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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DOCKET NUMEBER CV 91 (0062496 5
RETURN DATE: JULY 16, 1997

HIGH 5T, ASS50CIATES SUPERIOR COURT

V.

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
MIDDLESEX AT MIDDLETOWN

WILLIAM J. ZISK SEPTEMBER 19, 1997

AFFIDAVIT
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN, TAKE NOTICE, that the real property
affected by this affidavit is located at 106 High Street, in the
Village of Higganum, Town of Haddam, Connecticut, consisting of
32 acres, more or less, and is mere particularly described in
Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein.
I, William J. Zisk, being duly sworn hereby aver and say:

1. I am over 18 years of age and believe in the obligation

of an oath.

Z. I am the eldest of the four children born during the

marriage of William W. Zisk and Mary A, Zisk, being William J.
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Zisk, EBdward J. Zisk, Marion A. (Zisk) Krivanec and Donald R.
Alsk.

3. On December 3, 1943, William W. Zisk and Mary A. Zisk
purchased the above described parcels, hereinafter "subject
property", from Beda L. Brainard, by Manuscript Warrantee Deed,
recorded in the land records of the Town of Haddam, Connecticut

at Volume 67, page 469 and 47/0.

4., On July 20, 1952, William W. Zisk and Mary A. Zisk, as
a wedding gift granted to their eldest son, William J. Zisk, a
four acre porticon of the above described subject property,

described as follows:

"All that certain real property situated in Middlesex
County, Connecticut, fronting on the FEast side of
Killingworth Road, being a portion of the Zisk property

and having a frontage of approximately 300 feet on
Killingworth Read and adjacent on the North side to the
South boundary line of Professor West Property; running
East along the said boundary line to the east end of West
property and thence in a Southerly direction along the
extension of the East boundary line of West property to

the Scuth boundary line of Zisk property; thence West along
the South boundary line of Zisk property to the West
boundary line of Zisk property fronting on Killingworth RaadJ
containing approximately four (4) acres, more or less,
exepting and reserving a right of way for ingress and egress
toe the main real property along the North side of Professor
West property, said right of way to be fifty (50) feet in
width extending from the Killingworth Reoad to the main real
property."

WLLLTAM J. Z15K - PRO 5E




D o =3 v O s L0 ho e

2 B2 b3 B BD ek bk ek ek ek el bk el ek e

- 3

At all times since the gifted transfer, William J. Zisk has
exercised dominion and contreol over said four acre parcel and has
been seized of and possessed said parcel to the exclusion of all
other rights, interests and c¢laims of any other person or party.
After the death of William W. Zisk on February 3, 1969, Mary A.
Zisk documented the gifted grant in her Will, dated June 24, 15374
by a Declaration, witnessed by two signatures.

5. On February 3, 196%, while alone at a temporary
residence at 115 Linda Drive 1in Roseville, California, William W.
Zisk was stricken with a fatal heart attack and died at the
Roseville Hosgpital. Mary A, Zisk was in the State of Connecticut

on the date of the death of William W. Zisk.

6. William W. Zisk died "intestate,” without a will, and

was a domicillary of the State of Connecticut. By existing
Connecticut intestate law, William J. Zisk inherited an
additional undivided legal title ownership interest in the

remaining 28 acre portion of the "Intestate Estate" of William W.

Zisk, at 106 High Street, Higganum, CT, through the Connecticut

laws of Intestate Succession, which were in effect on February 3,

1969, to wit:

WILLIAM J. ZISK - PRO SE
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"life use™

_ 4 -
PROPERTY RIGHTS OF HUSBAND AND WIFE

Connecticut General Statutes, Title 46, Chapter B03,
Section 46-12, Succession upon the death of either:

(at page 140 of the Statute)

Oon the death of a husband or wife, "the surviver"”
shall be entitled to the "use for life" of one-third
in value of all property, real and personal, legally
or egquitably owned by the other at the time of hils or
her death, after the payment of all debts and charges
against the estate, “such third" to be set out by
distributors appeointed by the Court of Probate 1in any
property, real or personal or both, according tc the
judgment of such distributeors. The right to such
third shall not be defeated by any disposition of the

property by will to other parties, but, "if there is
noe will, the survivor shall take such third

ahsnlutely“;'mahd, - - - - {(emphasis added)

(at page 141 of the Statute)

- — —., In any such case where the husband or wife
by will does not make any provision for the SUrviving
wife or husband, such "surviving spouge” shall,
within two months after the expiration of the tlme
limited for exhibition of claims against such estate,
file a notice, 1n writing of hig or her intention to

take a "lite use” of one-third of such estate under

the provisions of thig section with the Court of

Probate before which such estate 13 1n Eettlement

and if such notice is not so filed such person Shall
be barred of such statutory share, - - - -

(emphasis added).

Upon the death of William W, Zisk on February 3, 1989, Mary A.

Zisk did not file a notice in writing of her intention to take

of one-third of such estate under the provisions of

this section and is therefore barred of such statutory share.

WILLIAM J. Z15K - PROQ GE
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(b) Connecticut General Statutes, Title 45, Chapter 795,
Section 45-274 - DISTRIBUTION TO SPOUSE AND CHILDERN:

After distribution has been made to the husband or
wife of the "intestate” of zuch portion or sharea of
the estate of the intestate as such husband or | 'wife"
is entitled to by law, all the rasidue of the real and
personal estate "shall” be distributed in equal
perDrtlmnsL_accﬂrdlng to its value at the time of
distribution, "AMONG THE CHILDREN" and the legal
representatives of any of them who may be dead, - - -
(emphasis added).

(¢} Connecticut General Statutes, Title 45, Chapter 795,
Section 45-272 clearly states:

The Court of Probate "shall" ascertain the heirs and
distributees of each “INTESTATE ESTATE" and “"HEIRS"
and "DISTRIBUTEES" of, and their respective shares in,
- = = the Court "shall" order the administrator or
other fiduciary charged with administration of the
estate to deliver possession of or pay over the
INTESTATE ESTATE. (emphasis added)

Mary A, Z2isk, as the administrator of the "INTESTATE ESTATE" of
William W. Zisk has not delivered possession of, or payed over
the Intestate Eztate in compliance with the applicable foregoing
Connecticut General Statutezs. As a result, ne distribution of

the intestate estate of William W. Zisk has ever been made to the

"CHILDREN HEIRS" of the domicillary estate in Connecticut, nor
has any "DEEDS"™ ever been issued to the"CHILDREN HEIRSY" to the
INTESTATE ESTATE of William W, Zisk, or recorded in the land

records of the Town of Haddam, Connecticut.

WILLTAM J. ZISK - PRO SE
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7. During September 1989, Steven A. Rocco of 1783 Saybrock

rRoad, Haddam, Connecticut, intervened into the Zisk family

private affairs by unduly influencing and deceiving my 77 year

old mother, Mary A. Zisk. Althecugh the majority of the Zisk
family was residing in the State of California, on September 13,

1989 Steven A. Rocco, as an individual, instituted a partition

action in the State of Connecticut, Middlesex County Superior

Court Case No. CV 892-56040 5, naming William J. Zisk as the scle

defendant., Steven A. Roccoo represented that he was Attorney-in-
Fact for Mary A. Zisk, Edward J. 2Zisk, Marion A. (Zisk) Krivanec
and Donald R. Zisk, duly appeointed and authorized to act in thein
names, place and stead with regﬁrd to all issues as set forth in
the partition complaint. The complaint claimed a partition/sale

of the entire 32 acre 106 High Street, Higganum, Connecticut

Zisk family Intestate Estate, which included the statutory
pmrtién acquired by William J. Zisk through the Connecticut
General Statutes of Intestate Succession, as well as the 4 acre
wedding gift adjacent to Killingworth Road (Route 81), which
was granted to William J. Zisk on July 20, 1952 by then owners

William W. Zisk and Mary A. Z2isk. The Partition action,

WILLIAM J. ZI5K - PRO 5E
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Middlesgex Supericr Court No. CV 8%-56040 5, instituted by Steven
A. Rocco on Septenmber 13, 1989, was subsequently terminated by
summary Judgment in favor of defendant William J. Zisk, The
Hionorable Richard T. O'Connell granted the Summary Judgment on
March 7, 1991, due to the fact that Steven A. Rocco was not the
legal title owner of any part of the Zisk family Intestate
Estate at 106 High Street, Higganum, Connecticut.

8. During 1989 and 1990, Steven A. Rocco filed an
appliﬁatimn with the Town of Haddam, Connecticut Planning and
Zoning Commisgsion and Inland Wetlands Commission, under the
fictitious name of "Walkley Heights Associates", seeking approval

of a "proposed" subdivision which included the "entire" 32 acre

Zisk family Intestate Estate at 106 High S5treet, Higganunm,

Connecticut, including the "entire" interest of William J. Zisk.

Neither, Steven A. Rocco, nor the fictitious name of "Walkley
Heights Associates"™ was the "title owner" of any part of the

106 High Street Estate. The Steven A. Rocco and/or Walkley
Heights Associates proposed subdivision application was
subseguently denied by both Commissions due to the fact that the

applicant was not a title owner of any part of the subject

WILLIAM J. ZI5K - PRO SE
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property at 106 High Street, and the fact that the application

was not consistant with the current Town of Haddam, Connecticut

Subdivision Regulation regquirements.

9. On March 23, 1991, Marion A, {zisk) Krivanec conveyed
her interest in the 106 High Street, Higganum, Connecticut Zisk
Estate to William J. Zisk, by Quit Claim Deed, recorded 1in
Book 179, page 441 of the land records of the Town of Haddam,
Connecticut.,

10. On May 8, 1991, Mary A. 2Zisk, Edward J. 2Zisk and
Donald R. Zisk purportedly conveyed a ten/twelves (10/12)

interest in the entire 3.2 acre Zisk Estate to a non-existant

purported partnership, "High Street Asscciates". The land
records of the Town of Haddam is evidence that Mary A. Zisk,
Edward J. Zisk and Donald R. Zisk were not the chain title
"DEED" owners of a 10/12 interest in the subject property at
106 High Street on May 8, 1991, when the transfer was alleged
to have occurred. The purported conveyance was executed just

2 months after Judge 0'Connell granted a Summary Judgment to

William J. Zisk, terminating Steven A. Rocco's first attempted

partition Complaint (Docket No. CV 89-56040 8), due to lack of

WILLTAM J. ZIS5K - PRO S5E
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11. On May 23, 1991, the non-existant fictitious named
alleged partnership of High Street Assocliates purported to

exacute a Mortgage Deed and Note for $183,333.32 on the entire

32 acre subject intestate estate, including the entire

ownership interest of William J. Zisk. The terms of the

205 THOMAE SETREET -~ ROSEVILLE,

Mortgage Deed and Note were such that "no interest or payments”

were required for a pericd of five vears. The purported deed
and ﬁmte transfers were made to and from a non-existant
ficititious partnership, with no money changing hands, for the
sole purpcose of commencing a second Partition Complaint by
Steven A. Rocco, under the non-existant fictitious named
partnership of High Street Associates.

12. Onn June 4, 1991, Steven A. Rocco, under the guise of
a non-existant fictitious alleged partnership, High Street
Associates, filed a second (identical) partition complaint in
Middlesex County Superior Court, Docket No. CV 91-=00624963,

alleging to be an undivided 5/6 "co-owner"” in the entire 106

High Street 32 Acre Zisk Intesftate Estate. The complaint
alleged the plaintiff High Street Associates, to be a

Connecticut general partnership, "organized and existing"

WILLIAM J. Z1I5K - PRO SE
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pursuant to the laws of the State of Connecticut with an office
and place of business at 1783 Saybrook Road, Haddam, Connecticut.
A summary of the relevant and material facts and law is as
follows:

This Partition action was commenced by Plaintiff High Street
Associates on June 4, 1991, by Writ,”Summons and Complaint,
returnable to thisz Court on July 16, 18917, Plaintiff High Street
Aogooaiaton agoortoed OQuit Claim and Warranty Docodc datud_MJF "
1991, and Mortgage Deed and Note dated May 23, 1991, all being
recorded on June 3, 1991, 1n its one count Complaint against
Defendant William J. Zisk. Plaintiff High Street Asscocliates was
not in legal existence when the above referenced Deed[s] and
Notes were executed and was not in legal existence when the
Complaint for Partition was filed. Defendant William J. Zisk
regquegsts Judicial Notice of the file in this Case.

A judgment, void on its face, pursuant to inspection of
the jJudgment roll in this partition action, may be vacated at any
time and Dy & judge or court, other than the Judge or court whn

pronounood judgmont, Micinonilag w, Micinonilo 458 A, 23d 618

(Conn. 1983), Broaca v. Broaca 181 Conn. 463, 467, 435A.24

1016 (1980), Arseniadis v. Arseniadis 477 A. 2d 152,

WILLTAM J. ZISK - PRO 5E
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Barnes v. McKellar 644 A.2d 770(1594). All that 1z necessary of

Defendant is to bring the illegality of the judgment to the
attention of a Judge/Court. If voidness is found, relief is not

discretionary, but mandatory, V.T.A., In¢, v. Airce, Inc. 537

F 2422114 (1979).

Fictitious Plaintiff High Street Associates, an alleged
general partnership, did not have legal existence when it
recorded it's deeds on June 3, 1991, Said asserted deeds were
void against third party Defendant William J. Zisk in fictitiﬁus
Plaintiffs one count complaint of June 4, 19971. As a consequencs
of the asserted void ﬁeeds, the Plaintiffs December 22, 1995
Supplemental Judgment {(all court actions, in favor and in behalt
of fictitious Plaintiff High Street Associates), stemming from
the asserted void deeds, are veoid for want of jurisdiction.
Plaintiff High Street Associates did not have legal standing to
bring the partition action against William J. Zisk. Every
ruling, including the December 22, 1996 Supplemental Judgment

must be vacated for lack of subject matter jurisdiction,

Vogel v. Vogel Conn., 422 A. 24 271, 273 (1979), F.P., Inc. V.,

Collegium & Wethersfield 639 A. 24 527, 529(1994), Investors

Mortgage Co. v. Rodia 625 A.2d 833,835, 836 (1993).

WILLIAM J. ZISK - PRO 5E
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All that is necessary, is to use the Judicially Noticed
record in this case, to show the date of the recorded asserted
deeds of June 3, 1991; to show that High Street Associates did
not have legal existence at that time and to apply controlling
case law and controlling Connecticut General Statutes §35-1,
£52-495. Plaintiff High Street Associates did not have standing

to sue, Hiland v, Ives 257 A. 2Zd 822.

Connecticut General Statute §35-1 states:

Fictitious trade names forbidden; certificates. Unfair trade
practices:

"No person, except as hereafter provided, shall conduct or
transact business in this state under any assumed name, or under
any desilignation, name or style, corporate or otherwlse, other
than the real name or names of the person or persons conducting
or trangacting such business, unless there has been filed, 1in
the office of the town clerk in the town in which such business
is or is to be conducted or transacted, a certificate stating
the name under which such business is or is to be conducted or
transacted and the full name and post-office address of each
person conducting or transacting such business or 1n the case of
a corporation using such an assumed name, it's full name and
principal post-office address. Such certificate shall be
executed by all such persons or, in the casge of a corporation,
by an authorized officer therecof, and acknowledged bhefore some
authority gqualified to administer caths. Each town clerk shall
keep an alphabetical index of the names of all persons filing
such certificates and all the names or styles assumed as herein
before provided and, for the indexing and filing of such
certificate, shall receive the statutory filing fee for documentsg
astablished in section 7-34a, to be paid by the person filing

WILLIAM J. ZI5K - PRO 5E
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such certificate. A copy of any such certificate, certified by
the town clerk in whose office the same has been filed, shall be
presumptive evidence, in all courts of this state, of the facts
therein contained. ...-..- ; See Metro Bullintins. Corp. Vv.
Soboleski 620 A. 2d 1315 (1993)

It is important to recognize that the doctrine of
misrepresentation and its concurrent remedy of rescission apply
in this case because the misrepresentation was made prior to the
filing of the complaint by the plaintiff in this action.

The general ruie is that the object or purpose of statutes
whichlregulate the doing of business under a fictitious or
assumed name is - - - to protect the public by giving notice or
information as to the person with whom they deal and to afford

protection against fraud and deceit (57 Am. Jur. 2d, names § 66}

"We will not presume that the legislature intended to enact
meaningless or useless legislation™ (Turner v, Turner, 219 Conn.
703, 713, 595 A.2d 287 (1991).

Section 35-1 provides two substantial penalties for
non-compliance, First, a failure to comply shall be deemed to
constitute an unfair or deceptive practice under § 42-110b(a)
of the Connecticut unfair trade practices act (CUTPA). As a

result, the defendant faces a full range of civil penalties and

WILLIAM J. ZI15K - PRO S5E
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liabilities applicable to a CUTPA violation. Second, the
defendant mayv be c¢riminally prosecuted and imprisioned for as
long as one year and fined up to %$500.

Connecticut General Statute §35-1, therefore is contreolling
in this action involving High Streebt Assoclates, uneguivocally
being a fictitious Plaintiff, in its one count complaint for
partition, brought pursuant to controlling Connecticut General
sStatute &§ 52-495. Therefore, at the outset, Plaintiff High
Street Associates violated both statutes, when the deeds were
executed and recorded and when its Complaint was filed.
Plaintiffs rush to thereafter record the purported Certificate
of Trade Name on July 18, 1991, i1s indisputable evidence that
Plaintiff was not in legal existence when the subject Deeds were
executed on May 8, 1991 and May 23, 1991, and recorded on
June 3, 1997.

It is important t¢ recognize the doctrine of
misrepresentation and its concurrent remedy of rescission apply
in this case. '"Deeds transferring land to one who has no legal
exlstence does not pass title, though such deed is wvalid
between grantor and grantee under principles of equity, deed

is void when asserted against third parties". Community Credit

WLILLIAM J. ZI5K - PRO S5E
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Union v. Federal Exp. 534 & 2d 331, 333, (1987). The court in

Community Credit Union, supra, ruled that the deed was invalid,
since corporate status was lacking at the time of the conveyance|
The same court rejected an argument that the deed was validated
retroactively, that in turning to the merits of the dispute the
court observed first that a deed transferring land to one who
has no legal existence does not pass title, that such a deed 1is
void when asserted against third parties.
"A deed or other conveyvance to a grantee not in
existence at the time of the conveyvance - - - does not
convey legal title to the land or estate described in

the conveyance". Connecticut Standard of Title,
Standard 7.1, Comment 1.

"If a deed does not transfer legal title to a purported
grantee because such grantee 12 not in existence at the
time of the conveyance - -~ - the legal title to the land
- — — remains in the grantor”. Connecticut Standard of
Title, Standard 7.1, Comment 2.

Accordingly, it is clear that the land did not pass title,
because Plaintiff High Street Assoclates was not in legal
existence under Connecticut General Statute £§35-7, at the time
of the purported Deed transfers on May 8, 1991 and May 23, 1991,
Defendant William J. Zisk being asserted as a third party,
accordingly, makes said deeds voilid, precluding Plaintiff High

Street Associates standing To bring the partition action,

WILLTIAM J. ZIEK - PRO SE
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Middlesex SBSuperior Court Docket No. CV 91 0062496 S.

On January 8, 19922, Plaintiff High Street Associates filed

a Lig Pendens, in Middlesex Superior Court Docket No. CV 91-

00624965, in the land records of the Town of Haddam, Connecticut

at Book 182 Page 928, a copy attached heretoc and incorporated,
CONCLUSTON

Ownership being a prereguiszite for a partition action,
Plaintiff High Street Associates did not have standing, making
every ruling, including the Plaintiffs December 22, 1996
Supplemental Judgment, void. The court never acquired subject
matter jurisdiction in the partition complaint, Middlesex
Superior Court No., CV 91 00624968 and the court was without
authority to award any relief to Plaintiff High Street
Azsociates and against third ﬁarty Defendant William J. Zizk.
William J. Zisk is entitled to equal protection of the laws and
due process afforded by the Constitution of the United States
and the Constitution of the State of Connecticut. William J.
Zisk is indisputedly entitled to the mandatory court action
necessary to reopen and vacate the Supplemental Judgment and

for the reinstitution of Defendant William J. Zisk's November

23, 1992 Counterclaim,.

WILLIAM J. ZIS5K - PRO SE
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13. My mother, Mary A. Zisk, died on September &, 1994 in
Roseville, California. Probate proceedings were initlated in
Placer County Superior Court Action No. S§ PR 05678. Donald R.

7isk was appointed special administrator with "limited

authority™. Donald R. Zisk requires court supervision and

authority to execute any documents in behalf of the estate of

Mary A. Zisk, which has not been granted as of September 8, 1997}

No inventory has been submitted to the Court as of this date,

ancillary proceedings been commenced in the State of

gpnnecticut*

The matters stated herein based on personal knowledge and
information are true and correct. Those matters stated under
belief, I believe them to be true and correct. If called to
testify as a witness in this matter I can competently testify as

to matters of fact.

[ /1
/[ /]
/[ /T
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the

Sstate of Califeornia and the State of Connecticut that the

foregoing is true and correct.

EXECUTED this September 19, 1997 at Roseville, California 95678.

.
ﬁm-g— —a TR o .':

William J. Zisk
205 Thomas Street
Roseville, California 95678
Telephone (916) 782-2233

WILLIAM J. ZIS5K - PRO SE
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SCHEDULE A

All those certain pieces or parcels of land situated in the
Village cof Higganum, in the Town of Haddam, County of Middlesex
and State of Connecticut, bounded and described as follows:

First Piece - The Homestead, so called, bounded by a line
beginning on the highway at the nﬂrthwest corner of said
homestead property and running thence easterly by land of Frank
Skrivanek, to land of Charles B. Carlson, thence southerly by
lands now or formerly o©f Charles B. Carlson, Robert H. Carlson
and Burr & Baroni, Incorporated, to land now or formerly of Carl
Andeen; thence westerly by land of Carl Andeen to the highwayj;
thence northerly by highway to land of Herbert S. Johnson; thence
easterly, northerly and northwesterly by land of said Herbert §S.
Johnson and land of Charles B. Carlson to land of Mazie M.
Carlzon to the highway; thence northerly by highway to the point
of beginning, contalning by estimation twenty-four (24) acres,
more or less, with the dwelling house and all eother buildings and
improvements thereon, together with such rights of way and rights
to malntain water pipes appurtenant teo the land granted as

record may appear, and especilally as described in deed from
Charles B. Carlson to Otto F. Carlson dated August 1908 and
recorded in Vol. 47, pages 420, 4271, and 422 of the Haddam Land
Records; the premises being also subject to certain rights of way
and €to maintaln water pipes, as by record will appear and
especlally as described in deed from Otto F. Carlson to Gustaf B.
Carlson dated September 9, 1910 and recorded in Vol. 51, at Page
228 of the Haddam Land Records, and in an agreement between Otto
F'o Carlson and Charles B. Carlson dated August 18, 1916 and
recorded in Haddam Land Records, Vol. 51, at Page 393,

second Piece - Belng a sprout land and containing seven (7) acres,
more or less, bounded northerly and eagterly by land now or
formerly of Burr & Baroni, Incorporated; southerly by lands now
or formerly o©f Mashinda and Carl Andeen and westerly by the Third
Piece herein described, it being the second piece described in a
deed from Charles B, Carlson to Otto F. Carlson dated August 1,
1908, recorded in Veol. 47, at Pages 420, 427, and 422 of the
Haddam Land Records.

Third Piece - Being sprout land and containing one acre, more or
less, bounded northerly by land fermerly of Cyrus A. Hubbard,
eagterly by land formerly of Cyrus a Hubbard, in part and partly
by land formerly of James C. Walkley; sﬂutherly by land of Cyrus
A Hubbard and westerly by land formerly of Chauncey D. Skinner
heing the same land described as the third piece in said deed of
Carlson Lo Carlson, recorded in Vol. 47, at Pages 420-422 of said
Haddam Land Records.
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HO. 624946
HiIGH BTREET ASHCCIATES 1 AUFERICR CQURT
Y. t JUDICTAL DISTRICT OF
MIDPLEAEA AT MIDDLETOWN
WILLIAM J, ZIEK 1 JANUARY B, 1992
LIS PENREHS

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN, TANKE NCOTICE, Lhnat an agtlon has
bman brevwgh% %o the SUPERICR COURT keing the Docket Humber and
CaFe title am awt [orth above and returnable on July 16, 1991 in
the Judiclial Dilstricet oF Middlesex at Middletewn, in which High
Gtreet Ammociater of 178] Sayprook Road, Haddam, Connsetlcus, L»
the plaintifl, and Willlam J, Zisk &f 205 Thomas Street,

Rosevlille, California 95678 ia defsndant.

The purpose of this action i to partition real property
located on High Strwet in the Town &f Haddam, Connsctiout ownad

LY %he akove named parties,

Tha property affected by sald parvition action iw mors

particularly described in Sonedule A attached hereto and
incorporated haerein,

Patewd at HMiddletown, Connegtiogut this 8th day of JARUAry,
19%3.,

PLAINTIFP _
BY ﬁdzgéégif ;

s¥ph B. Milapfo, Jr., of
ozus, Mlilar & Thomasson
1%e Attornay

JOTUE, WLARDD § THOMARROM 1| ATTORNEFEAT AW
T3 WA JTREET « WCOTTONN, GORHEGTIGUT Gl « [300) T =ibbf + JURIG NS, 3011D
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ECHERQULE M.

All those cartaln pleces or parcals of land situatsd in the
Village of Higganum, in the Town of Haddam, County of Middlaesax
Afhd State of Connectlcut, bounded and described am rallows)

Liray Pigge ~ Tha Homestead, so called, bounded By & line
DEGIrAlAg on the Mighway At tha morthwest corper of mald
RoTeaRtedd properiy ard running Etherew ssptarly by land of Frank
PArivanax, %o L&nd of Crariles B, Carlsonm) thancs ECYtherly by
+ands row or fovrrerly of Chavias B, Carlson, Robart H, Carlson
and Burr & Bareoni, Incorpeoratsd, to land mow or formarly of carl
Andash! thance westerly by land of Carl Andesnm te the highway
thence northerly by highway to land of Harbert 3, Johnson; thencae
wagterly, norcherly and morthwestarly Ry land of sald Herbart 8,
Johnsen end land of Charlasx B, Carlson to land of Mazie M.
Carisen! thences novrtherly and weaterly by land of said Mazie M.
Carleon Lo the highway: thancs northarly by highway Yo ths peint
ol begin-lng, gertailning by #3timation twanty=four {24) acran,
rers or .ess, with tha dwallling houss and all other bulldings and
«Mproverenty theraon, together with sugh Tigrts of way and rlghts
TO malntaln water plpes Appurtenant to the land granted as of
FRCOTd may Bppear, and especially as described ln desd from
Charles B. CarTlson to Otto F. Carlszon Zated AVugust 1, 1908 and
recordad Inm Veol., 47, pagas 420, 421, snd 4%2 of tha Haddam Land
Recordm) the premises being alwo subject to certain rights of way
and to maintain water pipes, ay By racord will appear and
tapacially as described 1n deed from Otto F. Carlson te Gustaf B.
cerliaon dated Septammer 9. 1911 anmd recorded {n Vel., 31, at Pagye
d2f of the Reddam Lanmdt Recorda, apd in an agresrmant batwaem Otte
F. Carisam and Crariles B. Carloon dated Adguat 18, 191& and
fecorded {n Haddam Land Recards, Vol, 21, st Page 219},

Resand FLlegg ~ Belng sprout land and containing weven (7) acras,
more or less, bounded northerly and asstarly by land new er

formerly of Burr & Baronl, Incorporated; southarly by lands now
or formarvrly of Maskimda and carl Andeer and wedtarly by the Third

" Pleca hersin described, it beirmy the second pitce described (n =

daed [rom Charles B. Caplsar ta Otto F. Carlson dated hugurt 3

+* |
-¥00, recorded 3n Vol. 47. st Pages 420, 421, and 432 of Che
Haddam Land Records,

= Belng sprout land and containing one acre, mors or
lass, boundsd northerly py land formarly of Cyrus A. Hubbard,

SsBtarly by land formarly of Cyrux A, Hubbard, {n part and partiy
by lend formarly of James C. Walkley: southerly by land eof Cyrus
A. Hubbard and wB3Llar'ly by land fﬂﬂn.;‘l:,ﬂ af Chauncey D. Skinper
Deing the same lard deger:tad ag the third plece im said daad of
A0 Lo CArlson, racorcaed L1m Yol . 4']'! at Fuq.l §20-433 of said
Haddam Lend Racords,

TS L R T -‘P
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