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MORGAN M. FINLEY, CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
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Defendant

COMPLAINT FOR J2:)'¢ARLE AND OTHER RELIEF

NCW COMES THE PLAINTIER, CITY OF CHICADO, A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION BY  James D.
MONTGOMERY ,CORPORATION COUNBYL, AND BAYS AB FOLLOWS:

COUNT 1

| THAT WITHIN THE COHPORATE LIMITS OF SAID <17t THERE 13 A PARCEL OF

AEAL ESTATE LEGALLY DESCRIBED AR FOLLOWS,
LOT 22, C.F.H, HELMKAMP'S SUB., OF THE SE) OF BLOCK 1 OF COCHRAN & OTHERS' SUB, OF THE
Wy OF THE Sk OF SECTION 6, TOWNSHIP 39, NORTH, RANGE i+, FAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL

O PTH 1 7-06-U0U 003

MONLY KNCWN AS 1821 WE’ET HAD.P.O_N s e—— A _
AN THAT LSCATED THEREOM 1§ . TWO=STORY ORD, WITH 5 DWELLING UNITS & 3ASEMENT & ATTIC

2. THAT 4T AL, TIML3 PERTINENT THEAETN THE FOLLOWING NAMED
DEFENDANTS

DAVID M, SCHELLENBERGER

OVINED. MAINTAINED, OPERATED COLIECTFD RENTS FOR OF HAD AN INTEREST
IN THE SAID PROFERTY ON THE QATE: 5 HEREINAFTER SET FOATH.
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