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RULE 11 REVISITED 
  

Many counsel are discovering that the High Court is 
taking a dim view of motions and opposition memoranda which 
run afoul of the requirements set forth in Rule 11 of the 

Rules of Practice. In one recent ruling, the Court gives 
strong notice that non-compliance therewith is sufficient 
grounds for summary denial of the motion, See Lutu v. 
Pritchard, Civ. 2496 (1973) (Order denying motion to dis- 
miss-summarized infra in this newsletter), and in another, 
the Court refused to rule on a motion until it was brought 
into compliance therewith. 

  

Rule 11 (b) mandates that a written motion: 

1. be accompanied by a memorandum of points 
and authorities and proof of service on respondent; 

2. specifies a date for hearing thereon; 

3. be accompanied by any supporting affidavits; 
and 

4. be filed not later than 10 days before the 
date specified for hearing. 

Similar requirements as to points and authorities, 
proof of service and attachment of affidavits attend oppo- 
sition to motions, however, they are not required to be 
filed until 3 days before the date specified for hearing. 
See Rule 11 (c). 

If the parties agree to continue hearing on a motion, 
Rule 11 (d) requires that a written stipulation be filed 

not later than 3 days before the date specified for hearing. 
Failure to comply here may cause "the Court (to) order 
the motion stricken from the calendar." 
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Time periods shall be computed according to the 
methods set forth in Rule 6 (a) of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure. That rule provides that the day 
from which the time period begins to run is excluded in 
the computation, while the last day of the period is in- 
cluded. If the last day falls on a weekend or a legal 
holiday, the period runs until the next day which is not 

on a weekend or a legal holiday. 

Protect your client's interest by complying with 
Rule 11 when filing motions or opposition. If not, you 
may have the embarrassing task of explaining how an 

adverse ruling in his case was caused by your neglect. 

SUMMARIES 
  

The following are summaries of written decisions 
rendered by the High Court during the preceding month and 
a half. Copies are available at a cost of $.05 per 
page. The case files are available for inspection at the 

courthouse. 

TRIAL DIVISION 
  

In the wake of Meredith v. Mola, Civ. 2511-73 (1973), 

the Court declines to grant relief to two political 
aspirant s raising problems which the Court defines without 

the narrowly lined contours of justiciability in the 
region of Fono elections. 

  

FALIU V. FOFO, Civ. 2504-72 (1973) 
  

-Counsel: Mageo Atufili for Petitioner 
Counsel: Ivi S. Pele for Respodent 

Decided: February 9, 1973  
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Motion for New Trial and for relief from judgment. Denied. 

After losing on the issue of appointment in lieu of 
election at trial, Respondent moved for new trial and to 
restrain Petitioner from taking his seat as Senator from 

Leasina County, alleging that Petitioner did not meet 
the residency requirements of the Constitution of American 
Samoa, Art. II, §3. Citing Meredith v. Mola, Powell v. 
McCormack, 395 U.S. 486 (1969); and Roudebush v. Hartke, 

B.S; ; 31: Lee Bd@ 2d. (1972). the Court ruled that 
a question of qualifications for a Fono seat set forth in 

the Constitution is a matter committed to the respective 
houses of the Fono by Art. II, §22, and, as such, it is 
non-justiciable. 

  

    

PENEUETA V. ELECTION BOARD, Civ. 2493-72 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Frank P. Swett Jr. for Plaintiff 
Counsel: Asst. Atty. Gen. Alfred G. Moss for the Election 

Board 

Decided: February 28, 1973 

Motion to dismiss complaint for failure to state a claim 
upon which relief could be granted. Motion granted; 

complaint dismissed. 

Plaintiffs sought to restrain the Election Board from certi- 
fying the results of an election in which they were un- 
successful candidates and a declaration that such was void 
because of irregularities in the vote tabulation, including 
the counting of illegal votes. The Court, again citing 

Meredith v. Mola, curtly dismissed the complaint as non- 
justiciable. The Constitution of American Samoa, Art. II, 
§22, then, reposes in the. Fono the exclusive ''province of 
decision" as to plurality and legality of votes case in an 
‘election of its members. The Court further ‘noted in 
passing" that the certification sought restrained by Plain- 
tiff had occurred, rendering the petition therefore moot 
and subject to dismissal. 

  

 



GOVERNMENT OF AMERICAN SAMOA V. KING, Crim. 785-72 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Asst. Atty. Gen. Jim Kingzett for the Government 

Counsel: Public Defender Barbara Sena for Defendant 

Decided: February 26, 1973 

Motion for New Trial. Denied. Notice of appeal filed. 

Althought conceding that the Court correctly applied the 

"bad purpose" tests for willfulness in this prosecution 

for failure to pay 1969 income tax, Defendant argued that 

the Court's finding of guilty was contrary to the weight 

of the evidence. Urging the facts of Palermo v. United 

States, 295 F. 2d 870 (3rd Cir. 1958), the case from which 

the Court drew the "bad purpose" test, as a standard, 

Defendant invited the Court to order a new trial after 

gauging the disparity in gravity between Defendant's re- 

fusal to pay his tax here and the pattern of failures to 

pay taxes and expenditure of great sums for luxuries in 

Palermo. The Court graciously rejected the invitation and 

  

Stated that the evidence presented was, indeed, sufficient 

to support the judgment. 

The final curtain has yet to fall in the "Blinky" Palermo 

story, however, for Defendant has filed notice of appeal, and 

most assuredly, will seek use of that case as a divining 

rod for error. 

LUTU V. PRITCHARD, Civ. 2496 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Steven E. Kroll of Hawaii and Ivi S. Pele for 

Plaintiff 

Counsel: George Wray for Defendant 

‘Decided: March 8, 1973 

Motion to Dismiss.- Denied. 

Defendant moved to dismiss the complaint for failure to  
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state a claim by urging that Plaintiff Administrator's 
failure to allege the Lutu Estate's interest or title to 
the real property subject to this action for collection 
of rent and eviction is a fatal defect in the complaint. 
After indicating that Defendant's failure to file points 
and authorities and notice of hearing on the motion runs 
afoul of Rule 11 of the Rules of Practice and is suffi- 

cient grounds for summary denial thereof, the Court goes 
on to affirm application of the liberal federal construc- 

tion of pleading requirements for a complaint i.e., "a 
short and plain statement of the claim showing that the 
pleader is entitled to relief.'' Although the Plaintiff 
did not plead the magic words of "ownership" or "interest," 
the Court recognized, the allegations of right to the 
relief prayed, that all of Decedent's property passed to 
the state by intestate succession, and the incorporation 
of the lease agreement between Decedent and Defendant 
created a reasonable inference that the estate claims 
sufficient interest in the property to be entitled to the 

relief demanded. Drawing on numerous federal cases, e.g., 
Dioguardi v. Durning, 139 F. 2d 774 (2nd Cir. 1944) and 
United States v. Thurston, 54’F. Supp. 201, 204 (D.C. 
Neb. 1944), aff'd 149 F. 2d 485 (8th Cir. 1944), cert. 
denied, 326 U.S. 744 (1945), the Court held that the 
complaint was entitled to the benefit of every possible 

inference and, as it gave Defendant notice that the 

estate claimed such interest and as it is conceivable 
that such interest might be shown by evidence at trial, 
the motion must be denied, irrespective of any technical 
defect in the pleading. Asking the Court to bifurcate 
the motion and treat the second portion thereof as one for 

summary judgment, Defendant then invited the Court to take 

judicial notice of the absence of an individual ownership 
registration document with respect to the property, and 
that the absence of such conclusively proves communal 
-ownership of the property. As communal land, the Defendant 

contended, an interest therein cannot pass to the estate, thereby 

mandating judgment in his favor. Noting that Defendant 
had again failed to follow proper procedures, the Court 
declined to take judicial notice in the absence of proper 
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materials, documentation, and case authority indica- 

ting the existence of the principles proffered. An 

oral motion to disqualify Defendant's counsel on the 

grounds of conflict of interest was set for briefing. 

GOVERNMENT OF AMERICAN SAMOA V. SAVELIO, Crim. 862-72 

(1973) 
  

Counsel: Asst. Atty. Gen. Jim Kingzett and Legal Ass't. 

Tony Meredith for the Government | 

Counsel: Ivi S. Pele for Defendant 

Decided: March 16, 1973 

Convicted of illegal blasting in violation of Rev. C. 

A. Sam. §22.0110. Period for new trial and appeal not 

yet expired. 

Can a conviction rest solely on the uncorroborated 

testimony of an accomplice? Adopting the position taken 

by the federal courts, Chief Justice McKnight answered 

affirmatively in an oral ruling delivered prior to the 

finding in this case. Conceding that a contrary rule, 

popularly called the "accomplice rule,'' did have appli- 
cation in a good number of states, he went on to explain 

that its genesis lodged in statute, not judicial fiat. 

Until the Fono adopts such a rule, defendants shall 

not find comfort in the "accomplice rule.'' The Chief 
Justice did admonish, however, that such testimony would 

be closely scrutinized and great caution exercised in 

giving it weight. 
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LAND AND TITLES DIVISION 
  

TUANA'ITAU V. VAOVASA, LT 1198-71 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Muagututi'a for Plaintiffs Tuana'itau family 
and Pavaiai Village, Alai'a Family and Faleniu 
Family, Magalei and Magalei Family and Siufanua 

and Siufanua Family 

Ivi S. Pele for Plaintiff Aufata Foniti and 

Fonoti Family and Atualevao Meredith and 

Salemeana'i Family. 

Counsel: Asst. Atty. Gen. Alfred Moss for Defendant Vaovasa 

and the Government 

George Wray for Defendant Otto Haleck 

Decided: February 15, 1973 

Petition for Direction and Redress. Granted. 

While examining whether notice of an offer of real property 

for registration was given properly by Defendant Haleck in 
accord with Rev. C. A. Sam., §10.0112, the Court had 

occasion to pass on the definition of a "Samoan village." 
§10.0112 requires, inter alia, that notice of the proposed 

registration be posted for 60 days in the village "in 
which or nearest to which the land is located." During 
1969 Defendant offered real property known as "Naumati" for 
registration, and posted notice thereof in the village of 

Tafuna after a survey determined that the center of the 

cluster of houses in that village was the closest such 

center to the boundary of the offered property. Plaintiffs 
claimed that they did not receive notice and argued that 

the "point of.reference for determining the nearest village... 
should be the boundary of the village."' Drawing from 

English common law and California case authority, the Court 

defined "village" to include surrounding village plantations 
and lands, as well as the warrens. The distance then, 
according to the Court, "should be measured from the 
boundary of the village." Albeit dictum, the Court posted 
its own notice that the policy underpinning §10.0112 is to 
give such notice to all persons who may have an interest  
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in the land, and to further that policy, it will require 

notice posted in all villages under consideration when 

boundaries cannot be precisely ascertained and in each 

village closest to the respective boundary of the offered 

property. 

GALOIA V. LEOMITI, LT 354-66 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Ivi S. Pele and Mariota Tuiasosopo for Petitioner. 

Counsel: Tuia F. Tuauaitau for Defendant Faleao and Poloai 

Families 

Counsel: Sivia Sunia for Defendants Leomiti, Members of 

Congregational Church of Pavaiai and Fuapapa 

Family 

Decided: February 22, 1973 

Petition for registration of communal land. Objections 

dismissed; land registered to Petitioner. 

Petitioner sought registration of a parcel of land in a 

portion of Alaoi'a in the village of Pavaiai as communal 

land of his family. Defendant Church filed an objection, 

but it was stipulated between the parties that whomever 

should prevail will grant to the Church the right to 

occupy and enjoy the land as long it is used for church 

purposes. 

The remainder of the objections were dismissed as un- 

supported by the evidence, and in some instances, abandoned 

of logic. Some of the objectors tried the patience of the 

Court by presenting witnesses who had no idea whatsoever 

as to the location of the offered land and by filing objec- 

tions when the remainder of their family, including the 

matai, had consented to the registration. The frosting for 

this fiasco, however, was provided by one tenacious objector 

who insisted that he had placed his fence in from the 

boundary of his property owing to a shortage of wire, and 

that his land extended beyond the fence into the offered land. 

When questioned as to the difference in the amount of wire 

needed to place his fence at the alleged boundary within  
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the offered land, he blithely responded that there was 

no difference. The Court found this curiously illogical(:) 

IN RE REGISTRATION OF THE MATAI TITLE "ALALAMUA", LT 1307- 

72-€1973) 
  

Counsel: Ivi S. Pele for Claimant Lagoo 

Counsel: Mageo Atufili Meauta for Claimant Moetoto 

Alalamua 

Counsel: Mariota Tuiasosopo for Claimant Savini Siva 

Counsel: Pita Sunia for Claimant Fagavaa Sea 

Judgment for Savini. 

In an action for registration of this title from the 

village of Ta'u, Manu'a, the Court charted new grounds 

by overruling Maga v. Tago, Civ. 21 (1955), a case holding 

that a former titleholder removed from a title by court 

action still possesses 100% hereditary right thereto. 

Striking down said case as contrary to Samoan tradition, 

the Court stated that a titleholder removed the Court or 

the village council forefeits his 100% right and reverts 

back to his original hereditary status. The new title- 

holder, consequently, obtains 100% right immediately "upon 

assumption of the title." Applying this doctrine, the 

Court finds Claimant Lagoo persuasive over a former re- 

moved titleholder on hereditary right. Faced with a pot- 

pourri of testimony as to the number of clans and plurality 

support, the Court declines to consider such, leaving 

Claimant Savini to prevail on the remaining criteria. 

Sifting through his bio-history, it was quite apparent 

that he scaled ahead in character, personality and force- 

fulness; and in acknowledging that he was leader of the 

family during the title vacancy, he was also found to be 

the more valuable to the family. Emphasizing again that 

a claimant "having lived in the village and participated 

‘closely with-members...(of) the family for years would 

have greater potential to be more (sic) a successful matai 

than the other claimants," the Court signals ill tidings 

for those would-be claimants from abroad who venture back 

for fame and glory without an understanding of or 
familiarity with the family and its problems. 
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SU'E V. MAGEO, LT 1295-72 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Lauvale Brown for Claimant 

Counsel: Mageo Atufili Meauta for Mika Mageo 
Leoso Malama, pro se 
Mariota Tuiasosopo for :Tagi Vili 

Decided: March 5, 1973 

Petition for registration of land. Denied. 

The offer of registration involves 4.69 acres of land known 

as "Puapua" located near the village of Leone. After 
defining the dimensions of the action to be whether such 
offer should be granted, and not a determination of the 
respective rights of the parties, the Court denied regis- 
tration in the absence of evidence as to use of the total 

area offered. "A party cannot use a small area," according 
to the Court, and then survey and claim a much larger area 
based on that use. 

GALOTA V. SIUFANUA, LT 1311-72 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Ivi S. Pele for Petitioner 

Counsel: Tuanaitau M. F. Tuia for Objectors 

Decided: March 20, 1973 

Petition for registration of separation agreement. 

Objections dismissed; petition granted. 

Petitioner filed a separation agreement on land known as 
"Tafeta.'' Finding that the objections were patently frivo- 
lous, the Court taxed costs in the sum of $75.00. Objec- 
tors, take note: if you intend to file objections which are 

‘obviously groundless hoping that fortuity will bless you, 

you better bring your checkbook to court.  
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MAGALEI V. AITU, LT 613-68 (1973) 
  

Counsel: Mageo Meauta Atufili for Petitioner 

Counsel: Mariota Tuiasosopo for Objector Gagau and 

Objector Tuinei 

Counsel: Sala E. Samiu for Objector Mala Uaina 

Counsel: Ivi S. Pele for Objector Tuiaana Moi 

Counsel: Ma'o Tima for Objector Moea'i 

Decided: March 20, 1973 

Petition to register land. Denied. 

Petitioner sought registration of land known as '"Mataolo.” 

The Court denied that petition for two reasons. First, 

the evidence offered showed that if the Magalei Family 

had a superior right, it lodged in the entire Magalei 

family, not just the family of Petitioner. Second, that 

a serious question of the transfer of title to the Moea'i 

Family by adverse possession sufficiently clouded the title 

to compel denial of registration. The Court did not pass 

on the adverse position claim, but simply found that the 

evidence showed a reasonable probability thereof. Again 

the Court instructed that it would not determine the res- 

pective rights of the parties in land registration cases, 

but would only consider objections that lead to a denial 

of the registration. 

Congratulations to retired Judges Arthur Morrow, Tuiolosega 

Tu'umamao, Malau'ulu Fasimoli, Letuligasenoa losua and 

Tauala Maui.  
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NEW EDITIONS TO THE LIBRARY 
  

LAW OF FEDERAL COURTS, by Charles Alan Wright, 1972 

751 pages. 
  

This is an outstanding work. The information includes: 

THE FEDERAL JUDICIAL SYSTEM: The Historical Bases; The 

District Courts; The Courts of Appeals; The Supreme 

Court; Specialized Courts; The Judicial Code. 

THE JUDICIAL POWER OF THE UNITED STATES: Courts of Limited 

Jurisdiction; Constitutional Basis of the Judicial Power; 

Ancillary Jurisdiction; Congressional Control of Jurisdic- 

tion; "Constitutional" and "Legislative" Courts; ''Case or 

Controversy"--In General; ---Standing to Litigate; 
---Political Questions; ---Administrative Questions; 

Jurisdiction to Determine Jurisdiction. 

FEDERAL QUESTION: The Meaning of "Arising Under;" 
Determination from the Pleadings; Scope of the Jurisdiction; 

"Protective Jurisdiction;" Criminal Prosecutions; Civil 
Actions to which the United States is a Party. 

DIVERSITY OF CITIZENSHIP: Justifications of Diversity 
Jurisdictions; Kinds of Diversity That Give Jurisdictions; 
Exceptions from the Diversity Jurisdiction; The Meaning 
of Citizenship; Corporations and Other Associations; Time 
of Determination of Diversity; Parties Considered in 

Determining Diversity; Realignment of Parties; Devices to 

Create or Defeat Diversity. 

JURISDICTIONAL AMOUNT: When Jurisdictional Amount is 
Necessary; Determination of the Amount in Controversy; 

Viewpoint from which Amount is Measured; Interest and Costs; 

Aggregation of Separate Claims; Effect of Counterclaims.  
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REMOVAL JURISDICTION AND PROCEDURE: Scope of the 

Removal Jurisdiction; Separate and Independent Claim 

or Cause of Action; Procedure for Removal; Remand. 

VENUE: Civil Cases; Criminal Cases; Change of Venue. 

THE RELATIONS OF STATE AND FEDERAL COURTS: State 

Enforcement of Federal Law; State Attempts to Limit 

Federal Jurisdiction; Federal Injunctions against 

State Proceedings; Federal Actions to Restrain State 

Officers; Exhaustion of State Remedies; The Three- 

Judge Court Acts; Other Statutory Restrictions on 

Injunctions against State Officers; The Abstention 

Doctrine; Habeas Corpus. 

THE LAW APPLIED BY THE FEDERAL COURTS: The Rules of 

Decision Act and Swift v. Tyson; The Erie Doctrine; 

---The Constitutional Basis; ---Which State's Law?; 

---The Determination of State Law; ---Issues on which 

State Law is Controlling; ---Federal Common Law. 

PROCEDURE IN THE DISTRICT COURTS (A. INTRODUCTION) ; 

The Conformity Act and the Equity Rules; The Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure; 

(B. PROCESS): Service of Summons and Complaint; Service 

According to State Law. 

(C. PLEADINGS): Pleadings in General; One Form of Action; 

The Theory of Modern Pleading; Pleading Jurisdiction. 

(D. JOINDER OF CLAIMS AND PARTIES): Parties Classified; 

Joinder of Parties; Class Actions; Stockholders' Derivative 

Actions; Interpleader; Intervention; Impleader; Substitu- 

tion of Parties; Joinder of Claims; Counterclaims; Cross- 

Claims.  



March 21, 1973 

(E. DISCOVERY): The Scope of Discovery; The Rule of 

Hickman v. Taylor; Preventing Abuse of Discovery; Oral 

Depositions; Depositions on Written Questions; Interroga- 

tories to Parties; Production of Documents; Physical 
Examination; Requests for Admissions; Sanctions for 

Failure to Make Discovery. 

(F. TRIALS): Pretrial Conference; The Right to Jury Trial; 
Evidence; Submission to the Jury; Attacks on a Verdict; 
Trial to the Court; Control by the Judge; 

(G. JUDGMENT): Judgements in General. 

CALIFORNIA TRIAL OBJECTIONS, by Heafee, 1967, 461 
pages. 
  

CALIFORNIA TRIAL OBJECTIONS is one of two volumes on the 
new Evidence Code presented by the State Bar Committee 
on Continuing Education of the Bar. The companion volume, 
CALIFORNIA EVIDENCE CODE MANUAL, contains the text of 

the code and its official comments, an analysis of how 
the code changed prior law, and discussions of presumptions, 
burdens, and judicial notice. This book focuses on the 
practical setting in which the law of evidence is most 
frequently brought to bear: when evidence is being offered 
during a trial. It considers this situation from both 
sides. First, this book shows the opponent of the proposed 

evidence how to tell if it is inadmissible and what to do 
to keep the evidence out, by stating an objection or claim- 
ing a privilege. Second, it shows the proponent of the 
evidence how to combat objections and claims of privilege, 

so as to get the truth before the trier of fact. 

CALIFORNIA TORT GUIDE, by Wallace & Boone, California 
Continuing Education of the Bar Series, 1971, 230 pages. 
  

The purpose of this book is to help practicing lawyers find  
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and apply the substantive principles that govern liability 

in major areas of tort litigation. The book is designed 

to provide quick access to basic tort rules and a review 

of their application to specific situations, without the 

need to comb digests, lengthy treatises, or other sources. 

The book makes no attempt to trace the history of tort 

rules, to discuss the philosophy behind them, to forecast 

developments, or to criticize particular statutes or de- 

cisions. The test is comprehensive, but condensed; more 

than an outline, but not an extended discussion. Since 

it concentrates on the applicability of substantive tort 

rules, the book does not contain the forms, checklists, 

and practice aids found in most CED books. 

Statements in the text are supported by citations to selec- 

ted statutes and decisions. Leading and illustrative cases 

on each point are cited rather than listings of all de- 

cisions. Multiple citations are used to show varied sources 

of a point or its application in differing factual situations. 

American Law Reports (ALR) is cited for additional cases or 

general support. 

  

CALIFORNIA CIVIL PROCEDURE DURING TRIAL, 1960, 736 

pages. : 

Demands are voiced for increased efficiency in dispatching 
the judicial workload. Pretrial and discovery were adopted 
as helpful devices. A great deal can, be accomplished by 
the practicing bar itself in mastering the procedures 
available to them. For example, how many attorneys actually 

understand the intricacies of motion practice? How many can 

relate every procedure step to the strategy governing the 

entire case? 

This handbook on CALIFORNIA CIVIL PROCEDURE DURING TRIAL 
is designed to guide California lawyers through selected 
sections of the patchquilt known as the Code of Civil Pro- 
cedure. The book, essentially a tactical toolkit, is a 

sequel to the earlier handbook on CALIFORNIA CIVIL PROCEDURE  
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BEFORE TRIAL, published in 1957. These handbooks do 

not purport to indicate instances where procedural 

rules might or should be revised; for the most part, 

they simply set forth existing practices. 

MANUAL OF FEDERAL PRACTICE, by Lavine & Horning, 

1967, 730 pages. 
  

A reader will find in this book eight chapters. Chapter 

1 is entitled Jurisdiction. It contains 187 subsections, 

dealing with 187 sub-subjects. They range through a vast 

variety of topics, small and great-including such sub- 

jects as geographical considerations in the choice between 

a state and a federal court as the forum for a lawsuit; 

the Erie doctrine; parties and diversity, including a 

paragraph, with citations, on the elimination of nonindis- 

pensable parties whose presence will defeat diversity; the 

effect of the Federal Declaratory Judgment Act; the Jones 

Act; suits against federal officers or agencies; removal 

jurisdictions; and so on. Numerous cases are noted, some- 

times with comments - "A good discussion...;" ''For a 

practical article on [such-and-such] gee...../"  &dvice to 

the practitioner is frequently proffered, and general 

comment appears in places. 

Chapter 2 of the book is Venue and Transfer. Chapter 3 is 

Pleadings and Parties, with one hundred and sixty-six (166) 

sections. Chapter 4 is Preliminary Motions. Chapter 5 deals 

with Discovery, a veritable mine of discussion in federal 

legal circle-233 subheads in this chapter. Chapter 6 is 

Pretrial. Chapter 7 is Trial. Chapter 8 deals with Taking 

and Perfecting Federal Appeals. Suggested forms abound 

throughout. 

‘Chapter 8, relating to appeals, goes only as far as its 

title indicates the taking and perfecting of appeals. It 

does not extend to procedures after the case is safely in 

the appellate court. Counsel are left at this point to 

the Appellate Court Rules.  
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SUPPLEMENT TO MANUAL OF FEDERAL PRACTICE, 1970, 225 

pages. 
  

This supplement divides into three parts: The first 

treats developments since publication of the main volume 

across the entire field of federal civil procedure; 

the second part is a complete updating of Chapter 8, 

made necessary by the adoption of the Federal Rules of 

Appellate Procedure; and the third part is a new Chapter 

9, Appellate Procedure, dealing with steps taken in the 

appellate court. In addition, the Guide to Time Limits 

has been updated and tables of statutes and rules cited 

in the supplement have been furnished. 

This book is a guide rather than a digest. The section 

numbers on the righthand side of the page refer to section 

numbers in the main volume. A cross-reference is inserted 

if a main-volume section is discussed out of its natural 

order; the user can learn whether a section of the main 

volume has been supplemented by simply looking for it in 

its proper numerical position. 
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Associate Editor 
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