NOV -7 2019

Town of Bolton ...ccuu

222 Bowtos CE\H:H Roan « Bocton, CT 06043

TOWN OF BOLTON
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
APPLICATION FOR VARIANCE OR APPEAL FROM THE DECISION OF THE ZONING
ENFORCEMENT OFFICER

FILING FEE: $335.00 ($275.00 Zoning Board of Appeals fee plus $60.00 State fee) payable upon submission of the
‘lppllcatlon Other costs may be incurred. Please make checks payable to the “Town of Bolton”.

Check Type of application:
Variance X Appeal from the Decision of the Zoning Enforcement Officer

1. Street Address of subject property 25 French Road

2. Deed Reference (Bolton Land Records) Volume 138 Page 884

3. Assessor’s Records Reference: Map # 17 ; Block # _1_ _____ Parcel / Lot #
4. Current zone(s) of subject property  Zone R-1 Acreage: .84
5. In Aquifer Protection District? Yes No X
6. InFEMA Flood Area? Yes No X
7.  Wetlands Application Required? Yes No X
8. Applicant(s) William H. Anderson and Erin E. Anderson Address
77 French Road, Bolton, CT Zip 06043
Phone #860-803-1846 Fax # E-mail canyonrun35@yahoo.com
9. Owner(s) of subject property Same .
Address Zip
Phone # Fax # E-mail

10. Official Contact / Representative regarding this Application: Stephen T. Penny
Address 202 West Center Street, Manchester, CT 7ip06040

Phone #860-646-3500 Fax# 860-643-6292 E-mail_stpenny@pbolaw.com

11. For Variance Applications:
This is a variance from (check all that apply):

Min. ot area (cite section of Zoning Regulations)




Frontage (cite section of Zoning Regulations)

Yard, front (cite section of Zoning Regulations)
Yard, side (cite section of Zoning Regulations)
Yard, rear (cite section of Zoning Regulations)
Max. building height (cite section of Zoning Regulations)
Max. lot coverage (cite section of Zoning Regulations)
Max. Impervious coverage (cite section of Zoning Regulations)

Other dimensional requirements (cite section of Zoning Regulations)

Other Zoning Regulation requirements:

Statement of Hardship:

Brief Explanation of specific action(s) requested of the ZBA:

Has any previous application been filed in connection with these premises? If yes, give date:

12. Appeal from the decision of the Zoning Enforcement Officer (attach copy of letter from ZEO documenting decision being
appealed)

Description of relief being sought:  See attached statement.

Attach a scale drawing certified by a surveyor or other qualified professional accurately showing the dimensions of the lot, the
location of the lot (geographically), the location of the house or proposed building on the lot and the direction of drainage on
the lot. Also show the location of the septic system, well and the driveway, if applicable. Maps must accompany this
application to the Zoning Board of Appeals and will be retained by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

NOTE: Within one year of the granting of a variance all necessary permits must be obtained or the variance granted will become null
and void unless otherwise specified.

NOTE: PLEASE LIST THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF THE CURRENT ABUTTING PROPERTY OWNERS OF THE
SUBJECT PROPERTY ON AN APPENDIX TO THIS APPLICATION.

I hereby depose and say that all the above statements and the statements contained in any appendix to this application are true.

Dated this day of ., /&L/@ﬂ’? é e ,20_/ 9

/M// //«//N
/N ﬂ/// A

prhcant s Slgnature

Owner’s Endorsement (If Owner is different than Applicant):

I'am a willful participant and fully familiar with the contents of this application. Signature

Date




Town of Bolton

222 BOLTON CENTER ROAD e BOLTON, CT 06043

LAND USE DEPARTMENT
(860) 649-8066 Phone
(860) 643-0021 Fax

10/8/19

To: Stephen T. Penny
202 West Center Street
Manchester, CT 06040

From: James Rupert, ZEO

Subject: response May 28, 2019 letter
25 French Road
Bolton, CT 06043

Dear Attorney Penny,

As you are aware | did consult Town Attorney Richard Barger regarding the matter of the “small lot”
provision of the Bolton Zoning Regulations as it applies to 25 French Road in Bolton. As part of his
review, Attorney Barger reviewed your letter of May 28, 2019 in conjunction with aerial photos |
provided to him along with the opinion letter that | wrote to Mr. Anderson. The following response shall
be considered my decision as ZEO on this matter.

While both 25 and 27 French Road have had separate deeds since prior to May of 1954 when Bolton
adopted zoning regulations, since the construction of the home at 27 French Road in 1950 it has had
access by a driveway which begins on the frontage of 25 French Road. In fact most of the driveway
accessing 27 French Road is on the 25 French Road parcel. More recently, additicnal access has been
created to the rear of 27 French Road through a woods road that was constructed. The woods road also
has access from the frontage of 25 French Road. These facts combined with the action taken by the
Andersons to use the opinion previously issued regarding this matter to reduce the taxes by
representing the lot is not buildable leads me to the decision that the lots have not been owned
separately and distinctly either prior to or since May 12, 1954 and that the provisions of section 3A5 of
the Bolton Zoning Regulations do not apply to 25 French Road in Bolton.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Respectfully,
. James Rupert, ZEO



Town of Bolton

Zoning Board of Appeals

Appeal from the Decision of the Zoning Enforcement Officer
William H. Anderson, Applicant

November 7, 2019

Description of Relief Being Sought

The Applicants are the owners of property located at 25 French Road
in Bolton. Pursuant to Section 3A5a of the Bolton zoning regulations, the
property has been “owned separately and distinctly from any adjoining lot
as evidenced by a deed recorded in the Office of the Bolton Town Clerk on
or before May 12, 1954”. Pursuant to Section 3A5b of the Bolton zoning
regulations, “Such lot has been continuously owned after May 12, 1954 as
a separate and distinct lot from any adjoining lot”. The Applicants are also
the owners of an abutting lot at 27 French Road that is smaller and with
less frontage than 25 French Road. Nonetheless, there is a single family
residence on the lot at 27 French Road, constructed in 1950. 25 French
Road is undeveloped. Neither of the lots at 25 and 27 French Road
conform to the current requirements for lot size or frontage.

By letter dated November 7, 2018, the Zoning Enforcement Officer
(ZEQ) had expressed the opinion that “the lots were not owned separately
and distinctly from any adjoining lot either before or after May 12, 1954,
and disqualified the lot at 25 French Road from being regarded as a “small
lot of record” under the regulations, which would have qualified it to be built
upon. In so finding, the ZEO’s interpretation of the regulation was incorrect
both as to the facts and the law. The hearing before the ZBA on this matter
did not, however, go forward as the ZEO did not consider his letter opinion
to be a formal decision in the matter, and the parties have attempted since
then to resolve the issue. On October 8, 2019, however, the ZEO
communicated his decision in this matter on three separate grounds,
namely: that the two lots were merged by virtue of a driveway crossing a
corner of Lot 25 that has served the residence on Lot 27 since that
residence was constructed in 1950; that a temporary access that was, after
consultation with the ZEO, created by the applicants to permit fill on Lot 27
to be used as cover material for a replacement septic system caused
merger to occur; and that a recent tax appeal brought by the applicants on
account of the ZEQO’s opinions in this matter also supports merger.



Thé Facts

On March 27, 1947, William S. Hyde conveyed the lot at 27 French
Road to William McDonald and Jeanette McDonald by deed recorded in
Volume 25 at Page 345 of the Bolton Land Records (BLR). On October 15,
1953, May S. Hyde conveyed 25 French Road to William McDonald and

Jeanette McDonald by deed recorded in Volume 30 at Page 105 of the
BLR.

On October 16, 1985, William McDonald and Jeanette McDonald
conveyed the lots at 27 French Road and 25 French Road as two separate
parcels to John J. McDonald and Deborah D. McDonald by deed recorded
in Volume 60 at Page 174 of the BLR.

On November 21, 2007, John J. McDonald and Deborah D.
McDonald conveyed the lots at 27 French Road and 25 French Road as
two separate parcels to William H. Anderson and Erin E. Anderson by deed
recorded in Volume 138 at Page 884 of the BLR.

William H. Anderson and Erin E. Anderson remain the owners of the
lots and are the Applicants herein. In each of the foregoing deeds, the two
lots have been described and conveyed as separate and distinct parcels.
The lots have not been occupied by any of the owners as a single parcel,
though the ZEO now makes such finding due to the encroaching driveway
and the temporary construction access. Consistent with Section 3A5c¢. of
the regulations, neither of the lots is a lot “which conformed to earlier
zoning regulations and was thereafter made smaller by any voluntary act of
an Owner of such lot”, a circumstance that the ZEO also did not find to
exist. The Tax Assessor for the Town of Bolton has consistently assessed
the lots as two separate and distinct buildable lots.

Copies of all of the foregoing deeds and the current tax cards are attached.

The Law

Contiguous land owned by the same person does not necessarily
constitute a single lot. The land of one owner fronting on a street may well
be made up of two or more lots. Schultz v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 144
Conn. 332, 338 (1957). In Schultz, the town of Berlin had adopted (on July
21, 1954) an ordinance similar to Bolton’s. While this ordinance increased
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the lot frontage requirements of the regulations, it also protected smaller
lots as buildable if they had met the regulation prior to this increase,
provided however that the owner “owns no adjacent land which may,
without undue hardship to him, be included as part of the plot in question”.
Prior to 1954, an owner had effectively divided a larger parcel into two lots,
building a house on the westerly portion of the property, and in so doing
changing the grade from that of the remaining land by four feet. In 1954,
when the ordinance was adopted, this remaining land was still commonly
owned with the westerly portion, with this easterly portion having frontage
that met the regulations prior to the 1954 frontage increase. There was no
division of ownership of the two parts of the original parcel until 1955. The
ZBA denied a building permit on the basis that the easterly portion was not
a separate parcel until after the adoption of the ordinance. In ordering the
permit to issue, the Supreme Court found that the owner of the original
parcel had set off the remaining land as a separate parcel “when he built a
house on that lot and graded it, leaving his land to the east of it in its
natural state and at a different grade, thus evidencing his intent not to
utilize it in connection with his home to the west,” and that “this left the
easterly portion of his land as a plot of land ‘existing as a separate parcel’,
as that phrase is used in the [1954] ordinance”. The ordinance, stated the
court, “vested in the owner of any lot in that town the right to erect a
building thereon even though the lot does not satisfy the minimum-area and
width-of-lot requirements of the revised ordinance, provided the plot existed
as a separate parcel on July 21, 1954”. In so finding, the court said that
this right under the ordinance “attached to the plot itself, it runs with the
land and accrues to all owners who succeed to the title”, and
“consequently, the only reason for the denial of the permit given by the
board in the minutes of its meeting, i.e. that the plaintiff had purchased the
lot after the revision of the ordinance had gone into effect, had no validity
whatever”. Importantly, the Supreme Court also found that the lot that was
the remaining land could not have been brought up to size by taking land
from the house lot ‘without hardship’ as the house lot too was undersized
and non-conforming.

The Schultz case is instructive in two significant respects. First,
because in the Berlin case the court found that the small-lot ordinance
created a right to develop any undersized parcel that existed separate and
apart from abutting property on the date of the ordinance that had
previously met the zoning requirements, despite common ownership, and
that this right attached to the land and accrued to all subsequent owners.
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And it made this finding even though a prior owner had effectively divided
his property into two separate and distinct lots by his own conduct prior to
adoption of the ‘smaller lot’ ordinance, without having done so by deed. In
this Bolton case, the Applicant’s position is much stronger as the two
commonly-owned lots have been deeded as separate and distinct parcels
since prior to adoption of the ordinance, and consistently thereafter.
Second, in both cases (Berlin and Bolton) no land from one commonly-
owned lot could be taken for the other in order to make it conform to the
regulations because both of the lots were ‘smaller lots of record’. The
Schulz decision is attached.

The Appellate Court reached the same result in the more recent case
of Bell v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 27 Conn. App. 41 (1992). In the Bell
case, the ‘Non-conforming Lot of Record’ ordinance in Newington (Section
5.1.1) required that: (1) the lot was created or established as a ‘separate
building lot’ prior to the adoption of zoning or, at the time of its creation or
establishment as a separate building lot, complied with all lot width an area
requirements then in effect; (2) the lot must be shown or described as a
separate and distinct building lot on a map, or in a deed or other instrument
duly recorded in the Town Clerk’s Office; (3) no owner of such lot or lots at
any time since it became non-conforming shall have owned adjacent land
which may be or could have been merged as part of the lot in question; (4)
the lot fronts on an accepted street [or on certain other streets not
significant here]; and (5) all other requirements are met.

Three contiguous lots at issue in Bell were established in a
‘subdivision’ created in 1924 (before zoning), acquired between 1931 and
1949 by the same owner, and commonly owned thereafter. With the 1930
adoption of zoning, the lots became non-conforming for building purposes,
but were protected by a non-conforming small lot provision in the
regulations. In 1952, the owners constructed a single family residence on
two of the lots. In 1989, Section 5.1.1 in its current form was adopted.
Sometime thereafter, the owners sought a building permit to construct a
residence on the third lot, and the zoning enforcement officer denied their
application on the basis that the regulation permitted an owner to build on a
non-conforming lot only if the owner owned no adjacent land. On appeal to
the ZBA, that board reversed the decision of the ZEO, finding that there
was no adjacent land that ‘may be or could have been’ added to the lot to
make it conforming, and finding further that the three lots had not merged.
In upholding the decision of the ZBA, the trial and appellate courts found
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that adding property to the third lot from the other two lots “could not result
in making lot 115 [the third lot] conform to the present zoning requirements
without reducing the combined area of lots 116 and 117 [the other two lots],
already below the minimum requirement, and rendering them more
nonconforming.” The same analysis was applied to the frontage
requirement. The Appellate Court concluded, “[Blecause the intent of the
amendment [Section 5.1.1] was to prevent the creation of non-conforming
lots whenever possible, the board and the trial court correctly concluded
that the adjacent land was not land that ‘may be’ or ‘could have been’
included in the property in question, and, therefore, that there was not
merger by operation of law.” The Bell decision is attached.

~ Relying on the Bell decision, the writer (Stephen Penny) presented a
similar case last year to the Newington ZEO, and later defended the ZEO’s
determination that the undersized lot in question was a buildable lot in a
neighbor’'s appeal before the ZBA. In that case, three contiguous lots had
been established as separate lots with the filing of a plan of lots in 1897.
From the discussion of the Bell case above, you are familiar with the
current Newington ordinance on small lots of record (Section 5.1.1). The
three lots had been commonly owned from at least 1925, but were divided
equally in 1948 into two parcels of one and one-half lot each, separately
owned, and still protected by the non-conforming small lot provision of
1930. In 1979, the town issued a building permit for a single-family
residence to be constructed on one of the two post-1948 parcels. The
parcel at issue before the Board was the other lot and one-half parcel.

Similar to both the Schultz and Bell cases, at no time since the
adoption of the 1930 non-conforming small lot ordinance and during the
common ownership of the three contiguous 1897 lots could property have
been taken from one commonly-owned undersized separate and distinct lot
and added to another without rendering the contributing lot even more non-
conforming. Accordingly, the Newington ZEO determined that the parcel at
issue constituted a buildable non-conforming small lot under the ordinance,
and the ZBA subsequently upheld his decision when appealed. The
decision of the Newington ZEO is attached. The issue that was presented
last year in Newington is the same as the one before the Board in this
Bolton appeal.



Conclusion

The underlying purpose of a ‘non-conforming small lot of record’
ordinance is to avoid having a newly-adopted, more-restrictive change in
the zoning regulations suddenly confiscate from property owners the right
to build on a lot that until that moment they had had a right to build on.
Most towns have such a provision in their zoning regulations, as of course
has Bolton since at least May 12, 1954. That said, in keeping with the
desire of the zoning regulations to ‘diminish and permanently discontinue’
such non-conforming lots over time (Bolton Reg. 3A3), many such non-
conforming small lot regulations also include certain conditions that must
be met in order to enjoy the right to build. Bolton, for example, denies the
right to owners who by their own voluntary act have made their lot smaller
since the adoption of the ordinance (Section 3A5c).

Other towns include a provision that specifically merges by law
abutting undersized lots that are commonly owned. Bolton does not have
such a merger provision in its regulations. In an effort to effectively create
such a merger provision, however, the ZEO has interpreted Section 3A5 in
a manner such that anytime a person owns land that abuts a non-
conforming small lot, whether such land is also a non-conforming small lot
or not, that owner would lose the protection of the non-conforming small lot
ordinance automatically. This interpretation is inconsistent with the
decisions in the Schultz and Bell cases to the effect that a non-conforming
small lot ordinance creates, in the instant of its adoption, a right in the
owners of such lots to build on them, and that right is attached to the land
and passes on to subsequent owners. These cases establish that that
property right can only be disturbed if it can be shown that the same owner
held title to an abutting parcel from which land could be or could have been
taken and added to the small non-conforming lot to make it conform to the
lot size and/or frontage regulations. If the abutting property is also a small
non-conforming lot, however, such that no such land can have been taken
from one for the other without increasing the non-conformity of the
contributing lot, then the municipality cannot take the position that the
common ownership of the lots has caused a merger by operation of law. In
making such an interpretation in this case, the Bolton ZEO's position is
outside what is permitted by law.

Further, the error in the ZEO’s interpretation is shown by the fact that
he places his emphasis on the word “owned” to the exclusion of the words
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“separate and distinct”. As stated in Shultz and repeated in Bell, however,
“Contiguous land owned by the same person does not necessarily
constitute a single lot. The land of one owner fronting on a street may well
be made up of two or more lots”. Certainly both the deed descriptions and
the separate title history of 25 and 27 French Road make it clear that the
two lots were always “separate and distinct” from one another, and the
Bolton ordinance itself references “owned separately and distinctly from
any adjoining lot as evidenced by a deed recorded in the Office of the
Bolton Town Clerk on or before May 12, 1954” (emphasis added). Yet, the
ZEQO'’s interpretation of the ordinance would treat them as one lot solely by
virtue of their common ownership, again contrary to the law.

Relying on the authority of former Judge Robert Fuller’s treatise,
Connecticut Land Use Law and Practice, 4" Ed., §53.6 and the cases cited
therein (citations omitted), “[A] property owner may have vested rights
against a municipality from combining two or more adjacent lots where
legal title is in the same name merely because it has adopted or amended
zoning regulations... Merger of adjacent lots occurs in two situations: (1) in
the absence of a merger provision where the parties intend to treat multiple
lots as a single lot; and (2) by operation of law where the zoning regulations
contain a merger provision for nonconforming contiguous lots. The owner’s
intent under the common law to merge lots is inferred from the owner’s
conduct with respect to the land and the use made of it... The result
depends upon the facts of each case, the content of relevant provisions in
the local zoning ordinance, and whether the lots are being used as one
unit.” Bolton does not have a merger provision in its zoning regulations, so
the issue here is whether the encroaching driveway should be considered
proof of a common owner’s intent to merge the two lots.

There is much that militates against a finding that the driveway
encroachment constitutes a merger. First, the driveway encroachment
undoubtedly occurred with the construction of the house in 1950, a time
when 27 and 25 French Road were not commonly owned, and also prior to
adoption of Bolton’s small lots of record ordinance. Modern surveys often
reveal that driveways have been inadvertently located over a lot line, and of
course, there is time and again no conclusion that this circumstance should
give rise to a merger of the abutting properties. Indeed, Bolton permits
common driveways and no such merger of parcels thereby is
contemplated.



Second, there have been no other encroachments from 27 onto 25
French Road over a period of common ownership since 1953, thereby
suggesting the intent by the multiple common owners not to merge the two
lots. That said, of course the ZEO has chosen in this case to treat the
temporary construction access for fill material as such an encroachment,
though it should be noted that he was consulted by the applicants at the
time to confirm that moving fill material from one of the lots to another
would not require the issuance of a zoning permit if the amount of material
moved was below the required threshold.

Third, where merger based on common occupation of two or more
lots is found, the encroachment is invariably by a structure. In this case,
Bolton has adopted a very broad definition of ‘structure’, namely “that which
is built, constructed, installed or erected”. ‘Driveway’, however, is
separately defined in the regulations as an ‘access-way’, namely “a paved
or unpaved surface intended for a small amount of vehicle usage; a
driveway”. The only case that | found where the location of a driveway was
taken as dispositive evidence of common occupancy, and consequently
merger, of abutting lots was Marino v. Zoning Board of Appeals of
Watertown, 22 Conn. App. 606 (1990). In that case, two contiguous lots,
one of which was improved with a house, both having frontage on one
street (Sunnyside Avenue), could not be accessed from that street due to
the topography of the land and were instead accessed by a driveway over
the third lot, which had its frontage on another street (Shelter Hill Avenue).

Fourth, while taxation of the land as one or multiple parcels is not
dispositive of the issue, it is a relevant factor in determining an owner’s
intent to merge parcels. Indeed, in the Marino case just cited, the court
took note of the fact that “the parcel in question had been taxed as one lot
for the past fifty years.” Marino, p. 609. That is not the case here. In fact,
in a 2014 tax appeal both the Town of Bolton and the property owners took
the position that 25 French Road was a buildable lot, and it was valued
accordingly. That certainly was the town’s opinion for many years prior to a
2019 tax appeal that was prompted by the ZEO’s opinion that Lot 25 was
not buildable.

Former Judge Fuller concludes his discussion of merger with the
following commentary: “However, any ambiguity in the regulations should
be construed in favor of the property owner since ‘zoning regulations, being
in derogation of common law property rights, should not be extended by

8



construction beyond the fair import of their language and cannot be
construed to include by implication that which is not clearly within their
expressed terms. The general rule is that contiguous land all owned by the
same proprietor does not necessarily constitute a single lot. Whether
merger has occurred depends on the intent of the owner, which is a factual
issue based on the owner’s conduct under the surrounding circumstances.”
(citations omitted), Fuller, §53.6, p. 277-278. And, “Intent to abandon and
physically merge lots should be clear.” Fuller, §53.6, p. 275.

For the foregoing reasons, the ZEQO's interpretation of the non-
conforming small lot regulation and its application in this instance should be
overturned by the ZBA.
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WARRANTY DEED (SURVIVORSHIP)

To all People to whom these Presents shall come, Greeting:

KNOW YE, THAT We, John J. McDonald and Deborah D. MeDonald, both of the
Town of Bolton, County of Tolland and State of Connecticut (hereinafter referred to
“Grantors™)

for the consideration TWO HUNDRED FIVE TIHHOUSAND and 00/100 ($205,000.00)
DOLLARS received to our [lull satisfaction of William H. Anderson and Erin E.
Anderson, both of the Town of East Hartford, County of Ilartford and State of
Connecticut (hereinafter referred to as “Grantees™)

do give, grant, bargain, sell and confirm unto the said William H. Anderson and Erin E.
Anderson and the survivor of them, and the heirs and assigns of the survivor of them
forever

those (wo certain pieces or parcels of land situated in the Town of Bolton, County of
Tolland and State of Connecticut, being more particularly bounded and described as
follows, to wit;

FIRST PIECE:

Northerly by land now or formerly of Harold C. Risley, Two Ilundred Twenty (220) feet;
Easterly by French Road, One Hundred (100) feet,

Southerly by land formerly of Ilarold C. Risley, Two Hundred Twenty (220) feet; and
Westerly by land of Rose Freddo, One IHundred (100) feet,

SECOND PIECE:

Beginning at a point in the generally Westerly line of French Road, 415 feet South of the
Northeasterly corner of land now or formerly of Orra Strickland; running thence
Southerly along the generally Westerly line of French Road, 39 feet to a point; continuing
thence Southerly along the generally Westerly line of French Road, by interior angle 183¢
22’, 108.4 feet to a point; running thence Westerly by interior angle 96° 36°, 220 feet 10 a
point; running thence Northerly by interior angle 83° 10°, 185.5 feet to a point; running
thence Easterly by interior angle 86° 52°, 220 feet to the point of beginning, and making
an interior angle of 90° with the line first above described.

Being bounded: Northerly by land now or formerly of William Souer, Two Hundred
twenty (220) feet; Easterly by French Road, One Hundred Forty-seven and 4/10 (147.4)
feet; Southerly by land now or formerly of William McDonald and Jeanette McDonald,
Two Hundred Twenty (220) feet; and Westerly by land now or formerly of Rose Freddo,
One Hundred Eighty-five and 5/10 (185.5) feet.

Said premises are conveyed together with the right 10 take water from a well on land now
or formerly of Charles Hodgkins et ux by a pipe and to enter upon the land now or
formerly of the said Hodgkins et ux for the purpose of maintaining and repairing said

pipe.
Being the same premises conveyed to the grantors herein by William McDonald by deed

dated October 16, 1985, and recorded in the Land Records of the said Town of Bolton, in
Volume 60, at Page 174.

Volume: 138 Page: 884 Seq:1
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Suid premises are subject to any and all provisions of any ordinance, municipal
regulation, or public or private law and to taxes due the Town of Bolton on the List of
October 1, 2006, which taxes the Grantees herein assume and agree lo pay as part
consideration for this Deed.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the above granted and bargained premises, with the
appurtenances thereof, unto them the said grantees and the survivor of them, and the heirs
and assigns of the survivor of them forever, and o their own proper use and behoof, And
also, we the said grantors do for ourselves, our heirs, executors administrators, and
assigns covenant with the said grantees, their survivor and such survivor's administrators,
and assigns that at and until the ensealing of these presents, we are well seised of the
premises, as a good indefeasible estate in FEE SIMPLE; and have a good right to
bargain and sell the same in manner and form as is above written; and that the same is
free from all encumbrances whatsoever, except as is above wrilten.

AND FURTIIERMORE, We, the said grantors do by these presents bind ourselves and
our heirs and assigns forever 10 WARRANT AND DEFEND the above granted and
bargained premises to them the said grantees and to the survivor of them and to such
survivor’s heirs and assigns, against all claims and demands whatsoever, except as is
above written.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQOF, We, John J. McDonald and Deborah D. MeDonald have
hereunto set our hands this 21* day of November, 2007.

Signed and Delivered in the presence of:

WITNESS: GRANTOR:

Wﬁ ung

(as to both) '
Mcg——\ =1 > (e Oty

Ml YNt - Deborah D. McDonald

STATE OF CONNECTICUT )
) ss. Plainville November 21, 2007
COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Personally Appeared John J. McDonald and Deborah D. McDonald, Signers of
the loregaing Instrument, and acknowledged the same to be their free act and deed
before me.

s

CONVEYANCE TAX RECEINVCD

s <O Crik S,
S. LOC@&__ Comnfissioner of the Superior Court

A&s}:mwu CLERK OF ¥+ 1l
NOV 212007 .

RECEIVED FOR RECOR AT
Grantees Address: <\ .
%% O 4, - Sred—

N A
27 French Road ASST. TOWN CLERK

Bolton, CT 06043

Volume: 138 Page: 884 Seq:2
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WARRANTY DEED = STATUTORY FORM SURVIVORSHIP

KNOW YE, THAT I WILLIAM McDONALD, of the Town of Bolton, County -
of Tolland and State of Connecticut )

for the conéideration of TWENTY-TWO THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED
($22,500,00) DOLLARS

received to my full satisfaction of JOHN J. McDONALD and DEBORAH
D. McDONALD, both of the Town of Bolton, County of Tolland and.
State of Connecticut _

do give, grant, bargain, sell and confirm unto the said JOHN J.
McDONALD and DEBORAH D, McDONALD, as joint tenants,

with WARRANTY COVENANTS

those two certain pieces or parcels of land situated in the Town
of Bolton, County of Tolland and State of Connecticut, being more
particularly bounded and described as follows, to wit:

EIRST PIECE:

Northerly by land now or formerly of Harold C. Risley, Two
Hundred Twenty (220) feet;

Easterly by French Road, One Hundred (100) feet;

Southerly by land formerly of Harold C. Risley, Two Hundred

- Twenty (220) feet; and

Westerly by land of Rose Freddo, One Hundred (100) feet.

Beginning at a point in the generally Westerly line of
French Road, 415 feet South of the Northeasterly corner of land
now or formerly of Orra Strickland; running thence Southerly
along the generally Westerly line of French Road, 39 feet to a
point; continuing thence Southerly along tge generally Westerly
line of French Road, by interior angle 183% 22°¢, 10%.4 feet to a
point; running thence Westerly by interior angle 96% 36', 220
feet to a point; running thence Northerly by interior angle 83°
lo°*, 18565 feet.to a point; running thence Easterly by interior
angle 86~ 52', 220 fget to the point of beginning, and making an
interior angle of 90% with the line first above described.

Being bounded: Northerly by land now or formerly of William
Souer, Two Hundred twenty (220) feet; Easterly by French Road,
One Hundred Forty-seven and 4/10 (147.4) feet; Southerly by land
now or formerly of William McDonald and Jeanette McDonald, Two
Hundred Twenty (220) feet; and Westerly by land now or formerly
of Rose Freddo, One Hundred Eighty-five and 5/10 (185.5) feet.

Said premises are conveyed together with the right to take water
from a well on land now or formerly of Charles Hodgkins et ux by
a gipe and to enter upon the land now or formerly of the said

Hodgkins et ux for the purpose of maintaining and repairing said

pipe.

Said premises are subject to any and all provisions of any
ordinance, municipal regulation, or public or private law and to
taxes due the Town of Bolton on the List of Octokber 1, 1985 ,
which taxes the Grantees herein assume and agree to pay as part

consideration for this Deed.
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Being the same premises conveyed to the Crantor herein by a
Warranty Deed dated March 27, 1947 and recorded on March 31,
1947 in Volume 25 at Page 345 of the Bolton Land Records and a
Quit-Claim Deed dated October 15, 1953 and recorded on October
21, 1953 in Volume 30 at Page 105 of the Bolton Land Records.,

Signed this /2777 day of October, 1985,
William McDénald ' - /\

October /&, 1985

Witnessed by: ‘
eph‘en' T, PenW\

LU HVLAS PR g DS

STATE OF CONNECTICUT ) ,
) 55, Nacrimno
COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Personally appeared William McDonald, Signer and Sealer of
the foregoing Instrument and acknowledged the same to be his free

act and deed, before me.

Grantees Address: ——
27 French Road - Stephen T. Penny <oy —~
Bolton, CT 06040 Commissioner of Superior Court
"8 2522 Conveyance Tax received oc;
: i35 1985 .
. N P Bare

[' ax/u).(‘,c(u \)g/x[,a,e:nm/
~ Town Clerk of Bolton 0 , JS(

Checte 4o ommomicitemss fzﬁiw,_
_/A&/L-L‘—(tc.t‘,d feeeevd # J/2,50 LAY




Warrantee—Vol. 25 345
To all People to whom these Presents shall come--GREETING:

Rnow lf)e, Ebﬁt, 1, William S, llyde, of the Town of Manchester,

Gounty of Ilartford, and State of Connecticut,

For the considerationof a valuable sum in dollars,
received to  my full satisfaction of ~ William McDonald and Jeenette McDonald, both

of the Town of Bolton, County of Tolland, State of Connecticut,

do give, grant, bargain, sell and confirm unto the said grantees, their heirs and agsigns for-
ever, that certein lot of land situated in saild Town of Bolton, bounded and
described as follows, to wit:

)Northarly by land now or formerly of Harold C. Risley, Two llundred Twenty

(220) feot;

liasterly by French Road, One Hundred (100) feet; )
Southerly by land formerly of ilarold C. Risley, Two Ilundred Twenty (220)

feet; and
,Westerly by land of Rose Freddo, One llundred (100) feet.

LT A

$3.85 Revenue Stamps.

v

To Dave and to ‘bolb, the above grauted and bargained premises, with the appurtenances thereof, unto them,

their heirs and assigns forever, to
them and their proper use and behoof. AND ALso, I the said grantor
do for my self, my heirs,
and administrators, cov with the said grantee s, thelr
beirs and assigns, that at, and until the ensealing of these presents, I am well seized of the premises, as a

good indefeasible estate In Frr SiMrLr; and have good right to bargain and sell the same in manner and form as is above written ;
and that the same is free from all encumbrances whatsoever.

#nd Furthermore, T the said grantor i
: do by these presents, bind mysel £ and my heirs,
forever, to WARRANT and defeud the above granted aud bargained premises to the said grautee g 5
their  bheirs and ussigns, against all claims and demands whatsoever,
IN Wirngss WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my band  and seal this a7 day of
March in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and forty-seven.

Signed, sealed and delivered }
in presence of

'Dorothy R. Paganl Villiem 8. Hyde L.S.
Aldo Pagani

STATE OF CONNECTICUT,
County or Tolland } ss. Manchester. March 27, A.D., 1947

Personally appeared William 8. Hyde M
: Signer and Sealer of the
foregoing instrument, and acknowledged the same tobe his free act and deed, before e,

Aldo Pagani
Notary Public

Received for Record, March 31, 1947 »at 2 b 02m  PoM., aud recorded by me,

wTown Clerk,




VOL. 30 1

Town of Bolton in Book 24 at rYage 47 & c, has caused these presents to be signed,
acknownedced and delivered in the names and behalf of the Land Bank Commissioner and
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation and has caused 1ts own corporate seal to be here-
to affixed and these presents to be 8igned, acknowledged and delivered 1n its own
neme and behalf as attorney in fact for the Land Bank Commlssloner and Federal Farm
Mortgage Corporation by C, Edson Bemls 1its Agent, thils 16th day of October, 1953,

Signed and sealed

in the presence of: Land Bank Commissioner and
Maye C. Cole Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation
Mary A. Donovan - By The Federal Land Bank of Springfield (SEAL)

Their Attorney in Fact. by C.Edson Bemis Agent.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
COUNTY OF HAMPDEN, S8, October 16, 1953

Personally appeared the above named C. Edson Bemis who being duly authorized
and appolnted by vote of the board of directors of The Federal Land Bank of
Springfield, Agent of sald corporation for the purpose of executlng the fa egolng
instrument pursuant to the above described power of attorney, acknowledged that he
executed the foregoing instrument as the free act and deed of the said Land Bank
Commissioner and Federal Farm Mortgaege Corparation and the free act and deed of The
Federal Land Bank of Springfield as said attorney in fact and his own free act and
deed, before me.

Allyn K. Talmadge, Notary Public
My Commlssion expires March 2, 1956

Received October 21, 1953 at 10:16 A.M. Recorded bqug‘l\-c“ﬂ"‘”‘% Town Clerk

LRI
RELEASE OF MORTGAGE

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, That I, Elizabeth Heller, of the Town of Bolton,
County of Tolland, and State of Connecticut, do hereby release and discharge a cer-
tain mortgage from William McDonald and Jeanette McDonald, both also of said Town
of Bolton, County of Tolland, and State of Connecticut, to me dated March 27, 1947,
and recorded in the Land Records of the town of Bolton, County of Tolland and State
of Connecticut, in Vol. 21, at Page 512 to which reference may be had:

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 16th day of
October, in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and fifty-three.,

Signed, sealed and delivered
in presence of
Dorothea E. Stavnitsky Elizabeth Heller LéSe
Robert J. Boyce

STATE OF CONNECTICUT)
)s=. Manchester, October 16, A. D. 1953

COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Personally appeared Ellzsbeth Heller, Signer and Sealer of the
foregoing Instrument, and acknowledged the same to be her free act and deed before

me.
Dorothea E., Stavnitsky, Notary Public.

Recelved October 21, 1953 at 10:20 A.M. Recorded by Lauid (.1 Town Clerk.
L * 3 m‘g
QUIT-CLAIM DEED
KNOW ALL MEN BY THRSE PRESENTS, That I, MAY C. HYDE, of the Town of Manchester,

County,of Hartford, and State Sonnegticu r ugrs good causes and considerg-
tiona:]reca vm%u 1*'55%*13‘!‘;;“%‘6 on”of MAH 'm;cﬁhw and JEANETTE McDONALD,
of the Town of Bolton, County of Tolland, and State of Connecticut, have remised,
released and forever quit-claimed, and do by these presents, far myself and heirs
Justly and sbsolutely remise, release and forever Quit-Claim unto the said WILELIAM
McDONALD and JEANETTE McDONALD, and the survivor of them and the heirs and assigns
of the survivor of them forever all such right and title as I the said MAY C. HYDE,
have or ought to have In or to that certain piecs or parcel of land, situated in
said Town of Bolton, on the Westerly side of French Road, heing more mrticularly
bounded and deacribed as follows:

Beglnning at a point in the penerally Westerly line of French Road, 415 feet
South of the Northeasterly corner of land now or formerly of Orra Strickland; run-
ning thence Southerly along the generally Westerly line of French Road, 39 feet to
a polnt; continuing thence Southerly along the generally Westerly line of French
Road, by interior angle 183°% 22!, 108.4 feet to a point; running thence Westerly by
interior angle 96° 36', 220 feet to n point; running thence Northerly by interior
angle 83° 10', 185.5 feet to a point; running thence Egsterly by interior angle 86°
52!, 220 feet to the point of beginning, and making an interlor angle of 90° with
the line first above described.

Being bounded: Northerly by land now or formerly of William Souer, Two Hundred

2O7 4
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- twenty (220) feet; Egsterly by French Road, One Hundred Forty-aeven and 4/10 (147.4)
feet; Southerly by land now or formerly of the Rels gsees herein, Two Hundred Twenty -
(2205 feet; and Westerly by land now or formerly of Rose Freddo, One Hundred Eighty-"
five and 5/10 (185.5) feat.

. "Saild land consists of the premlses distributed to the Relegsor hereln from the
Eastate of William S. Hyde, as evidenced by a Certificate dated October 14, 1953,
and recorded in the Bolton Land Records,

S3aid premises are conveyed together with certain water and pipe rights conveyed
to Willlam 8. Hyde in a deed from Harold C. Risley, dated August 18, 1942, and re~ |
corded in the Bolton Land Records, Volume 26, Page 129, !

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the premises unto them the sald William McDonald and Jeanette
McDonald, end unto their survivor, and unto such survivar's heirs and assigns, to
:the only use and behoof of the sald William McDonald and Jeanette McDonald , and the
.survivor of them, and the heirs and assigns of the survivor of them forever, so that"
-nelther the sald May C. Hyde nor any other person off persons in her name and behalf,
shall or will hereafter clalm or-demend any right or title to the premises or any
part thereof, but they and every of them shall by these presents be exoluded and
forever barred. ' |

!
. IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have have hereunte set my hand and seal this 15 diy of
October, in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and fifty-three.

!8igned, sealed and delivered $1.10 Revenue Stamp
: in presence of
R. E. Hathaway May C. Hyde L.Ss

Everett E. Moore

+STATE OF CONNECTICUT
’ ss, Manchester, . . October 15, A. D. 1953
COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Personally appeared May C. Hyde, Signer and Sealer of the f arego=
ing Instrument, and acknowledged the same to be her free act and deed before me,

Everstt E. Moore, Notary Public.
-Recelved October 21, 1953 at 10:21 A.M. Recorded by (Dq»iA O.:jmnMES; Town Clerk.

LR R A T
MORTGAGE DEED

TO ALL PEOPLE TO WHOM THESE PRESENTS SHALL COME, GREETING: Knew Ye, That Ve,
WILLIAM MoDONALD and JEANETTE McDONALD, both of the Town of Bolton, County of
Tolland, and State of Connecticut, {hereinafter colls ctively referred to as Grantor)
for the consideration of Four Thousand ($4,000.00) Dollars received to Granta 's
full satisfaction of MANCHESTER SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATION, INCORPORATED, a
Connectliocut corporation located in the Town of Manchester, County of Hartford, and
State of Connecticut (hereinafter referred to as Grantee) do give, grant, bargaln,
sell and confirm unto the sald Grantee, its successors and assigns forever, a car=-
talr plece or parcel of land situated in the Town of Bolton, in sald State, known as
# , West side, French Road, and bounded and desoribed as follows, to wit:

-

Beginning at a point in the generally Westerly line of French Road, 415 feet
South of the Northeasterly corner of land now or formerly of Orra Strickland; run-
nlhg thence Southerly along the generally Westerly line of French Road, 39 feet to

‘a point; continuing thence Southerly along the generally Westerly line of French :
"Road by interior angle 183° 22', 108.4 feet to a point; continuing thence Southerly
along the generally Westerly line of said French Road by interior angle of 186° 36! -
S. 100 feet to a point; running thence Westerly by interior angle 90°, 220 feet to a

~3 point; running thence Northerly by interlor angle 90°, 100 feet to a polnt; contin-
‘%—uing thence Northerly by interior angle 173° 10', 185.5 feet to a point; running
thence Easterly by interlor angla 86" 52!, 220 feet to the point of beginning, and
meking an interlor angle of 90V with the line first above described.

Val. 35 TP ya;5

?l!“!tJ

Belng bounded: Northerly by land now or formerly of Willlam Souer, Two Hundred
= Twenty (220) feet; Easterly by French Road, Two Hundred Forty-seven and 4/10 (247.4)
feet; Southerly by land now or formerly of Madlyn Heller, Two Hundred Twenty (220)
feet; and Westerly by land now or formerly of Rose Yreddo, Two Hundred Eighty-five
and 5/10 (285.5) feet.

Sa1d land consists of the same premises conveyed to the Grantor herein by
warranty deed from Willlam S. Hyde, dated March 27, 1947, and recorded in the Bolton
Land Records, Volume 25, Page 345, and by quit-claim deed from May C. Hyde, recorded:

herewith.

Said premises are conveyed together with certsin water and pilpe rights conveyed
to William S. Hyde in a deed from Harold C. Hisley, dated August 18, 1942, nnd re-
corded in the Bolton Land Records, Volume 25, Page 129.

TOGETHER with all bulldings and improvements now or hereafter placed thereon;
and 1t 1s agreed that all equipment, now or hereafter installed, including, but not
limited to all gas and electrical fixtures and appliances, all heating, plumbing,

L8




STATE OF CORNECTICUT)

VOL. 30

first day of January, 1954 , and on the first day of each sixth month thereafter
upon the unpaid balance of said note, together with all taxes assessed on sald sum
agalnet the holder thereof and together with all costs and reasonable attorney's
fees iacurred in any action to collect sald note ar to foreclose the mortgage secur-
ing the same,

The Makera further agreed, without demend, to pay on account of the principal
of sald note the sum of One Hundred Twenty-five Dollars ($125.00) on the first day
of January, 1954, and a like sum on the first day of each sixth month thereafter,
but nothing therein shall affect the right of the holder of said note to demand pay
ment of the entire note at any time,.

The Makers thereof reserved the right to make payments on the principal of sald
note at any time,

And I, the said Grantor, do for myself and my helrs, executors, administrators
and asslgns, agree to keep all bulldings on said premises in good repair, and in-
sured agalnst loss by fire and otherwlse to an amount and by such companies as shall
be satisfactory to sald grantee, and maintain sald insurance for the benefit of and
first payable in case of loss to sald grantee, and claim no cancellation or return
of any policy or premlum except from and after the redemption of this mortgage by
the grantor,

NOW THEREFORE, if sald note, or any renewals thereof or substitutions therefor,
not exceeding the amount of sald note, shall be well and truly paid according to
thelr tenor, and if all agreements and provisions contalned in sald note and herein
contained are fully kept and performed, then this deed shall b ecome null and void,
otherwlse to remain in full force and effect,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto sot my hend and seal this 15th day of Octobep
A. D. 1953. )

Signed, sealed and delivered
in the presence of:
Arthur H,.Keeney Dorothy B. Fickett I.S.
Mildred A. Dougan

STATE OF CONNECTICUT)
; ) ss, Manchester, October 15th, A. D, 1953
COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Personally appeared Dorothy B, Flckett, signer and sealer of
the foregoing Instrument, and acknowledged the same to be her free act and deed,

before me.
Arthur H. Keensy, Notary Public.

Recelved October 16, 1953 at 1:09 P.M. Recorded by Cbou*i C-:Imﬁﬂ*i} Town Clerk
L )

CERTIFICATE OF DECEASED'S OWNERSHIP OF REAL ESTATE

) ss, Probate District of Manchester, October 15, 1953
COUNTY .OF HARTFORD )

T . This certifies that William S, Hyde who last dwelt at Manchester,
Connecticut and who at the time of his death was the owner of real estate situated
in the Town of Bolton, County of Tolland and State of Connecticut, died on the 2nd
day of October 1948, leaving a will.

The Manchester Trust Company, Executor of the
Lstate of Williem S. Hyde.
By Everett E. Moore, Assistant Trust Officer

Received October 16, 1953 at 1:10 P.M., Recorded by (:>eu«J ¢ 57”’*?5}‘Town Clerk.

L R I I
CERTIFICATE OF DEVISE

STATE OI'- CONNECTICUT )
as, Probate Court
DISTRICT OF MANCIIESTER)

I, John J. VWnllett, Judge of the Court of Probate for the District
of Manchester, in sald State, do certify that 1t aupears from the records and files
of this Court that Williem S. Hyde died a resident of sald District on the 2nd day
of October 1948, leuving a will which was duly admitted to probate by sald Court on
the 7th day of 6ctober, 1948; that on the 7th day of October, 1948 letters testamen-
tary under the will of said decedent were 1ssued to The Manchester Trust Company of
Manchester Connecticut, the executor named in sald will, and on sald day by decree
as of record will more fully appear said Court limited and allowed six monthe there-
after for the presentation of all clalms agalnst said decedent to the executor of
sald estate and directed that public notlce of sald limitation be given as by
Statute required; that after the expiration of sald six months sald executor filed
in Court an administration account and other returns which have bee accepted by the
Court, trom which it appeara that public notice of sald limitation was glven as di-
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‘rected in sald order and that all clalms against sald decedent presented to saild
sxeoutor within sald time limited have elther been pald, settled or barred by law
and that all gegacies glven by the terms.of the will of said decedent, which have
not lapsed and all succession or inheritance taxes due the State of Connecticut have
‘been fully pald and satisfied.

I further certify, that by the terms of the will of sald deceased there is de-
vised and bequeathed unto MAY C, HYDE of sald Manchester, widow of sald deceased, any
‘and all interest.which sald deceased had in and to that certain plece or parcel of
:land situated in the Town of Bolton, County of Tolland, and State of Connecticut, on"’
the W;;terly side of French Road, and being more particularly bounded and described .
.a8 follows:

Beginning at a poilnt in the generally Westerly line of French Road, 415 feet
South of the Northeasterly corner of land now or formerly of Orra Strickland; run-
nlng thence Southerly along the generally westerly line of French Road, 39 feet to
a point; continuing thence Southerly along the generally Westerly line of French
‘Hoad by interior angle 183° 22', 108.4 feet to a polnt; running thence Westerly by
interior angle 96° 36', 220 feet to a point; running thence Northerly by interior
‘anple B3° 10', 1B5,5 feet to a point; running thence Egqsterly by interior angle 86°
521, 220 feet to the point of beginning and making an interlor angle of 90° with the
line first above described. ’

teing bounded: Northerly by land now or formerly of Williem Souer, Two Hundred
Iwenty (220) feet; Easterly by French Road, One Hundred Forty-seven and 4/10 (147.4) -
Southerly by land :how or formerly of William MeDonald, et ux,, Two Hundred Twenty
.(220) feet; and Westerly by land now or formerly of Rose Freddo, One Hundred Eighty-
flve and 5/10 (185.5) feets

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto affixed the Seal of said Court and subscri-
bed my nams at Manchester, this 14th day of October, 1953 .

Ju
(SEAL) John H, Wallett, Judge.

Recelved Ootober 16, 1953 at 1:11 P.M. Recorded by (Dwd t ﬂm“a\ Town Clerk.

L
QUIT-CLAIM DEED

: TO ALL PEOPLE TO WHOM TIESE PRESENTS SHALL COME, GREETING: Know Ye, That THE
NORWICH SAVINGS SOCIETY, a Corporation located and doing business in Norwich, New

. ‘London County, Connecticut, for divers good causes and consideratlions moving; es-
‘peclally for one dollar recelved to its full satisfaction of ALLAN A. LEVENTHAL and
.DORIS E. LEVENTHAL, husband and wife, of Bolton, Tolland County, in sald State, hath .
remised, released, and forever quit-¢laimed and by these presents for itself and 1its !
'successors, doth fully, clearly and absolutely remlse, relese and forever Quit-Claim:
'unto Allan A. Leventhal and Doris E. Leventhal full and pemceable possesaion and .
selzin and to their heirs and assigns forever all such right, estate, title, interest
.and demand whatever as the sald Corporation hath or ought to have 1n or to A tract

of land, with the bulldings thereon, situated in the Town of Bolton, bounded and de-
.8cribed as follows:

Commencing at a Connecticut Hlghway Department Bound, in the northerly line of
Boston Turnpike, U. S. Routes 6 and 44A, 125.4 feet westerly of the southwesterly
corner of land now or formerly of Nina L. Johnson, measured along the northerly line
‘of Boston Turnpike, U. S. Routes 6 and 44A; the line runs thence northerly by in-
terior angle of Blbb a distance of 140.4 feet to a point; thence northerly by in-
terior angle of 186” 8! 140.4 feet to a point; thence easterly by interior angle of
‘780 56', 46.6 feet to a polnt; thence southerly along land of Robert D. Valentine,
about 268 feet, to a point in the north 1line of Boston Turnpike, U. 3. Routes 6 and
44A; thence westerly along the northerly line of Boston Turnplke, by interior angls
.of 99°, 32.4 feet to the point of beginning.

: Hereby releamsing the above tract only from the lien of mortgage from these re- :
leasees to this relepsor dated March 30, 1953, recorded in Bolton Land Records, Vol.

‘29, page 476,

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the Released Premlses above described unto the sald releasees
thelr heirs and assigns to the only use and behoof of the sald relsgsees, their heirs
‘and assigns forever; so that neither sald The Norwich Savings Society, nor 1ts suc-
cessors, nor any other person or persons, for them, nor in their names, nor in the
name, right or stead of any of them, shall or will by any way:or means hereafter have
claim challenge or demand any estate, right, title interest of, in or to the prem-
1ses, or any part thereof, but from all and every actlon, right, estate, title, in-
terest and demand of, in or to the premises, or any part thereof, they and every of
them shall be utterly excluded and barred forever by these presents.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, said The Norwich SﬂvingE*EOCith hath caused these presents
to be exeouted and its'corporate seal affixed by Wesley C. Sholes, Its Vice President
hereunto duly empowered, this 13th day of October in the year of our Lord 1953,

Slgned, sealed and delivered

ence of
ﬁglgg:sG?cWralght The Norwlch Sqvings Soclety (SEAL)

& J. Ryan By Wesley C. Sholes
Eetelle e Its Vice President.

r




144 Conn. 332 (Conn. 1957), Schultz v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals of Town of Berlin /**/ div.c1 {text-
align: center} /**/
Page 332
144 Conn. 332 (Conn. 1957)
130 A.2d 789
Adolph SCHULTZ
V.
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS OF TOWN OF BERLIN.
Supreme Court of Errors of Connecticut.
March 26, 1957.

Edward B. Scott and J. Noxon Howard, New Britain, with whom, on the brief, was Donald H.
Clark, New Britain, for appellant (plaintiff).

Roger F. Gleason, New Britain, with whom, on the brief, was Algert F. Politis, New Britain, for
appellee (defendant).

Before INGLIS, C.J., and BALDWIN, O'SULLIVAN, WYNNE and DALY, JJ.
Page 333
INGLIS, Chief Justice.

The question presented in this case is whether the defendant board acted illegally
[130 A.2d 790]
or arbitrarily when it denied the plaintiff's application for permission to build a dwelling house on
land located on the south side of Alling Street in the town of Berlin.

When the plaintiff appealed the decision of the board to the Court of Common Pleas, the
board, in
Page 334
an apparent attempt to comply with the directions contained in § 379d of the 1955 Cumulative
Supplement, filed in the court certain documents which purported to constitute the record of the
case made Before the board. This procedure was not strictly in compliance with the statute. On an
appeal from a zoning board of appeals, the record made Before the board should be annexed to,
and incorporated by reference in, the answer of the board. When this is done, it does not become
necessary to introduce the record in evidence on the trial of the case unless, of course, the plaintiff
denies the correctness of the record returned. In the present case, the record filed contained, as
was proper, the notice of the hearing, a rather sketchy report in narrative form of what was said at
the hearing and a copy of the minutes of the executive meeting of the board at which the
application was denied. There was no copy of the application itself, and this lack, as well as the
incompleteness of the summary of evidence, had to be cured by the court's taking evidence, as it
permitted by the statute to determine what facts and considerations were presumptively in the
minds of the members of the board when they acted. Berkman v. Board of Appeals on Zoning, 135
Conn. 393, 397, 64 A.2d 875; Levine v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 124 Conn. 53, 57, 198 A. 173.
Upon the evidence so taken, the court very properly made a finding.

From the record filed by the board and the finding made by the court, with such additions as
the plaintiff is entitled to, it appears that the following are the facts pertinent to the decision of the



case. The zoning ordinance of the town of Berlin was adopted originally in 1948 and was revised
as of July 21, 1954. Prior to the revision, the minimum requirement for frontage of a building lot in
the zone in
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which the property now in question is located was sixty feet. Under the revision, the minimum lot
width was increased to seventy-five feet. The revised ordinance, however, contained the following
provision as § 11(k): 'Any plot existing as a separate parcel and not complying with the minimum
area or width of lot required in the schedule at the time of the passage of these regulations may,
notwithstanding such fact, be improved with a building in accordance with the regulations of its
residence zone, provided the owner owns no adjacent land which may, without undue hardship to
him, be included as part of the plot in question.' At the time the revision went into effect, the land
now belonging to the plaintiff was the eastern portion of property, having a total frontage of 132.6
feet on Alling Street, owned by Jack and Constance Glendening. The title had come to them by
mesne conveyances from James B. Ellsworth, who owned it from May, 1946, to November, 1947.
While Ellsworth was the owner, he built a dwelling house on the westerly portion of the lot. In that
connection he graded and planted the land around the house so as to make a lot with a frontage
of 68.6 feet on Alling Street. This operation left the easterly part of the original plot, sixty-four feet .
in front, unimproved and at a grade about four feet lower than the improved land. Ever since then
this lot has been allowed to remain unimproved and in a wild state. It is this sixty-four-foot frontage
that is now owned by the plaintiff. When Ellsworth sold the property, he sold the entire 132.6 feet
frontage as one piece, and there was no division of ownership of the piece until April 7, 1955,
when the plaintiff took conveyance of the eastern portion, and the western portion, with the
dwelling house on it, was conveyed to Walter H. and Hedwig Parlow.

Page 336 '

On March 23, 1955, Before the plaintiff bought the lot with a frontage of sixty-four feet, he applied
to the zoning commission of the town of Berlin, the body charged with

[130 A.2d 791]

the enforcement of the zoning ordinance, for a building permit for the erection of a dwelling on the
lot. A permit signed by R. H. Allen, chairman of the commission, was given to the plaintiff, but the
commission as a whole had not authorized its issuance. Thereafter, the plaintiff bought the lot and
proceeded to excavate and pour concrete footings for a projected house. After receiving protests
from neighbors against the erection of the house, the zoning commission first suspended, and
then revoked, the permit.

On July 19, 1955, the plaintiff applied to the defendant board for relief from the revocation of
his building permit, claiming that it was error for the commission to have taken that action. He also
asked for a variance under the appropriate provisions of the ordinance which empowered the
granting of variances 'in instances where there are practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships
in the way of carrying out the strict letter of these regulation.' Berlin Zoning Ordinance, § 15(6)
(1954). As regards the application of the plaintiff for review of the action of the commission, his
claim was that his plot with the sixty-four-foot frontage existed as a separate lot prior to the
revision of the zoning ordinance in 1954 and therefore came within § 11(k) of the ordinance,



quoted above. This section, he claimed, excepted his lot from the requirement of a seventy-five-
foot frontage. And due hearing, the board denied the plaintiff's application. In the minutes of the
meeting at which this action was taken, the only reason given by the board was stated as follows:
‘This action because the present owners purchased land
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after zoning change had gone in effect. The trial court found, on the strength of oral testimony
Before it, that the board gave as its reasons 'that plaintiff failed to prove the lot was an existing one
within the provisions of [§ 11(k)] of the ordinance; that plaintiff initiated his own problem with full
knowledge of the facts; that the board did not want to establish any precedent as to lot-splitting;
that the board felt that the original 132.6 foot parcel was one lot; and that in relieving plaintiff's
hardship, the board would be creating a hardship on the next door neighbor.' From the evidence,
however, it appears that the sole basis for the board's finding that the sixty-four-foot frontage
owned by the plaintiff was not a separate lot was the fact that it had never, in the chain of title up
to the time of its conveyance to the plaintiff, been transferred as a separate lot and had never
been assessed as such for taxation.

On the foregoing facts the trial court concluded that at the time of the plaintiff's application to
the zoning commission for a permit, the lot in question was not a plot existing as a separate parcel
but a portion of a single lot with a frontage of 132.6 feet, and that the zoning commission could
reasonably have found that to be the case. Accordingly, judgment dismissing the appeal was
rendered.

We will first consider the application made by the plaintiff to the defendant board on the basis
of its being an appeal from the action of the zoning commission. The effect of § 11(k) of the zoning
ordinance of Berlin is to vest in the owner of any lot in that town the right to erect a building
thereon even though the lot does not satisfy the minimum-area and width-of-lot requirements of
the revised ordinance, provided the plot existed as a separate parcel on July 21, 1954, and also
provided the owner
Page 338
owned no adjacent land which could be included as part of the plot in question without undue
hardship. Inasmuch as by the express wording of the section the right is attached to the plot itself,
it runs with the land and accrues to all owners who succeed to the title. It follows that the plaintiff
was entitled as a matter of right to the issuance to him of a building permit if, as a matter of fact,
his plot of land met the requirements of the section. Consequently, the only reason for the denial
of the permit given by the board in the minutes of its meeting, i. e. that the plaintiff had purchased
the lot after the revision of
[130 A.2d 792]
the ordinance had gone into effect, had no validity whatever. If, as found by the court, the board
had the additional reason that the lot was not a separate parcel at the time the revision of the
ordinance went into effect, the question arises whether the board could reasonably have
concluded that the lot was not such a separate parcel as is contemplated in the ordinance.

Section 22(d) of the ordinance defines 'lot' as 'a parcel of land occupied by one building and
the accessory buildings or uses customarily incident to it, including such open spaces as are



arranged and designed to be used in connection with such buildings.' This is substantially the
definition we recognized in Corden v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 131 Conn. 654, 662, 41 A.2d 912,
159 A.L.R. 849. Contiguous land all owned by the same proprietor does not necessarily constitute
a single lot. The land of one owner fronting on a street may well be made up of two or more lots.
Ginsberg v. Capone, 91 Conn. 169, 172, 99 A. 501; Peck v. Brush, 89 Conn. 554, 556, 94 A. 981;
Wilcox v. Woodruff, 61 Conn. 578, 587, 24 A. 521, 1056, 17 L.R.A. 314. Indeed, § 11(k) itself
recognizes that this is so, for it contains the proviso that no pre-existing
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lot shall be entitled to the exception granted by the section if the owner can take enough from an
adjoining lot to make up a seventy-five-foot frontage without hardship.

It is clear, therefore, that the westerly portion of the tract formerly owned by James B.
Ellsworth was by him set off as a separate lot with a frontage of 68.6 feet when he built a house on
that lot and graded it, leaving his land to the east of it in its natural state and at a different grade,
thus evidencing his intent not to utilize it in connection with his home to the west. This left the
easterly portion of his Iand, that now owned by the plaintiff, as a plot of land ‘existing as a separate
parcel,’ as that phrase is used in § 11(k) of the ordinance. The defendant board could not
reasonably have concluded otherwise. Grady v. Katz, 124 Conn. 525, 530, 1 A.2d 137. This
separate lot complied with the sixty-foot-frontage requirement of the original zoning ordinance.
Without question this lot could not have been extended to the west by the Glendenings without
hardship to them since, even though they owned both lots, if they took an eleven-foot strip from
their westerly lot they would thereby reduce the frontage of that lot below the minimum required in
the original ordinance.

It follows that the defendant board misapplied the law in denying the plaintiff a building permit
on the ground that his lot did not qualify under the provisions of § 11(k) of the ordinance, and the
trial court erred in sustaining the defendant's ruling.

Since we have reached this conclusion, it is apparent that the plaintiff had no need for a
variance, and we need not discuss that feature of the case. Nor need we consider his assignment
of error directed at a ruling on evidence.
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There is error, the judgment is set aside and the case is remanded with direction to render
judgment sustaining the appeal and directing the defendant to order the issuance of a building
permit to the plaintiff for the construction of a building on his lot pursuant to the provisions of §
11(k) of the zoning ordinance if it appears that his proposed building will comply with all other
requirements of law.

In this opinion the other Judges concurred.
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stance and nature of such matters, which could be
determined only by a voir dire of the witness outside
the presence of the jury. The court’s refusal to permit
such cross-examination without having full knowledge
of what such cross-examination might elicit was
improper.

When a party has not been permitted * ‘fair and full
cross-examination of a witness upon the subjects of his
examination in chief . . . [the] denial of this right is
- - . prejudicial’ "’ and requires reversal by this court.
Fahey v. Clark, 125 Conn. 44, 47, 3 A.2d 313 (1938).
The central issue in the trial court was the extent and
permanence of the plaintiff's injuries. Resolution of that
issue revolved largely around the testimony of the
experts, whose opinions differed in significant respects.
Although the plaintiff testified about the extent of his
injuries, the plaintiff was not competent to testify con-
cerning the permanence of those injuries. The credi-
bility of the neurosurgeons, therefore, was of eritical
importance in this case because it was from their tes-
timony that the jury could determine the degree of per-
manence, if any, of the plaintiff’s injuries. The jurors
should have had before them all relevant evidence that
would help them consider and weigh the testimony of
the experts. To deny the defendant the right to cross-
examine the plaintiff’s expert on issues relating to his
credibility without first allowing the defendant an
opportunity to demonstrate the relevance and sig-
rificance of the testimony the defendant wished to
adduce was to deny the defendant his right to a fair
trial. . :

The judgment is reversed and the case is remanded

for'a new trial.

In this opinion the other judges concurred.
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Bell v. Zoning Board of Appeals

WAYNE T. BELL v. ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS OF
THE TowN OF NEWINGTON ET AL.
(10442)

DupONT, C. J., LAXDAU and FREEDMAN, Js.

The plaintiff zoning enforcement officer of the Ssj of Zmuiswga mvmmﬁma
to the trial court from a decision by the ammmﬁ.am:ﬁ zmw.ssm.no: zoning
board of appeals reversing his denial of a building permit to the defend-
ant property owners, E and R. E and R were the owners of three con-
tinguous nonconforming lots, two of which *.Ea anmmm ﬂ:ms.w m_zm_m
family home was built on them. They woc.mrn the permit to EEQ a sin-
gle family home on the third lot. The trial court rendered ._:m%“:m:n
Mmmﬂasm the decision of the board, from which, on the m.n..r:.mgnm ow cer-
tification, the plaintiff appealed to this court. E&_R Ewﬁ. the plaintitf
could not prevail on his claim that the third lot w:ﬁoauw.ﬂo&ﬁw merged
into the other two lots; this court could not say S.u..u the trial court acted
unreasonably, arbitrarily or illegally in concluding Fwn there was Ao
meresar because no land could be takan from the adjacent, nogw_os_w
oidwm lots to make the subject lot conform to the zoning laws without
making the donor lots more nonconforming.

Argued January 9—decision released March 10, 1992

Appeal from a decision by the named mmmm.zmm:ﬁ
reversing the plaintiff’s decision to deny an m@wﬁnmﬂo.u
for a building permit filed by the mmmm:mmunw m.umw.m
Yawin et al.; brought to the Superior Court in the us&-
cial district of Hartford-New Britain at New w.ﬂﬁ.mE
and tried to the court, Allen, J.; judgment &maamﬁm
the appeal, from which the plaintiff, on ﬁ:w granting
of certification, appealed to this court. Affirmed.

Thomas P. Byrne, for the appellant (plaintiff).

3.9% R. Borowy, with whom, on the brief, was
David L. Griffith, for the appellee (named defendant).

Vineent F. Sabatini, for the appellees (defendant
Elsie Yawin et al)). = - =~ o

- LANDAU, J. The plaintiff, Wayne T. Bell, the Zmém-
ton zoning enforcement officer, appeals from the judg-
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The plaintiff appealed the board’s decision to the
Superior Court. He argued that the board had incor-
rectly interpreted § 5.1.1 and that the amendment per-
mitted an owner to build on a nonconforming lot only
if the owner owns no adjacent land. The crux of the
plaintiff’s argument was that, because the Yawins own
adjacent land, they are re quired to add that land to lot
115 in an attempt to conform lot 115 to the zoning regu-
lations. The defendants argued that, because there is
& house on lots 116 and 117, there is no land available
to add to lot 115 to make it conform to the zoning regu-
lations and that taking land from lots 116 and 117 and
adding it to lot 115 would render the donor lots more

nonconforming, contrary to the intent of the newly
amended § 5.1,1.5

The trial court made the following factual firdings:
(1) lot 115 is a separate and distinct building lot on a
deed and certified map, (2) no land could have been used
to make this a conforming lot, (3) lot 115 was estab-
lished as a separate lot in 1924 and complied with all
then existing zoning requirements, and, therefore, the
lots never merged. The court concluded that the board
did not act in an unreasonable, arbitrary and illegal

fashion in determining that there was no merger of the

land and that the Yawins owned no land that could have
U.m_.mu added to lot 115. The court dismissed the plain-
tiif’s appeal and granted the Yawins permission to build
on lot 115.

.“ The second introductory paragraph of the amendment to § 5.1.1 pro-
vides: .HHn is the intent of this regulation to permit these non-conformities
“0 continue until they are removed, but not to encourage their survival,
Such uses are declared by this regulation to be incompatible with permit-
"_ma uses in the zones involved. It is further the intent of this regulation
._f.:wn non-conformities shall not be enlarged upon, extended or expanded
if E.F.r a change increases the non-conformity, or be used as grounds for
adding oﬁ.vmn structures or uses prohibited elsewhere in the same district.”

..H,:m third introductory paragraph concludes as follows: ‘“[NJothing in
ﬂzm regulation shall be deemed to require a change in the plans, construe-
tion or designated use of any structure on which actual construction was
lawfully begun prior to the effective date of this . . . regulation.”
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The plaintiff claims that the trial court improperly
found that lots 115, 116 and 117 had not merged by
operation of law because there was no adjacent prop-
erty that could have been added to lot 115 to make it
conform with the zoning regulations. We disagree.

“Zoning boards of appeal are entrusted with the func-
tion of deciding, within prescribed limits and consist-
ent with the exercise of legal discretion, whether a
regulation applies to a given situation, and the man-
ner of its application. Connecticut Sand & Stone Cor-
poration v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 150 Conn. 439,
442,190 A.2d 594 (1963). In discharging this respon-
sibility, a board is endowed with a liberal discretion,
and its action is subject to review by the courts only
to determine whether it was unreasonable, arbitrary
or illegal. 1d.”” Molic v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 18
Conn. App. 159, 165, 556 A.2d 1049 (1989). * ‘Courts
are not to substitute their judgment for that of the
board . . . and decisions of local boards will not be
disturbed so long as honest judgment has been reason-
ably and fairly exercised after a full hearing.” (Citations
omitted.)” Iannucet v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 25
Conn. App. 85, 83-89, 592 A.2d 970 (1991). When 2
zoning board of appeals has stated the reasons for its
action, a reviewing court may determine only whether
the reasons given are supported by the record and are
pertinent to the decision. Torsiello v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 3 Conn. App. 47, 50, 484 A.2d 483 (1984).

The board stated that its reason for reversing the
plaintiff’s decision was that there had been no merger
of the subject properties because there was insufficient
land to add to lot 115 to make it conform with the exist-
Ing zoning regulations. Thus, the trial court was
restricted to a determination of whether the board’s
finding that there was no available adjacent land that
could have been added to the lot and, therefore, that
there had been no merger, was reasonably supported
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have owned adjacent land which may be or could have
been included as part of the lot in question. Said lot was
created or established as a separate building lot prior
to the adoption of Zoring in the Town of Newington
or, at the time of its creation or establishment as a sep-
arate building lot, non:mm with all lot [width] and area
requirements then in effect.” (Emphasis added.) The
italicized language, as applied in the present case,
precludes a finding of merger hy operation of law. This
porticn of the &smma:.asn indicates that only if there
is land that “may be” or “could have been” included
as part of the _3 in question will such land merge by
o@m- aton of law. Here, the zoning board of w@wmim and
ne trial cowrt found that no such land existed. Where
the Hmmw- conclusions of the court are challenged, we
must determine whether they are legally and logically
correct and whether they find support in the facts set
t in the memorandum of decision. See McCiintock

V. .\.ww.ﬁ rd, 219 Conn. 417, 4 omloq 593 A.2d 1375
(1921); Red Hill Conlition, Ine. v. Conservation Com-
missiwon, 212 Conn. 710, 723, mmw A.2d 1339 (1989);

Koepke v. Zoning Bocrd of Appeals, 25 Conn. App. 611,
618, 535 A.2d 935, cert. denied, 220 Conn. 932, 599
A.2d 382 (1991). We conclude that the trial court’s con-

clusions are legally and logically correct.

Adding property to lot 115 from lots 116 and 117,
as the plaintiff suggested, could not result in making
lot 115 conform to the present zoning requirements
without reducing the combined area of Hoﬁm 116 and 117,
already below the minimum requirement,® and render-
ing them more nonconforming. In addition, the most
that can be taken from lots 116 and 117 without er-
ing them nonconforming as to road frontage would be

twenty feet, which is still not enough to make lot 115

m‘ wu.\ building a house on lots 116 and 117 the property owners exhibited
sufficient evidence to support an inference that it was their intent that these
two lots merge.
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conforming in that regard.? Because the intent of the
amendment was to prevent the creation of nonconform-
ing lots whenever possible, the board and the trial court
correctly concluded that the adjacent land was not land
that “may be’’ or “‘could have been” inciuded in the
property in question, and, therefore, that there wasno
merger by operation of law.

The judgment is affirmed.

In this opinion the other judges concurred.

IN RE ADALBERTO S.*
(10265)

Durpont, C. J., FoTl and FREEDMAN, Js.

Tha respondent, who had been adjudicated a delinquant in connection with
having been charged with interfering with a police officer and using
a motor vehicle without the owner’s permission, appealed to this court.
He claimed, inter alia, that the evidence presented was insuificient to
prove him guilty beyond a reasonable doubt of using a motar vehicle
without the owner’s permission and that the trial court improperly
denied him the right to present 2 defense to the charge of interfering
with a police officer. The respondent had been apprehended aiter run-
ning from a suspicious vehicle and struggling with officers as they
attempted to handcuif him. The vehicle had had its engine running wizh-
out a key in the ignition and it was later found to have the steering
column broken and chipped away on the left side. Held:

1. All of the facts proven, even when considered togsther, were insuffi-
cient to justify a conclusion that the respondent knew that the car was
being used without the owner’'s permission; the state ofizred no evi-
dence to prove that the respondent, who had exited the vehicle from
the right rear door, knew that the vehicle's steering cclumn was

s The frontage on lot 115 would become seventy feet and the total area
would become 7700 square feet.

* In accordance with the spirit and intent of General Statutes § 46b-142 (b)
and Practice Book § 2026, the names of the parties involved in this appeal
are not disclosed. The records and papers of this case shall be open for
inspection only to persons having a proper interest therein and upon order
of the Appellate Court.

Reporter of Judicial Decisions



TOWN OF NEWINGTON

131 Cedar Street Newington, Connecticut 06111

- Town Planner L
lanya lLane Craig Minor

Town Manager Town Planner

OFFICE OF ZONING ENFORCEMENT

August 16, 2017

Attorney Stephen Penny
202 West Center Street
Manchester, CT 06040

Re: Building Lot at 48 Fairfield Ave A.K.A Lot No. 57 and portion of Lot No. 58
The Town is in receipt of your letter dated August 14, 2017. After a review of the information
you have provided the Town is in agreement that this parcel constitutes a non-conforming lot of

record based on Section 5.1.1 of the Zoning Regulations.

Based on this finding, the Town will treat this lot as buildable moving forward and update our
records accordingly.

Best Regards
TIOT AL

Michaet- B AMato”

Asst Town Planner/ZEO

ney
et

5.“

FOAUG 1Y 2017

Phone: (860) 665-8575 Fax: (860) 665-8577
townplanner@newingtonct.gov
www.newingtonct.gov
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TN REGUOR
Property ID  09013012-17-1 LARTT
Location 25 FRENCH RD o Wv"ﬂ. ﬂi" UGL'EHFWENTE
Owner ANDERSON WILLIAM H & ERIN E o T b o
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Vision Government Solutions

| of 3

25 FRENCH RD

Location

Owner

PID

Current Value

25 FRENCH RD

ANDERSON WILLIAM H &

ERIN E

2264

http://gis.vgsi.com/BoltonCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=2264

Mblu 17//1//
Assessment $56,300
Appraisal $80,400

Building Count 1

Appraisal

Valuation Year Total
2018 $80,400
Assessment
Valuation Year Total
2018 $56,300
Owner of Record
Owner ANDERSON WILLIAM H & ERIN E Sale Price $0
Co-Owner Certificate salemaster
Address 77 FRENCH RD Book & Page 0138/0884
Sale Date 11/21/2007
BOLTON, CT 06043
Ownership History
5 Ownership History
Owner Sale Price Certificate Book & Page Sale Date
| ANDERSON WILLIAM H & ERIN E $0 salemaster 0138/0884 11/21/2007
L s

Building Information

11/7/2019, 11:21 AM



Vision Government Solutions http://gis.vgsi.com/BoltonCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=2264
Building 1 : Section 1

Y-e?.!r Built: Building Photo
Living Area: 0

Building Percent
Good:

Building Attributes

Field Description

Style Vacant Land

Model

Grade:

Stories

Occupancy

Exterior Wall 1

Exterior Wall 2 (PhotoHandler.ashx?pid=2264&bid=2264)

Roof Structure Building Layout

Roof Cover ) )
(ParcelSketch.ashx?pid=22648&bid=2264)

Interior Wall 1 i
Building Sub-Areas (sq ft) Legend
|

Interior Wall 2

Interior FIr 1 No Data for Building Sub-Areas

Bath Floors

Heat Fuel

Heat Type:

AC Percent

Total Bedrooms:

Full Bthrms:

Half Baths:

Extra Fixtures

Total Rooms:

Num Kitchens

Fireplace(s)

Wood Stoves

Foundation

Bsmt Gar(s)

Fin Bsmt Qual

Extra Features

Extra Features Legend

No Data for Extra Features

Land

Land Use Land Line Valuation

Zone R-1 Size (Acres) 0.84
Depth
Assessed Value $56,300
Appraised Value $80,400

' of 3 11/7/2019, 11:21 AM



Vision Government Solutions http://gis.vgsi.com/BoltonCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=2264

Outbuildings
}
Outbuildings Legend J
No Data for Outbuildings
Valuation History
Appraisal
Valuation Year ’ Total
2018 $80,400 |
2017 | $60,000
! Assessment
Valuation Year Total
2018 $56,300
2017 $42,000

(c) 2019 Vision Government Solutions, Inc. All rights reserved.

iof 3 11/7/2019, 11:21 AM



Vision Government Solutions http://gis.vgsi.com/BoltonCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=136
27 FRENCH RD

Location 27 FRENCH RD Mblu 17//2//
Owner ANDERSON WILLIAM H & Assessment $102,700
ERIN E

Appraisal $146,700

PID 136 Building Count 1
Current Value
Appraisal

Valuation Year Total

2018 $146,700
Assessment

Valuation Year Total

2018 $102,700

Owner of Record

Owner ANDERSON WILLIAM H & ERIN E Sale Price $205,000

Co-Owner Certificate salemaster

Address 77 FRENCH RD Book & Page 0138/0884
Sale Date 11/21/2007

BOLTON, CT 06043 Instrument 08

Ownership History

Ownership History

Instrument Sale Date
| ANDERSON WILLIAM H & ERIN E ! $205,000  salemaster ‘ 0138/0884 } 08 ‘ 11/21/2007

Owner Sale Price Certificate Book & Page

Building Information

of 3 11/7/2019, 11:23 AM



Vision Government Solutions

Building 1 : Section 1

http://gis.vgsi.com/BoltonCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=136

Building Photo

Year Built: 1950
Living Area: 1,068
Building Percent 74
Good: ,
Building Attributes
Field Description
Style Ranch
Model Residential
Grade: C
Stories 1
Occupancy 1
Exterior Wall 1 Wood Shingle
Exterior Wall 2
Roof Structure Gable

(PhotoHandler.ashx?pid=136&bid=136)

Building Layout

Roof Cover Arch Shingles 0
Interior Wall 1 Drywall 10
Interior Wall 2 = 20
Interior Fir 1 Carpet beK 10410
8
Bath Floors 2 5
; BAS
Heat Fuel Qil BSM
Heat Type: Hot Water 34 20
AC Percent 0 o] FéP 8lg
1L
1
Total Bedrooms: 2 Bedrooms 17 d
Full Bthrms: 1
Half Baths: 0 (ParcelSketch.ashx?pid=136&bid=136)
Extra Fixtures 0 Building Sub-Areas (sq ft) Legend
: Gross Livi
Total Rooms 6 Code Description iving
Area Area
Num Kitchens 1
BAS First Floor 1,068 1,068
Fireplace(s)
BSM Basement 1,068 0
Wood Stoves 1
DCK Deck 460 0
Foundation Concrete
FOP Open Porch 102 0
Bsmt Gar(s)
; 2,698 1,068
Fin Bsmt Qual
Extra Features
Extra Features Legend

No Data for Extra Features

Land

Land Use

Zone R-1

.of 3

Land Line Valuation

Size (Acres) 0.51
Depth

Assessed Value $46,200
Appraised Value $66,000

11/7/2019, 11:23 AM



ision ovgrlrlltr}mjgrilltdsiggustlons http://gis.vgsi.com/BoltonCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=136

Outbuildings Legend

No Data for Outbuildings

:
|
|

Valuation History

7 7 Appraisél 7

Valuation Year Total
2018 $146,700 |
2017 | $146,100

7 - Asseésment N -

Valuation Year Total
2018 $102,700
2017 $102,300

(c) 2019 Vision Government Solutions, Inc. All rights reserved.

of 3 11/7/2019, 11:23 AM



Property l{Property Address {Owner . Current Owner STREET STREET 2 |CITY STATE ZIP
13-65 11 FRENCHRD |OSTRAGER GLENN OSTRAGER, GLENN 120 East 87th St{Apt R18E |New York |NY 10128
13-66 0 FRENCH RD OSTERLUND RENE E OSTERLUND, RENE E 37 French Rd Balton CT 06043
14-1 21 FRENCH RD _ |STEPHENSON LORI BETH & STEPHENSON, LORI BETH & 21French Rd Bolton CT 06043
14-2 15 FRENCH RD  |DESAUTELL JAMES E DESAUTELL, James R & Jennifer L Bucior |58 Marjorie Cir Bolton CT 06043
14-3 26 FRENCH RD __ |LAPPEN MICHAEL D & CONSTANGCE M |LAPPEN MICHAEL D & CONSTANCE M |26 French Rd Bolton CT 106043
14-4 OWEST ST FREDDO ELEANOR L FREDDO ELEANOR L 39 West St Bolton CT 106043
14-5 18 FRENCH RD  [HELLER CHRISTINE L HELLER CHRISTINE L 18 French Rd Bolton CcT 06043
14-6 10FRENCH RD  {SMITH ELAINE F SMITH ELAINE F P.O. Box 8121 ManchesteCT 06040
16-115 _ [77FRENCHRD |ANDERSON WILLIAM H Do Not Send ) ]

17-2 27 FRENCH RD  |ANDERSON WILLIAM H & ERIN E Do Not Send

17-24 30 FRENCH RD | TEDFORD MARK S & KAREN E TEDFORD MARK S & KAREN E 30 French Rd Bolton CT 06043
17-25 34 FRENCHRD  |MASTON JOHN J & ALISON M MASTON JOHN J & ALISON M 34 French Rd Bolton CT 06043
17-26 38 FRENCHRD |CURTIN JAMES T & CAROL A CURTIN JAMES T & CAROLA 38 FrenchRd | Bolton CT 06043
17-27 42 FRENCH RD  |CORREIA MANUEL & PAULA CORREIA MANUEL & PAULA 42 FrenchRd | Bolton CT 06043
17-3 29 FRENCH RD  |DUQUETTE SPENCER DUQUETTE SPENCER 29 French Rd Bolton CT 06043
17-4 31 FRENCH RD |MORIN GLORIA E N MORIN GLORIA E 31 French Rd Bolton CT 06043
17-5 35 FRENCH RD  [OSTERLUND RENE E Duplicate Qwner

17-6 37 FRENCH RD _ |OSTERLUND RENE E Duplicate Owner




