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Opinion Delivered March 29, 1965. 

1. EMINENT DOMAIN—VALUE OF PROPERTY TAKEN—ADMISSIBILITY OF 
OWNERS' TESTIMONY.—Owners of property taken by eminent domain 
are qualified to give their opinion as to the value of the property 
both before and after a portion has been taken. 

2. EMINENT DOMAIN—COMPENSATION—WEIGHT & SUFFICIENCY OF EVI-
DENCE.—Property owners' evidence as to the market value of the 
land condemned held substantial as to the damages sustained. 

3. EMINENT DOMAIN—EX CESS IVE OR INADEQUATE COMPENSATION—
WEIGHT & SUFFICIENCY OF EVIDENCE.—Verdiet in favor of landown-
ers in the amount of $2,500 as damages to the remaining portion of 
each lot held not so extreme as to call for a reversal in view of the 
evidence. 

Appeal from White Circuit Court, Elmo Taylor, 
Judge ; affirmed. 

Lightle & Tedder and Darrell Hickman, for appellant. 
Van Chapman, for appellee. 

SAM ROBINSON, Associate Justice. Appellant, The 
Housing Authority of . the City of Searcy, filed this action 
to acquire by eminent domain a portion of two lots in 
Searcy ; one belonging to appellees 0. H. and Fay Angel, 
the other to appellees M. H. Phelps and wife. A jury al-
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lowed the property owners $2,500 as damages to the re-
maining portion of each lot. The Housing Authority has 
appealed contending that the owners were not qualified to 
express an opinion as to value, and that there is no sub-
stantial evidence to support the verdicts. 

Both Mr. Angel and Mr. Phelps testified that the dif-
ference in the value of their property before and after the 
taking amounted to more than $2;500, but appellant con-
tends that such evidence given by the property owners is 
not admissible in evidence, and is not sufficient to sustain 
the verdicts. 

Mr. Angel is 68 years of age and has lived on his prop-. 
erty a little over 20 years. He testified that the property 
was worth between $16,000 and $17,000 before the taking ; 
that he knows the value after the taking to be $10,000. 
From the record it appears that he is a reasonably intelli-
gent person. We cannotsay that a property owner who has 
lived on a piece of property for such a long time is not 
qualified to give his opinion as .to the value of the property 
both before and after a portion has been taken in a con-
demnation proceeding, and in this case we cannot say that 
such evidence is not substantial as to the damages Sus-
stained. 

What we have said regarding the Angel testimony is 
applicable also to the testimony given by Phelps. He had 
lived on his property 35 years and stated that he had been 
damaged $3,000 by the taking. 

In Arkansas State Highway Commission v. Muswick 
Cigar & Beverage Co., 231 Ark. 265, 329 S.W. 2d 173, we 
said : " Tbis court has on numerous occasions affirmed the 
right of the owner of property . . . to testify as to its 
value. In the case of Jonesboro, Lake City & Eastern Rail-
road Company v. Ashabranner,117 Ark. 317, 174 S.W. 548, 
we find this statement : 'Plaintiff resided on the land and 
was familiar with the conditions, and we think the court 
was justified in allowing her to state her opinion of the 
extent of the injury to the land and the depreciation in the 
value thereof.' "



We further said in the Muswick case, citing Arkansas 
State Highway Commission v. Carder, 228 Ark. 8, 305 S.W. 
2d 330, that a verdict "will be set aside as excessive only 
when it is not supported by proof, or when it is so excessive. 
as to indicate passion, prejudice or incorrect appreciation 
of the law applicable to the case." Here, we cannot say the 
judgments are so extreme as to call for a- reversal. 

Affirmed.


