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Introduction
This paper presents a range of basic evidentiary issues which arise in condemnation cases
and highlights certain portions of the new Georgia Evidence Code that are most germane to
condemnation law. 1 For a comprehensive review of the new Georgia Evidence Code see:
Milich, Paul S. (2011) “Georgia’s New Evidence Code- An Overview,” Georgia State
University Law Review: Vol. 28: Iss. 2, Article 3.
I. Burden of Proof and Sufficiency of the Evidence
A.
Burden of Proof
The condemnor, as the plaintiff, has the burden to prove just and adequate compensation
for the property taken and for consequential damages to the remaining property. 2 The
condemnor meets the burden of proof, i.e. a prima facie case, as soon as it offers evidence of
value. 3 A jury charge that places this burden on the condemnee is reversible error. 4 The
condemnee, however carries the burden of proving that the property is unique if he seeks
business damage or if he contends that fair market value does not represent actual loss. 5
B.
Burden of Going Forward
Although the burden of proof as to just and adequate compensation for the land taken and
any consequential damages always rests upon the condemnor, the burden of going forward with
the evidence shifts to the condemnee if the condemnee contends that the value of the amount of
damage is greater than is shown by the condemnor’s evidence. 6 Accordingly, when a
condemnee seeks a verdict for some greater amount than that established by the condemnor’s
evidence, the condemnee must introduce evidence that will itself, or together with other
evidence in the case, support a higher verdict. 7 While these rules apply in condemnation cases
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filed by the condemnor, the burden of proof is squarely on the property owner when he files an
inverse condemnation case. 8
C.
Sufficiency of the Evidence
Despite the case law in Georgia regarding the burden of proof and the burden of going
forward, Georgia courts have held that a jury, in its determination of just and adequate
compensation, is not bound by the opinions of value presented by the parties. Jurors are not
required to accept as correct the opinions of value witnesses, even when such opinions are not
contradicted by other opinion testimony. The jury may fix a lower or higher value on the
property than the stated opinions of the value witnesses, provided the verdict is not clearly
unreasonable in light of all the evidence. 9
II. Establishing Value
A.
Highest and Best Use
The value of the land taken should reflect the highest and best use of the entire tract
immediately before the taking. Accordingly, neither a jury nor a witness is restricted to its actual
current use. Inquiry may be made to all other legitimate purposes to which the property could be
appropriated. 10
1.
Future Use of Land
Evidence of possible future uses is admissible to show the highest and best use of the
property if there is a demand for such use or if such use is otherwise reasonably probable
provided that such use is not remote or speculative. 11 The evidentiary standard is whether the
land is realistically useable for other purposes, not whether such use is certain. 12 Even in cases
where a different use is probable, a jury cannot evaluate the land as if the new use were an
accomplished fact; the jury can only consider the new use to the extent that it affects market
value on the date of taking. 13 The trial court’s exercise of discretion in admitting such evidence
for consideration by the jury, or in excluding it, will not be reversed unless there is a manifest
abuse of this discretion. 14
2.
Zoning Limitations on Future Use
The possible future use of property is not necessarily limited to the property’s current
zoning. If there is a reasonable probability or possibility that zoning restrictions might be
repealed or amended or a variance granted so as to permit the use in questions, such likelihood
may be considered by the jury. 15 The prospect of such repeal, amendment or variance must be
sufficiently likely to have an appreciable influence upon the present market value of the
8
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property. 16 As long as the possible change in zoning is neither remote nor speculative, the
current zoning will not restrict evidence concerning the highest and best use. 17
B.
Fair Market Value
Just and adequate compensation is usually determined by reference to the fair market
value of the property as of the date of taking. 18 Fair market value is the price a seller who
desires, but is not required, to sell and a buyer who desires, but is not required, to buy, would
agree is a fair price, after due consideration of all the elements reasonably affecting value. 19 In
determining the fair market value of the land taken in an eminent domain proceeding, it is proper
for the trial court, in the exercise of its discretion, to admit evidence of all factors which an
owner could reasonably urge upon prospective purchaser in order to influence his decision. 20
There are three recognized methods of establishing the fair market value of the property:
the market or comparable sales approach; the income approach; and the cost approach.
1.
Comparable Sales
As direct evidence of value, the facts of and the amount paid in the sale of comparable
tracts of property may be introduced without additional analysis. When such direct evidence of
comparable sales is introduced, a proper foundation must be laid through a showing of the
similarity of the properties. Whether such foundation has been laid is left to the discretion of the
trial court since exact similarity is not generally obtainable. Factors to be considered in
determining similarity include the size, location, and physical characteristics of the property that
is claimed to be comparable, and whether its sale was freely and voluntarily made at or
reasonably near the time of the taking of the subject property. Any dissimilarity in the property
or the circumstances of its transfers are generally matters that go to the weight of the evidence
after its admissibility has been determined by the trial court. 21
On the other hand, evidence of comparable sales is often presented, not as direct evidence
of value, but as the basis for a witness’ opinion of value. When such explanatory use is made of
evidence of comparable sales, no foundation need be laid concerning the similarity of the
property. The jury may use this evidence in determining the weight to be given to the witness’
opinion of value. 22
2.
Forced Sales
Sales or awards in other condemnation proceedings are not admissible as comparable
sales under Georgia law. 23 Evidence of an exchange of property between a condemnor and
another condemnee is also inadmissible on the issue of value, since such an exchange is not
16
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necessarily free from compulsion. 24 Similarly, evidence of other forced sales, such as
foreclosures, should not be admitted as comparable sales.
3.
Offers by Condemnor
An offer by the condemnor on the subject parcel or on other property is not admissible as
direct evidence of market value. 25 Furthermore, the condemnor’s appraisal affidavit provided for
in O.C.G.A. § 32-3-6(b)(5) is not admissible evidence of value at trial. The affidavit signifies an
“estimated” value and represents an opinion rather than a conclusion of fact. It does not
constitute an admission in judicio, and is not binding upon the condemnor in a subsequent de
novo proceeding to establish the value of the property taken. 26 Accordingly, evidence of the
initial estimate of just and adequate compensation deposited with the court is not permitted to go
out with the jury. 27
4.
Unaccepted Offers by Third Parties
An unaccepted offer on a comparable property is not generally admissible as direct
evidence of value. 28 Similarly, an unaccepted offer on the property being condemned is not
generally admissible as direct evidence of value. 29 Testimony of an unaccepted offer on the
subject property is admissible, however, when it is introduced not as evidence of value in itself
but rather as part of the basis of an expert witness’ opinion of value. 30
5.
Options
Evidence of options on the subject property or on a comparable property are generally not
admissible as direct evidence of value. 31 Such options can be used as a basis for an expert’s
value opinions. 32
6.
Unclosed Contracts of Sale
As a general rule, unclosed contracts of sale are admissible as evidence of value. A
contract between a condemnee and a third party for the sale of the subject property could be used
as the basis for expert testimony and would be admissible as direct evidence of value. 33
However, if the contract contains contingencies that effectively eliminate the risk to the buyer,
such contingencies may render the contract too speculative to be admissible. 34

24

Collins v. MARTA, 163 Ga. App. 168 (1982).
State Highway Dep’t v. Hilliard, 114 Ga. App. 328 (1966).
26
Aiken v. DOT, 171 Ga. App. 154 (1983); Morrison v. DOT, 166 Ga. App. 144 (1983).
27
DOT v. Gunnels, 175 Ga. App. 632-636 (1985), rev’d on other grounds, 255 Ga. 495. See also CNL APF Partners, LP v.
DOT, 307 Ga. App. 411 (2010) (admission of evidence of the fact that the DOT made a deposit of funds into the court registry
representing an estimate of just and adequate compensation was improper).
28
DOT v. Simon, 151 Ga. App. 807 (1979), aff’d, 245 Ga. 478 (1980); Southwell v. State Highway Dep’t, 104 Ga. App 479
(1961).
29
So. R. Co. v. Miller, 94 Ga. App. 707, 706 (1956).
30
Mauldin v. Housing Auth. of Marietta, 223 Ga. App. 158, 159 (1996); City of Atlanta v. Hadjisimos, 168 Ga. App. 840, 842
(1983).
31
Department of Transp. v. Cochran, 160 Ga. App. 583 (1981); Nichols on Eminent Domain, § 7-8 (2007).
32
Cochran, 160 Ga. App. at 583; See Jordan, 178 Ga. App. at 134.
33
Dep’t of Transp. v. White, 175 Ga. App. 68 (1984); Nichols on Eminent Domain, § 7-8 (2007).
34
Mauldin, 223 Ga. App. at 159.
25

4

7.
Tax Assessments and Returns
A property tax assessment or return is not admissible as direct evidence of value of the
subject property, but they may be admitted to impeach or contradict the testimony of the property
owner or his witnesses. 35 The evidence must show that the return was prepared or approved by
the property owner; and when an oath is required, the giving of the oath must be shown before
the return or assessment can be admitted. 36
When the tax return contains an assessment by someone other than the property owner
and the return has not been signed or approved by the owner, it is pure hearsay and inadmissible
under existing case law in Georgia. 37 Under the new Georgia Evidence Code, however, hearsay
is no longer deemed “illegal” evidence. 38 Therefore, if a party does not properly object to the
admission of such a tax return or assessment, “the objection shall be deemed waived and the
hearsay evidence shall be legal and admissible.” 39
8.
Introduction of Appraisals under the Business Record Exception
Appraisals are opinions and were not admissible under the old Georgia Evidence Code as
a business record exception to hearsay. 40 Therefore, under the old Georgia Evidence Code the
appraisal of a deceased appraiser was inadmissible hearsay and could not be introduced to
establish the value of the property at trial. 41 The new Georgia Evidence Code, however, permits
the introduction opinion evidence through the business record exception to hearsay, which would
include appraisals so long as the other requirements to the business record rule are met. 42
C.
Unique Value
When the uniqueness of the property prevents the fair market value of the property from
representing just and adequate compensation due to the condemnee, other measures of value may
be taken into account. 43 To establish a unique value, a landowner must show that he is currently
devoting the property to a use for which the land has a peculiar value. 44 A condemnee is not
entitled to present witnesses to testify to both the fair market value and the unique value of the
property. 45

35

State Hwy. Dep’t v. Raines, 129 Ga. App. 123 (1973); Housing Auth. of Atlanta v. Republic Land & Investment Co., 127 Ga.
App. 84 (1972); Seymour v. Housing Auth. of Dublin, 109 Ga. App. 613 (1964); State Highway Dept. v. Wilkes, 106 Ga. App.
634, overruled in party by State Highway Dept. v. Howard, 119 Ga. App. 298 (1969); Nichols on Eminent Domain, § 7-9 (2007).
36
Raines, 129 Ga. App. 123; Seymour, 109 Ga. App. 613; Wilkes, 106 Ga. App. 634; Nichols on Eminent Domain, § 7-9 (2007).
37
Seagraves v. Seagraves, 193 Ga. 280 (1942); Gruber v. Fulton County, 111 Ga. App. 71 (1965); Wilkes, 106 Ga. App. 634;
Nichols on Eminent Domain, § 7-9 (2007).
38
O.C.G.A. § 24-8-802 (2013).
39
Id.
40
See O.C.G.A. § 24-3-14 (2012).
41
See Dickens v. Calhoun First National Bank, 214 Ga. App. 490 (1994)
42
O.C.G.A.§ 24-8-803(6) (2013): Records of regularly conducted activity. Unless the source of information or the method or
circumstances of preparation indicate lack of trustworthiness and subject to the provisions of Chapter 7 of this title, a
memorandum, report, record, or data compilation, in any form, of acts, events, conditions, opinions, or diagnoses . . .. (Emphasis
added).
43
Housing Auth. of Atlanta v. So. R. Co, 245 Ga. 229 (1980).
44
DOT v. Sharpe, 213 Ga. App. 549, 550 (1994).
45
Taylor v. Jones County, 205 Ga. App. 628, 630 (1992).

5

D.
Value of Leased Property
The correct measure of damage for the loss of use of leased property is the diminution in
the market value of the leasehold during the remainder of the unexpired term of the lease, less
any rents to be paid by the lessee. 46 If the rents to be paid by the lessee are a reasonable
approximation of the market rent, then the lessee is not paying below rent and the leasehold has
no compensable value. 47
III. Consequential Damages and Consequential Benefits
To prove consequential damages, as well as consequential benefits, one must establish
the highest and best use of the remainder immediately before and after the taking, and assuming
that highest and best use, establish the fair market value of the remainder immediately before and
after the taking. The proper measure of consequential damages to the remainder is the
diminution, if any, in the market value of the remainder in its circumstances just prior to the time
of the taking compared with its market value in its new circumstances just after the time of the
taking. 48 The consequential damages that may be recovered in a condemnation action are
limited to those damages that naturally and proximately arise to the remaining property for the
taking of the part of the property and devoting that part to the public purpose for which it was
condemned. 49 Damages that may appear to be related or intertwined with a taking, but which are
not a direct consequence of it and which arise from the entire project, are not compensable in a
condemnation proceeding. 50
Damages caused by mere temporary inconvenience due to the construction of a project
for which the property was taken should not be considered in determining consequential
damages. 51 Consequential damages can be awarded, however, to compensate for inconvenience
caused by the deprivation of access to an existing public road. 52 The right of access or easement
of access to a public road is a property right that arises from the ownership of land contiguous to
a public road. 53 When this right is interfered with, the measure of consequential damage is any
diminution in the market value of the property, by reason of such interference. 54 Inconveniences
of access shared by the public in general, such as a change of traffic pattern or increase in
circuity of travel, are not compensable. 55 On the other hand, where the property owner’s direct
access to a particular street is totally eliminated, there is taking of an easement of access as a
46
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matter of law. 56 Evidence pertaining to traffic patterns and traffic flow can be introduced for
consideration of consequential damages, provided that it is shown that the taking of part of the
property has cut off or substantially interfered with the owner’s right of access.
Consequential benefits to the remaining property may be offset against consequential
damages, but benefits may not be used as an offset against the value of the property actually
taken. 57 Only special benefits can be used to offset consequential damages, but general benefits
cannot be considered. 58 A special benefit is one that adds to the convenience, accessibility or
usefulness of the property as distinguished from benefits arising incidentally from the
improvement enjoyed by the public in general. 59 There must be specific evidence of the amount
of consequential benefits before the issue can be submitted to the jury. 60
The effect of the taking on the fair market value of the remaining property is usually
shown by the testimony of a real estate appraiser or other expert witness with knowledge of
property values. Although the jury is only required to return a lump sum verdict, the evidence
must be sufficient to allow separate figures for the value of the property taken, consequential
damages and consequential benefits. 61 In order to prove these elements, the testimony should be
structured along a five-step procedure:
1. The witness should first state his opinion of the value of the entire property before the
taking;
2. The witness should then give his opinion of the value of the part actually taken;
3. The witness next should state the value of the remainder before the taking also known
as the value of the remainder as part of the whole, which is merely the result of
subtracting the value of the part taken from the value of the property before the
taking;
4. The witness should then state his opinion of the value of the remainder property after
the taking, considering the negative impact of the taking and the public improvement.
The difference between this figure and the value of the remainder before the taking
represents the amount of consequential damages;
5. Finally, the witness should state his opinion of the value of the remainder property
after the taking, considering the positive impact of the taking and the public
improvement. The difference between this figure and the value of the remainder
before the taking represents the amount of consequential benefits. This amount can
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only be offset against consequential damages and not against the value of the property
taken. 62
IV. Demonstrative Evidence
Demonstrative evidence such as photographs, drawings, maps, plats and models are
extremely helpful to show the appearance, location and characteristic of the property before and
after the condemnation. A drawing, diagram or map does not have to be prepared to an exact
scale to be admissible. 63 The trial court has broad discretion to admit evidence shown to be
substantially accurate, and any inaccuracies go to the weight to be given the exhibit by the jury. 64
Photographs of the condemned property made subsequent to the date of taking but which
are shown to be a fair and accurate representation of the property on the date of taking are
admissible. 65 A photograph is authenticated by showing that it is a fair and accurate
representation of the scene depicted. Any witness who is familiar with the scene depicted can
authenticate the photograph; it is not necessary that the witness be the photographer or even that
the witness have been present when the photograph was taken. 66 The admission or exclusion of
photographs, even when there is admittedly some difference in the situation portrayed and that
which existed, is a matter within the discretion of the trial court, and will not be controlled unless
abused. 67
It is reversible error to allow an expert’s written calculation regarding value to be sent out
with the jury. 68 Diagrams may be used during the course of the trial for the purpose of
illustrating testimony but are excluded as being a continuing witness in the jury room. 69
V. Business Damage
Subject to several elements of proof, a property owner whose business is totally
destroyed or a lessee whose business is totally or partially destroyed can recover for business
damage as a separate item of recovery in a condemnation case. 70 Business damage is
recoverable as a separate item only if the property is shown to be “unique” and the loss is not
remote or speculative. 71 When the issue of business damage is properly before the court, 72 the
measure of compensation for such damage is the difference between the market value of the
business before the taking and its market value after the taking. 73 Elements such as lost profits,
loss of customers, or decrease in the earning capacity of the business may be considered in
62
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determining the decrease in the value of the business, but they are not separate elements of
damage themselves. 74
Expert witnesses, such as accountants, financial analysts and other business valuation
experts, are typically called to testify to the value of the business before and after the taking.
Such expert witnesses typically rely upon the business records of the subject business as part of
the basis of their opinion of business damage in a condemnation case. There are two changes in
the new Georgia Evidence Code that make the introduction of business records easier. The first
change allows the foundation for the business record exception to hearsay 75 to be laid by
affidavit. Under the old Georgia Evidence Code, a “qualified witness” was required to appear at
trial and lay the requisite foundation for a business record. 76 The new Georgia Evidence Code
offers an additional option. 77 Under the new Code, a party can acquire a certification from the
custodian or other person qualified to lay foundation for the record under the business record
exception. 78 The party must give all opposing parties advanced written notice of its intent to use
the certification in lieu of live testimony and make the record available for inspection prior to
trial. 79
The second change in the new Code allows a business to lay the foundation for business
records received from a different business. Under the old Code, Georgia courts struggled with
the problem of one business laying foundation for records received from a different business. 80
The cases are inconsistent and have permitted, in some cases, a witness to “lay foundation” for a
business record without any evidence that the witness has a clue as to how the record was
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produced. 81 The new business record exception is based on the Federal Rule and takes
advantage of the “integrated records rule” as developed by the federal courts to address this
problem. 82 The basic requirements for the integrated records rule are (1) a business relationship
between the business that initially made the record and the one who received it, (2) the recipient
of the business record routinely relies upon the accuracy of the record and integrates it into its
own files, (3) the recipient of the business has a witness who is sufficiently familiar with how the
originating business routinely prepared the record to establish that the record was made and kept
in the ordinary course of business at or near the time of the events described in the cord, and (4)
circumstances support the trustworthiness of the record. 83
VI. Opinion Evidence
A.
Expert Witnesses
The issue of just and adequate compensation for the property taken, consequential
damages to the remaining property and value are generally matters of opinion, and particularly
suited to evaluation of expert witnesses. In a condemnation case, you may have an engineer
testifying about the acquisition’s impact on the property, a real estate appraiser testifying about
the value of the property, and a business valuation expert testifying about the value of the
business and business damage.
Following is a summary of the sections from the new Georgia Evidence Code that are
pertinent to expert witness testimony in condemnation cases:
• O.C.G.A. § 24-7-703: “The facts or data in the particular proceeding upon which an
expert bases an opinion or inference may be those perceived by or made known to the
expert at or before the hearing. If of a type reasonably relied upon by experts in the
particular field forming opinions or inferences upon the subject, such facts or data need
not be admissible in evidence in order for the opinion or inference to be admitted. Such
facts or data that are otherwise inadmissible shall not be disclosed to the jury by the
proponent of the opinion or inference unless the court determines that their probative
value in assisting the jury to evaluate the expert's opinion substantially outweighs their
prejudicial effect.”
• O.C.G.A. § 24-7-704: “…testimony in the form of an opinion or inference otherwise
admissible shall not be objectionable because it embraces an ultimate issue to be decided
by the trier of fact.”
• O.C.G.A. § 24-7-705: “An expert may testify in terms of opinion or inference and give
reasons therefore without first testifying to the underlying facts or data, unless the court
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requires otherwise. An expert may in any event be required to disclose the underlying
facts or data on cross-examination.”
The question of whether a witness is qualified to give his opinion as an expert is a legal
issue for the court, and the determination will not be disturbed unless there is a manifest abuse of
discretion. 84 Where a witness has been qualified as an expert, he may state his opinion without
stating the basis of that opinion, but it is always proper for the witness to state his basis if
requested. 85 This principal is codified by O.C.G.A. § 24-7-705, which eliminates any
requirement that an expert be questioned by way of hypothetical questions.
Under Georgia case law, the fact that the matters upon which the opinion is based are
hearsay or otherwise inadmissible in themselves is not a proper ground for exclusion the
opinion. 86 This principal is codified by O.C.G.A. § 24-7-703. Most expert appraisers base their
opinions of value, in large part, on statements by third parties, which would clearly be hearsay
under the rules of evidence. While it is not necessary to elicit facts upon which an expert bases
his opinion, trial counsel often understandably choose to elicit not only the opinion of value but
also the data upon which that opinion is based. For example, an appraiser typically testifies to
the details of comparable sales even though such testimony is based on hearsay. 87 Furthermore,
under existing Georgia case law it is reversible error to refuse to permit an expert witness to state
the facts upon which he bases his opinion. 88 The new Georgia Evidence Code provides,
however, that “facts or data that are otherwise inadmissible shall not be disclosed to the jury by
the proponent of the opinion or inference unless the court determines that their probative value in
assisting the jury to evaluate the expert's opinion substantially outweighs their prejudicial
effect.” 89 This was also the rule under the old Georgia Evidence Code. 90 Technically, under this
statute, experts should not be able to testify to hearsay evidence unless the court makes the
determination that the probative value of such evidence substantially outweighs the prejudicial
effect. Under the new Georgia Evidence Code, however, hearsay evidence is no longer deemed
illegal evidence: “[I]f a party does not properly object to hearsay, the objection shall be deemed
waived, and the hearsay evidence shall be legal evidence and admissible.” 91 Accordingly, expert
appraisers and other expert witnesses in condemnation trials will probably continue to testify to
facts or data that constitute hearsay and this evidence will be deemed legal and admissible unless
an objection is made by opposing counsel.
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One change under the new Georgia Evidence Code that relates to expert witness
testimony, and non-expert witness testimony as well, is the abolishment of the “ultimate issue
rule.” The old Georgia Evidence Code embraced a limited form of the “ultimate issue rule” by
prohibiting lay or expert opinion that mixes law and fact. 92 For example, there was no problem
under the old Georgia Evidence Code if an expert testified in a legal malpractice case that the
defendant failed to use the degree of care and skill expected of an ordinary lawyer practicing in
Georgia. 93 The standard of care for attorneys is beyond the ken of ordinary jurors, and thus, they
require expert assistance in drawing opinions and inferences from the evidence. 94 However, the
old Georgia Evidence Code did not allow a witness to testify in legal terms or state legal
conclusions. 95 For instance, within the context of condemnation cases, the “ultimate issue rule”
prohibits an expert or other witness from expressing an opinion that a piece of property is or is
not “unique” for the purposes of recovering business damage. Whether property is “unique” is a
“legal conclusion to be reached by the jury” and not a proper subject for witness testimony. 96
Instead, parties may present evidence of the facts supporting a showing of uniqueness, and from
there, the jury draws its own conclusions based on the evidence.
The new Georgia Evidence Code adopts Federal Rule 704, which states that evidence “is
not objectionable because it embraces an ultimate issue to be decided by the trier of fact.” 97
Although abolished in name, the federal courts still will not allow witnesses to present opinions
or invade the province of the jury by drawing inferences that the jurors are fully capable of
drawing on their own. 98 Rather than stating such opinions violate the “ultimate issue rule”,
courts exclude them on the grounds that they are not helpful or will not assist the trier of fact. 99
B.
Non-Expert Witnesses
Following is a summary of the sections of the new Georgia Evidence Code that are
pertinent to non-expert witness/lay opinions in condemnation cases:
• O.C.G.A. §24-7-701: Lay opinion is limited to opinions which are “(1) Rationally based
on the perception of the witness; (2) Helpful to a clear understanding of the witness’s
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testimony or the determination of a fact in issue; and (3) Not based on scientific,
technical, or other specialized knowledge . . . .”
• O.C.G.A. § 24-7-701(b): “A witness need not be an expert or dealer in an article or
property to testify as to its value if he or she has had an opportunity to form a reasoned
opinion.”
A non-expert witness may give an opinion as to the highest and best use of the property
and as to its fair market value, but only if he states the facts upon which his opinion is based
prior to giving his opinion. 100 The non-expert witness must demonstrate to the court an
opportunity for the formation of the correct opinion as to the highest and best use and the value
of the subject property. In the determination of the admissibility of such opinions, the trial court
is vested with wide discretion. 101 Owners of property may testify concerning their opinions of
the value of their property if the owner “has had an opportunity for forming a correct
opinion.” 102 The property owner cannot, however, give testimony of the property’s particular
value to him but only as to its fair market value. 103
An owner’s opinion of value cannot be excluded merely because evaluation depends upon
hearsay. 104 Market value may rest wholly or partially upon hearsay provided the witness has had
the opportunity of forming a correct opinion. 105 If the owner’s opinion is based upon hearsay,
this would go merely to its weight and credibility and is not a ground for exclusion of the
testimony. 106
C.
Contemporaneous Objection Rule
Regardless of the complexity of an expert’s testimony or the applicable rules of evidence,
opposing counsel must make any objections contemporaneously.
The new section of O.C.G.A. § 24–1–103 codifies the basic requirement that a party must
object to a trial court ruling in order to preserve error, but clarifies that this does not prevent the
appellate courts from considering plain error in all instances. 107 This new section also clarifies
that counsel does not have to seek and receive a continuing objection from the trial judge in lieu
of objecting each and every time the same evidence is offered or discussed. 108
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D.
Impeachment
Submitting the testimony of a witness to disprove the facts testified to by the other party
is a proper method of impeachment under the new and old Georgia Evidence Code. 109
1.
Offers, Contracts and Options
Although offers and options (and sometimes contracts) may not be admissible as direct
evidence of value, they are admissible for the purpose of impeaching an owner of property as to
his estimate of value. 110
2.
Prior Inconsistent Statements or Appraisals
Appraisers and other expert witnesses may be impeached by prior inconsistent statements
or appraisals. 111 While such evidence can be used to impeach the witness during crossexamination, it is not admissible as evidence when different time frames and sets of
circumstances are involved. 112
The new Georgia Evidence Code relaxes the foundation requirements for impeachment
by a prior inconsistent statement. When impeaching a witness with a prior oral inconsistent
statement, the new rule does not require that counsel draw the witness’ attention to “the time,
place, person, and circumstances attending the former statement.” 113 Nor must counsel show the
witness a prior written inconsistent statement before asking if the witness made the prior
statement. 114 The new rule still requires, however, that the witness be given an opportunity to
explain or deny the prior inconsistent statement before any extrinsic evidence of the statement is
offered into evidence. 115
3.
Tax Assessments and Returns
A property tax assessment or return is not admissible as direct evidence of value of the
subject property, but they may be admitted to impeach or contradict the testimony of the property
owner or his witnesses. 116 The evidence must show that the return was prepared or approved by
109
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the property owner; and when an oath is required, the giving of the oath must be shown before
the return or assessment can be admitted. 117
4.
Other Employment of an Expert by a Party Litigant
Evidence may be introduced to show that a witness has done several appraisals for the
same party for purposes of impeaching the witness to show bias. 118 Conversely, one party can
support the impartiality of a witness by showing that he previously has appraised property for the
opposing party. 119
5.
Appraisers Not Called
Neither party to a condemnation case is bound by rejected opinions of expert witnesses
employed by them to appraise property being condemned. 120 The rejected expert witness,
however, can be called by the other parties to testify as witness and be compelled to testify as to
his opinions about the value of the property. 121 Under such circumstances, however, an expert
witness originally employed by one party and called to testify by the opposing party cannot be
questioned in regard to his employment by the opposing party nor can another witness for the
party who employed the rejected appraiser testify to the same effect. 122 If such an expert is
called, the expert then becomes that party’s witness, rather than the witness of the litigant who
originally retained him. Neither party is allowed to refer at trial to the fact that other expert
witnesses were not called to testify. 123
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