UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR TH&
NORTHERN DISTREICT OF OKLAHOMA

United States of America, )
)
Plaintiff, )} Civil Action No. 68-C-112
)
vs, ) Tract Wo. 1h3
)
T1.78 Acres of Land, More or Less, )
Situate in Osage County, State of ) E l L: E D
Oklahoma, and Frank Wehb, et sl, ) L
end Unknown Qwners, ) AUB ~ 3 19710
)
Defendants. ) JOHN H. POE, Clerk

y, S. DISTRICT COURT

J UDGMETNT

1.

Now, on this :2 day of (CEIM<,L,, , 1970, this matier

comes on for dispeosition on application of plaintiff, United States of
America, for entry of judgment on a stipulation of the parties agreeing
upon just compensation, and the Court, after having exauined the files

in this action and being advised by counsel for plaintiff, finds:

Ny

This Jjudgment applies to the entire estate condemned in
Tract No. 143, as such estate and tract are described in the Com»laint
and the Declaration of Taking filed in this action.

3.

The Court has jurisdiction of the parties and subject matter of
this action.

L,

Service of process has been oerfected either personally, or by
publication notiee, as provided by Rule Tla of Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure on all parties defendant in this cause who are interested in
subject tract.

5.

The Acts of Congress set out in Paragraph 2 of the complaint herein
give the United States of America the right, power, and authority to condeun
for public use the estate described in Paragraph 2 herein., Pursuant thereto,
on May 2, 1968, the United States of America filed its Declaration of
Taking of such described property, and title to the described estate in such
property should be vested in the United States of America as of the date of

filing the declaration of taking.



6.

Simultaneously with filing the Declaration of Taking, there
was depesited in the registry of this Court, as estimated cowpensation for
the taking of a certain estate in the subject tract a certain sum of
money, and all of this deposit has been disbursed, as set out below in
Paragraph 12,

.

On the date of taking in this action, the awners of the estate
taken in subject traci were the defendants whose nsmes are shown below
in Paragraph 12. Such named defendants esre the only persons asserting any
interest in the estate taken in such traect, all cther persons having either
disclaimed or defaulted, and such named defendants are entitled to receive
the just compensation for the estate taken in this tract.

d.

The owners of the subject tract and the United States of America
having executed and filed herein a stipulation as to Jjust compensation
wherein they have agreed that just compensation for the estate condemned
in subject tract is in the amount shown as coapensation in Paragreph 12
below, and such stipulation should be aporoved.

Q.

This judgment will create a deficiency between the amount
deposited as estimated coampensation for subject tract and the asmount
fixed by the stipuletion as to just compensation, and the amount of
such deficiency should be deposited for the benef'it of the owners.

Such deficiency is set out below in Parasgraph 12.
10,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
United States of Americe has the right, power, and authority to condemn
for public use Tract No. lh3, as such tract is particularly described in
the Complaint and Decleration of Taking filed herein; and such tract, to
the extent of the estate described in such Decleration of Taking, is
condemned and title therete is vested in the United States of Americas,
as of the date of filing such Declaration of Taking, and all defendents
herein and all other persons interested in such estate are forever barred

from esserting any claim to such estate.

-2



1t.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that on the date
of taking, the owners of the estate condemned herein in subject tract
were the defendants whose names appear below in Paragrapn 12, and the
right to receive just compensation for the estate taken herein in this
tract is vested in the parties s¢ named.

12.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the stipulation
as to just coapensation, mentioned in Paragraph 8 above, is hereby confirmed;
and the sum therein fixed 1s adopted as the award of just cempensation
for the estate condemned in subject tract as follows:

TRACT Q. 1h43
Qwners:

Frank Webb

Mary Elizabeth Webb and

Lester A. Parmer

Award of Just compensation

pursuant to stipulstion . . . . $ 12,000.00 $12,000.00
Deposited as estimeted compensation . . . 10,230.00
Digbursed to owners . . . . « « . 4 . 4 4 4 e . o. . 10,203.00
Balance due 50 OWHEES + & « + + » & & 4 « 4 0+ o+« . $ 1,800.00
Deposit defieiency . . . . . . . . . . . % 1,800.00
13.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the United
States of Amerlca shall deposit in the registry of this Court, in this
Civil Action to the credit of subject tract the deficlency sum of
$1,800.00. The Clerk of this Court then shall disburse from the
deposit for subject tract to Frank Webb, Mary Flizabeth Webb and

Lester A. Farmer, jointly, the sum of $1,300.00.

/8/ Allen E. Barrow

UNITHED STATES DISTRICT JUDCE

APPROVED:

/s/ Hubert A. Marlow

HUBERT A, MARLOW
Assistant . 3. Attorney
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slTHLEL LIS IO O OaddAididdh

DELEBERT K, CROSSWALITL, ]
Plaintiff, g
vE ., ) ne G- 234
J. BOWARD LDMOWLSGL, ;
Defendant. ; F L ED

AUG - 3 197
JOAN H. POE, ¢y
U, S. DISTRICT co?f;r

URDER DENYING AFFPLICATION TO FROCELD
WITHOUY PREPAYMENT OF COSTS, Al DISKISSAL

The Court having exanined the file in this cause
including plaintiff's Comglaint hereby denies plaintiff's
Application to l'roceed Without Prepaywent of Costs, and

The Court having carefully read the Complaint
filed finds and holds that this Complaint Jdoes not state
a claim for which relief can be granted, and said Cowplaint
is hereby dismissed.

bated this 3lst day of July, 137¢.

Jﬁ&&amZﬁﬁéﬁﬂmwv

T Urnited Htates bListrict Judge




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

ACME PRODUCTS, INCORPORATED,
a Nevada corperation,

Plaintiff,
1 Y

vs.

- JOHN E. NEIGHBORS,
an individual,
Civil Action No.

JAMES R. SIFFERD, 70-C-29
N & S PRODUCTS CC., E
a parinership, ’ L E
D
and AUG - 4
C R & § ENGINEERING & MFG. CO., jg,"” H. POE, Clory
a partnership, - o DISTRIC COyRT

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
an individual, )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defendants,

ORDER OF DISMISSAT,

All of the parties to the above action having entered into a
Stipulation of Dismissal, and the Court being advised thereof, this
action is ordered dismissed by the Court with each party to bear
its costs herein.

It is so Ordered.

Z5L, (/878 Citn 3ekanen

Dat U. 5. District Judge






IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OKLAHOMA
William Allen White, )
. Plaintiff )
-vs- ‘ )
_ ) No. 70-C-119
St, Louis-San Francisco Railway ) ;
Company, a corporation, and Sun Oil )
Company, a corporation, ) \
‘ Defendants ) |
FElILE D
AUB-4 1570 |

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

- JOHN H. POE, Clerk;
U. S. DISTRICT COURT -

On this f day of %" , 1970, it appearing to the
Court froﬁ Application for Dismissal with Prejudice filed by the
plaintiff herein that the above entitled cause has been fully
settled and compromised by all the parties thereto;

IT 1S ORDERED that sajid cause be, and it is hereby dis-

missed with prejudice,

i Yo iloon, 7388 sser/

U, S. District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKL.AHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

.

Plaintiff,

EILED

AUG-5 1970
JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U, S. DISTRICT, COURT

vS. \

BOYLES GALVANIZING AND
PLATING COMPANY,

Defendant. CIVIL ACTION

No. 69-C-279

JUDGMENT

The issues in the above entitled action having been regularly
brought en for trial at a term of this court and the parties having duly
appeared by their respective attorneys and the allegations and proofs
of the plaintiff having been heard in support of plaintiff's contentions,
and the defendant having made a motion to dismiss the complaint at the
conclusion of the plaintiff's case and due deliberation having been had

and the court having made and announced its decision in open court and

o
filed its decision on the S“'J C% day of / :) , 1970,
containing findings of facts and conclusions of law thereon and directing
judgment in favor of the defendant finding no damages in favor of the
plaintiff and dismissing the complaint on its merits, it is
ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED, that the plaintiff have

no damages and that the complaint of the plaintiff be and that the complaint

of the plaintiff be and the same is hereby is dismissed on the merits.

rs

Dateﬁ}}/ﬁl{/df ) . 1970,

Colp G i

Allen E. Barrow, Judge
U.S. District Court, Northern Dlistrict
\

of Okiahoma

\



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

GEORGIA M. CHAMBERS,

Plaintiff,
vs.
No. 69-C-280
LORENZY CHAMBERS, SR.,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, and
PRUDENTIAL COMPANY OF AMERICA,

Defendants.

FILED

AUG - 6 1970

JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U, S, DISTRICT COURT

ORDER

The Court having filed this day its Findings of Fact
and Conclusions of Law,

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Clerk
of the Court pay to Gecrgia M. Chambers and her attorney, Cull
Bevins, the sum of $5,000 on deposit with the Clerk of this
Court when this Order becomes final as provided by law.

Each party will pay his or her costs herein expended.

&
Dated this & &= day of August, 1970.

Uniteg S%ates District Judge
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L OAnD UNETED STATES PIUDLECT QolsY FOR T
JORTHEEN DINTIESY OF QILAHOMA

Unted Statow ol Aweoios, B F-. l L E D

AUE 1 g 910
JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U, S. DISTRICT COURT

Plofui il

Vit

e

19 bags, wore o jems, of
Korann lespedosa neod

A -

CIVIL ACTION NG, G-l

e

Detemiant.

DEFAULT DECRLE OF CONDEMNATION

TLa aatler comes on for considerstioa, the plalutils Unived
Btates of Auorlos beiug represented by Nolnan §. Grehan, Uniied States
Attortey for the Norihern Disurict of Ghilahouaw, and 1t appesria, iList

procass Was lonved herelin and rebwencd socordlnsg Lo lew, sme tbhon

notice of selzuie of the above-desoribe sesd was given accorlluye oo

law, and thel ro porsons have gapcered o Lunorsosed & elafa beiore
the roturn dey orpoen in seld process:
7 . »
I I8, on this 105 a or Avees T us,
ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the delaulie of all persons Lo

and the sgwge are eutered herein; end 10 +o turlier

ORDERIED, ADJUDGED, AND DECRELL Lhot .o serchendise wodl

croperty so solned be condemned as forioried ir the Ynlted O
and. Lhiat the Uoiied States Marshal for 1o Herthorn Bletrict of Oxlahoma
do forthwith iwpose of the sanz by dectroachlos and aske oouun o0

hils wetion Lo thic Court; end 4L is fwetnor

ORDERET, whni the United Stet.. o Adcrica shall oy ol

the conts ol o proceeding.

TUNTTED ATES DESTRICT JUNGT

Werbnee Districed of Gihvaini:

. B ?
/“2[ /'-/‘c_";_"-/fizl,.-f P {h')"&'x’?f.‘.f’;,v



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NCORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHCMA

United States of America,

e e

Petitioner,
vs. Civil No. 70-C‘a4q
Patrick Semuol Cox,

Patient. E:

atien G.E{ﬂéﬁ,wgr ED

10 1979
QRDER AORN H pgz oy
ol i

-8 D

This day came on for consideration the petition ofl§£ﬁl ﬁ%&ap,
States in this cause; end 1t asppearing to the Court that the patient
bas been fully advised of his rights as set forth in Title 42 U.S.C.
Section 3411, et seg. (Title IIT, Section 301, wt seq. Public ILaw B89-793);
end the Court having determined that there 1s reasonable cause to believe
that the vatlent is a narcotic addict, and that there are not any appro-
priate State or other facilities availeble for his treatment pursuant to
said law, it is hereby

ORDERED that the patient be committed to the custody of the
Surgeon General for examination under Title 42 U.S.C. Section 3413
(Title III, Section 303, Public law 89-793), to determine whether or not
he 1s a narcotic addict who is likely to be rehabilitated. The written
report required of each examining physiclan shall be filed with the Court
and coples thereof furnished to the patient, not later than twenty (20)
days after the patient is received at the facility hereinsfter designeted,
and the patient shall be detained for sn additional pericd of ten (10)
days at the institutlon, pending further order of the Court. Provided,
however, in the event both examining physicians conclude in their
regpective written reports that the patient is & narcotic addict who
is likely to be rehabilitated through treatment, ard, if the patient
by written instrument filed with the Court alang with, and at the same time - -
as the reports of the examining physicians, walves any right he may have
to notice and hearing on the isaue as to whether or not he is a narcotic
addict who is likely to be rebabilitated through treatment, and requests
that he be forthwith committed to the care and custody of the Surgeon
General for treatment in & hospitel of the Service, rather than be
returned to this Court for further proceedings, he shall be detained
at sald institution for e reasonsble time after the expiration of
thirty {30) days from the date ne 1s received at sald facility, pending
further order of the Court.

It Is Further CRDERED that the patient shall be transported
to the National Institute Mental Health Clinical Research Center, at
Lexington, Kemtucky, by the United States Marshal, within such time
ag the U, 3. Marshal mey be able to transport said patient.

e
Bigned this /b’ day of Auguet 19 70 .

f;
i

//w( ?M"//,

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




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

United States of Ameriea, )
Petitioner, i
vz % Civil No.jo -C- 44 T
Patilent.
| FiLE o
10760
QRDER n

IORN K. POE e
This day came on for consideration the pﬂtﬁimm q'h Jnited
States in this cause; and it appearing to the Court tha g eﬁpa lent
has been fully advised of his rights as set forth in Title 42 U.B.C.
Section 3411, et seq. (Title III, Section 301, wt seq. Public Iaw 89~793);
and the Court heving determined that there is reasonable cause to helieve
that the patient 1s a narcotic addict, and that there are not eny appro-
priate State or other facllities available for his treatment pursuant to
said law, 1t is hereby

ORDERED that the patient be cozmitted to the custedy of the
Surgecn General for examination under Title 42 U.8.C. Section 3413
(Title III, Section 303, Public Law 89-793), to determine whether or not
he is a narcotiec asddict who is likely to be rehabilitated. The written
report required of each exemining physiclan shall be filed with the Court
and copies thereof furnished to the patient, not later than tweniy (20)
days aefter the patient 1s recelved at the facllity hereinafter designated,
and the patient shall be detained for an additional peried of ten (10)
days at the institution, pending further order of the Court. Frovided,
however, in the event both exemining physicians conclude in their
respective written reports that the patient 1s & narcotic addict who
1s likely to be rehabilitated through treatment, and, if the patlent
by written instrument filed with the Court along with, and at the seme time -
as the reports of the examining physiciens, waives any right he may heave
to notice and hearing on the issue as to whether or not he is a narcotic
addict who 1s likely to be rehabilitated through treatment, and requests
that he bte forthwith committed to the care and custody of the Surgeon
General for treatment in a hospitel of the Service, rather than be
returned to this Court for further proceedings, he shall be detained
at said Institution for & reasonable time aofter the expiration of
thirty (30) days from the date he 15 received at sald facility, pending
further order of the Court.

It Is Further CRLERED thet the patient shall be trarsported
to the Naticnel Institube Mental Health Clinical Research Center, at
Lexingten, Kenmtucky, by the United States Marshal, within such time
as the U. 8. Marshal mey be able to transport said patient.

Slgned this _:’)-(.‘ day of fapeat , 19 v .

-

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

4



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FCR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF QKLAHOMA

United States of Americs,

Plaintifs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 6079 nd

VS, Tract No, 875-1M
199.6L4 Acres of Land, More or Less
Sltuate in Creek, Pawnee & Tulsa
Counties, Oklshoma, and John T.
Steil, et al, and Unknown Owners,

{Partiel - Applies to all lessor
interests not covered in
Judgment f£iled 6/15/65)

?

y
EILED

AUG11 1970

1. JOHN H. POE, Clerk
Now, on this _// " day of August, 1970, this ue Yeed DUSIRIGE GOURT

L R N N PO

Defendants,

.U D g M E N T

dispositicn on spplication of the Plaintiff, United States of America, for
entry of judgment on an option contract and s Stipulation As To Just Compen-
satlion whereby certein owners of certain iInterests in the lessor interest in
subject tract and the Plaintiff have agreed upon the amount of juat compensa-
tion for such interests and the Court, after having examined the Tfiles in this
action and being advised by counsel for Plaintiff, finds:

2.

This Judament applies only to certain interests in the estate con-
demned in Tract No. 875-1M, as such estate and tract are described in the
Complaint and the Declaration of Taking filed in this civil ascticn. The
particuler interests covered by this judgment are all those lessor interests
not covered by the judgment filed herein on June 15, 1965,

3.

The Court has Jjurisdiction of the parties and the subject matter of
this action,

k.

Service of Process has been perfected either personally or by publi-
cation notice, as provided by Rule 714 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
on all parties defendent in this cause who are interested in the subject tract,

5.

The Acts of Congress set out in paragraph 2 of the Complaint herein

glve the United Siates of Americe the right, power and authcrlty to condemn for

public use the estate described in paragraph 2 herein. Pursuant thereto, on



November 9, 196k, the United States of America has filed its Declarstion of
Taking of such described property, and title tc the described estate in such
property should be vested in the United States of America as of the date of
filing the Declaration of Taking.

6,

Simultanecusly with fillng the Declaration of Taking, there was de-
posited in the Reglstry of this Court as estimated compensation for the taking
of the lessor Interests described above in parasgraph 2, a certain sum of money,
and all of this deposit has been disbursed, as set out below in paragraph 11.

T.

On the date of taking in this action, the owners of the lessor
interests covered by this judgment were the defendants whose nemes are shown
below in paragraph 11, Such named defendants are the only persons asserting
any claim to such initerests, All other persons having either disclaimed or de-
faulted, such named defendants, ss cwpers, are entitled to receive the Just
compensatioﬁ awarded by this judgment,

8,

One of the owners of subject lessor interests, to-wit: The Bank of
New York as Trustee of the Estate of John Altken, deceased, together with the
Pleintiff, has exeguted a Stipulation As To Just Compensation, which Stipuletion
wes filed herein on Merch 4, 1965, The amount agreed upon is as shown below in
Paragraph 11.

The other owners of subject lessor interests have all executed an
option contract, as aslleged in the Complaint filed hereln, whereln such owners
agreed that just compensation, for their respective interests, 1s in the asmounts
shown below in paragraph 11,

Such stipulatlon snd opticon contract should be approved.

3.

It Is, Therefore, ORDERED, AIJUDCED and DECREED that the United States
of America has the right, power, and authority to condemn for public use Tract
No. 875~1M, as such trect is particularly described in the Complaint end Declara-
tion of Taking filed herein; and such tract, to the extent of the estate described
in such Declaration of Taking, but limited to the lessor interests therein which
were not included in the judgment filed herein on June 15, 1665, is condemned,

and title theretc is vested in the United States of Amerlca as of the date of

-P-



filing the Declaration of Taking, and all defendants hereln and all other persons
interested in such interests are forever barred from asserting any claim to the
interest so condemned.

10,

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that on the date of taking,
the owners of the property covered by this Judgment were the persons whose names
eppear below in paragraph 11, and the interest owned by each is as shown therein.
The right to receive the just compensation awarded by this judgment is vested in
the partles so named 1n paragraph 11.

11.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED thet the option contract
and the stipulaetion described in paragraph 8 above, hereby are confirmed; and
the sums thereby fixed ave adopted as the awards of just compensation for the
lessor interests covered thereby as follows:

TRACT NO, 875-1M
{Part of lessor interests only)

Ovnership, and awarde for subject interests:

Owners Interest owned (lessor) Awards

: Below : Above :

. High Water , High Weter ,

Mark °  Mark

Frances A. Bradley 25/180 - $ 477.9% Per option
Msyme Hennage 50/180 - 955,83 ! '
Clara R. Johnson Melling 5/60 . 286.7h " '
Karl W. Reynolds 3/60 1/16 8eh.95 " "
Olive A, Gray 1.5/60 1/32 432,43 :: '
Ray D. Lytle 1.5/60 1/32 b3z k3 "
Jokn Aitken -- 1/ 2,771.55 " Stip.
Ernest R. Anthis -- 1/8 1,386.27 " option
Louis Kravis - 1/2h4 h61,92
Total of awerds for subject interests - - ~ - - - - - - $8,070.03
Total deposit for subject interests - - - = -~ = - - - =~ $8,070.03
Total disbursed to owners of subject interests - - - - $8,070,03

{Disbursals were made to each owner separately
in the amount of his award.)

“f - - 2
‘*"" (Dl loan &, st
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

\5--' N T

/Wdi‘uf o (T\ ,a)Ltt WL
HUBERT A, MARLOW
Asslistant United States Attorney

..3_



f IN THE UNITER STATES DISTRICT COURT

|
| FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA E‘ ' L: E D

'
‘ . MISSOURI~KANSAS-TEXAS ) AUG 11 197

! RATLROAD COMPANY, a ) JOHN H, POE ¢

i Corporation ) - FUE, Clerk

| oER ' , U. S. DISTRICT Cougy

L Plaintiff, )

i )

A;VS- ) No. 70-C-31

; }

‘0, L. CURD, JR., d/b/a }

|i CURD LUMBER COMPANY, ) .

! )

j Defendant. }

JOURNAL ENTRY QF JUDGMENT

!! consideration
% This matter having regularly come on for sdreapiny on
' . represented
dthls the l1lth day of _ August . 1970, plaintiff anpesping

ﬂby its attorneys, Bonds, Matthews & Mason, and the defendant,
i - represented

10. L. Curd, Jr., weppoatitky by his attorneys, Dcoerner, Stuart,
!Saunders, Daniel & Langenkamp, and the court having examined

i

i{the record and the issues set fBOmtbeatbok in the pretrial, xamk
?}ﬂnxngXHHMXRxxxxxxﬁxﬁmxxgxxxkxMMxxnxxxxxaxnxxxuxkxnxmﬂxxxkﬁxx

I

I openoaattbecabdchasngsesaninagobbeceshbbitacatdotootments

i . , ,

| RReastbedohtossbdenceacatdchalingohesstobhectiginathofoannand
H

and being fully advised in the premises, finds that the plain-

1 tiff's cause of action number 1 and cause of action number 2

"as set forth in the plaintiff's complaint are true and correct
ﬁand that the defendant owes to the plaintiff the sum of $11,725.56
I and that said debt is just, due and owing and the plaintiff

Jis entitled to a judgment for said sum with interest thereon

at the rate of ten percent per annum from thisg date of judgment

} and costs of this action.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the

i plaintiff have and recover of the defendant the sum of $11,725.56

iwith interest thereon at the rate of ten percent per annum from

the 1lth day of -~ August , 1970, and the costs of this
action, accrued and accruing. Ty

-~
el

5,--/4014» s

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

BONDS, MATTHEWS
4 MASON
ATTORNEYS AND
COUNBRLLONE AT LAW
444 COURT STREET

P.O. 20X 1908

MUSKOGEL, OKLA T440! i




BONDS, MATTHEWS
4 MABON
ATTORNEYE AND
COUNBELLORE AT LAW
444 COURT WTREET

P.O. BOX 1908
MUSKOGEE, OKLA. 74401

'APPROVED AS TO FORM:

|DOERNER, STUART, SAUNDERS,
4 DANIEL & LANGENKAMP

iy (000
; 7t ; M_ -t
"By . 4 /u(( ey ¢ Lt byt
[ William C. Anderson
:; Attorney for O. L. Curd, Jr.

IBONDS, MATTHEWS & MASON
i . .
'iBy P ser a0l -W"W
A. Camp Bonds -Jr. /
Attorney for Missouri- -

v  Kansas-Texas Railroad Company




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

MARILYN TOURTELLOTTE,
Plaintiff,

vs. 69-C-227
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VINITA,
OKLAHOMA; CHARLES HALL, President;
VERNON L. BARNES, Superintendent of
Schools; J. DUKE LOGAN; JACK E .
NICHOLS; JIM BUSHYHEAD, and 1L E
ELDON WILLIAMS, AUB 13 o

UJOHN H. POE, Ciory
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW Anpo» & DISTRICT COURT
JUDGMENT

This case, having been submitted to the Court for
decision upon oral testimony, evidence, exhibits, stipula-
tion of facts and briefs, the Court makes and enters the
following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1, Plaintiff, Marilyn Tourtellotte, was at all times
material hereto, a resident of Mayes County, Oklahoma, and
is the wife of James R. Tourtellotte. The latter was at all |

times material hereto a licensed attorney and General Counsel

for the Grand River Dam Authority with general offices in
Vinita, Oklahoma. The defendants, Charles Hall, J. Duke \
Logan, Jack Nichols, Jim Bushyhead and Eldon Williams are the ‘
duly elected members of the Board of Education of Independent !
School District No. 65 of Craig County, Oklahoma. The de~ i
fendant, Vernon 1. Barnes, is the Superintendent of the |
Schools of said Independent School District No. 65 of Craig

County, Oklahoma, having been elected thereto by said Board

of Education, acting in its official capacity.



2. That plaintiff, Marilyn Tourtellotte, received her

Bachelor's Degree in 1958 from the University of Oklahoma.

During the schoocl years 1960-1961 and 1961-1962, plaintiff i
taught school in McCordsville, Indiana, a suburb of Portville,%
Indiana. L

3. During the school years 1966-1967, 1967-1968 and !
1968-19692, plaintiff was employed to teach, and did teach
for the defendant Board of Education in Vinita, Oklahoma.
Copies of the plaintiff's teaching contracts for these years
have been admitted into evidence as defendants' Exhibits A,

B and C.

4, After Mrs. Tourtellotte was hired, and prior to
the events material to this litigation, Mrs. Tourtellotte had
been furnished a manual entitled "Policies and Regulations
of Vinita Public Schools", which was revised and rewritten
August 18, 1966, by Vernon L. Barnes, Superintendent. This
instrument was admitted into evidence as Defendants' Deposition
Exhibit 11.

5. 'There were no published or unpublished rules or
regulations in the Vinita School System concerning the manner
of dresses which could be worn by teachers.

6. Beginning in 1967 the students in the school system
were advised in assemblies and over the intercom connected with
the classrooms that dresses of the female students were to be
no shorter than two inches above the knee. 1In the Spring of
1967, Mr. C. Vol Faulkner, principal of Vinita High Scheol,
advised plaintiff that he had received a complaint from
Mr. Vernon L. Barnes, Superintendent of Schools that one of
the dresses Mrs. Tourtellotte was wearing was too short.

Plaintiff advised that she would not wear the dress again.
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After

this incident plaintiff's husband called Dr. Roger Wells,

then a member of the Vinita School Board, as to whether the

Board

of Education -had adopted a policy in regard to dresses

worn by teachers. Dr. Wells advised that the subject had not

been brought up at the School Board meetings and he presumed it

was the policy of the Superintendent. Mr. Tourtellotte did not

advise Dr., Wells why he had made the inguiry.

7. In March of 1968, the Principal of the High School

called Mrs. Tourtellotte out of class and advised her that the

Superintendent had told him that the dress she was wearing was

too short., On that same day, a note was left in Mrs. Tourtellotte's

box at School by the Superintendent, which read as follows:

"3-29-68. Mrs. Tourtellotte, I would appreciate
having the length of your school dresses compar-
able to that of the other woman teachers.

"I thought a note would be less embarrassing
to both of us. If you would like to talk
with me about it I'11 be glad to do so.

Respectfully,
V. Barnes"

8. As a result of this note, Mr. Tourtellotte, an

attorney, requested a conference with Mr. Barnes at which

Mrs. Tourtellotte was also present. During this conference

Mr. Barnes commented on the shortness of two ¢of the dresses

worn by Mrs. Tourtellotte.

prior

9. During work week at the school, in August of 1968,

to the beginning of the High School, the principal

suggested to Mrs. Tourtellotte that she not wear to class the

dresgs

to Mr.

she was then wearing. Mrs. Tourtellotte replied as follows
Faulkner's office comment:

Mr. Faulkner: "You are not going to wear that
skirt to school, are you?"

Mrs. Tourtellotte: "No, the rest of my clothes were
in the cleaners."



10. On the morning of January 29, 1969, Mrs. Tourtellotte

was requested to report to the office of Principal Faulkner
for a conference with Superintendent Barnes at the request of
Superintendent Barnes: Present were the Principal, the
Superintendent and Mré. Tourtellotte. At this conference

Mrs. Tourtellotte was informed by Mr. Barnes that she had
been uncooperative in the matter of the length of her dresse?.
Thereafter, during the conference Mrs. Tourtellotte asked if

she was being "fired". Mr. Barnes made nc reply.
g

11. 1In all, during the 2 and one-half year period invalved,

there were four confrontations regarding the mode of dress o

Mrs. Tourtellotte. \
12. As a result of the last above mentioned conference%

on January 29, 1969, Mrs. Tourtellotte became emotionally \ .
|
]

upset and requested permission of Mr. Faulkner to absent }

herself from the school for the remainder of the day.

She then went to the office of her husband in Vinita, where

the matter was discussed prior to leaving the office for lunch.
buring the course of the lunch Mrs. Tourtellotte was very
upset, nervous and shaking when she talked and had a difficult
time walking. Mr. Tourtellotte called one Dr. DeHart, who
prescribed a medication known as Sparine, 25 mg. Mr. and

Mrs. Tourtellotte picked up the prescription at a drug store
and returned to Mr. Tourtellotte's office. The prescription
called for 2 pills to be taken initially but Mrs. Tourtellotte
only took one. After taking the pill, Mrs. Tourtellotte informed
her husband that she désired to write the School Board and
dictated a letter to his secretary. The letter, dated January

29, 1969, read as follows:



"VYinita, Oklahoma
YJanuary 29, 1969

"School Board of vinita Public Schools
"Vinita, Oklahcoma

. "Gentlenmen :

"During my tenure as a Teacher of Social Studies ,
in Vinita High School, there have been many wonderful
moments. I have seen my students grow in maturity
and in intellectual capacity, a most gratifying
experience,

"It has always been my objective to give my students
the best possible preparation to live their lives
fully and completely, with an honest and real under-
standing of how our Country has been formed and how
it operates.

"I have seen this objective fulfilled time and again

when interest has grown where only apathy existed

before; when superior students have continued their
- Buperiority in the Scocial Studies field at major

universities; when c¢ritical thinking has come from

eager minds not accustomed to such thought; and

in other instances too numerous to mention.

"Because ¢of these factors, it is most painful and
regrettable for me to inform you that I shall not
renew my contract to teach in the year 1969-70.
"Conflicts of a non-academic nature have created
pressures which would only result in detriment to
my students and to the school.

"I will d¢ everything possible to co-operate with the
administration to see my contract is carried out

for this school term.

"I believe this is the only fair and just thing to do.
"I hope you understand this letter as it is intended.

"No words can measure my deep sorrow. I love my
profession and my students. God keep them both.

"Sincerely

"Marilyn Tourtellotte

"ee:  Vernon Barnes
"Superintendent of Schools

"Vinita, Oklahoma"

The letter, defendants' Exhibit D, was read by both Mr. and

Mrs. Tourtellotte and signed by Mrs. Tourtellotte. On the same

day, i.e., January 29, 1969, it was mailed to the School Board
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and received by them on January 30, 1969.

13. Upon receipt of the aforementioned letter by the

School Board on January 30, 1969, a special meeting was called

by the Board that same day to consider the letter, the result

being the letter was considered a resignation. It is factually
noteworthy that the Bqard acted quickly and thereby resolved for
themselves a vexatious problem. A conclusion could be drawn that
the Board acted quickly to prevent the resignation letter of

January 29, 1969, from being withdrawn or rescinded. The Board,

by letter dated January 30, 1969, (Defendants' Exhibit E) ad%ised
Mrs. Tourtellotte that her letter had been accepted as a resﬂgna—
tion. At this special meeting the resignation of another teﬂcher
was also accepted. 1
l4. On February 3, 1969, the Board of Education held \
another meeting and as a result, wrote a letter to Mrs. Tourtéllotte
(Defendants' Exhibit F) which letter was received by Mrs. L
Tourtellotte on February 4. This letter was sent by certifiei
mail to comply with the Attorney General's opinion relative ta
notification of termination of employment and was to replace
the letter of January 30, 1969, wherein the Board accepted
Mrs, Tourtellotte's letter of January 29 as a resignation.
15. During the period falling between January 29 and
February 4, nc contact had been had by either Mrs. Tourtellotte
or Superintendent Barnes or any member of the Board of Education
except for the two letters which Mrs. Tourtellotte received.
16. After receiving the letter of February 3, Mr.
Tourtellotte arranged a conference with Mr. Barnes in his
office to confer with him. The conversation was pleasant, but
Mr. Barnes did not agreé to change his position or recommend to
the Board that it change the position set forth in the letter
previously written. Mrs. Tourtellotte also had a conference
with Mr. Barnes with no better results., As a result of the
conference between Mr. Barnes and Mrs. Tourtellotte it was

suggested to her by Mr. Barnes that she should write a letter

to either Mr. Barnes or the Board of Education. Mrs. Tourtellotte

I
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did write such a letter which was dated February 10 and was
admitted into evidence as Defendants' Exhibit G. The letter

was as follows:

1

"Vinita, Oklahoma
February 10, 1969

Mr. Vernon Barnes
Superintendent
Vinita High School
Vinita, Oklahoma

Dear Sir:

The conflicts referred to in my letter of January
29, 1969, have been resolved now, so that it will
be possible for me to teach in the Vinita School
System for the academic year 1969-1970.

I am uncertain as to whether I should request with-
drawal of my letter of January 29, 1969, or whether

I should file a new application for teaching next

year. 1In either event, I will do whatever is necessary
to cooperate and wish to express my desire to be re-~
employed for next year.

Singerely yours

Marilyn Tourtellotte"

17. On March 3, 1969, Mr. Barnes told Mrs., Tourtellotte
that the Board had again decided that Mrs. Tourtellotte not be
rehired.

18. On March 5, 1969, Mrs. Tourtellotte wrote the
letter to Mr. Barnes, which was admitted into evidence as
Defendants' Exhibit One. The letter was as follows:

"Vinita, Oklahoma
March 5, 1969

Mr. Vernon Barnes
Superintendent of Schools
Vinita High School
Vinita, Cklahoma 74301

Dear Mr. Barnes:

I am both shooked and disappointed in regard to
your recommendation to the Board of Education
Menday, March 3rd, that I not be rehired for
the school year of 19269-1970,



I feel this way because I thought we had agreed
that the differences which existed between us
resulted from bad communications and a misunder-
standing on all sides. I also had felt that these
misunderstandings were corrected and therefore

no good reason could exist which would preclude
my teaching for the school year of 1969-1970.

-

It now appears that you must have some other reason
for your recommendations and since your actions are
tantamount to dismissal I believe that I am entitled
to a complete written explanation of all the facts
and circumstances surrounding this case to clear

the record.

In our initial conversation on Wednesday, January
29th, vou stated that you had received complaints
from my fellow teachers, from at least one Board
Member and perhaps some parents concerning the
propriety of my wearing apparel on the job. 1In
this regard I ask that you provide me specifically:

1. The names or names of teachers, if any, who have
complained and the nature of their complaint.

2. The name or names of Board Members, if any,
who have complained and the nature of their complaint.

2. The name or names of parents, if any, who have
complained and the nature of their complaint.

4. A written statement of your own concerning any
other information, which was the basis for your
action in calling me in for a conference on Wed-
nesday, January 29th.

'5. A copy of the minutes of the meeting of the
Board of Education for the month of February and the
month of March.

6. A copy of the by-laws of the Board of Education.

In view of the fact that you have acknowledged in
private conversation the fact that my professional
gqualifications are greater than the average teacher
and in view of the fact that you have acknowledged
that there was a degree of misunderstanding about
the conference of Wednesday, January 29th, I would
appreciate having a written statement from you conw-
cerning the reasons why you did not recommend to the
Board of Education that I be rehired for the school
year of 1969-1970.



As you know, I have done everything requested of me
both before that conference and since. I intend
to continue cooperation in every respect. However,
I want you to know that I feel that I have an absolute
right to a full disclosure of the facts and the right
to develop a full disclosure of the facts and I intend
to do everything I can do to see that this entire
situation is put in its proper perceptive (Sic}. \
Sincerdly yours
Marilyn Tourtellotte" \
19, In no letter written by Mrs. Tourtellotte did she
express the view or indicate that the letter of January 29, \
1969, was written by reason of coercion or harrassment, She i
did make various statements to the effect that the letter of
January 29, 1969, was an outgrowth or result of a misunder-
standing, personal controversy, lack of communicatien, or
difference of opinion between Mrs. Tourtellotte and Mr. Barnes.
20. The Board was aware, at the time of the acceptance
of the letter of January 29, 1969, as a resignation, that there
was some conflict as to personal tastes between the Superintendent
and Mrs. Tourtellotte, and felt that by acceptance of the resig-
nation the conflict would be resclved.
21, On or about March 20 or 21, Mr. and Mrs. Tourtellotte
‘ had-a conference with J. Duke Logan, President of the Board

: | of Education. In the course of the conference, Mr. and Mrs.

A ' Tourtellotte discussed with Mr. Logan, as President of the

School Board, all cof the various problems they had and he
advised them both as to his position and the position of the
School Board. Both Mr. and Mrs. Tourtellotte were advised

as to why the Board had accepted the resignation of Mrs.
Tourtellotte. Mr. Tourtellotte inquired as to whether or not

a hearing could be had before the full Board, and Mr. Logan

é advised of the regular meetings and advised them that they could
! appear at any one of these meetings. However, he suggested

that they not appear.

22, On March 26, 1969, Mrs. Tourtellotte wrote letters
admitted in evidence as Defendants' Exhibits H and I, to which

the Board of Education replied by its letter dated April 1,

U



which was admitted in evidence as Defendants' Exhibit J.

Exhibit H is a letter of transmittal dated March 26, 1969,

to Mr.

to Mr.

Barnes whereby she enclosed copy of a letter (Exhibit I)

Jack Nichols, Exhibit I reads as follows:

"Vinita, Oklahoma
March 26, 1969
{C.R.R.R.)

Mr. Jack Nichols

Member, Board of Education
Vinita School System

249 South Miller

Vinita, Oklahoma 74301

Dear Sir:

I am addressing this letter to you in your capacity as

a Member of the Board of Education of the Vinita School

System.

First, I should like to make it clear that my letter
of January 29th directed to the Board of Education
was not intended to be a letter of resignation. The
letter did express an intent on my part as to what

I intended to do in the future. I now wish to inform
you that the intent expressed in that letter has been
changed. I will sign a contract to teach for the
school term of 1969-1970 and fully expect to do so.

I sincerely regret that my letter was misinterpreted.
I have not made specific mention of this to the

Beoard prior to this time because personal controversy
was involved and I was attempting to resolve that
controversy as amiably as possible.

I am certain the Board is well aware of the fact that
theré are differences which have arisen between Mr.
Barnesg and myself. I have done everything I know
how to do in order to aveid making a public issue

of our differences. The problem unfortunately
remains unsettled.

|
|

I therefore call upon you, individually and collectively,

to help us selve the problem at hand. This plea is -
made in accordance with the last two paragraphs on
page 1l of the Peplicies and Regulations of the

Vinita Public¢ Schools as revised and rewritten

August, 1966.
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I firmly believe that two intelligent people can have
a difference of opinion without that difference
interfering with a harmonious working relationship.

I will be most happy to meet with the Board and

Mr. Barnes any time and anywhere, formally or in-
formally, in order to work out this matter. I do
feel, however, that it would be to the best interest
of all parties concerned if the Board could take
immediate action.

I shall await your reply.

Sincerely yours,
Marilyn Tourtellotte"

23. Page 11, the last two paragraphs of "Policies
and Regulations of Vinita Public Schools", Revised and Re-
written August, 1966, Vernon L. Barnes, Superintendent, re-
ferred to in the letter of March 2?26 provides:

"Teachers shall settle their differences, if any arise,
amiably and not allow them to become common gossip.

If this cannot be done, a resignation or resignations
are in order.

"Any problem arising will be handled through 'proper
channels’'. Proper channels plainly and simply means
that the teachers or other employees who may be unable
to arrive at a mutual solution of a problem will take
it to their principal for his or her help and counsel.
Should this procedure not achieve solution to the problem,
the principal will then take it tc the superintendent
for his help and counsel. In event the problem is not
settled here, the persons involved will present their
problem to the Board of Education in session either in

" writing or in person. This procedure will be strictly
followed. The principal is expected and required to
report to the superintendent any activities of employees
that are contrary to these policies and regulations.”

24. On or about April 8, 1969, Mr. Richard L. Wheatly,
an attorney representing Mr. and Mrs, Tourtellotte, did
appear before the Board:of Education and asked two guestions,
both of which were answered. No information was denied Mr.
Wheatly, and he was allowed all the time that he desired in
asking questions or making any presentation that he desired.

25. Mrs., Tourtellotte apparently was and 18 a most
competent teacher and no complaints were ever received concerning
her apt and capable teaching ability. She related well to her
students and had good rapport with them. She was a conscienticus

and willing worker, The only problem that she seemed to have |
]
|
|



was the difference of opinion between Mrs. Tourtellotte
and Mr. Barnes as to certain attire worn by Mrs. Tourtellotte
during the school hours. In this connection, the Court finds

N
from the exhibits and a personal observation of plaintiff, that
she is and was well dressed, in an acceptable mode of fashioﬁ
sanctioned by our society. She is an intelligent and weill
educated individual.

26. It is not necessary nor appropriate for the Court
to find whether or not Barnes' views were old fashioned and
inflexible; suffice it to say his peers will adequately make
that judgment. This Court does determine that Superintendent
Barnes was and is a competent superintendent who has had none
but minor conflicts with any teachers except for Mrs. Tourtellotte.

27. When Mrs. Tourtellotte submitted her letter of
Januéry 29, stating that "I shall not renew my contract to
teach for the year 1969-1970", it seemed to the Board that
such was a "resignation" and the "resignation" was, therefore,
accepted. When Mrs. Tourtellotte applied for re-employment,
the Board did not feel it to the best interests of the school
system to re-hire Mrs. Tourtellotte and it was not recommended
by the Superintendent, Mr. Barnes, that she be re-hired, and
she wasn't.

28. At all times material to this litigation, it was
the understanding of Mrs. Tourtellotte and Superintendent Barnes
that the recommendations of Superintendent Barnes would be ob-
tained by the Vinita Board of Education on all employment or °
re-employment or renewal of teacher contracts. Mr. Barnes
believed that the final decision in such matter would be made

by the Board, but, as a practical matter, the recommendations

of the Superintendent would normally be followed.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Court hereby
maFes the following Conclusions of Law.

1._ The letter written by Marilyn Tourtellotte on
January 29, 1969, directed to the School Beoard of Vinita éublic
Schools was a voluntary resignation.

2. That said resignation was not tendered by reason of

any undue harrassment nor by reason of any duress or coercion.

3. The acceptance of the January 29, 1969, letter from
the plaintiff as a letter of resignation was within the legal
authority of the Board.

- 4. In addition, the School Board complied with 70 0.S.A.
§6-1 in notifying Marilyn Tourtellotte that her contract for
the coming school year would not be renewed prior to April 10,
1969,

5. Superintendent Barnes had apparent if not de facto
authority over the employment, termination and discipline of
teachers. No such authority had been delegated to that office.
See Policies and Regulations of Vinita Public Schools, page 10,
Article V, Section A (1}.

6. That although there apparently was a difference of
opinion between Marilyn Tourtellotte and Mr. Barnes, the
Superintendent of the Vinita schools, such difference of opinion
as to proper length of her dress did not constitute a violation
of any of plaintiff's constitutional rights. There was no
showing of any acts by the Superintendent that would constitute
any such violatien.

7. That plaintiff was aware of the "Pelicies and
Regulations of Vinita Public Schocls"™ Revised and Rewritten

August, 1966, by Vernon L. Barnes, Superintendent, and that



the School Board held sole authority to hire and fire teachers,
but after the conference of January 29, 1969, with the Super-
intendent, apparently acted in a precipitous manner and under
the heat of passion in tendering her resignation.

8. That Marilyn Tourtellotte was aware of the procedure
to be followed When there was a dispute, as is demonstrated
in Finding of Fact number 22 wherein her letter of March 26,
1969, is guoted in its entirety.

9. That although she was apparently emotionally distressed
at the time of the January 29, 1969, letter, she had the expert
advice of her husband, a licensed attorney.

10. That the plaintiff has withdrawn any request for
injunctive relief; therefore, plaintiff's only request for
relief is money damages against the defendants in their official
and individual capacities.

11. There is neither evidentiary nor statutory basis for
awarding punitive damages or attorneys' fees.

12. That although plaintiff did not solicit publicity
from the news media, when contacted she did not refuse to discuss
her, situation freely with them. Therefore, plaintiff can claim
no damages as a result of the publicity surrounding the
incident.

13. The Court does not decide what posture Mrs.
Tourtellotte might be in had she not resigned or had the Board
fired her or refused to rehire her solely because of the dress
controversy.

14. Neither dces the Court pass upon the requisite ob-
jectivity and flexibility which ideally is to be possessed by
School Boards in these Fhanging times. It is not the province

of this Court to comment upon the Board's policy of banning



dresseé shorter than two inches above the knee. Whether or not
such decree fits agreeably with today's fashions, and whether
or not dresses which fit the Board's concept of propriety are
available in the stores, are issues which this Court will not
reach.

15. That judgment should be entered in favor of de~
fendants because the plaintiff has failed to establish an
actionable cause of action under 42 U.S5.C.A. §§1983 and 1985
and the Constitution of the United States, and, further,
that the issues presented by this complaint do not fit under
28 U.S.C.A. §2201.

JUDGMENT

In accordance with the foregoing Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law,

IT IS ORDERED that judgment be and is hereby entered in

favor of defendants.

ENTERED this éd?zjhgy of August, 1970.

s P
Cerser CE;/ e

CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




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

GRAND RIVER DAM AUTHORITY,
a public corporation,

Plaintiff ////’
VS. ‘ CIVIL BP- }O—C-Z
. l_ EE

A Strip of Land 100 feet in AU913 1970

width in the North 880 feet JOHN 1. pg

of the West Half of the West Us D’Sfﬁ' £ Clerk
Half of the Southeast Quarter ICT ¢ URI4€1\

of the Southeast Quarter and
the North 880 feet of the East
Half of the Southwest Quarter
of the Scoutheast Quarter of i
Section 15, Township 22 North,

Range 15 East in Rogers Coun-

ty, Oklahoma, et al., '

Defendants 1

ORDER FOR DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS

Now on this £\§? day of ( zi%?égﬂzg , 1970, the above enti-
tled cause of action comes on for Hearing upon the application of

H. Tom Kight, Jr., attorney for defendants, for an order directing
the Clerk of this Court to pay unto the defendants the sum of
$2,250.00, the same being the amount on deposit with the Clerk of
this Court by the plaintiff, representing the award of Commission-
ers as set forth on file herein and the additional sum as deposi-
ted by the plaintiff in accordance with the stipulation on file
herein.

It appearing to the Court that said sum should be disbursed
as prayed for in said application, less the ameunt of $1,500.00
previougly disbursed to defendants under order of this Court, on
file herein.

It further appearing to the Court that the United States of
America allegedly has a lien on the subject property by virtue of
g mortgage given unteo its agency, the Veterans Administration.



IT IS THEREFORE THE ORDER, JUDGMENT AND DECREE of the Court
that the Clerk of this Court be and he hereby is directed to pay
unto Lawson Hoyt Fields and Florence E. Fields and J. §. Gleason,
Jr., administrator of Veterans Affairs, the sum of §$2,250.00,

amounts previously disbursed by order of this Court, on file
herein.

T S =

United States District Judge °

less

APPROVED:

GRAND RIVER DAM AUTHORITY

s Attorney

r >
Attorney for Defendant Fields

Nathan G. Graham,
United States Attorney

sy B 8020, Pl ptebosurr—
Attorneys for Defendant United
States of America, Veterans Administration



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

J. D, BLUM d/b/a

)
J. D. BLUM CONSTRUCTION CO., . . . Plaintiff, )
)
Vs, } No. 70-C-9
)
THE AETNA CASUALTY AND SURETY }
COMPANY, a Connecticut corporation, and )
MARTIN-MADDOX ASSOCIATES, INC., a <)
Texas corporation, ... Defendmts.F l L E D
AU613 90

ORDER OVERRULING PLAINTIFF's MoTIoN  JOHN H. POE, Clerk
FOR NEW TRIAL AND OVERRULING PLAINTIFHS. DISTRICT COURT
OBJECTIONS TO FINDINGS OF FACT AND CON-

CLUSIONS OF LAW,

On the 10th day of July, 1970, the objections to the Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law filed by the plaintiff, as well as the plaintiff's Motion for
New Trial, came on for hearing pursuant to regular setting, Attorney David H.
Sanders appeared on behalf of the plaintiff and attorney Thomas R. Brett appeared
on behaif of the defendants. Both parties announced ready o proceed with the
hearing. After reviewing the matter and having had further communications
from counsel for the parties, the Court concludes the plaintiff's objections to the
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law heretofore filed should be overruled and
plaintiff's Motion for New Trial should be overruled.

IT IS THEREFORE QRDERED that the objections to the Findings of Fact
and Conclusions of L.aw filed by the plaintiff hereln are hereby overruled and the
Motioﬁ for New Trial filed by the plaintiff is hereby overruied. Plaintiff is
granted an exception to the Court's order, and the Findings of Fact and Conclusions

of Law and the Judgment filed herein on June 5, 1970, are hereby reaffirmed.

5 ;//;”

Luther Bohanon, Judge



UNTTEO STATRS DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CKLATOMA

0. P, Zickefloose,
Plaintif?r,

Vs Civil Action No.

- LI T Ty
o - AT T S Ay

al J
- ¢ - gl .

Renald Lee Cox,

-3

NP NP
i
i

DaTendant. -

AUGT S Gid
JOHR M. POL, Clerk
AUTTON . S DISTRICT COURT

R
ORDIR

This azction having been removed {rom the District
Court of Tulga County, Oklahomz into this court on March 27,
197C by the defendant;

The plaintilf having Tllec hiz motion Lo remand
the action to the Dstrict Court of Tulsa County, Oklahoma

on April 10, 197C;

An evidgentiary hear

ving Doen nold on April 28, \

1670, on the motion to remand, Court neving constdered *
: " -~ - 5 Lo - i
the evidence presented, finar that tnilsz action should be

remanded;

. IT I8 THE SBOWN 0F 2V COURT st vhe plaintiffts !

PP

motion to remand 1z hercby cuctainea ond Uhilis action 1is
remanded to the Dlotrich Couvvt of Dolur County, Oklanoma,.

Deted at Tulss, Oxishona, £Av




IN THE UNITID STATES DISTRICY COURT I ARD Pk T8
HORTHERK DISTRICT OV OMI,HOML

NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE, 2 }
National Banking hspociation, 3
Tulea, Oklahoma,

}
j
Plaintiff, 1
)
ve. } oMol 70-C~150
/
AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY, & }
foreign corporation, and } F | L E D
FIREMEN'S PUND INSURANCE }
COMPANIES, a foreign corporation, ) AUBRIS ﬁﬂn
) JOHN H. POE, Clerk
Defendants. |} U. S. DISTRICT COURT

ORDER_OF DISMISSAI, WITHOUT PREJUDICE

The Court hap for consideration the Motlon to Rismies
¥Without Prejudice as ta the defendant, Piremen's Fund
Insurance Companies, and, being fully advised in the premises,
findnmy

That said motion should be sustained.

IT I8, THERFPORE, ORDERED that the defendant, Firemen's
Fund Insurance Companies, bhe and it is hereby diemissed without
prejudice.

ENTERED this /7 day of _%‘%Zf;' 1970.

0 il ol

UNITED STATES DIBTRICT MRTGE

APPROVED:
A ; 7 /
it rt A,
4fz1/%/;2QZ%Z/LH
Attorngy for plaintiff

EA13 ) foer

Attorney for "Defendant, Firemen‘s
Fund Insurance Companies
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURR FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

OSAGE NATION ORGANIZATION COUNCIL,
LeROY LOGAN, Chairmen end Individually,

JOE BATES, Individually, et al., CIVIL ACTION NO, TO-C~15k

Plaintifr,

Ve F l L

OSAGE TRIBAL COUNCIL, Tts acting principal ) ED

Chief and each member of the TRIBAL COUNCIL, AUG13 1970

through its agent and representative

SUPERINTENDENT OF THE OSAGE AGENCY, et al., JOHN H. POE, Clerk

U. S. DISTRI
Defendants, or COURT
ORDER

NOW, on this _{jga;?hay of August, 1970, there came on for hearing
the Motion of the Osage Tribal Council, its acting principal Chief and each
member of the Tribsl Councll, through its agent and representative the Superin
tendent of the Osage Agency, Buresu of Indian Affairs, Department of Interior,
John L. Pappan, Superintendent, Osage Agency, Walter Hickle, Secretary of
Interior, John Mitchell, Attorney General of the United States, to dismiss
this action. The plaintiffs appeared by and through thelr attorney, William
Heskitt. The defendants appeared by and through thelr attorney, Nathan G.
Graham, United States Attorney for the Northern District of Cklahome.

The Court finds that it lacks Jurisdietion of the subject matter.
The Court further finds that this action is an internal tribal dispute and that
federal court jurisdiction has traditionzlly been denied in such cases, The
Court further finds that for the reasons given this action should be dilsmissed
and these plalntiffs should be enjoined Trom filing further similar litigation

in federal court on the same‘subject matter.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that this action is
dismissed and the plaintiffs are enjolned from filing further similar litigation

in federal court on the same subject matter.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

|
1

|

HATHAN G. CRAGTAN ‘1
United States Attorney

APPROVED:

|
1



Ii THE UNLITED STATES DEOTRICY COURT POR LK
NORTHERR DISTRICT OF (HIABORMA

Unlted States of America, 3
Plaintiff, %

Ve, 5 Civil No, Ji-G-lag

Jawes A, Hines and Faye L. ;

Hinee pod Warren R, (Robert) }

igi::ig:.and Betty J. (Jean) % E { L E D
L A6 1 7 BN

JOHN H. POE, Clark
U, 8. DISTRICT CQURT

JUDCMENT OF FRECLOSURE L.
THIS MATTER COMBS on for consideration this J;iLﬁ_day of August,
1970, The dufendants, James A, Hines and Faye L. Hines and Warren R, (Robert)
Johnsou and Betty J, (Jesn) Johngon, appearing uot; and
The Court being fully edvised aud haviug examined the file harein
finds that due and lepal personal service of summone has been made on the
defexdant, Betty J. (Jean) Johnson, on July 4, 1570; and
It further appearing anéd the Court finds that legal service by
publication was made upom the defendants, Jomes A, Hines and Faye L. Hines,
and Warren R, (Robert} Johnson, as appears by Proof of Publication filed
herein on August 11, 1970, requiring each of then to answer the complaiat
filed herein not later tham August 5, 1970, and ii appeering that sald
defendants have failed to file en angwer herein and their default has baen
entered by the Clerk of this Court; and
The Couxt further finds that thisz is a suit based upon a mortgage
note snd foreclosure oo a real property morigage securing said mortpage note
on the following described rveal property locsted in Tulsa, Tulsa County,
Oiclahoma, within the Nocthern Judicial Districi of QOklshoms:
Lot 15, Block 10, Chandler-Frates Second
Additior to the City of Tulss, Tulsa County,
Oiclahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof,
The Court further finds that the waterial allegations of Plalntiff's
Complsint ave tyus aml coerrect;
That the defendmnts, Jawmes A. Hiues and Faye L. Hinez, did, on
July 26, 1963, execuic and deliver to tho Aduivizrraveor of Vetevans Affairs,
thelr mortgage and morigepe note for the suwe o $%,400,00, wid. intevest
cherpon at the rate of 5% per asnum and fuziber oroviding for the nayment

of monthly installments of principal end iaterest; and



The Court furchexr finde that Lhe deiendants, Warren h. (Hobert)
Johnaon and Becty J. (Jean) Jokneorn, bave op cia’oowaon right, tdole, or
interest in and tvo the premises berein beiwy foreclosed by reasou of =
General Warranty Deed dated February 26, 1964, zud flled of record in che
Office of the County Clevk, Tulss County, Olahoxzs, on Pebrusry 76, 1064,
in Book 3426, Page 14U, but in this regard, plaintiff states thni wizievey
vight, title, or interest the defendants, Warcven R, {Robert) Johnson end
Betty J. (Jean} Johnson, have in and to sald propercy being foreclesed hersin
ie junior snd i{nferior to the first mortgage lien of this plalutiff; and

It furthar sppears that the defendants, Jamee A, Hinew and Faye L.
Hinas and Warren R, (Robert) Johnson sud Betty J. (Jean) Johnson, made dafeult
undar the terms of the aforesald mortgage note wnd morcgage by resson of thair
fajlure to make monthly installments due thereon on March 1, 1969, which
default has continued and that by reason theyxeof the defendants, Jamas A,
Hinex and Faye L. Hines sad Warren R, (Robert) Johnson and Betty J. (Jaan)
Johnson, are now indebted to the Plaintiff in the sum of $8,647,20, as unpuid
principal, with intereet thereon at the rate of 532 per annum from March 1,
1969, until paid, plus the coat of thig action accrued and asccrulng.

IT 15 THEREFORE ORDERRD, ADJUDGED and DECRRED that the Plalotiff,
United States of Ameyicas, have snd recover judgment against the defendants,
James A. Hines snd Faye L. Hines and Werreo R. (Robert) Johnson acd Betty J.
{Jean) Johmson, for the sum of $8,647.20, with interest khereon at the rate
of 5% per sanum from March 1, 1969, until paid, plus the cost of this action
accrued and aceruing, pius the sum of $26,00 expended for abstracting fees,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED and LECRERD chat upon failure of
the defendsnte to saticfy Plaintiff's money judgment herein, un Order of
Sala shsll issue to the United States Mavehal for the Northern District of
Oktlahome, commanding him to advertise end sell, with appreisement, ibe sbove-
described real property and spply the proceads thercof in setlsfaction of
Plaintiff's judpment, The vegidue, Lf any, to be deposited with the Clegk

of the Court to awalt further order of the Court.



IT I8 FPURTHEER ORDERED, ADJUDEEL aud DECREED that fros sad sfter
the sal: of sald propercy, under and by vivtee of thisz judguent amd decvtee,
thae defendants and sach of them and zll persons clelming under then since
the filing of the coupiaint herveln be and they sre forever barved and fopes
closed of any right, ticle, interest or claiw in or to the veal property
or any part hereof.

. ¢

- \n‘/-" x’-/L . i .'.f: weiet L
UNITED STATES DISIRICT JUBGE

APTROVED:

4
A I
ROBERT P. SANTEE
Agoletant U, 8§, Attoruey




FILED
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FORyiE 7 1870 k

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLaHoma JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U, S. DISTRICT COUR 7

IN THE MATTER OF THE AFPPLICATION ) ﬁ/
No. 70-C-240

e Nt

OF THECDORE RICHARD BYRD, JR.

APPLICATION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS AND INJUNCTION

By an Application filed herein Theodore Richard Byrd, Jr.

requests the Court to grant him reasonable bond and to enjoin the i
United States Board of Pardon and Parole and other Govermmental
Officials from transporting Petitioner out of the territorial
jurisdiction of this Court and from holding a parole revocation
hearing regarding Petitioner until Petitioner's Habeas Corpus
Petition filed in this Court under Case No. 70-C-241 is determined;

Petitioner was sentenced to two ten-year consecutive sentence:
in Criminal Case No. 16,620 in the Western District of Oklahoma
on June 30, 1953. He was subsequently parcled, On or about July
14, 1970, Plaintiff was placed under arrest in this judicial

district on a parcle violator’. warrant issued by the United

States Z..+d 7 Pardon and Parclae. - . nary interview has
been con. .« cew o this jedleiar duiscricec & . dich Petitioner
electec mo hav - ¢ . .o hoaTrive als rricronce e 8 revecation of
his narole. 5o le w0 tom hesrio o0 sol Joo Aagust 17, 1970

at Tulse Oklarame.  P0ooogiorar waliecs no showing either herein or ?
in Casq 70-C-241 which would encitle Rnim to bond until his

revocation hearing is had or thaoe o injunction should issue
against his revocation hearing. Peltivioner's varicus claims in
Case No. 70-C-241 that his Western District of Oklahoma convictions
and sentences were invalid and that he has satisfied in full the

two consecutive sentences imposed in said case are patently without



merit.

In the above circumstances and in the discretion of the
Court, the Court declines to set bond for Petitioner és requested
and declines to enjoin the parcle revocation hearing as now
scheduled by the United States Bureau of Pardon and Parole.

It is so ordered this fif day of August, 1970.

e e lod)

Fred Daugherty
United States Dlstrlct Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKALHOMA

BILLY T. WAITMAN,

)
)
Petitioner, ) No. 70-C-254
VS, )
)
RAY H. PAGE, ; F“LED
Respondent. ) AUGI 7 '970
JOHN H. PO, Clery
ORDER U. S. DistRicr COURT

This is a Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus filed by
Billy T. Waitman, who is presently confined in the Oklahoma State
Penitentiary, at McAlester, Oklahoma, under judgments and sentences
imposed by the District Court of Tulsa County, Oklahoma, on June 6,
1969, on petitioner's plea of guilty to the crime of kidnapping
in the second degree after a former conviction of a felony; robbery
with firearms after a former conviction of a felony; and another
case robbery with firearms after a former conviction of a felony.
Petitioner was sentenced to serve 15 to 45 years in two of the
cases and 10 years in one of the cases, all to run concurrently.

This case was filed on August 13, 1970, after passage
by the COklahoma Legislature of Senate Bill No. 604, known as
Post Conviction Procedure Act, which became effective July 1, 1970.

This act in substance provides as follows:

"Any person who has been convicted of or
sentenced for, a c¢rime and who claims:

(a} that the conviction or sentence was
in viclation of the Constitution of the United
States or the Constitutional laws of this State;

(b) that the Court was without jurisdiction
to impose sentence;

{c) that there exists evidence of material
fact, not previously presented and heard, that
requires vacation of the conviction or sentence
in the interest of Jjustice. * % *"

This Court will not take jurisdiction of a case such as
this until petitioner has exhausted his state remedies as providgd
by the above mentioned Senate Bill 604, and therefore, the Petition
is,

PRISMISSED.

z,
Dated this /4£ " Qday of August, 1970.

24 ;
United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISIRICT COURT FOR fa °< 1T,
HN -

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA {J, g Dlg‘ POZ, ley,

CARL EUGENE CLARK, TRicT COuRT
' Petlitioner,
vs. NO, 7T0-C-235
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Respondent,

ORDER
The Court has before it a "'Motion for Records by Writ of
Supboena Decus Tecum,' under prior leave to proceed in Forma
Pauperis.” wherein petitioner requests a certified copy of the
Tollowing documents:
Information

1
2. Indlictment

3. Warrant of arrest--both California and Tulsa (specifically
4

including un-altered dates of separate issue.)
Complete transcript, including hearing of reducticn of sen-
tence.
The Court has thils day entered an order summarily denying the
pro se motion of the petitioner Carl Eugene Clark pursuant to T. 28
U.S5.C. § 2255. Thds Court therefore finds that the motion for pro-
ductisn of documents 18 moot and should be overruled.
IT IS, THERESFORE, ORDERED that the motlon for production of

documents be and the same 1s hereby overruled.

-Dated this LOX# day of August, 1970, at Tulsa, Oklahoma.

Coge o



NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA UngN H e

- * S DSy o ek
CARL EUGENE CLARK, “ol Coupr
Petltioner,
Vs, NO. 70-C-235

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
| Respondent,
OCRDER
The Court has before it a pro se motion pursuant to T. 28 U.S}C;
§ 2255 filed by Carl Eugene Clark, As grounds for his motion peti-
tloner alleges that (1) the arresting officers had no valid warrant,
bill of information or I1ndictment upon which to take him into custody;
(2} petitioner's Rule 20 gullty plea in cause of action No, 69-CR-73
was coerced because made under mental strailn and threat of being re-
turned to Califprnia wlthout bond away from his family and attorney;
and (3) the sentencing Judge violated petitisner's rights by reading
into the record a psychilatric report from California without delend-
ant's permisslon,
The Court has carefully read the motlon, has a vivid memory of
the proceedings regarding this petitiloner, and finds that the § 2255
motion is without merit and should be overruled and denied,.
Petitioner in his proceedings before this Court was represented
by competent counsel of hls own choosing, entered a knowing and vol-
untary plea of guilty to a four count information charging viclation
of T. 18 U,.8.C. § 1341 in cause of action No, 70-CR-74 then pending
against him in the Northern Dlstrict of Oklahoma. Petitioner entered
-an equally knowing and voluntary plea of gullty to an indlctment
charging violation of T. 18 U,8.C. § 2314 pending against him in
California, and transferred to thils Court pursuant to Rule 2, Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure, cause of action No. 69-CR-73, The Court
at no time had a psychiatric report before 1it, and relied on the pre-
sentence report made in open court by the United States Probatiqn Of -
Ticer for the Northern District of Oklahoma which report did make
szrerence to paychiatrie studlies from the Californila Department?of

Corrections in 1965, :



The Court finds that sentence was entered in both causes of
action, Nos. 69-CR-73 and 69-CR-74, and later modified after a

knowlng and voluntary plea of guilty whlle defendant was represented

by competent counsel of his own choossing; that such voluntary plea

of gullty walves prior procedural defects and constitutional in-
firmities if any there be; and, that a sentence entered after such
lmowing and voluntary plea 1is not subject to collateral attack.

IT 15, THEREFORE, ORDEHED that the § 2255 motion of Carl Eugene
Clark be and the same 1ls hereby overruled and denled. o

Dated this ﬁlzxﬂﬁday of August, 1970, at Tulsa, Oklahoma.

oy, e o
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adoel UNTTED SPATES ao-ded o
PORTHEKE DISTRICT 0 7 ..

United fFowtoen on weclon,

Matratir,

o : Clwdk T, OSaetWIT

imlpl Ve Metinndi, j‘

ot al., } FILED
Defeandurd . MG 4 1371]

JOUN H. POE, Clerk
i, :?I.UDISTRICT_ COURT

rmmmmmmmmwmtmﬁm&fwm

August, 1970, The Plaintiff, United (tates of Awerica, being reprosentes
y 1ite coumsel, lobert I Smrtes, Assigtant United Stetes Attornoy for the
liorthern District of Oklaboss, snd the defeniant, kadph V. MeGinntis, bedng
reprosamted by his coumesl, Geoxge S. lmey, rod the defendesd, Comby
Trossuwrer of Tulsse Coumky, being repreconted by his commel, fodrow B
Aden, Assistant Idstrict Athorney fur Talse County, wnd the deioodent,
State of Oklahom, ox rel Oklaboms Bglyment ‘courfty Camiscion, bedng
represented by its comwel, Jo Ce Fishburn.

The defendant, Jemwe A. Russell, ws Guardian for idly Tristle,
inocmpetant, ves served on Oetober X3, 1965, and sppeered oot and is in
default Merect.

The defondamt, Iris T. Jobmsor, s served on Septeauiiay 9y 1969,

JURGHLK]

-

and hes appenrwi oot and is in defwuli lmawod.

The defendant, Bryoes C. Hovay, wes served on October 15, 1969,
and has appearad nrt enlt 1s in defwult begwol.

The defecdant, Oriffin-leek: Televicion, Imoorpoxwted d/b/a
Tulss Brosdeestin: Company wes peryel cn Deptembar X0, 1963, wod hes
appenred oot and iy in defeult hereod.

The detendenrt, Tesmaon, Inc., wiwe secved on Septemicr 10, 1969,
and bas filed its Ddsciatwer bavedn on Uoptaubor 29, 1969

The defendatt, Joo De Trimbic, v sorved Wy pubilesiion in the
Tules Duily Lagel Nows, on Wowember 10, 1%, SO and Decsnber 3. L0 sed 17,
1969, amd bae appeosyed not, med 18 Lo defeudd Depects



ovipusly, heretc, the Cout hed Zur its considerstios
the Motions of the Pleintiff, United Stetes of Americe, for Sumasry
Julgment. The Court heving been fully edvised herein end haviug exmuined
the files, briefs and pleadings of the purties, finds thet there is now
no genuine lssue =e to any materiel fact repaxding the ingolvency of the
defendant, Ralph V. MoGiunis, end the priority to be eccorded the tex
1ian of the Plaintiff, United States of America; and

The Couwrt £inds, begsed on the affidavit of Ralph V. Mcidimnds,
that dsfendant McGinnis has been insolvant for & period of st least ten
(30) ywars last past and thet because of guch ineolvency the tox liem of
the United gletes ig entitled to priority over the lien of the (klabonn
Security Coomission; end

The Court further finde thet the ad velorem tex lien of the
defendant, Comty Treasimer of Tulse County, ie superior to bhoth of the
liens of the United States of Americs and the Oklahome Fmployment Security
Comnisslon) end

The Cowrt further finds that the Jdefendent, Ralph V. McOiunis,
is indebted to the hited States of Anerica for uwnpald Federal Twxes in
the total smount of $39,187.78, with interest therecn scoording to lews
and

The Court further finds that the defendsnt, Ralph V. MeGinuias,
1-1ydabtodtomcamtymamrforwlaa00mw1nﬁmmmw

il / 3¢ (. O/  tor ad valoren taxes presently dus ani oving

sgaiust the folloving desoribed property:

All of lot soventeen (17) end thet part of lot
eightesn (18), in block two (2), WILIWOOD,

copner of said lot; THENCE northerly along the vest
line of said lot 125.70 feet to the northwest
osaney of satd lot; THENCE easterly along the north
iine of sald lot, 35 feet to a point; THERCE
soutierly on a direct line to & point on the south
lins satd lot, 35 feet casterly from the acuthwest
cornar of eald lot; THERCE westerly along the south
lins of eaid lot, 35 feet to the soutiwest corner
of eaid let and the point of the begimndng.

I I° THEREPORE ONDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the Plaintiff,
United Stetes of imerios, heve Sulgment ecainst the defendent, Ralph V.
Mcoinnie, in the msoumt of $39,187.7¢, plue interest eocewding to law,
until sadd Judgment hes been paid, torether wilth the coete of 4lde schion
scorued and acevuing; and



I7 I8 PUeTamR ORDERED, ADJUN:." e WSCAEED et e -olendant,
Coudty Treasurer of TWlen Oousty, hevre Seiseal ageinet thy Jefoandmet,
il Ve MoGfinis, dox sl w.lmm tomerr Auwe el mn‘ﬂ‘u:' ot fin o uedgeeribed
e Loewp o

Ir I FUCSER GRINFED thet wpon s fallure of the dolondsot,
Halph V. Moddmwin, oo pay the Julgeeria duo ond owlng, the Flaleobifd,
United Stetes of fomrics, sd the delewiwtd , Courdy Woseurer o Inles
Comty, thet « jolicinl suls be bald aeliing the shove-described real
property and the proteeds of such saic 4o e applied as follos:

First, to the sost of the salc and of this swtions

Bevtird, to the &8 waloran Lwoss Sur aod owing thw County

Treasurer of Talan Cowrty o the nbove-described real

proporty;

Thind, iz puynent of the Juigeent of the Plalmtiff, inited
States of Amexiom;

Powrth, the residue, 1f any, o b dpeedeed with Lo Clesk
of the Couwrt.

The defondeerts, md all of toen, we forever barmed TroR ety
interest in the atcveeSeseribed renl propesty.

Attw/m Defesstiant, RAlph V. MoGLinilis

( //f)/’[,/u Low e




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

WNORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

MARGARET L. TURNER, )
) .
Plaintiff, ) .
) I
Vs, ) Na. 70-C-7%9 Civ. ;
)
ROBLIT . PINCH, Secretary of )
sorl, Bducation and Welfare, ) E? ﬁ k .
Jhibiea Stabtes OF Anarien, i " E. D
) AUB e
befendants. ) 1oy 824 ?\9/6
4.s g[g - POE, Gl
" VISTRICT coypy

This Cause comes on for cons.deocration by the Court
for a review of the Hearving Hxamincers decision, Depariment of
Health, Bducation and Welfare, entered on July 24, 1969, and the
action of the Appeals Council affirming the Examiners decision
cated January 20, 1970, all as provided by 42 U.S.C.A., Section
405 (g), and upon the full consideration of the pleadings and
transcript of +the record,

THE JUDGMENT AND DECISION of the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare is he§£by affirmed.

Dated this ./ z day of .ﬁfg’;,,,,i_ﬁ,,ﬁ,,{,f‘ 1970.

. A Ak -
. lates District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHFERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

SOUTHEASTERN ENTERPRISES, INC.,
NATIONAL DIVERSIFIED INDUSTRIES, INC.,
and AZALEA MEATS, INC.,

Plaintiffs,

V. No. 69-C-251 Civil

RAYMOND CONARD, H. G. BILL DICKEY,
KENNETH PARKER, BENNIE C. GARREN,
JAMES C. RODGERS, HOMER KOON,

REX R. RUDY, MIKE O'CONNER and
WILLIAM PARKHURST,

FILED
AUG 25 1970

JOHN H. POE, Cierk
U, S. DISTRICT COURT

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
JIMMIE J. RYAN, ELLIOTT FORBIS, ;
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defendants.

ORDER GRANTING SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Defendant Kenneth Parker moves for summary judgment in| this
cane on the basis that he was not connected in any way with the
1

alleged misleading financial statements by which Plaintiffs dlaim

they were defrauded. E
Plaintiffs National Diversified Industries, Inc. and Azélea
Meats, Inc. admit that they have found no evidence of any conﬁeC* ]
tion of Defendant Parker with Community National Life Insurance Co.
in 1965 and 1966 or the financial statements of that company for
those calendar years. Thus, any deception caused by the financial
statements of those years could not be attributed to Defendant i
Parker. Plaintiff Southeastern Enterprises, Inc., has admitted
pursuant to Defendant Parker's Request for Admissions under Rule
36, F.R.Civ.P., 28 U.S.C.A. that it could not have known of or have
seen the 1967 financial statements of Community National Life In-
surance Company at the time this Plaintiff claims such statements
deceived it into the purchase by which it was damaged. Thus, even

if Defendant Parker had any connection with Community which would |

make him responsible for the alleged misleading statements of 1967, |




‘of Defendant Parker with the deceptive practices complained of by

-2-

Plaintiff Southeastern Enterprises, Inc. could not have relied

thereon by its own admission.

Under these circumstances, there being no other connection

Plaintiff, summary judgment is proper as there is no triable issue
of fact in the case with respect to this Defendant.
Defendant Kenneth Parker's Motion for Summary Judgment is

granted and Plaintiffs' action against Defendant Kenmeth Parker

is dismissed.

it is so ordered this ./ 5 day of August, 1970.

Y ,

Fred Daugherty <./ J2
United States District Judge




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

United States of America, }
)
Plaintiff, )} CIVIL ACTION NO. 69-C-35
)
vs, }  Traect No. 531M
)
32.00 Acres of Land, More or Less, y  Lessor Interest Only
Situate in Rogers County, State of )
Oklshoma, and M. G. Jensen, et al, )
and Unknown Qwners, } .
) EILED
Defendants. } “
AUE 26 1970
OHN H. POE, Clerk
J UDGMETNT U, S, DISTRICT COURT
1,

4L

, 1979, this aatter

7~

NOW, on this _Z4°  day of

‘p_

comes on for disposition on application of plaintiff, United States of

m

America, for entry of Jjudgment on a Stinulation agreeing upon just
coapensation, and the Court, efter having exarined the files in this

action and being advised by counsel for nleintiff, finds:

2.

This judgment apolies only to the lessor interest in the estate
condemned in Tract No. 531M, as such estate and tract are described in
the Complaint filed in this action.

3.

The Court has jurisdiction of the parties and subject matter of
this action,

i,

Service of process has been perfected either personally, or by
publication notice, as provided by Rule 71A of Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure on all parties defendant in this cause who are interested in
subject tract.

5.

The Acts of Congress set out in peragrenh 2 of the Complaint
herein give the United States of America the right, vower, and authority
to condemn for public use the interest described in paragraph 2 herein.
Pursuant thereto, on May 15, 1969, the United Stetes of America filed
its Declaration of Teking of such described property, end titlie to such
described property should be vested in the United States of America as

of the date of filing the Declaration of Taking.



b

a.

Simultaneously with filing of the Declaration oi Taking there
was deposited in the Registry of this Court, as estliamated compensation
for the lessor interest in the estate taken in subject tract a certain
sum of money, end ncone of this deposit has been disbursed, as set out
in paragraph 12 below.

T.

On the date of taking in this action, the owner cf the lessor
interest in the estate taken in subject tract was the defendant whose
name is shown below in paragraph 12. Such named defendant is the only
person asserting any interest in such lessor interest in the estate
taken 1in such tract, 2ll other persons having either disclaimed or defaulted,
and such nemed defendant is entitled to receive the just compensation
awarded by this Judgment.

e

The owner of the lessor interest in the estete taken in subject
tract and the United States of America have executed and filed herein a
Stipulation as to Just Compensaticn wherein they have agreed that just
counpensation for the subject property is in the amount shown as compensa-
tion in paregraph 12 below, and such Stinulation should be approved.

9.

This Judgment will create a deficiency between the amount deposited
as estimated compensation for such property and the amount fixed by the
Stipulation as toc Just Compensation, and the asount of such deficiency
should be deposited for the benefit of the owner. Such deficiency is
set out below in paragraph 12.

10,

It Is, Therefore, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the United
States of America has the right, power, and authority to condean for
public use Tract No. 531M, as such tract is particularly described in
the Complaint filed herein; and the lessor interest in such tract, to
the extent of the estate described in such Complaint is condeaned and
title thereto is vested in the United States of America as of May 15, 1969,
and all defendants herein and all other persons interested in such

interest are forever barred from asserting any ¢laim to such interest.

-2



Li.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that on the date of
taking, the owner of the lessor interest in the estate condemned herein
in subjeet tract was the defendant whose naue aopears below in paragrejh
12, and the right to the just compensation for such interest is vested in
the narty so namned.

12.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED thaet the Stipulation
as to Just Compensation, menticned in paragrajsh J above, is hereby
confirmed; and the sua therein fixed is adosted as the award of just
coupensation for the lessor interest in the estate condeunsd in subject
tract as follows;

TRACT NO. 531M
Lessor Interest Only

Owner:
M. G. Jenson

Award of Just compensation

pursuant to Stipulation wewemmmeena- $1,000.00 : $ 1,200.00
Deposited as estimated compensation :
for lessor interest ---wreoomeomouon- $ W83.00
Disbursed to OWNEr -r-wrerormceococaoarn . None
Balance due tO OWHEY we--owacmeane s ;0§ 1,200,90
Deposit deficlency ww-wemeomocaccnmnaocun $ 537.90
13.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the United
States of America shall deposit in the Registry oi this Court, in this
Civil Action, to the credit of Tract No. 531M, the degosit deficlency
in the sum of $537.J) and the Clerk of this Court then shall disburse to

M. G. Jenscn the sum of $1,03.00.

/s/ &llen E. Barrow

UNITED STATES DISIRICT JUDGE
APPROVED:

/s/ Hubert A. Marlow

HUBERT A. MARLOW
Assistant United States Attorney
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URITED STATED OF AMIENIC:, )
)

Flaintirs, CTIVIN, ACTION MO, et=315)
wa, )
CLYUR k., BROWN and JEAN C, BIOWN, i -
d/v/s Magic Isntern Theaters, FILED

Dafendants, ; All§ 2 © 1970

JOHN H. PDE, Clerk
U, S. DISTRICT COURT

NA
ROW an this < _f___‘ dey of suguet, 270, there came on for hesriog the

motion of the plaintiff, hited States of Amerdca, for lenwe to enter o
Deficlency Judgment, which motfon woe filed herein on o ugust 17, 1070, and
coples of suth wmotion ware mailed to the defeniuntz, Clyde B Broun ond Jeen
C. iroun, 4/bfe Magle Lantern Theetars.

The Court, being fully advised ani upon concideration o suweh wobtlon,
finds that the fulr snd resconeble moarkat wales of the morigeged propercty, real
snd parsonsl, as of the dote of the Marshal's sale herein, to-wif: #uy 16, 1970,
win 37,100,003

The Court fuwrthar finda that the o of 50, 100,00 was thy total off
the higheet nnd best bids on all the property, both wwal and persemal, oo shown
bry the Mershel's lwturn of Gale £118d herein,

The Court farther fMuds thot the aggreg:te maount of th  Jadgeeot
entered herein, together with interwet end coste to  pril 17, 1970, io $17,390.85,
and that tha pleintift’ {n acoordingdy enmtitled to & eficlency Juwizment ageinst
the defaninnts, Clyde K. Srown md Jesn €. Brovm, d/b/o Megle Tatern Theoters,
o~ the mm of 15,512, 7T6 (after dedueting $L60.590 rppratnol fess (nd H59.41
adverticing fees Srom the bid emount of $2,100.00} with Interest oo the sum of
#15,502, 70 nt the wvrte of & per cemt per wanmn from - prfl LT, 1000, until padd,

IT IS5, THERSAORYE, ORDERET, ADJUDGE) AN DICHEED by the  wuart thet the

prafatdty, Uadted trtos of dmerden, heve anc reoomwer Pool the covomint



Clyde . ol amed Jovn O, Tiemi, :E‘/ls;"a Megd e leoetern dientors,
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I WY UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURD FOR THE
HORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNYTED STATES OF AMERTC:,

Platotirs, CIVIL ACTION M0, 69(~158
VSa
CLYDE . BHOWN snd JRAN C. BEOWN, ‘ ‘
d/v/a Magic Lantern Theaters, FILED
Defendants. AIGZ b 1GM)
JOHN H. POE, Clerk
IRIOIRICY JUDGMENT U. S. DISTRICT COURT

[

MW on this ________ dey of August, 1970, there came on for hearing the
motion of the plaintiff, United Stetes of America, ror leave to enter a
Deficiency Judgment, which motion was Tiled hewedu oo cugust 12, 1970, and
copies of such wotiom were mailed to the defendants, Clyde E. Brown and Jean
C. Brown, d/bfa Magic Lentern Theaters.

The Court, being fully edvised and upon consideration of such wotion,
finds thet the feir and reasopable merket wvalur of the mortgaged property, reel
and personal, as of the dete of the Marshal's sale herein, to~wit: May 18, 1970,
wan $2,100,00;

The Court further finds that the sum of $2,100,00 wes the totnl of
the highest and best blds on all the property, both real snd personusl, =s shown
hy the Mershalls Return of Cale filed herein,

The Court further Ffinds thet the sggregets cmount of the Judgment
entered herein, together with inter@st and costs tc ~pril 17, 1070, i: $17,390.85,
and that the pleintift is scoordingly entitled o s leficlency Juigment against
the defendants, Clyde E. Brown and Jean C. Brown, d/L/a Maglc Lantern Theaters,
for the sum of #15,510.76 (after deducting $162,50 sppreinal fees sud $59.41
advertising fees from the bid emount of $2,100.00) with interest on the sum of
$15,512.76 at the rate of & per cent per ennmun frow April 17, 197¢, until pedd,

IT Is, THERIFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECHEED by the Court that the

plalatif¥, Untted States of Mserdcs, hove ond recover fros the Jndemiants,



Clyde E. frown end Jean G. Brown, d/b/e Meglc Ruutesw Theaters, - deiiciency
julgment in the amount o: $15,512.76, with interest thereon at the rate of

8 per cent per emnuw from Apyil 17, 1970, uwntil paid,

2

S s .

UNTTED STATES TASTRICT JUDGE

APPRQVED:

s/ A pher )
ROBERT P, SANTER
Assistart Untted Stotes Attorney

ol gl T



FILED

AUB 27 197)

JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

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

FREDERICK CARSTENS,
Plaintiff, 69-C~138

VS

ABERDEEN PETROLEUM CORPORATION,
GECORGE R. PIETCH and B. V. BOCK,

LR P e

Defendants.

ORDER DISMISSING B. V. BOCK FOR LACK OF
JURISDICTION

The Court has for consideration the Special Appearance
of Defendant, B. V. Bock, and Plea to the Jurisdiction and Venue
and Motion to Quash Summons, the brief in support thereof,
and being fully advised in the premises, finds:

That this Court lacks jurisdiction over the person of
the defendant B, V., Bock.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the defendant, B. V. Bock,
be and he is hereby dismissed from this litigation. .

ENTERED this &< Jlé day of August, 1970,

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




FILED

AUB 27 1970

JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
x NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
FREDERICK CARSTENS,

Plaintiff, 69-C-138

vs.

ABERDPEEN PETROLEUM CORPORATION,
GEORGE R. PIETCH and B, V. BOCK,

B . - P P ]

befendants.

ORDER SUSTAINING GEORGE R. PIETCH'S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE
COUNTERCLAIM

The Court has for consideration the Motion for Summary
Judgment on Counterclaim filed by the defendant, George R.
Pietch, the brief, affidavits and exhibits in support thereof,
and, being fully advised in the premises, finds:

That said counterclaim is premnised on a judgment obtained
by George R. Pietch in the Supreme Court of the State of New
York, New York County, on November 6, 1968, against Frederick
Carstens in the sum of $103.640.00, with interests and costs.

An authenticated copy of said judgment is attached to the
-Motiqh for Summary Judgment. The suit was based on a promissory
note executed by Carstens to Pietch in the sum of $100,000.00,‘
with interest at 7% per annum until maturity and 10% per annum
thereafter and was secured by a pledge of 60,000 shares of the
stock of Fomento. Carstens defaulted on said note.

The stock pledged by Carstens was sold to apply on
the indebtedness,



The plaintiff is in default on said counterclaim
filed herein in that he has not plead or answered said counter-
claim. Neither has plaintiff responded to the Motion for
Summary Judgment.

The Court finds that there is no genuine issue as
to any material fact raised by the counterclaim on file herein.

The Court further finds that the judgment of a state
court must be given full faith and credit in every othexr
court of the United States.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the Motion for Summary
Judgment on Counterclaim filed by George R. Pietch be and the
same is hereby sustained.

IT 1I$ FURTHER ORDERED that Géorge R. Pietch file an
appropriate Judgment in conformity with this order within
five (5) days of this date.

ENTERED thise? /& day of August, 1970,

UNITED STATES BISTRICT JUDGE




FILED

AUG 27 1970

JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

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

\

FREDERICK CARSTENS,
Plaintiff, 69-C-138

vSs.

ABERDEEN PETROLEUM CORPORATION,
GEORGE R, PIETCH and B, V. BOCK,

O N Y U

Defendants.

ORDER SUSTAINING ABERDEEN PETROLEUM CORPORATION'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON
COUNTERCLAIM

The Court has for consideration the Motion for Summary
Judgment on Counterclaim filed by the defendant, Aberdeen
Petroleum Corporation, the brief, affidavits and exhibits in
support thereof, and, being fully advised in the premises,
finds:

That said counterclaim is premised on a Jjudgment obtained
by’Aberdeen Petroleum Corporatioﬁ in the Supreme Court of the
State of New York, New York County, on November 6, 1968,
against Frederick Carstens in the sum of $26,105, with
interest and costs. An authenticated copy of said judgment
is attached to the Motion for Summary Judgrment, The suit was
based on a promissory note executed by Carstens to Aberdeen
Petroleum Corporation in the sum of $25,000.00, with interest
and was secured by a pledge of 40,000 shares of the stock of
Fomento. Carstens defaulted on said note. )

The stock pledged by Carstens was sold to apply on

the indebtedness.



The plaintiff is in default on said counterclaim
filed herein in that he has not plead or answered said counter-
claim. Neither has plaintiff responded to the Motion for
Summary Judgment.

The Court finds that there is no genuine issue as
to any material fact raised by the counterclaim on file herein.
The Court further finds that the judgment of a statel
court must be given full faith and credit in every other coth
of the United States. \

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the Motion for Summar;
Judgment on Counterclaim filed by Aberdeen Petroleum Corporation
be and the same is hereby sustained. i

IT IS5 FURTHER ORDERED that Aberdeen Petroleum Corporaﬁion
file an appropriate Judgment in conformity with this order E
within five (5) days of this date. 1

ENTERED this wX/@iay of August, 1970.

Comn T S —

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




FLaN

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

LOUIS LOWERY,

-~

Plaintiff, 69~-C-288

vs.
B. F. GOODRICH, a New York

Corporation, with principal
offices at Akron, Ohio,

FILED
AUG2 7 1970

JORN H. POE, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT CQURT

ORDER SUSTAINING DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND JUDGMENT

R st et e s st Mt et et et

Defendant.

The Court has for consideration the motion for summary
Jjudgment filed by the defendant herein, the briefs in support
and opposition thereto, the affidavits filed by the defendant,
the exhibits, and having carefully perused the entire file,
being fully advised in the premises, finds:

That the plaintiff was an employee of Willsey Electric,
Inc. at the time of his injury. That the defendant, at the time
plaintiff was injured,was engaged in the tire manufacturing
business and had a contract with Willsey Electric, Inc. to per-—

form certain electrical work.

Both Willsey and the defendant had complied with the Workmen's

Compensation Act. Plaintiff filed sult in the State Industrial
Court against his employer, Willsey, and settled said matter

on a joint petition for the sum of $8,100.00. In addition
plaintiff was paid the sum of $446.67 {$40.00 per week) for

a period of 11 weeks while he was temporarily disabled, plus

medical expenses.



The question to be determined on the motion for summary
judgment is whether defendant was a principal employer
(Willsey being an independent contractor) so as to render
defendant secondarily liable under the Workmen's Compensation
Act, and not liable as a third party tort feasor.

As to the above question, the Court finds that there is
no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving
party is entitled to a judgmeht as a matter of law.

The Court finds that it is undisputed that the work being
performed by plaintiff at the business site of defendant was
an integral part of, necessarily connected with, and incident
to the business of the principal employer.

The Court finds, based on the admitted facts, the briefs
of the plaintiff and the defendant and the affidavits submitted
by defendant, as a matter of law, that the defendant is a
principal employer and Willsey Electric, Inc. is an independent
contractor within the meaning of the Oklahoma Workmen's Compensation
Act.

The Court finds that despite the pleading of the plaintiff
being verified, the affidavits submitted by the defendant in
support of its motion for summary judgment cut through and
pierce the conclusory allegation of the plaintiff in his
comblainf that the work being performed by Willsey Electric,
Inc. was not an integral part 0f the defendant's business.
There is no counter-affidavit on the part of the plaintiff con-
troverting the convineing showing by movant that there is
no genuine issue of fact.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the Motion for Summary
Judgment filed by the defendant herein be and the same is hereiy
sustained.

JUDGMENT
Based upon the foregoing order sustaining defendant's

Motion for Summary Judgment,



S SN

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that judgment be entered in favor of
the defendant and against plaintiff.
ENTERED this 02 /ééday of August, 1970.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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AUG 2 7 197 HC,/
JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U, 8. DISTRICT CouRT

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

M & S ENTERPRISES, INC., an

Oklahoma corporation, ,

/

Plaintiff, 70-C-183

V5.
TARTAN MOTOR INNS,., INC.,

a Delaware corporation,
et al.,

N P I S R

Defendants.

ORDER OVERRULING CODY W, ICE'S MOTION
TO DISMISS

The Court has for consideration the Motion to Dismiss filed
by Cody W. Ice, and, being fully advised in the premises, finds:

That Cody W. Ice has not complied with Rule 13 of the
Rules of Court of the United States District Court for the
Northern District of Oklahoma.

IT IS, THEREFCRE, ORDERED that the Motion to Dismiss of
Cod§ W. Ice be and the same is hereby overruled,

ENTERED thise? / day of August, 1970.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNETED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERW
DISTRICT OF OXLAH®RM.

Unlted States of Americs,
Plalocify,

va,. Clvil Wo, 70~0--214

Gaylovd P, Parkexr and Qarolyn 4,
Parker, and Max D, MeCormick,

FILEDp
AYB2 7 197

0NN K. POE, Cyery
d. S DISTRICT GOUrRT

i -
THIS MATIER COMES on for consideration this )d ;duy of

Dafendance,

)
§
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

("—? “"f’“"'"’;—. 1970, the defendant, Max D, McCovmick, having £iled
his answer disclaimlng any interest iu the real property lnvolved hereim,
and the dafendants, Gaylord P, Parke: end Carclyn A, Parker, eppesviug uot;
and

The Court being fully advieed and heving examined the file herein
finds that dus and Isgal persovel service of swwous hae baes mude on the
defendenuts, Gayloxd P, Parker sud Carolyn A, Parker, and the defendmt,
Max D, McCormick, requiring each of tliem co snawer the Complaint f£iled
herein not moye than twenty (20) days efter service of surssous; and L&
further appaesying thet the defendants, Gayviord P, Parker and Carolyn A,
Parker, have failed to file an suswer herein and default Les leen anterved by
the Clexk of this Court; snd

The Court further fionde that the waterial allegations of the
plaintiff's Couplaint ave trus sad corcect; that the defeudants, Gaylord P.
Paylier aud Carolyn A. Parker, d4id, ou May 27, 1967, execute gnd deliver
to the Aduinigtracor of Veterane Affairs, thelr mortpage and mortgage note
for the sum of $10,700.00, with Interesc thereon at the rate of 5¥% par
aonum, sod further providing for the pszyment of monthly lnstallmente of
principsl aud lnterest; sad

It further appsars that the defeudants, Gaylord ¥, Parker
avd Caxolyn A. Parker, mads defgult under the termg of the sforesaid
mortgage note and mortgege by reason of thelr fallure to mske monthiy
installments due chexeon on Beptember 1, 1664, which defanlt lLas continued
and that by veason thereof the defeudsnts, Caylord P. Parier and Carolyn A,
Perkey, eie now ilodebted to the Plefntiff iu the sunm of $14,374.60, as uapaid
prineipal, with iuztevest theveon st the race of 6% per awueas frow September 1,

1469, until paid; aud



IT IS THERRFORE (ORDERED, ADYIDCEL: aw: DECREEN (Lot wie Plaintlff,
United States of America, have and rocover judgmeut sgainst the defendants,
Gaylord P, Farkey znd Cavolya A, Parker, For the eum oF 510,370,000, with
laterest tiereon a: the rate of 6% per aunue Frow Septunier I, 1968, uatil
paid, plue the cosc of this actiou scccued aad acceruelng, and the sum of
$24,00 expanded Eur sbetracting feees; aud

IT 13 FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDCGED and DECREED that apon failure
of the defendancs, Gaylord P, Paviker and Carolyn A, Parkeyr, to sailefy
the judgment of the Plaintiff hewdin, au Ovder of Bale shall issua to the
United States Marshsl for the Northern Pletrict of Oklahone, coumending him
to sdveartipe and sell, with appraisemeni, the followlng described teal
proparty:

Lot 10, Block 43, Valley View Acres Thiva

Addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulea County,

Olclghoms, according to the recorded plat

thereof,
and spply the procesds theareof in satisfsction of Plaintiff's judgment.
The vesidue, if any, to be deposited with the Clerk of the Court (o swalt
further Ovder of the Court.

IT 18 FPURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DRCRERD that from and after
the sale of esaid propsrty under and by virtue of this judgment, the
defendants, Gaylord P, Parker and Caroiyn 4. Parker, and each of them,
and all persons clsiming by, through or uoder said defendauts, since the
£11ing of the Couplaiut harein, be and they are foxrever barred aud forsclosed
from every right, title or interest in or to the heretofore described real

property.

Asgletant U, £, Attorney



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

A. RAY SMITH,
Plaintiff,
vs. No. 69-C-204

BLACK WATCH TFARMS, INC.,
a corporation,

FILED

AUG 28 1970

JOHN H. POE, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

Defendant.

M M N Mt S e N M e N

JUDGHKN ENT

The above entitled cause came on for trial before this
Court without a jury on the 28th day of July, 1970, and continued
until the 31st day of July, 1970, at Tulsa, Oklahoma; plaintiff
appeared in person and by his attormeys, Irvine E, Ungerman and
E. P, Litchfield of the firm of Ungerman, Gradbel, Ungerman &
Leiter; and the defendant appeared by its attorneys, David Fist
and Gene Mortensen of the firm of Rosenstein, Livingston, Fist &
Ringold, of Tulsa, Oklahoma; and testimony having been offered’
and briefs filed by both parties and the Court having filed its
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Order for Judgment;
now pursuant to said Order for Judgment:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED That the plaintiff,
A. Ray Smith bave judgment against the defendant in the sum of
Thirty-six Thousand Dollars ($36,000.00) plus an attorneys fee
in the sum of Six Thousand Five Hundred Dollars (%$6,500.00),
together with interest thereon at the rate of 10% per annum
from the 28th day of August, 1970, and plaintiff to have his
costs and disbursements in this action, to be hereinafter taxed

on notice,

Entered this 28th day of August, 1?70.
/f/// 3 4
il & LY

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

- -
N 2T o, TR
Attorney for Plaipdff

' v 1
J .
i y PR

Attorney for Defendant




Il THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT F OKLALIOMA

United States of America, )
Plaintiff, ;
va, g Civil No, 70-C~226
Roy Carl Chartier and Judith g
ﬁ:ﬁ:‘::hﬁtur. and Larry L. ; F I L E
Defendants, ; .ii;g}f; 48 D
ok P{}f?gerg
or » 8 DISTRICT poypr
L LE
THIS NATTIER COMES on for cousidaratién this day of

& x./!”'-"/r’ s 1970, the defendants, Roy Carl Chertier and Judith

Anita Chaftier, aod Larry L, Oliver, sppearing not; and

The Court being fully advised sud having exaemined the fils herein
finds that due end legel personal service of sumwns has been made on the
defendaats, Roy Carl Chartier and Judith Auita Chartier, and Larry L.
Oliver, requiring es¢h of them to smmewer the Complaint filed herein uot
more than twenty (20) daye after service of swmons; and it appesriang that
the defendants, Roy Carl Chartier and Judiih Anita Chariter, and Larry L.
Oliver, have falled to fila en saswer hevein and default Las Leen entered
by tha Clark of this Court; and

The Court further finde that the material allezations of the
plaintiff'e complaint are true snd correct; that the defendants, Roy Carl
Chartier and Judith Anita Chartier, #id, ov March 1, 1965, execute and
deliver to W, J. Driver, as Administrator of Vetersns Affaire, thelr
nortgage and mortgage note for the gum of §%,500.00, with interest thereon
at the rate of SHZ peyr annum, and further providing for the payment of
monthly installments of principal and incerest; and

It furcher sppesrs that the defendsnt, Larry L. Oliver, has or
claims some vighi, title, or interest iu aud to the presises herein being
foreclosed by rezeon 0f an Attorneye Lien srising from = peticion filed
July 12, 1967, being No, D=95784, in the rocords of the Districy Court
within and for Tulsa County, Oklghows, Lu:t Iin this vegard, plalutiff
states that whatever right, title, or interest the defendaant, Lavry L.
Oliver, bas Lu asc to sald property beins foreclosed harel: in junior

and iaferior tu the First moritgape lien oo this plalntffil; and



XL furcher appears that the defendants, Roy Carl Chartier
and Judith Anice Chartier, made defsult under the terme of the sforessid
mortgage note and mortgage by reason of theiy failure to make wonthly
installments due thereon on August 1, 1962, which default hus centinued
sud that by reason thereof the defendania, are now indebted cv the Plaintiff
iz the eum of $3,945,00, se unpaid principal, with intereas: therson at the
rate of 54%L per annum from Augusc 1, 1969, until paid.

IT 15 THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED end DECREED thiet che Plafntiff,
United States of Amorica, lmve and y¥ecover judgment againot the defendants,
Roy Car]l Chartier snd Judith Anita Chartiexr, for the sum of §3,945,00,
with interest thereon at the rate of 5% per aonum from August 1, 1969,
until paid, plus the cost of this action mccrued and accruiap, and the sum
of $20,00 expanded for abstracting fees,

IT IS8 FURTHER CBDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED thai upon failute of
the defendants, Roy Carl Chartier and Judith Anits Chartiey, to sstisfy the
judgment of the Plaintiff herein, an Order of Sals shall issue to the United
States Marshal for the Northeyn District of Oklshoma, commmading him to
advertises and seil, with sppraisemeut, the following descrilbed resl property;

Lot Foursedp £14), Block Four (4}, Buburban

Acres Thipd Addition to the Clty of Tulsms,

Tulsa County, Etate of Oklakoms, according

te the recovded plat thereof,
and apply the procesds thereof in eatisfaction of Plaintiff's judgment,
The restdue, if auy, to be deposited with the Clerk of the Cowrt to swatt
further Order of the Court,

IT IS FURTHER ORDENED, ABFUDGED and DECRERD that from and aftex
the ssle of safd proparty under and by virtue of this judgment, the
defendente, Boy Carl Chartier and Judith Anits Chartler, and each of them,
and all persomp clalming by, through or under said defendants, siace the
filing of the complaint hersin, be andé chey sxe forever barred and foreclomed

from every right, titla or interest in or to the heretofore described real

property.

APTR : U (
- PO o L fx s
o el )T e L

ROBEET P, SANTRE
Aselptant U, £, Attoyney




