Adverse Possession/Tacking/Conveyance of Disputed Property: Plaintiff brought suit to establish claims to real property and defendant countered with adverse possession. Defendant’s adversarial period was partly comprised of a predecessor’s possession. Plaintiff moved for summary judgment and the Supreme Court, Suffolk  County denied. The Second Dept. reversed, stating that defendant may not tack his predecessor’s possession unless there is a showing that the predecessor intended to convey the disputed property. Here, defendant failed to produce the required proof…“In opposition, the defendant failed to raise a triable issue of fact since he possessed the disputed property for less than the statutory 10-year period and he cannot tack on the alleged adverse possessions by his predecessors in title since he offered no evidence that they ‘intended to and actually turned over possession of the undescribed part with the portion of the land included in the deed’ (Brand v Prince, 35 NY2d 634, 637; see Seisser v Eglin, 7 AD3d 505, 506; Berman v Golden, 131 AD2d 416; Avraham v Lakeshore Yacht & Country Club, 278 AD2d 842; cf. Gjokaj v Fox, 25 AD3d 759, 760; Oistacher v Rosenblatt, 220 AD2d 493).” Reis v Coron, 2007 NY Slip Op 01715, Appellate Division, Second Department, February 27, 2007
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