
ARK.]	 705 

Royce LOVELESS, Sr., Commissioner of the 
CLARENDON HOUSING AUTHORITY 

v. CITY OF CLARENDON 

80-182	 606 S.W. 2d 568
Supreme Court of Arkansas 

Opinion delivered October 13, 1980 
Rehearing denied November 17, 1980 

APPEAL & ERROR - FAILURE OF APPELLANT TO SUFFICIENTLY AB-

STRACT RECORD - EFFECT. - It is the duty of the appellant un-
der Rule 9 (d), Rules of the Supreme Court and Court of 
Appeals, to abstract the record on appeal sufficiently for the 
appellate court to understand the case, and where appellant 
does not do so and the appellee does not call the matter to the 
court's attention or abstract the missing items, the decision of 
the trial court will be affirmed. 

Appeal from Monroe Circuit Court, Henry Wilkerson, 
Judge; affirmed under Rule 9(d). 

E. L. Schieffler, Harvey L. Yates and Raymond Abramson, for 
appellant. 

Moore & Serio, by: Robert G. Serio, for appellee. 

PER CURIAM 

The City Council of Clarendon attempted to end a long-
standing dispute between the council and a commissioner of 
the Housing Authority for the City of Clarendon by remov-
ing one of the commissioners. The finding by the city council 
was taken to the circuit court for review by a writ of cer-
tiorari, and the circuit court remanded to the council for ad-
ditional action. The city reaffirmed its prior action by amend-
ings its findings of fact. The circuit court then approved the 
action taken by the council. 

Many points are argued on appeal, but we do not reach 
any of them because we affirm the trial court pursuant to our 
Rule 9(d). The appellant failed to abstract the charges and 
findings made against him by the city and also failed to 
abstract the exhibits. These items should have been abstract-
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ed as they were necessary for an understanding of all 
questions presented to this Court for decision. 

The appellee could have called appellant's error to our 
attention or abstracted the missing items itself. However, this 
was not done, and we are left with an abstracted record 
which is insufficient to enable us to understand the case. 
Reliable Finance Company v. James H. R. Rhodes et al, 252 Ark. 
1077, 483 S.W. 2d 187 (1972); Dyke Industries v.Johnson Const. 
Co., 261 Ark. 790 (1977); Hirrill v. L. R. Civil Service Comm'n., 
259 Ark. 226 (1976); T udor v. Tudor, 247 Ark. 822, 448 S.W. 
2d 17 (1969); Davidson v. Messing, 214 Ark. 227, 215 S.W. 2d 
138 (1949). 

Affirmed under Rule 9(d).


