IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCOURT FOR THE -
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JUL"31969

M. M. EWING, CLERK K,
U S. DISTRICT COURE

-

LOTTIE JEAN LOONEY, a minor, by and
through her father and next friend,
TOMMY LOONEY,

Plaintiff, 6?-0-33

Vs,

3T, LOUIS AND SAN FRANCISCO RAILWAY
COMPANY, a Missouril Corporation,
Defendant.

N e sl e e et ot N et

SYBIL COOPER,
Plaintiff,

6§-c-39

VS.

ST, LOUIS AND SAN FRANCISCO RAILWAY
COMPANY, a Missouri Corporation,
Defendant.

ORDER

The Court has for consideration the Application of Plaintiffs
to dismiss this cause of action without prejudice and demand for jury
trial, and, being fully advised in the premises, having carefully
perused the entire file, including the briefs of the parties, finds:

That these actions involve a car-railroad train collision.
The case was originally filed in the District Court of Creek County,
Bristow Division, on Febrxuary 18, 1969 and was properly removed to
this Court on March 19, 1969.

On March 26, 1969, Plaintiffs filed Application for Order
of Dismissal and Demand for Jury. Plaintiffs seek to dismiss the action®
without prejudice on the grounds that they are now advised that the
engineer ¢f the train involved, Mr. Jack Bond, is now deceased and
has left an estate in Oklahoma, thus entitling plaintiffs to petition
for the appointment of an administrator of the estate of Jack Bond.

They seek dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41(a~2} of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, upon such terms and conditions as the Court

deems just and proper. The defendant opposes this dismissal.



The Court has determined that the cases should be dismissed,
without prejudice, relying on the following cases. Harvey Aluminum vs.
American Cyanamid (DC New York) 15 F.R.D. l4:; Burgess v. Atlantic
Coast Line Railroad Company (1966, USDC, D South Carolina, Florence
Division), 39 F,R.D. 588, which hold that the Court should follow
the traditional principle that dismissal should be allowed unless the
defendant will suffer some legal prejudice other than the mere pros-
pect of a second lawsuit.

‘The Court also took into consideration the fact that the
estate of the deceased engineer could not be joined in these actiong,
because it would defeat jurisdiction, relying on Culverhouse vs.
Biehl & Company (1959, USDC, SD. Texas, Houston Division) 24 F,.R.D,
198. That Court also stated:

"There do not appear to be any other grounds on which
defendants could be prejudiced in their substantial
rights, as this case has not proceeded beyond the in-
itial joinder of issues and was less than a month

cld when plaintiff sought voluntary dismissal.”

In the instant cases, they were originally filed February 18, 1969, re-
moved March 19, 1969, and motion to dismiss filed March 26, 1969.

The Court has also taken into consideration the argument made
by the defendant of respondeat superior applying in this case.

The Court finds that such doctrine does not apply. See J.

C. Penney Co., et al. v. Barrientez (0Okl. 1965}, 411 P.2d 841,

The Court, therefore finds:

1. Plaintiff cannot join the estate of the deceased engineer
in Oklahoma in the instant actions in this Court under Rule 19 because
it would defeat federal jurisdiction.

2. The Court cannot see where the defendant will suffer legal
prejudice other than the mere prospect of a second lawsuit.

3. There do not appear to be any other grounds on which
defendant could be prejudiced in their substantial rights, as these
cases have not proceeded beyond the initial Jjoinder of issues, as
reflected by the file.

IT 1S, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the motion to dismiss the
cause of action, without prejudice, in both cases be and the same is
hereby sustained.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that plaintiffs, in both cases, pay
to defendant the sum of $125.00 attorney fee in each case, plus costs,

or a total of $250.00 attorney fee and the costs in each case.



iT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the demand for jury trial filed
by plaintiff is now moot, the Court having sustained motion to dismiss.

ENTERED this ‘i'{day of July, 1969.

=

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLARHOMA

FILEpD

JUL -3 195y
M.M. Ew
| - SWING ¢
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY ) U 8. DisTRiCT céﬁﬁ?
COMMISSION ) o
)
Plaintiff, )
) CIVIL ACTION
vs. ) NUMBER 69-C-113
)
FRAM CORPORATION )
' )
Defendant. )
)

ORDER

Pursuant to the provisions of Sections709 and 710 of

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S5.C. § 2000e -

s

§ 2000e-15 (1964)), the Egqual Employment Opportunity Commission,

Plaintiff, applied to this Court for an Order to Show Cause why
the Fram Corporation, Defendant, should not be directed to
provide certain requested evidence to the Commission pursuant
to the investigation of an alleged vioclation of said Act. The
Court issued the Order and a hearing was had on June 18, 1969.
It is hereby ordered that the Fram Corporation grant to
Mrs. Azie Morton, or other duly authorized representative of
the Egual Employment Opportunity Commission, access at the
company’s Tulsa, Oklahoma plant to the following records and

information for the purpose of examination and copying:



i

o 9

Payroll and other records reflecting weekly or monthy salary
and other forms of compensation, including but not limited to
"1a§ off," "severance," or "termination" pay for each of the
following persons:

Ruth Moocre

R. P. Leedy

J. M. Campbell

C. H. May
and such other salaried personnel of the Tulsa, Oklahoma facllity
as may be found to have left employment with the Fram Corpora-
tion involuntarily between January 1, 1968, and May 1, 1969.

The Fram Corporation has indicated in Court that the
Company does not maintain any written documents or statements
concerning a policy governing compensation for "lay off;“
"severance, " or “termination."

The Court will retain jurisdiction of this case during the
Commission's investigation. Should the Commission determine
that further relevant records are needed to complete the investi-
gation (e.g., personnel records of certain individuals) and the
Fram Corporation refuses to make available those records, the

Court will entertain a motion from the Commission requiring the

production of such additional records.

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED this c?‘/lég day of

1969.

United States District Judge



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ELTON M., MOORE, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
Vs, } Civil Action No, 68-C-153
)
INDUSTRIAL UNIFORM & TOWEL )
SUPPLY, INC., ) FILED
)
Defendant, ) JUL -7 1969
M. M. EWING, CLER
: K
STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL Y. S. DISTRICT coupr

It is hereby stipulated, by and between the parties hereto,
through their respective attorneys, that, plaintiff having
granted to defendant a paid-up license under the patent in
suit herein and defendant having accepted said license, for
a consideration, the complaint herein, the answer and counter-
claim of the defendant herein and the present action may and
shall be dismissed, each with prejudice, each party to bear
its own costs.

Dated and entered into this 30th day of June, 1969,

L_Q;’[ LLC[/Z:«\- -J - A}'oﬂ/}w ot

Attorney for Plaintiff

L Hane

Attorney for Defendant

ORDER_OF DISMISSAL

On this 5',,39Lday of M‘, 1969, upon the foregoing

stipulation of the parties herein the within action is, by the

Court, ordered dismissed, with each party to bear its costs

(B ol s

United States District Judge

herein.

1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

GEORGE P, SHULTEZ, Secretary of Labor }
United states Department of Labor )
)
Plaintiff )
} Civil Action File
V. ) No. 67-C~103
)
FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, =» )
corporation, HERCULITE STONE )
DISTRIBUTING COMPANY, a corpor- }
ation, and H., HAROID BECKO, an } Fl L E D
individual ) ; e o
) JUL & 1869
Defendants ) M M. EWING, CLERK
LS DISTRICT coyry
JUDGMENT

The above cause came on for trial in due course,
plaintiff and defendantes having heen repregsented by their
reapective counsel, and the court having heard and con-
gidered the evidence, and having entered findings of fact
and conclusions of law, now, in accordance therewith, it
ig

ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that defendanta,
their officers, agents, servants, employees, and all persons
acting, or claiming to act, in their behalf and interest
be, and they hereby are, permanently enjoined snd restrained
from violating the provisions of sections 15(s8)(2) and
15{a) (5) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended
(29 U.8.C, 201, et seq.), hereinafter referred to as the

Act, in any of the following mannera:



{1) The defendants shall not, contrary to sec-
tion 7(8) of the Rct, employ any of their employees who,
in any workweek, are engaged in commerce or in the pro-
duction of goodas for commerce for » workweek longer than
40 hours, unless such employee receives compensation for
employment in excess of 40 hours at a rate not less than
one and one~half times the regular rate st which he igs
enmployed.

{2) The defendants shall not £ail to mzke, keep
and preserve records of employees, and of the wages,
hours and other conditions and practices of employment
maintained by them, as preacribed by the Regulations of
the Secretary of Labor, issued, and from time to time
amended, pursuant to section 1ll(c) of the Act, and found
in Title 29, Chapter V¥, Code of PFederal Regulations, Part
516.

It ix ORDERED that the defendants, and they hereby

are restrained from withholding the payment of overtime

compenaation due to the following named persons in the amounts

set oppoaite their names, plus intereat at the rate of six
percent per annum from the dates the warges became due and

owing until the date of payment:

Geneva Blankenship $ 31.88
Judy Dunn 869.60
Donna Gough lel.04
Virginia Martin 61.79
Lou Mayfield 216,39
Sendra Vincent 256.98



The provisions of thia order pertaining to over-
time compensation found due to those persons naned herein,
shall be deemed zatiafied ypon delivery to the plaintiff
by the defendants, within 30 daya of the date hereon, a
certifled or cashier's check payable to "Wage snd Hour
Division - Labor", in the net amount due after deductions
for aocial mecurity and income taxes.

It ia ORDERED that plaintiff make distribution of
the wages paid to him by defendants to those persgons named
above in the individusl amounts stated, less legal de-~
ductions. In the event that plaintiff is unable to pay any
of the wages due within a period of two yvears becauge of
inability to locate the peraon entitled thereto, or because
of a refuasal to accept payment, such sums shall be covered
into the Treasury of the United sStstes as miscellaneous
receipts.

It is further OQRDERED that the costs of the action

be, and they hereby are, taxed against the defendants.

Dated this ﬁZ“{ day of

1969.

- k. )
United States District Judge




o I UNITED STATHES DISTRICT COURT roR i
NORPTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHGHA

PACL . BAKER, :
Plaintiff, :
VE :
Ne, GB=C=196
GARY RAY THORFPE and :
BOB COOK, .
. FILED
befandants. - .
' JUL - 81969

M. M. EWING, CLERR
JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT U 5. DISTRICT COURT

This cause coming on to be heard this day of
July, 1969, a judicial day of the Junly term of said Court, and the
Court has before it for congideration a Stipulation of the parties
for a judgment in the sum of $1,650,00, and the Court being fully
advimsed in the premises finds that said Stipulation has been
approved by counsel for the Plaintiff and counsel for tha Defen-
dant, and ghould be approved by the Court and judgment entered in
accordance with said Stipulation.

it is therefore ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the Plaintiff Paul J. Baker, have judgment againat the
De fendant Gary Ray Thorpe for the sum of $1,650.00 and for the

coats of thia action, for all of which let execution issue

o Gt & S

Judge, Unlted Statas
Distriet Court

APPROVED :

of Moy 2 it

Thowas G. Marsh
Attornay for Plaintiff

APPROVED &
\er; '
A

O ;\- . o .,.1_“‘ )(,’1_ ey ce
Richard E. Wright IIT

Attorney for fwmiendant

Gary Ray Thorpe




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT PO THE NORTHERN DISTRICT
OF OKLAH QiR

GRACE 1, BARER )
}
Plointiit }
)
vE )} NO, 68-(G~137
}
GARY RAY THORPL anc BOB COOK ) -
| ) FILED
Defendants ) JUL - 3 1984
M. M. EWING, CLERK
JSTIPULATION U, 8 OSTRICT .;ﬁus?

Comes now the plajatiff, Grace . Baker, by and tiwough her attorney,
Thomes G. harsh, and the defendant, Gary Ray Thorpe, by sad theough his
attarney, Joseph ¥, Gloss, and shows this Emmfs;b!e Coixt that 8 compronise
sottiement has besr made and antered indo by and betweon the plaintiff and
defendsnt, that all the rights of the partlgs have been compromisad and seitled
and that there is no longer any controversy hetwe:n the plaintiff and defendant
and therefore apply (o this court for an avder of dismissal with prejudice.

DyYER, PU?\-'BRE. GOTCHER & MARSH
) s o 1

[ . : LS
[\4. RN . .

Thomas G. Mersh, Attorney for Plajotiff

BEGT, SHARP, THOMAS & GIASS .
By2 \*:‘_ oo (,,/' e {i/ Lo
“Joseph T. Glagé, Attarmey for Dafendant

Now on this & day of June, 1255, it appesring to the court upon the

asiipulation of the parties hereto that the coatroversy between the pisintiff
and watencont bas baen compromised and settled by and betwaen the parties,
thets is ay longe any comtroversy now existing between the parties, and the
court finds that the stipulationof the parties for an arder to dismizs with
m ajuciics shoald be and the same 18 hereby geanted,

IT I8 THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJULGED ARD DECREELD that the above
cause of aotion be dismissed with prejudice upon the stipulation of the parties
hereto that the stme has been compromisod and settled by and betwaeen the

pattios. A IR
Evy i M . s P |
)f/j ‘m& b o WSy




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR [HY

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GRILANOMA

¥loyd H. Ffeir aud Helen G. Fair, 3
}
Plaiatiffs, )
)
v. ) Ko. 68-C-44
) Civil Action
United States of Awmerica, )
) -~ .
Defendant. ) F: l LED

JUL -9 1969
STIPULATION OF DISHISSAL

i\A. M EWING, CLERK
\ o M )
It is hereby stipulated and agreed t:hat:"l:I:l’G!DISIR'CT CouRT

above-entitled pction be dismisssd with prejudice, esch
party to bear its own cogts.

-7

i
vated: '\gx.:/-a- , 1969
v .

. Il
Y i

Bruce H. Johnsou
Of: CROWE, LDUNLEVY, THWEATT, SWINFORD
JOHNSON & BURDICK
FPifth Floor, 100 Park Avenue Bldg.
Oklahoms City, Oklahoms 73102
Attorneys for Plafintiffu.

- - - o -
- L' . A e
= ,/l/\,zf/q_-,(. A Wl o h
A

7.2 Untted Statem Attorney
For: TUNITEDH S8TATES OF AMERICA,
vefendant .
APPROVED, ?’//;5’/7 , 186%
/ R
/' o 7 — ,;‘{./?
(,f:’ o ‘\.,/{{;/;J o ’\/ ’.A44’!/J T L

LUTHER BOHANON, _
United States Distriet Judge



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
RORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

United States of America, )
!

Plaintiff, CIVIEL ¥O. €QeC«15
Ve,
Ceovge Edward Major and Shagon -
Kay MajJor, husband and wife, F]LED
Jarrgll W. McConnell and Disne V.
MoGcomell, husband and wife, ; JUL -9 1969

Ruby Deveult end Ray Harxmrnef -
dants.
and Jobn Genlt, endants. ) M. M. EWING, CLERK

ORDER CONFIRMING MARSHAL'S satg  U- S DISTRICT Court

NOW, on this ___ day of July » 18,69, there comes on
for consideration the hiotion te Confiym Ssle mede by the United States
Marshal for the Northern District of Oklahoma on Ty T, 1969,
under an QOrder of Sale dated Mey 20, 1969, of the following-described
property, to-wit:

Lot Bleven (11}, Block Six (6), Buburban Acres

Fourth AMéltion to the City of Tulna, Tulas County,

Stete of Oilahome, sccording to the recorded plat

thereot,
and the Court having examined the proceedings of the United States Marshal
under the said Order of Sale, there bteing no exceptions thereto and na oue
appearing in opposition thereto, finds that due and legal notice of the
sale was glven once a week for four (4) consecutive weeks prior to the
date of sald sale in the Tulsa Dafly Legal News, & newspaper of general
circulation in Myige County, State of Oklahoma, and that on the day
fixed therein the aforesaid property was sold to the Admin. of Vetemana, Affaivs,
“he being the highest and best bidder therefor.

The Court finds that the sale was in all respecta in conformity
with the law and Jjudgment of this Court and was legal in all respects.

IT IS THEREFQRE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED thet the United
States Marshal's Sale made pursuant to the Order of Sale heretof'ore issued
herein, te, and the same is approved end confirmed.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Doyle W. Foreman, United States
Marshal for the Northern District of Oklahome, execute and deliver to the
purchaser, the Admiu. of Vetersns Affeireg , @ gocd and sufficient deed

for the above-described real praoperty.

APPROVED:

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

ROBERT P. SANTEE
Assistant U. S, Attorney



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE )
COMPANY )
)
Complainant )
)
vs ) NO, 69-C-34
}
PAUL J. BAKER, GRACE I, BAKER and GARY ) .
RAY THORPE ) FILED
\ :
D -fendants ) JYL -4 1969
MM EWING
_ORDER tog D;S_TRJLST’ &éf;ﬁ?

s
[

Now on this  ~ day of Tune, 1969, it appearing to the
court upon the stipulation of the parties hereto that the controversy
between the complainant and defendants has been compromised and
settled by and between the parties, there is no jonger any controversy
now existing between the parties and the court finds that the stipulation
of the parties for an order to dismiss with prejudice should be and the same
is hereby granted.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
above cause of action be dismissed with prejudice upon the stipulation

of the parties hereto as the same has been compromised and settled by

and betweoan the parties.

e ’_;;/ ) - ‘_"“
ST lie s
Judge

we



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

United States of America,
VS,

FILED

JUL 9 1989

Orville Jemes Acker snd Wands
Badine Acker, Trevis Neal Bradaireet
aud Jerri Nell Bradstreet,

)

Plaintif¥, 5 CIVIL NO. GQmGm36
!
)

Defendants. )

M. M. EWING, CLgg
U. S. DISTRICT Coufe?
ORDER CONFIRMING MARSHAL'S SALE

NOW, on this day of July » 19 £9, there comes on
for consideration the hotion te Confirm Sale wade by the United States
Marshal for the MNorthern District of Oklahoma on July 7, 1969,
under an Order of Sale dated May 16, 1969, of the following-described
property, to-wit:

Lot Four (4), Block tne (1), Suburben Aeves
Third Addition to the City of Tulss, Tulsa

Coumty, Oklahome, mccording to the recorded plat
therect, .

and the Court having examined the preceedings of the United States Marshal
under the sald Order of Sale, there being no exceptions thereto and nm one
appearing in opposition thereto, finds that due and legal notice of the
sale was given once a week for four {4) consecutive weeks pricr to the
date of said sale in themyiaa Deily Tegal Kewp : 9 newspaper of general
circulation in qyujes County, State of Oklahoma, and that on the day
Tixed therein the eforesaid property was s50ld to the Adwin. of Vetersae sAffairs
"he being the highest and best bldder therefor.
The Court finds that the sale was in all respects in confourwily
with the law and Judgment of this Court and was legal in all respects.
IT IS5 THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED thet the United
States Marshal's Sale wade pursusnt to the Order of Sale herctofore issued
herein, be, and the same Is approved and confirmed.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Doyle W. Foreman, United States
Marshal for the Northern District of Oklahoma, execute and deliver to the
purchaser,the Admin. of Veterans Affairs , & good and sufficient deed

for the ebove-described real property.

APPROVED:

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

ROBERT P. BANTEE
Assistant U, 5. Attorney



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

United States of America,

)
Plaintiff, CIVIL No. €9-C-HT
V5.

FILED
Jimry Riley Allen end Says June Allen,
i .:'.L_m”‘ 1(1 wilr, end TN YL Dover ) JUL 9 1969

Poand and wilfe,

P

)
} M. M. EWING, CLERK
Defendants, ) U. S, DISTRICT COURT

ORDER CONFIRMING MARSHAL'S SALE

NOW, on this ____ day of July ’ l§_9_, there comes on
for consideration the kotion to Confirm Sale wade by the United States
Marshal for the Northern District of Oklshome on  July T, 19€5,
under an Order of Sale dateduy 1, 1969 of the following-described
property, to-wit:

Lot seven (7), Flock Three {3), Carbuondrle

Third Additicn to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa

County, Oklahoma, according to the recorded

plat theraof,
and the Court having examined the proceedings of the United Stetes Marshal
under the said Order of Sale, there being no exceptlons thereto and nn one
appeering in opposition thereto, finds that due and legal notice of the
sale was given once a week for four (4) consecutive weeks prior to the
date of said smle in theTulsa Daily Temel Fews = a newspaper of general
circuletion in T8  County, State of Oklahoma, and that on the day
fixed therein the eforesaid property was sold tothe Afmin. ef Veterens Affaira,
“he being the highest and best bhidder therefor.

The Court finds that the sale was in all respects in confurumlly
with the law and Judgment of this Court and was legal in all respects.

IT 15 THEREFORE ORDERED, AINUDGED AND DECREED that the United
States Mershal's Sale made pursusnt to the Order of Sale hewvetofvre issued
herein, be, and the same is approved and confirmed.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Doyle W. Foreman, United States
Marshal for the Northern District of Oklahome, execute and deliver to the
purchaserpbe Adain. of Veteranu 0.7 , & good and sufficlent deed

for the above-described real property.

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

FODURT . SELILL
Asglatant U. 3. Attorney



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

GLEN LEVERETT,

Petitioner,
Vs, NO. 69-c-23
RAY H., PAGE, Warden, Oklahoma
State Peniténtiary, MchAlester, F l L E D
Oklahoma,
Defendant . JUL 101564
M. M. EWING, CLERK
ORDER U. S. DISTRICT COURT

The Court has before it an instrument in the nature of a Writ
of Habeas Corpus filled by petitioner, Glen Leverett, and transferred
to this Court under authority of Title 28 U.5.C, § 2241(d) from the
Eastern District of OQOklahoma, and the Response of the Defendant to
this Court'’s Order to Show Cause, and having fully examined and
carefully considered sald instruments the Court {inds:

1. That petitioner is constrained in the Oklahoma State Peni-
tentliary under Judgment and sentence of the Distriet Court for Tulsa
County, handed down in the year 1963, after he was charged conjolntly
in three charges with armed robbery, kidnappling, and assault with
intent to kill in cases Nos. 134974, 134975, and 134976,

2. That petitioner alleges in his petition herein that his
Federal and State Constltutional rights have been abridged in the
following particulars: <that he was not advlsed 9f his right to
see a lawyer (presumably when arrested since petitioner admits in
his petitlon that he had Court-appointed counsel); that he was forced
to plead guilty to robbery with firearms by his Court-appolnted at-
torney asg sald attorney tsld him that 1f he did not plead guilty to *
robbery with firearms he would be given the electrice chalr, and,
therefore, he did not plead guilty wlth a free will but through
fear of the death penalty, and such pleading wag a statement agailnst
interest; that his Court-appolinted counsel was not prepared to defend
petitioner since sald attorney spent only "three minutes" with peti-

tioner before ftrial time; that petitloner was not convicted at a



e

public trial but, while in fear of the electric chair, by agreement
on several counts with thé county attorney; that petitioner was not
Tfurnished a list of witnesses nor a copy of the indictment three

days prior to frial time; that petitioner was given a life sentence,
even though he had never bvefore been in trouble nor convicted of a
felony, while his two co-defendants were given 17 years and 30 years,
Petitioner prays that the Court order the return of his trial trans-
eript which he submitted with his "appeal" to the Oklahoma Court of
Criminal Appeals, and seeks the appointment of an attorney to help
him with an appeal.

3. That petitloner filed a Writ of Habeas Corpus with the
Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals in 1967 and the mald Court dis-
missed the petition "without prejudice to the petitioner filing a
subsequent application for post c¢convlction review with sufficient
information provided,..to entertain the same,"

4, That although the doctrine »f exhaustion of =tate remedies
is not a prerequlsite to Federal Habeas Corpus Jurlsdiction under
Fay v. Noia, 372 U,S, 391, 83 8. Ct, 822, 9 L, Ed, 2d 837, that case
also holds that where the state provides a sultable procedure for
conslidering the lssue presented, the petitioner cannsot deliberately
choose to by-pass them and seek relief in the Federal Courts. Boyd
v. State of Oklahoma, 375 F.2d 481 (1967).

5. That the Oklahoma law glves prisoners a post conviction
remedy and protection of the rights guaranteed by the Constitution
of the United States. Okl, St., Ann. Const., Art. 2; 12 Okl. St. Ann.
§ 1331 et seq.; 22 0,3, Supp. 1965 § 1073. And, when a suitable
State remedy is available, the Federal Courts on the principle of
comity should defer ruling on habeas corpus petitions flled by state
prisoners untll the state courts have had an opportunity to pass
upon the claims. Love v, Page, 351 F.2d 303 (1965); Barber v. Page,
355 F.2d 171 (1966); Cardinale v. Loulslana,  U.S. ___ (1969).

6, That notwithstanding petitioner'!s allegations in support
of his petitilon for habeas corpus, the Court finds the petitioner
has not exhausted hla state remedies and 1s attempting to deliberately

by-pass sultable state procedure for considering the issues; thils

Lo



finding is evidenced by the Order filed December 13, 1967, by the
Court of Criminal Appeals of the State of Oklahoma wherein petl-

tioner's state habeas corpus was “dismissed without prejudice to

the petitioner filing a subsequent application for post conviction

review,"

7. That the Writ of Habeas Corpus should be denieu as it 1s
premature in the Federal Court since petitioner has failled to ex-
haust and 1s attempting to by-pass the state remedles available to
him.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the Petition for Wfit of Habeas

Corpus be and the same is hereby denied,
Dated this /@& day of July, 1969, at Tulsa, Oklahoma.

A



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JOSLYN MFG, AND SUPPLY CO.,
a corporation,

Plaintiff,

vs. No, 68-C-90
ALPHA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

a corporation, and THE FIDELITY
AND CASUALTY COMPANY OF NEW YORK,
a corporation,

FILED
JUL 14196

M. M. EWING, CLERK
U. 5. DISTRICT COURT.
ORDER OVERRULING DEFENDANTS
MOTIONS FOR NEW TRIAL

Defendants.

R T A N L SN W)

Each Defendant herein has filed a Motion for a New Trial.
Several grounds for a New Trial are set forth in the Motions.
However, in the supporting brief required by Rule 13 of this Court
no argument is presented and no cases are cited by the Defendants
in support of their Motions. They merely adopt and resubmit briefg
previously submitted by them. The Court is unable to find the
additional authorities the Defendants promised to submit in their
answer brief to Plaintiff's Metion for a New Trial.

Therefore, the Court adopts all orders, rulings, reasons and
citations of authorities made or stated by the Court heretofore in
denying each of the several contentions raised again and renewed
in said Motions of Defendants for New Trial.

The Motions for New Trial filed by the Defendants are without.
merit as previously determined herein by the Court and as Defendant
have presented nothing new the same are, therefore, overruled.

It is so ordered this (g& day of July, 1969.

N _r.'i; . ...),- ) .:.

'U"# [ oAl doguria ‘
Fred Daughexrty i
United Staves District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JOSLYN MFG. AND SUPPLY CO.,
a corporation,

Plaintiff,

vS. No. 68-C-90 Civil
ALPHA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

a corporation, and THE FIDELITY
AND CASUALTY COMPANY OF KEW
YORK, a corporation,

FILED

Jul 1 41969

M. M. EWING, CLERK
U. 8. DISTRICT. COURT

Nt St Nt N Nt e S St gt St ot S N’

Defendants.

ORDER OVERRULING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL

Plaintiff has filed a Motion for New Trial. Seven grounds
therefor are set forth as follows:

1. The amounts found for defendant by the jury in answer
to interrogatories, and incorporated into the resulting judgment,
are excessive and appear to have been given under the influence
of passion and prejudice,

2. Said amounts are contrary to the weight of the evidence.

3. 8Said amounts are excessive upon the undisputed facts.

4. There is no sufficient or substantial evidence to
support the amounts of the jury's answers.

5. The Court refused to give plaintiff's Instruction No.
2-A or similar instruction relating to exclusion of winter damages
to which refusal plaintiff made objection in timely and proper
manner,

6. The judgment awarded to plaintiff is inadequate for
that the amounts allowed as credit and upon counterclaim are
excessive as above set forth.

7. The judgment is contrary to law and to the evidence.




The issues of this case, as presented to the jury on Inter-
rogatories and Verdicts based thereon, were clean cut. Plaintiff
was a supplier of cable and related materials., Defendant Alpha
was a contracter laying such cable underground for rural electric
lines. Plaintiff sued herein for cable and related merchandise
sold the Defendant Alpha and not paid for. The parties stipulated
to the value or cost of said merchandise. The Defendant Fidelity
and Casualty Company of New York was made a party defendant by
virtue of a payment bond. The Defendant Alpha counterclaimed in
the case for two items:

(1) Credit due it for merchandise returned to Plaintiff, andg,

(2) Delay damages for late deliveries of certain of said
merchandise by the Plaintiff,

The Plaintiff acknowledged that certain deliveries were not
made according to the agreed delivery schedule.

Plaintiff's Motion for New Trial essentially registers
complaint that the jury's determination of the amount of credit for
returned merchandise and the amount of delay damages are both
excessive or contrary to the evidence or reached as a result of
prejudice,

As to the returned merchandise credit issue, the evidence
was conflicting as to the terms of the verbal agreement of the
parties relating to the return of merchandise by the Defendant
Alpha to the Plaintiff and the amount of credit to which the Defens
dant Alpha was entitled. Defendant Alpha claimed and presented evﬁa
dence that the Plaintiff agreed to receive all returned merchandisg

and give full credit to the Defendant Alpha based on the original

cost thereof. Defendant Alpha presented evidence itemizing all



returned merchandise and the original cost thereof which totaled
the amount of $19,608.34. The Plaintiff, on the other hand,
claimed that it only agreed to credit Defendant Alpha for such
returned merchandise as Plaintiff could resell to others. The
evidence was also in sharp conflict regarding the matter of
restocking said returned merchandise to Plaintiff's inventory and
the cost therefor incurred by Plaintiff and freight costs with
reference to said returned merchandise.

This issue was presented to the jury for its determination
on such conflicting positions and evidence under proper instruc-
tions. The jury was told that the burden of proof on this issue

was upon the Defendant Alpha by a preponderance of the evidence

and that from the conflicting positions and evidence of the parties,

the jury should determine, first, what the true agreement was
between the parties and, second, the credit due Defendant Alpha
thereunder, if any. The jury determined this issue and fixed
credit due the Defendant Alpha in the amount of $13,056.00. This
determination is supported by substantial evidence, is not contrar
to the evidence or the law and is not excessive in the opinion of
the Court. Under the evidence of the Defendant Alpha, the jury
could have returned a verdict on this issue for $19,608.34.

On the delay damages issue, the Defendant Alpha presented
evidence regarding the delays encountered and established its loss
at $165,100.00. As stated above, the Plaintiff admitted certain
delays in delivery of cable in breach of the agreed delivery dates
Involved in this factually complicated issue was the precise loss

sustained by Defendant Alpha from idled equipment, the resulting

——

complete cessation of work by Defendant Alpha during several wintej



y

menths which cessation of work would not have been experienced
by Defendant Alpha if the cable had been delivered by the Plaintifr
as agreed and scheduled, the exact number of days lost by Defendant
Alpha considering holidays and bad weather, the inability of Defen
dant Alpha to remove the idled equipment from the project during
said winter months, overhead of Defendant Alpha, loss of profits
of Defendant Alpha, whether notice to Plaintiff within a reasonable
time after accepting late deliveries was given by Defendant Alpha
showing its intent to claim delay damages, proximate cause and
other less important factors. Defendant Alpha presented evidence
regarding its loss from said idled equipment by two expert witnessés
who based their expert opinions on AGC (Associated General Con-
tractors) published data regarding rental values on equipment and
other relevant factors. The Plaintiff presented no such expert
witnesses and relied upon cross-examination and argument in this
connection,

By its Motion for New Trial on this issue, the Plaintiff now
reargues the evidence to the Court and wants the Court to retry
the case and, thus, in effect, deny jury trial. The nature of
this issue and its difficult and complicated facets were well
known to all parties well in advance of trial. Ample opportunity
for the presentation of evidence and arguing the same to the jury
was afforded., The issue was presented to the jury under proper
instructions. The Court will not, in the circumstances of this
case, substitute its judgment for that of the jury which spent a
considerable amount of time in deliberating the case after hearing
the evidence and the arguments of the attorneys on the various

loss factors involved., It is crystal clear that the Plaintiff




failed to make certain deliveries as agreed upon and that winter
set in and prevented completion of the work as scheduled for com-
pletion before this well recognized consequence of Iowa weather
intervened. There was a confliét in the evidence regarding the
required notice of intent to claim damages after accepting delayed
delivery by the Defendant Alpha, but the Defendant Alpha presented
evidence that such notice was given to the Plaintiff and this issu
was for the jury to determine under proper instructions which were
adequately given on this point. The agreed schedule for delivery
of cable and related materials was also clearly established as was
Plaintiff's knowledge of Defendant Alpha's particular need and
requirement for prompt delivery of cable to avoid the consequences
of a winter shut down on this type of installation requiring under
ground work in Iowa. The Court gave the jury an Instruction on
proximate cause and also on the duty of the Defendant Alpha to use
reasonable measures to prevent losses from late delivery. The
Defendant Alpha presented evidence on all these issues and the
amount of delay damages was a jury question under proper instruc-
tions. The determination of the jury on this question is within
reasonable limits in the opinion of the Court and is supported by
substantial evidence if they chose to believe the evidence of the
Defendant Alpha or certain parts thereof and not be impressed

with Plaintiff's cross-examination and argument, The Court fails
to find and believe that the Verdict of the jury on this issue

or the other issue now under consideration was the result of
passion or prejudice. As it turned out, the jury allowed the
Defendant Alpha only about one-half of its claim on this issue.

The Plaintiff has failed to brief ground 5 set out above.




At any rate, the Court feels that the Instructions given properly
covered the issues involved.

Accordingly, the Motion for New Trial of the Plaintiff is
overruled.

It is so ordered this /% day of July, 1969.

L’ ...... _)444 <Z£ 1E&

Fred Daugherty
United States District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

VERNER B, JONES, )
)
Petitioner, )
)
vs, ) No. 69-C-96
_ )
RAY H. PAGE, STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
and/or THE STATE OF TEXAS, ) -

»  EILED

Respondents. )
JUL 1 41969
ORDER OF DISMISSAL M. M. EWING, CLERK

V. S, DISTRICT COURT

Petitioner, as an Oklahoma State prisoner, has pending befor
this Court his Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus filed pursuant
to 28 U.8.C. 2254. Petitioner did not show by his said Petition
that he has exhausted his available State remedies regarding his
complaints és required by 28 U.S5.C. 2254. The Court, by order
dated May 28, 1969, directed Petitioner to file a statement in
this case showing that he has exhausted his available State
remedies on the complaints raised herein. On June 26, 1969, the
Petitioner filed a pleading herein in which he stated that he
had filed a Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus in the District
Court of Pittsburg County, Oklahoma, which Petition had been
denied by that court. Petitioner did not state that this order
of denial by the District Court had been appealed by him to the *°
Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals and ruled on by that tribunal
which action would be necessary to exhaust available remedies
afforded by the State of Oklahoma, This Court, therefore, assumes
that an appeal was not taken by the Petifioner to nor has a ruling
been made by the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals on Petitioner'
complaints raised herein.

In these circumstances, the Petitioner's Petition for Writ




of Habeas Corpus pending in this Court is dismissed for failure
of Petitioner to exhaust his available State remedies on hig
complaints as required by 28 U.5.C. 2254,

It is so ordered this /Y day of July, 1969.

Lo S Lo,

Fred Daugherty
United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

HARVEY G. COMBS, Insurance Commissioner )
of the State of Arkansas, as Receiver )
for Royal Standard Insurance Company, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
vs. ) No. 67-C-122

)
OSCAR E. CHAMBERS, JO CHAMBERS and )

SOUTHWIDE BAPTIST FOUNDATION ) -

’ y FILED

Defendants. )

Jur, 151968

JUDCGMENT M. M. EWING, CLERK
. S. DISTRICT COURT

This action was tried before the Court; the Plaintiff, Harvey
G. Combs, Insurance Commissioner of the State of Arkansas, as
Receiver for Royal Standard Insurance Company, appearing by his
attorney, Jan Eric Cartwright, of Muskogee, Oklahoma; and the DefeA-
dants, Oscar E. Chambers, Jo Chambers and Southwide Baptist Founda-
tion, appearing by their attorney, Charles W. Stubbs, of Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma, a jury having been waived by all parties and the tyo
separated issues having been tried, with findings of fact, conclusio
of law and decisions having been rendered on each issue by the Court
IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED by the Court
that the oll and gas leasehold interests and estates in the followﬁn
described properties, to-wit:
PAWNEE COUNTY, OKLAHOMA
(1.) Lots one, two, and three of the Southwest quarter; and
the Northeast quarter; and the South half of the Northwest quarter
and Lots four and five all in Section 36, Township 20 North,
Range 6 East, Pawnee County; and
CREEK COUNTY, OKLAHCMA

(1.} The Northwest cuarter of the Northwest cuarter; and i




the Northeast quarter of the Northwest quarter, all in Section 19,
Township 19 North, Range 9 East, Creek County, Oklahoma;

{2.) The Southeast guarter of the Northwest quarter; and
Lot 2 (Southwest quarter of Northwest guarter); and the Northwest
quarter of the Northeast quarter of the Southwest quarter; and Lot
Number 3 (Northwest quarter of Southwest quarter), all in Secticn
19, Township 19 North, Range 9 East, Creek County, Cklahoma; the
Northwest quarter of Northeast gquarter of Southeast quarter; and
Northeast quarter of Northwest quarter of Southeast quarter; and
East half of Northeast quarter of Southeast quarter, all in Section
24, Township 19 North, Range 8 FEast of Creek County, Oklahoma.

(3.) East half of the Northeast quarter of the Northeast
quarter; and Southeast quarter of the Northeast quarter; and the
East half of the Southwest quarter of the Northeast quarter, all
in Section 24, Township 19 North, Range 8 East, Creek County,
Oklahoma;

{(4.) South half of the Southeast quarter of Section li,
Township 18 North, Range 7 East, Creek County, Oklahoma;

(5.) WNorth half of the Northwest quarter; amd the East half
of the Southwest quarter; and the North half of the Southeast
guarter, all in Section 11, Township 18 North, Range 7 East, Creek
County, Oklahoma.

(6.) Northeast quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section
14, Township 18 North, Range 7 East; and West half of the Northwest
quarter of Section 13, Township 18 North, Range 7 East, all in
Creek County, Oklahoma; and South half bf the Southwest quarter

of Section 12, Township 18 North, Range 7 East, all in Creek County.

(7.) East half of the Southeast guarter; and Northwest

quarter of the Southeast quarter, all in Section 29, Township 19



Section 6, Township 19 North, Range 7 East, Creek County, Oklahoms;

North, Range 9 East, Creek County, Cklahoma;

(8.) East half of the Northeast quarter of the Southeast
quarter; and Lot 6; and Northwest quarter of the Northeast quarter
of the Southeast quarter; and Lot 7, less 3.7 acres; and Southwest
quarter of the Northwest quarter of the Southeast quarter; and
East half of the Northwest quarter of the Northeast gquarter, of
the Southeast quarter, all irn Section 1, Township 19 North, Range
9 East, Creek County, Oklahoma.

(9.) Lot 5 of Secticn 36, Township 20 North, Range 6 East,
in Creek County, Oklahoma;

{10.) Ten acres (10.0 a.) in the Northwest quarter of Lot 5,
(alsc described as the Northwest quarter of the Southwest quarter
of the Northwest quarter); and Lots three, four, and five; and
Southeast quarter of the Northwest quarter - less Northwest quarter
of Southwest quarter of Nerthwest quarter (10 acres); and Northwest

quarter of the Northwest quarter of the Northwest quarter, all in

(11.) Lots 9 and 10 of Section 31, Township 20 North, Range

7 East, Creek County, Oklahoma.

(12.) Lots five, six, and 7 of Section 1, Township 19 North,
Range 6 East, Creek County, Oklahoma; are owned by the Defendant
Oscar E, Chambers, and,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED by the Court
that the conveyances of the above described oil and gas leasehold
interests and estates by the Defendant Oscar E. Chambers or his
alter egos to Socuthwide Baptist Foundation were made by him with

the actual intent to hinder, delay, and defraud his creditors,

including the Plaintiff herein, and said conveyances are, therefore)

]
!



hereby set aside, rescinded, and held for naught.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the final
Arkansas judgment dated March 9, 1966, and heretofore entered
against the Defendant Oscar E. Chambers in the 10th Chancery
Circuit of the State of Arkansas, in Case No. 3770 and styled
Harvey G. Combs, Insurance Commissioner of the State of Arkansas,
as Recelver for Royal Standard Insurance Company vs. Oscar E.
Chambers, et al., in the amount of $388,054.14 with interest be
and the same is hereby entered herein in the State of Oklahoma as
a judgment in rem against the above described c¢il and gas leasehold
interests and estates owned by the Defendant Oscar E. Chambers.

"
Dated this /S day of July, 1969.

‘%'2.4_ S -Qca,cﬂc__z, Z;,ql}

Fred Daugherty &
United States District Judge




IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF The UNITED STATES FOR THR
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHGMA

MID-CENTURY INSURANCY COMPANY,
a2 California Corporationm,

Plaintiff,

)
)
)
)
; 68
ve. nn, -C-248
) FILED
STEPHEN R, VOLK and MERBERT W. ]
ROLLER, Deceased, by and )
through hie Execatriz, }
SUSAN TISUER, )
)
}

JUL T 5 9oy

M. M. EWING, CLERK

U. 8. DisTy i
Defendantsa. RICT Coupy

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

The above matter coming on to be heard this ___ day of June, 1969,
upon written application of the parties for a dismissal of said action
and cross-complainta with prejudice, the Court having examined said appli-
cation finds that said perties have entered into a compromise settlement
covering all elaims involved in the action and have requested the Court
to dismiss saild action and cross-~complaints with prejudice te any futuee
actiona, and the Court being fully advised in the premises, finds that
eald action and croges-complaints should be dismissed pursuant to asaid
application.

IT IS THEREFORE BRDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED EY TUE Court that the
Atction of Plaintiff filed herein against the defendants and the Crose-
Conmplaints of defemdants filed herein be and the same hereby are dismissed

with prejudice to any future actiomn.

e

//;ﬁﬁcE. DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED
STATES, NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

APPROVALS:

o " 5 L]
B. ENIGHT, Agorzv for plnin?i-f-? '

S/ ila. _
DAVID H. SANDERS, Atterney for Stephen R. Volk
PR BN

RICHARD G. HAKRIS, Attorney for Herbert 0,
Roller, deceased, by and throuph his
executrix, Susan Flsher

A v



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT TOR
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OCKLAHOMA

LESLIE L. ELLIOQOTT,

Plaintiff,
MNo. 69-C=65
SAFECO INSURANCE COMPANY

OF AMERICA, a Washington
Corporation,

FILET
JUL 2 2 14kY

M. M. EWING CLERK
W UCLER)
s, CISTRICT L‘?OUP_%

Garnishee

JUDGMENT

The Cogrt having made FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW, does enter a judgment in favor of the defendant garnishee,
Safeco Insurance Company of America., a Washington corporation,
and against the plaintiff, Leslie L. Elliott, upon the issues
herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECRELD
by the Cpurt that there is no liability upen the part of
the garnishee, Safeco Insurance Company of America, a Washington
Corporation, to Leslie L. Bllicott arising out of and cccasioned
by thelissuahce and service of a garnishee summons on April 2,
1969, in Cause No. 12189 in the District Court of Maves County,
Oklahoma, and that the garnishee be discharged and released of
and from all liability by reason of said garnishment proceedings.

Judgment is entered this 247 day of June, 1969.

UNITED STATES BISTRICT JUDGE

APPEROVED AS TO PoMv

Ajtorney for Plaint}ff.

/%(é.fﬂfjﬂf//;/;ﬁgkhfigq/fl[
‘Attorney for Defendant.




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vs, Civil No, 69-C-102
PRESTON L, RAY and SHIRLEY M, RAY,
THOMAS ROBERT SMITH and CAROLYN KAY
SMITH, JACK SHEPHARD and SHIRLEY L,
SHEPHARD and OKLAHOMA NATURAL GAS
COMPANY, a corporation,

FILED

1

Defendants.
M. M. EWING, CLERK
U, S, DISTRICT COURT
JUDGMENT OF FORECLOSURE

THIS MATTER COMES on for consideration this _ / ‘ﬁﬁay

of July, 1969, the Defendant, Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, a
corporation, appearing by its attorney, Loftin E, White, III,
and the Defendants, Preston L. Ray and Shirley M. Ray, Thomas
Robert Smith and Carolyn Kay Smith, Jack Shephard and Shirley L.
Shephard, appearing not; and
The Court being fully advised and having examined the file

herein finds that the Defendant, Cklahoma Natural Gas Company,
a corporation, has heretofore filed its Answer alleging and
stating that on or about February 26, 1968, the Defendant, Okla~
homa Natural Gas Company, a corporation, obtained a right-of-way
agreement from the Defendants, Jack Shephard and Shirley L.
Shephard, husband and wife, over and through the S/2 of the N/2
of Section 12, Township 20 North, Range 12 East, more particularly
described as follows:

The East 20 feet of the West 40 feet of

Lot 3, Block 41, Valley View Acres 2nd

Addition to the City of Tulsa, Oklahoma,
and that said right—of-way is valid and was duly executed and
recorded in the 0ffice of the County Clerk of Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, in Book 3841, at Page 342; and

It further appearing and the Court finds that due and legal

rersonal service of summons was made on the Defendants, Preston

L. Ray and Shirley M. Ray, on June 4, 1969, on the Defendants,




Thomas Robert Smith and Carolyn Kay Smith on June 17, 1969, on
the Defendants, Jack Shephard and Shirley L. Shephard, on June
6, 1969, requiring each of them to Answer the Complaint filed
herein not more than twenty (20) days after service of summons,
and it appearing that said Defendants have failed to file an
Answer herein and their default has bheen entered by the Clerk
of this Court; and

The Court further finds that the material allegations of
the Plaintiff's Complaint are true and correct; that the Defen-
dants, Preston L, Ray and Shirley M. Ray, did, on February 27,
1961, execute and deliver to the Administrator of Veterans Affairs
their mortgage and mortgage note for the sum of $9,690.00, with
interest thereon at the rate of 5 1/2% per annum, and further
providing for the payment of monthly installments of principal
and interest; and that said Defendants on June 8, 1962, did con-
vey the real property described in the aforesaid mortgage, to
the Defendants, Thomas Robert Smith and Carolyn Kay Smith, who
agreed to assume and pay the aforesaid mortgage and note; and

The Court further finds that the Defendants, Thomas Robert
Smith and Carolyn Kay Smith, on September 30, 1966, did convey
the real property described in the aforesaid mortgage, to the
Defendants, Jack Shephard and Shirley L. Shephard, who agreed
to assume and pay the aforesaid mortgage and note; and

The Court further finds that the Defendant, Oklahoma Natural
Gas Company, a corporation, is a public utility within the meaning
of the Statutes of the State of Oklahoma and that subject Defen-
dant, has a right-of-way over and across the property which is
the subject of this suit, and that pursuant to such right-of-way,

this Defendant did construct and install a natural gas distribu-

tion Iine over and across the property which is the subject of thi
suit. The Court furthexr finds that the Plaintiff should be and is
required to cause the property to be sold at Marshal's Sale subject

to the right-of-way of the Defendant, Oklahoma Natural Gas Company

-



The Court further finds that default has been made between
Defendants, Preston L. Ray and Shirley M. Ray, Thomas Robert
Smith and Carolyn Kay Smith, and Jack Shephard and Shirley L.
Shephard, under the terms of the aforesaid mortgage and mortgage
note by virtue of said Defendants' failure to make the monthly
installment of principal and interest due on said mortgage note
on September 1, 1968, which default has continued; that said
Defendants by virtue of such default are now indebted to the
Plaintiff for the sum of $8,484.71, with interest thereon at the
rate of 5 1/2% per annum from September 1, 1968, until paid,
together with the costs of this action,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Plain-
tiff, United States of America, have and recover from the Defen-
dants, Preston L, Ray and Shirley M. Ray, Thomas Robert Smith
and Carolyn Kay Smith, Jack Shephard and Shirley L, Shephard,
judgment in the sum of $8,484.71, with interest thereon at the
rate of 5 1/2% per annum from September 1, 1968, until paid,
together with the costs of this action accrued and accruing.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Plain-
tiff, United States of America, has a first and prior lien upon
the following described real property:

Lot Three (3), Block Forty-one (41), Valley

View Acres Second Addition to the City of

Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, according to

the recorded plat thereof,
by virtue of the aforesaid mortgage as security for the payment
of this Judgment, and the Plaintiff, United States of America,
electing under the terms of said mortgage to have the real prop-
erty described above, sold, with appraisement, subject to the
right-of-way in favor of Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, a corpor-
ation,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that upon the
failure of the Defendants, Preston L. Ray and Shirley M. Ray,
Thomas Robert Smith and Carolyn Kay Smith, and Jack Shephard and

Shirley L. Shephard, to satisfy the money judgment of Plaintiff,




-y

an Order of Sale shall issue to the United States Marshal for the
Northern District of Oklahoma, commanding him to advertise and
sell, with appraisement, the above-~described real property and to
apply the proceeds thereof in payment of the costs of said sale
and in satisfaction of Plaintiff's judgment therein. The residue,
if any, to be paid to the Clerk of this Court to await further
order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, that from
and after the sale of the real property subject to the said right-
of-way and by virtue of this judgment, the Defendants, with the
exception of Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, and each of them, and
all persons claiming under them since the filing of the Complaint
herein, be, and they are hereby forever barred and foreclosed from
every lien, right, title, interest or claim in and to such real
property.

i } E . .._:;!'
") I(ﬂ_:-’ . e L__ . / er’ Vj/‘t‘ o L

ﬂNTIEﬁ STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED :

5{/(,4@ r // \S—a.«uﬂg

Assistant U, 8. Attorney

L i €. pOliite

E, WHITE, III
Attorney for Defendant
Oklahoma Natural Gas Company

-




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT COF OKLAHOMA

DONALD RICHARD PLASKETT,

Petitioner,
Vs, : NO, 69-C-112
RAY H., PAGE, Warden, Oklahoma
State Penitentiary, MchAleater, F | L E D
Oklahoma,

Respondent, JUL 2 21964

M. M. EWING, CLERK
ORDER U. S. DISTRICT, COURT.

The Court has for conslderation the petltion for Writ of Habeas
Co;pus filed by petitioner Donald Plaskett, and belng fully advised
in the premises finds:

1, That petitioner hereln sues Jointly Ray H. Page, Warden of
the Oklahoma State Penltentlary and the State of Oklahoma. That the
State of Oklahoma 1s not a proper party herein ahd, therefore, the
cause of action should be dismissed as to the State of Oklahoma.

2., That petitioner alleges 1n his petition that he 1s a pris-
oner at thé Oklahoma State Penitentiary serving a flve-year sentence
imposed by the District Court of Tulsa County on July 22, 1966, for
attempted 2nd Degree Burglary after former conviction of a felony.

3. That petitibner fﬁrther alleges that the attorneys of his
own chossing who represented him durlng his trilal gave timely notice
of appeal, but without petitisner's knowledge failed to perfect such
appegl, That upon 1earniﬁg of said failure to perfect, petitioner
in forma pauperis filed out-of-time a post-conviectlion appeal which
the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals denied on the ground that the
failure of petitloner's retained counsel to perfect an appeal does
not constltute the denial by the State of any rights belonging to
the petitloner regarding ﬁis right to appeal his conviction.

4. fThat the petitlioner did not thereafter and has not filed an
action in Habeas Corpus in the State Courts; and, therefore, the
Court finds that the petitioner has not exhausted his state remedies
and 1s attempting to deliberately by-pase sultable state procedure

for considering the iséues.



5. That although the doctrine of exhaustion of state remediles
is nost a prerequisite to Federal Habeas Corpus Jurisdictlon under
Fay v. Noia, 372 U. S. 391, 83 §. Ct. 822, 9 1. Ed., 24 B37, that
case also holds that where the state provides a suitable procedure
for conaidering the issues presented, the petitioner cannot delib-
erately choose to by-pass them and seek relief in the Federal Courts,
Boyd v. State of Oklahoma, 375 F.2d 481 (1967).

6. That the Oklahoma law gives prisoners post-conviction
remedles and protection of the rights guaranteed by the Conatitution
of the United States. Okl. 8t, Ann, Const, Art., 2, 12 Okl. St, Ann.
§'133l et seq. And, when a suitable state remedy is avallable, the
lFéderal Courts should defer rullng on habeas corpus petltions filed
by state prisoners until the state courts have had an opportunity teo
pass upon the claims, Love v, Page, 351 ¥.2d 303 {1965); Barber v.
Page, 355 F.2d 171 (1966); Cardinale v, Loulsiana, U.S. (1969).

7. That the Writ of Habeas Corpus should be denied as 1t is
premature in the Federal Court since pétitioner has falled to exhaust
and ;s attempting to by-pass his state remediles,

IT Ié, THEREFORE, ORDERED that Ray H. Page, Warden of the
Oklahoma State Penitentiary, McAlester, Oklahoma, is the party
respondent; and the cause of action against the alleged respondent, "
State of Oklahoma, is disﬁissed.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Writ of Habeas
Corpus he and the same 1s hereby deniled,

Dated this 22 day of July, 1969, at Tulsa, Oklahoma,



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

WILLIAM BURDEN,

V5.

VICKERS, INCORPORATED, a Delaware

corporation,

ORDER OF DTSMISSAL

Plaintiff,

Defendant.

Upon motion of the plaintiff, and for good cause shown,
this action shall be and is hereby dismissed without prejudice
to any of the rights of the parties and without prejudice to
any other action pending between the parties.

It is so ordered this,:2j§ day of July, 1969,

APPROVED:

el

Attorney for PlaineIff

PN

LT B

‘/A -5/ /,/ f'/"';‘ff'/

ttorhey for Defendant

R L L g

States District Judge

/

Civil No. 68-C-206
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CKLAHOMA

INTERSTATE FIRE & CASUALTY }
COMPANY, a corporation, )
)
Plaintiff, )
) 4
VE. ) No., 68 C 73
)
REMWOCD CHEMICALS, INC,, )
a corporation, et al., )
) V
Defendants., ) s

STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL .-

All of the parties to this action, through their ;ouﬁs!éi ‘of‘fen.:'b;‘a,
hereby stipulate and agree pursuant to Federal Rule 41 of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure as follows;

1. All of the claims and issues of law in fact asserted by both
parties against the other in this action have been fully settled and compro-
mised,

2. Plaintiff hereby dismisses its Complaint against the Defendants,
and all amendments thereta,

3. The Defendants hereby dismiss any and all counterciaims
asserted herein against the Plaintiff.

4. The above disr;nissal‘s arc with prejudice,

DATED this &= day of ° , 1969.

jeebadds Gpte.

Richard W. Gable
Of Counsel:
Gable, Gotwals, Hays, Rubin & Fox
2010 Fourth National Bank Building
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119,
' Attorneys for Plaintiff,

p
L

¥ Dan AvRogers
Of Counsel:
Regers, Donovan & Rogers
Petroleum Club Building - Suite 1311
Tulsa, Oklahoma, 74119

Attorneys for Defendants,




IN THE LISTIST COURT IN ARMD FC2 TULSA COUNTY,
S5TATE CGF ORLAHUOMA

CHARLOTTE T, DAYAS )
)

Tlaintiff )

)

vs. } Nio. 68-C-237.

)

HORACE C, HINKLEY, 2t al )
)

Defendant. )

CRDER

The motion of the Defendant, First loav and Investment Corporatien
to dismise and the yotion of the Plaintiff to remand this suif to the
{Yistrict Court of Tulsa County, Oklahoms, coming on for hearing this
24&th day of July, ! 69, pursuant to regular setting and the ceouxt having
heard the argument of counsel, reading the briefs of counsel and being
fully advised, upon consideration finds that the motion of the “cfendant
be overruled and that the motion of the Plaintiff to remand ~hould be
sustained,

It is therefore ordered that the inoticn of the Defendant, First
Loan and Investment Corporation te dismiss he overruled and that the
motion of the Plaintiff to remand thie cace te the Diatrict Court of
Tulsa County, Qklahoma be and the same is hereby, granted, and this
canee be and the same is hereby remanded to thes Metrict Court of Tulsa
County, Oklahoema, for further proceedings, lrception alloved bDefendant.

¥ il €. Prnin/

Judge of the United States District Tourt

APPR D AS T(‘ FORM:

7 Atto[‘;iey for Plamtxf‘.‘

J foho oo D egrtn

/Attorney for Defendant




IN TIE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR Lik
HORTHERW DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

United States of Americe,

]
)
Plaintifr, )
¢
I
vE. % Civil Ho. G9=C-T8
David W, Little and 5
Darls 13ttle, husband and )
wvife, and Henry Blocker, ) i
a single person, g b
Dafendants. ) e
)

JUDGHERT OF FORZCLOSURE

TUIS MATIER COMES on for comnslderation tmsZﬁw of July
1969. The defendants, David W. Litile and Poris Little, husbend axd wife,
and denry Blocker, a single person, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised end having exemined the flle herein
finds that legel service hy publicatlon wes made upon the defendanta,

David W. Little and Doris little, husbeand and wvife, end Henry Blocker,
a8 single person, ss appears by Prool of Publication filed herein on
May 22, 1969,

It sppearing that the defendants, David W. Little and Doris
Little, husbund and vife, and Henry Blocker, a single person, have failed
tw fila an Aunever hea¥in and that default hee been enterved by the Clerk
of this Court.

The Court Dwwther finds that this is a suit based ypon a mortgage
note erd foreclosure or a real property mortgsge securing sald mortagmge note
on the following described resl property located in Tulse, Tulse County,
Oklahoma, within the Northern Judicial District of Oklahomas

Wt Eight (8), Block Five (5), Suburban Acres
Socond Addition to the City of Tulsa, County of
Tulsa, State of Cklahoma, sccording to the recorded
Filat thereof.

The Court further finds that the meterisl allegetions of Plaintift's
Complaint wre true and corvect;

That the defendents, David W. Little and Dorrle Jittle, husband end
wvife, d1d on March 12, 196k, exscute and deliver to the Adninistrator of
Velernas Affairs, their morigmge and mortgege note for the mum of $9,350.00,
with interest thereon at the rate of 54% per amnum and further providing for

the payment of monthly installments of principal and interest; and



It further eppeara that the defendant, denry Llocker, a single
person, has or claims some right, title, or interest in and toc the premiges
herein being foreclosed by reason of a Genersl Warrenty Deed, dated
September 22, 1967, and filed of rmecord on March 1k, 1969, in the Office
of the County Clerk, Tulsa County, Oklshoms, in Book 3882, Puge 1165,
but in this regard, plaintiff states that whetever right, title, or imtere
est the defendend,  fenry Hlocker, & single person, has in and to sald
property being foreclosed herein 1s Jmnior and inferior to the first morte
aoge llen of thie pleintiff; and

It further appears that the defendants, David W. Little and Doris
Little, husbhand and wife, and Henry Blocker, a single person, msde default
under the terms of the aforesald mortgege note and mortgsge by ressom of
thelr failure to ma'e monthly installments due thersen on November 1, 1968,
viich efeult Los continued and thet by yéssen therecf the defendsuts ave
nov indebled tc the Plaintiff in the sua of $8,820.33, a8 wipaid principal,
with intercet thereon et the rate of ¥ per saunum from November 1, 1963,
wntil paid.

IT I8 TEAPONE (RDEHED, ADJUDGED and ISCREED that the Plaintiff,
United Ftmtas of Anerica, have and recover Judgment sgainst the defendants,
David W. Eittle aud Doris Little, busbend end wvife, and Hemry Blockey, &
single pereon, for the sun of $56,820.33, with interest thercon at the rete
of 534 por ammum from Fovember 1, 1968, until peid, plus the cost of this
action accrued and eccruing.

IT I¢ PURTIER QRDERED, ADJUDGED snd DECHEED that upon failure of
the defendsnts to setisfy Plaintiff's mcney judgment herein, an Ordar of
Sale ashall fsgue to the Unitad States Marehal for the Northern District of
Oklahoms, commanditg him to advertise snd sell, with appralsement, the
shoveedescribed resl property ssd apply the proceeds thereof in satisfmction
of Plaintiff's Judguent. The vesidua, 1f any, to be deposited with the Clark
of the Court to await furtber crder of the Court.

IT I3 PURTHER ORDERED, ADSUDGED exd DECREED that from and after
the sale of said property, under and by virtue of this judement and decres,
the defendsnts and each of them and all persons claiming wxiey then sinee
the fling of the ceuplaint berein be and they are forever barred and
foreclosed of any right, title, interest or claim in or to the real property
cr any yart thereof.




R T P. ?
Agslstant U. 8. Attorney

Fathn



IN THE UNITED STATES DLISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

SUMNER WILLIAMS, INC,, a Massachusetts )
corporation, )]
Plaintiff, g
vSs. % No. 68-C-136
Ie:.]::_‘.Wa;JT;JNZEL & COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, % EIEED
Defendants. g JULzg 196

s bfVTWNG, CLERK
STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE ~ WHICT Cgupr

Come now Sumner Williams, Inc,, plaintiff, and Lew Wenzel &
Company of Oklahoma, Lew Wenzel & Company of North Texas, Lew
Wenzel & Company of South Texas, Lew Wenzel & Company of
Southern California, Lew Wenzel & Company of Northern California
and Lew Wenzel & Company of Colorado and stipulate that the
within action may and shall be dismissed with prejudice as to
all claims, set-offs qnd counterclaims asserted herein with each

party to bear its own costs,
A,
T

Attorney for PlainCiff

KJQ Cﬁéltbﬂ»vﬂﬂf~lbfxa

Artorney for Defendants

ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

Now on this ;?ZZZ day of July, 1969, upon the Stipulation
of the parties herein, the within action is ordered dismissed
with prejudice as to all claims,set-offs and counterclaims

asserted herein with each party to bear its own cost.

7—‘///.’

United States District Judge




JRITED 00T DIHTIC
PISTHYG O

The Undted States .7 Americs, g
Plaintily, )
)
Vise % Civil fig. TOw=U-107
Demy W. MoGinuls and Maxine MeGinnluy
Herbare Lovine Mocimnis, Haymond /. ; FILED
Con and Dords fmn Conn asd Billic ; -
Eyn Cook
' } JUL 311969
Defendants. )
} M. M. EWING, CLERK

. S, QISTRICT GOURT

JUBGMEWY OF FORPCLOSURE

s

THIS AT COMES en for complderation this Lay of July,

1904, the defendants, Don W. MoOlnnis end Hsoine Mefdrmis, Iorbaen Lovine
McGinnie, Reymord 4. Covm end Dovis Ann Coun, appeearing sol.

The Cowrt bedng fully advised and having examined the $ile herein
Finde thwt the defondant, Billie Tva Cook, appescing by bey Attomey,
M. C. Spredling, las heretofiore £iled her Anewer and Cross Complaint apgeinst
the defendsnte, Hoguotd A. Copn and Dorde Ann Comng end

It futhor appearing oend the Cowrt finds that due and leyal
personal sorvice of suerssns bas been mode o the desfaendantes, Do ¥. McGinniae
and Maxine MoGinnie, an Jume 10, 1909, on the defendants, Haymend 4. Comn
and Dorie Awm Conn o Jume 7, 1969, and on the defendent, lwbers Lovine
HeGinais on Juse 27, 1969, requiring ownch of them to mnews: tie cosplaint
£iled horein not more than twemty (20) deys after service of sumnong, and
it sppearing that rold defendants have failed to file an Ancuer herein and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court; and

Toe Court Parther Cinde that the neterial allegations of the
Plaintiff 'y Coopleiot sce teowe apd correct) Lhat the defemdantc, Don W.
MoCivmie end Mexino MeGlonis, husbeant ond wile, did om July wf, 1N,
axacute apt deliver to the Adwindsbtrator of Vetormhs Affal., o bic moctspge
and mortgmsee note for the sus of 8,0800.00, wvith interest floreon at the
cate of 5% peo sunun, snd further providin: for the payment of nonthly
installnemte of prineipel end interensi; ond

The Court farther finds thet the danfemdants, Sayaond 4. Coom and
Doris Ann Comi, frusbend med vife, hove o cledn some right, title or ilnterest
in and to the pronleee berein beln): foroclonsd by resson of o Coneral Recrenty
Doed, iled off rocord, Mey 33, 1965, in book TIT, et Pacc ©3, in the Office
of the County uleii, Tulss Coumty, Oklmbionss, but in this .eoomed, plalntift

states thot whntovar right, title oy lotocouy the defendnnts, JOsymond 7. Conn



and Dords Ann Conn, husbend and wife, hove in end to eaid property
being foreclosed herecin is junior end inferior to the first mortaace
lien of thip plaintiff; and

The Court furcher Tinds thal the defandant, RBarhara Lovine
EcGinnis, has or clajms some right, title, or interest in and 1o the
premizes herein belng foreclosed by resson of & Judgment entered in
the recoxds of the District Court for Tulsa County, Ckielcomse, on
octoter 25, 1961, In Care Wo. De7T7T700, in the amount of the costs of
the sult, but in this veprrd, plaintiff states that whatever right, title
or interest the defemndant, Barbara Lovinc McGinnls, hes In and to said
property beloy foreclosed herein 1s Junley and inferior to the first
wortiage lian of Lhls plalatifr; and

The Conet Purther £inds that the defendant, Billie Eva Cook,

3

haa or cleaims szome right, title or interest in and to the premises berein
being foreclosed by reason of a Resl Eatate Mortgage, filed June 12, 1963,
in the records of the Office of the County Clerk, Tulsa County, Oklahoma,
in Boek 3051, at Puge 154, but in this reyard plaintiff states that whatever
right, title, or interest the defendant, Billic Bva Cook, has in and to
apid property bedn: foreclosed herein iIs junlor snd inferior {o the flrst
nortgoge lien of this Plaintifiy and

The Court further €inds thet the defendants, Raymond A. Comn
and Dorls /fnn Comn, are indebted uo dofendant, Hillie Fve Conk, in the
emcunt of $1,700.00, with interest thereon at 6f p=r snwm from June 15,
1908, until paid, cad 250,00 Attorra;'s fec for her Attorney of rocord,
DL Sprmdling, nn? that said indobitedness ln necured by a second mortgage,
both oi vhich ncte sadl worteage ars irfrrios to the note and mortrage of
Plointiff; end

The Cowst lurther finde thet 1a0rmlt has heen made by the
defendante, Don W. Mainnis and Mavine MeGinnis, Raymond 4. Conn and
Deris Ann Conn, under the terms of the aforeseid mortgnge and mortgage
note by virtue of srid defendants' Tailuve o meke monthly inetallment of
principal eod intereat due on sald mortgese note on Awgnst 1, 1968, which
default has contlnucdy that said defondarts, by victue of such dafault
are now indebted to tue Plaintiff for the sum of £8,372.32, with interest
thercon 8t the rate of 5% per amnu from Auwmust 1, 1968, until »aeid,

together with the costs of this action.
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IT I3 THTREPOST ORDERIT, ADJTTVIED and DECHERD thet the Plaintiff
hzve Jodgment againet the defendants, Don W. Mcliinnls aund Mexine McGinnis,
txynend A, Conn erd Doris Ann Conn, for the sum of $8,372.-9, with interest
thereon et the rote of 557 per tmww Crom August 3, 1963, until paid, together
with the ecsts of this ection sverued ond sceruing.

IT I5 FINTIRH CRUGRER, ADJUDGEL snd DECEEED thet the defendant,
Hillie Bvo Cook, heva judument on hey Croos Complaint uver oxnd sgrinet the
defendaota, Buyaond A Cono and Dorde Aan Comyy, i the amcunt of $1,700.00,
with Intersst therenn at ) per annum From Juse 15, 1963, until paid, and
$250.00 Attornsy's fee for her Abtorney of rocord, M. C. Spradling, and
thet sald Judgment 1s inferlor to the Juljment cnterad herein in favor of
the Plaintiff.

IT IR FUSTHER CRNERED, ADYJDGED end DECREED thet any claim orx
lisn vhich mmy exdet in faver of the dcfondant, Barbare Lovine MeGinnis,
agadast tho eabjech property is Junior apd inferjor to the foveclusure
lion in fevor of the United Stoter of fmerice.

P I8 FURTHER ORDERPD, ADJUDGED ard ~UORNED that upen failure of
the defendents, Dop W. MeCirnd: mnd Moocive MeGirenio, Dogmona 4. Coon end
Toris A Gonn, bo osatlaly the Judpent of the Plolntift herein, on Ovder
of Sale pheld iesue te the Wited Stetes Marshal for the Horthorn District
of Cklehoms, cormapding him bo sdverhlise rnd nell, with pprreircement, the
rollewing desceribind real proparty:

1ot Mre (9), Block wenty-szeen (&7}, velisy
VYiew Acres Additlion to the ity of ,Tulsa, Tulsa
Counly, Stete o Cklalewue, necording te the ve-
corded plat thereofl,
and apply the proceeds thareof in satisfrction of Plaintifi's judgaent.
Tie residue, if sny, to be deposited with the Clerk of the Court to awalt
further order of the Court.

IT I8 FURTHER ORI .FD, ADJUNGED avd DRECREED thet from and after
the sale of sald property under and bf virtue of this judgment and decree,
the defendonic, Don V. MeGinnis and Maxine MoGinnic, Barbara Lovine MeGinnds,
Raymond A. Conn end Doriz Ann Conn and Billle Eva Cook, and eoch of them,
and 81l persons claiming by, through or wnder ssid defendants, wlace the
Tiling of the Complaint herein, be and they are forcver Lorind ~id foreclosed
from every rizht, title or interest in or to the heretofore deccribed real

propeity or any part thereof.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



APPROVED e

P ey T el
Apgiztant U. . Atdorsey

T EADL
Atorpey For Billie e Cook




