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Dear Eernar

At last rrve had time to get over your draft, which r nob/return, with longhand suggestions and comments, whlch I hopeare leglble and intel l tg ib le.

In additLon, Iet me make a few other suggestions.

One, very minor,  ls  that  the term 'pet i t lonr,  as used inSections 4 and 5, wil l present no novelty, ln many Jurisdictions.rn okrahoma, ln arl actlone, includlng actlone for i lrror"", thelnltiatory pleadlng le termed a petiti,on. Hence we wourd notbe substitutlng a rneutrarr term for an radversaryr term, asyour comment suggeet,s. r do not belLeve it is hlghly importan!to change the name of lhe pleadlng. The lnrportanl t irfng- fs thatrve do away with the necesslty of Et,ating a ,cause of actionx,with Lts invocatl_ons of adversary concepts. go,perhaps Lt wouldbe sufficlent, as well as proper, simply t,o bracket the name ofthe pleadtng, laavLng each state free to use whatever name isused in lte egtabllehed practice.

r am not sure that r agree, elther as matter of policy or ofexpedience, with your sectlon 9. Ae your comment tndlcates, thesection ult ' imatery establrshed divorcl at the wll l of eltherparty' rrm not aure that the court ought not to have aomediecretion. Compare Schlesinqer v 399  F .zd  7ffi.ffi;gs"i"r in11 oklahoura r.aw Review 43o, which iiay strike yoo'i" not whorryin accord with theee expreesions. ttonever, that dealg withdifferent st,atutory ranguage. r think tina) ir section 9 were
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