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The “officially released” date that appears near the
beginning of each opinion is the date the opinion will
be published in the_Connecticut Law Journal or the
date it was released as a slip opinion. The operative
date for the beginning of all time periods for filing
postopinion motions and petitions for certification is
the “officially released” date appearing in the opinion.
In no event will any such motions be accepted before
the “officially released” date.

All opinions are subject to modification and technical
correction prior to official publication in the Connecti-
cut Reports and Connecticut Appellate Reports. In the
event of discrepancies between the electronic version
of an opinion and the print version appearing in the
Connecticut Law Journal and subsequently in the Con-
necticut Reports or Connecticut Appellate Reports, the
latest print version is to be considered authoritative.

The syllabus and procedural history accompanying
the opinion as it appears on the Commission on Official
Legal Publications Electronic Bulletin Board Service
and in the Connecticut Law Journal and bound volumes
of official reports are copyrighted by the Secretary of
the State, State of Connecticut, and may not be repro-
duced and distributed without the express written per-
mission of the Commission on Official Legal

Publications, Judicial Branch, State of Connecticut.
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Opinion

PER CURIAM. The plaintiff, Anthony J. Pellecchia,
administrator of the estate of Anthony E. Pellecchia,
appeals from the judgment of the trial court dismissing
his claims against the defendants Connecticut Light and
Power Company, Northeast Utilities and Northeast Util-
ities Service Company on the ground that it lacked
subject matter jurisdiction to adjudicate those claims
because they were not brought within the applicable
statute of limitations, General Statutes § 52-5655, and
they could not be saved by the accidental failure of suit
statute, General Statutes § 52-592. We have examined
the record on appeal and considered the briefs and
arguments of the parties and conclude that the judg-
ment of the trial court should be affirmed. Because the
trial court thoroughly addressed the arguments raised
in this appeal, we adopt its well reasoned decision as
a statement of the facts and the applicable law on the
issue. See Pellecchia v. Connecticut Light & Power Co.,
52 Conn. Sup. 435, A.3d (2011). Any further
discussion by this court would serve no useful purpose.
See, e.g., Woodruff v. Hemingway, 297 Conn. 317, 321,
2 A.3d 857 (2010).

The plaintiff also appeals from the trial court’s ruling
granting the motion to strike filed by apportionment
defendant town of Killingly (town).! “The granting of a
motion to strike . . . ordinarily is not a final judgment
because our rules of practice afford a party a right to
amend deficient pleadings. See Practice Book § 10-44.”
(Internal quotation marks omitted.) Gold v. Rowland,
296 Conn. 186, 242, 994 A.2d 106 (2010). The trial court
has not rendered judgment on the stricken claims
against the town, and there is, thus, no final judgment
as to those claims. See Breen v. Phelps, 186 Conn. 86,
89, 439 A.2d 1066 (1982). Because the lack of a final
judgment implicates the subject matter jurisdiction of
this court to hear an appeal, the plaintiff’'s appeal as to
his claims against the town must be dismissed.? See
General Statutes §§ 51-197a and 52-263; Practice Book
§ 61-1; Mazurek v. Great American Ins. Co., 284 Conn.
16, 33, 930 A.2d 682 (2007).

The appeal is dismissed for lack of a final judgment
as to the granting of the motion to strike. The judgment

is affirmed in all other respects.

! The plaintiff’s apportionment complaint also named as defendants Quin-
nebaug Valley Emergency Communications, Inc., and the East Killingly Vol-
unteer Fire Department Company. Those apportionment defendants are not
parties to this appeal.

2In his brief, the plaintiff acknowledges that the trial court’s ruling on
the motion to strike does not constitute an appealable final judgment. Addi-
tionally, the record does not indicate that the town filed a motion for judg-
ment following the granting of its motion to strike.




