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uniform business proposedtax as in House Bill satisfy674 would the
equality proportionalityand mandates of the State Constitution. We

questionanswer negative.three in the
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Sulloway, Soden,Hollis by& Gross,Martin L. filed a memoran-
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Honran,Smith, attorney general (Steven attorney,Gregory H. M.
orally), for thebrief and State.on the

Wenners, McDowell,Craig (VincentCraig, of Manchester& A.
Wenners, Jr., orally), theon and for defendant.the brief

Batchelder, juryappeal from a in an emi-This is an verdictJ.
J.)(Goode, admitted into evidencecase. The Trial Courtnent domain

premisesthe condemned wasthat the defendant’s title tothe fact
by purchase pricepurporteda that wasacquired tax sale and the

unduly preju-$8,000. hold this evidence was irrelevant andWe that
jury,of the and we reverse.the deliberationsdicial to

byAlthough price paid owner is one of the bestthe the
value, been con­property’sof the sale must havethatindicators

aspricein a if is to be admissible evi­fair market thatsummated
Nashua,City 118property’s value. v. N.H.of the Poorvudence of

633, 138, price paid sale632, (1978). a forced is392 A.2d 139 The at
Nichols,value. 5 Thepropertyevidence of P.not asadmissible

21.32, (Sackmanto -91 3d rev.21-90Eminent Domain atof §Law
1981).ed.

“forcedvoluntary are considered asandTax sales are not
Kelso, App.v. 46 Md.Mayor Cityand Council Baltimoresales.” of

296-97, 1339, purchase285, of the(1980). Evidence416 A.2d 1345
therefore,is, the of airrelevant to determinationprice at a tax sale

Transp.,Id.;price. Realty v. Commissionerfair market ofcf. E & F
247, (no253, 302, (1977) evi­error where377 A.2d 305173 Conn.

paid such a sale isprice in “distress” excluded becauseof saledence
transaction). findIt is to a transaction moremarket difficultnot fair

property for the non­one in which is seized and soldforced than
and, accordingly,of taxes we find that courtpayment the trial erred

admitting price paid prop­thepurported the defendant forin the
erty at such a sale.
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The defendant also contends that the trial court’s order that inter-
juryest on the damagesaward above depositthe State’s of should

soughtnot accrue of byafter the date a continuance him. In the
stagesearly proceedings grantedof these the trial court a continu-

jury initiallyance after a impaneled,had been and after the court’s
rulings admissibilityadverse on the of the landowner’s ofevidence

comparable grantedsales. The permitcontinuance was in order to
experthim to obtain newa because the court had ruled thethat

testimony originalof the expertlandowner’s was inadmissible
itbecause propertywas based on sales of in Maine. The State

sought, granted,and the trial court an abatement of the accrual of
uponinterest exceedingthe ofamount the verdict depositthe of

damages from the date theof continuance.

findingsThe byrecord discloses no supportthe court to such
order, 498-A:11,an (Supp.and RSA 1982), providesI which for

pending award,interest the final is silent on this issue. The defend­
preventedant should collectingnot be from such interest. The order

preventto the accrual of interest therefore is vacated.

Finally, we hold that whether the ofsales Maine real estate
comparable sales, admissible, questionsare and therefore are of fact

judgefor trial onthe remand.

andReversed remanded.

All concurred.
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