rent theory:

Increased demand for nonreproducible assets _in
short supply result in relative price increases.




Later in his treatise on rarity and value, Krieger goes
on to discuss preservation:

«.+«That something is rare does not imply that it

must be preserved. The <characteristics which

distinguish it as rare must also be valued.

The social process which has sensitized people to

the natural environment has 1led to a steady

increase in the allocation of resources towards its

preservation and a general increase in the market

value of lands with scenic qualities.20

This discussion illustrates the necessity of
determining the qualities or attributes of landscapes that
make them rare. It is people's perception of the rarity of
these attributes that makes land valuable, and therefore
desirable to preserve. Despite the 1logic of Krieger's
argument, some people continue to believe that scenic
beauty is intangible. Nevertheless, the growing demand and
competition for finite resources has led to a reevaluation
of the question of attribute tangibility.
3. Collective private markets for rare wilderness

The fact that rarity alone does not justify
preservation is demonstrated by the fact that vacant lands
that the layman— would describe as wilderness have a
progressive lexicon of their own as explained in subsection
F below. At the same time the social process of which

Krieger speaks has sensitized people to the extent that

many cannot wait for the ponderous processes of government
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to acquire and preserve. Thus, many local, regional, and
national foundations have sprung up to raise funds and
compete with those economic entities that consume resources
to acquire and preserve high priority, sensitive areas from
coast to coast. Acquisitions occur from purchases, gifts
with tax benefits to the donor, exchanges, and from sale
profits of lower cost acquisitions to government at fair
market wvalue, a tacit subsidy of these programs by
government which recognizes its own inability to respond in
a timely fashion. While it is impossible to identify all of
these agencies, consider this quote from the May/June 1981
issue of THE NATURE CONSERVANCY NEWS, (Vol. 31, Number 3),
p. 1l:

The Nature Conservancy is a national conservation
organization committed to preserving natural
diversity by finding and protecting areas that
contain the best examples of all components of the
natural world. Since 1950, the Conservancy and its
members have been involved in the preservation of
over l.7 million acres in 50 states, the Virgin
Islands, Canada, and the Caribbean. Although some
areas are transferred for management to other
conservation groups, both private and public, the
Conservancy owns and manages a national system of
approximately 700 sanctuaries.

Forests, wetlands, prairies, mountains, and
islands=--refuges for threatened wildlife and rare
plants, places of special beauty--remain untouched
and protected because the Conservancy and its
members cared and acted quickly. These safeguarded
areas are a record of our accomplishments, a
promise for tomorrow, and a legacy for the future.




While some land is donated, much is purchased. Consider
this further gquote from the 1980 annual report of the
Nature Conservancy, because it suggests both the scale of
effective demand for preservation of natural areas and
wilderness as well as the fact that knowledgeable buyers
develop quality ratings in order to have priority lists and
evaluate the cost effectiveness of their purchases. This
substitution of tangible facts and scores for intangible
qualities is not only a rapidly expanding area in the
universities but has been operationalized by the private
buyers of wilderness. Consider:

In response to a request from the Goodhill
Foundation in early 1980, the Conservancy completed
a nationwide assessment of threatened ecosystems
and then developed a national priority 1list of
critical areas. These efforts were rewarded by a
challenge grant from the Goodhill trustees of $10
million over the next three years, provided the
Conservancy can raise $20 million more to match the
foundation's two-to-one challenge for the National
Critical Areas Conservation Program.

Late in the year, the Conservancy had the
opportunity to act on behalf of one critical
ecosystem from its national 1list--the bottomland
hardwood forests remaining along six rivers of the
Gulf States. The Rivers of the Deep South Program
was set in motion by a $15 million grant from the
Richard King Mellon Foundation to the Conservancy's
Land Preservation Fund, with the request that we
match the donation with an additional $15 million
in new capital funds.

Yet a third major program was launched during 1980:
the California Critical Areas Program. With a
fund-raising goal of $15 million, the program was
established to preserve representative examples of




the 11 California ecosystems now on the verge of
disappearing.

In acquiring natural lands during the past year,
The Nature Conservancy exceeded its goal, ending
1980 with a "saved" 1list of 204 projects. More
significantly, 80 percent of these areas have top
ecological quality ratings (as compared to 69
percent in 1979). Lands saved during the year
encompass 143,422 acres with a fair market value of
over $64 million, while the actual cost was
approximately $46 million. Total acreage protected
since 1953 amounted to 1,768,940 by year's end.

«eosFinancial support during the year for protecting
natural diversity has never been greater. Beyond
the $25 million pledged by the Goodhill and Richard
King Mellon Foundation, foundation grants totaled
more than $23 million. The Land Preservation Fund,
inaugurated in 1977 to increase our revolving fund
capacity, increased by 9.3 percent during 1980. At
year's end, its balance was $25,431,835--more than
. 25 percent in excess of its original 1980 goal.

Growing support from the business world was
reflected in the addition of 64 new corporate
associates, giving us a total of 308.

«sesAlways the Conservancy's "backbone," membership
rose in 1980 by 37 percent, giving us a total of
98,910 members. Over 40,000 new members were
recruited during the year, and close to 80 percent

of the Conservancy's existing membership was

retained. "2!

In other words, these corporate and individual donors
are consumers of a resource called wilderness, and because
they operate collectively in -order to generate effective
demand does not detract from the fact that there is

effective demand in an organized marketplace. Other exam-

ples of this collective action are provided in Appendix E.
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The federal government through various agencies of
Agriculture and the 1Interior has continued tec acquire
significant acreages throughout the 1970s., The Comptroller
General reported in 1979 that the federal government had
provided authorization to acquire up to $4 billion of
private land during the next eleven years.22 Indeed, the
report accused the National Park, Forest, and Fish and
Wildlife Services of "following a general practice of
acquiring as much private land as possible regardless of
need, alternative 1land control methods, and impacts on

n23

private land owners. Moreover, not only have federal

agencies acquired lands, primarily for <conservation
purposes, but the federal government has also spawned state
acquisitions to increase effective demand and continually
reduce supply of open space. Consider:

During the fiscal years 1973-77, the National Park,
Forest, and Wildlife Services acquired f£full or
partial title to 2.2 million acres for $606
million. The predominant acquisition method used
was purchase of full title, accounting for 88
percent of the acreage and 95 percent of the costs.
Current legislation authorizes up to $10 billion
through the Land and Water Conservation Fund--$4
billion for Federal acquisition and $6 billion for

--for 1land
acquisition and development over the next 11 years
and assures that Federal agencies as well as State
and local governments, will continue to increase
their inventories of land. 2

In addition, land developers of recreational properties

in the northwest (interviews with James Tallman, of Talmo
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Corporation of Gig Harbor, ﬁashington) have found
increasing demand for a 1/4 - 1/4 section or two of
wilderness for the individual seeking to own a little piece
of the wild west.

All of these actions continue to reduce the supply of
lands at all levels of wilderness quality available for
trading in the private market with the expected result of
pushing up prices on the remaining supply. It is useful to
recognize at this point that there are categories of
wilderness and that each category can be evaluated for
quality including scenic quality in order to appreciate
that demand pressure is not just on land representing the
out-of-doors in relatively undeveloped areas (see Section F
below) . Instead demand from all sources is highly selective
and increasingly focused by new-found abilities to convert
physical ascertainable facts to qualitative rankings of
aesthetic matters which have consumer preferences.

4. Substituting tangible facts of intangible qualities

As Bufford has pointed out there is a certain "judical

uneasiness" with matters 1like wilderness which have an

aesthetic and subjective dimension, presumably because:

l. There can be no consensus 1in matters of
aesthetics.
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2. No aesthetic judgement is more or less

reasonable than any other because no arguments that

rely on publicly ascertainable facts_can be given

in support of an aesthetic judgement.

However, Bufford points out that there can be general
agreement in aesthetic judgments and that there are methods
of inventory and evaluation. Bufford raises several salient
points in regard to the legal acceptability of reasonable
and objective aesthetic evaluations:

The law need not demand absolute certainty...there

can be general consensus in aesthetic judgments and

that these aesthetic judgments can be supported by

reasoned argumenti6 appealing to publicly
ascertainable facts. :

Broughton also addresses the traditional notion of
scenic beauty as an intangible resource:

esenothing is intrinsically intangible. Intangi-

bility--meaning difficulty in measurement--exists

in part because no one has gone to t:he2 effort to

work out some method of quanitification. 7

The past decade has been a period in which methods for
collecting "publicly ascertainable facts", development of
environmental measurement systems with reliability,
validity and utility, and research of the public perception
of the relationship between physical features and
environmental quality have gone on intensively in many
quarters of science. At the same time, despite the
limitations of economic valuation models relative to

intangible attributes of 1land, most preservationists,
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‘ researchers, and public administrators now acknowledge the

| need for basic attribute inventories and criteria to set

priorities in resource protection due to econo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>