33.

9
10
11

12

21
22
23
24
25
20
27
28
29
30

31

FORM CBD-%4
8-5-T74
Formerly LAA-34
LS. GPO: 1978
2T0-102

‘Ar;ow, Oklahoma and the Regional Metropolitan Utility Authorit#

$ I H
IN THE UNITED sTates pistricifeodkrl. E D
FOR THE NORTHERN DLSTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) JUNSO-WR?* ™

Jack C. Silver, Clark
U. S. BISTRICT COunT

Plaintiff,
V.

THE REGIONAL METROPOLITAN UTILITY
AUTHORITY, ‘TULSA, OKLAHOMA, THE
CITY OF TULSA, OKLAHOMA AND THE
CITY OF BROKEN ARROW, OKLAHOMA |

CIVIL NO. 79-C-672-§
SERRl® OLDER

Detendants.

N e N M M S N N e e e S

Upon Motion of the United States of America and for
good cause shown, it is hereby,
ORDERED ADJUGED AND DECREED rhat:

L. The City of Tulsa, Oklahoma, the City of Broken

“shall pay, within Eifteen days of entry of this Order, the sum]

of 5168,500 for viclations of this Court's Order, entered in
the above-captioned Case, May 12, 1981, through and including
April 14, 1982. Payment shall be made by check made payable
to the Treasurer of the United States, and delivered to the
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
Tulsa, Oklahoma.

2. The same shall pay a sum of $500 per day for each da
after April 14, 1982 thar this Court's Order of May 12, 1981,
is not complied wich., Said penalty to be paid in a lump sum
on the 28th day of each month, beginning May 28, 1982 and con-
tinuing until all provisions of this Court's May 12, 1981 Orde
are complied with. Payment to be made by check made payable
to the Treasurer of the Unired States, and delivered to the

United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,

Tulsa, Oklahoma.
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1 3. That the terms and conditions of this Court's May 12,

2 198t Order shall be complied with immediately.

8 =
Signed this 2% ~ day in %, 1982,
1
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IN THE UNTITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

v

JUN 30 aom
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, o2k €. Silver Chept
ok O, crlver, At

Plaintiff, WS

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO., 82-C-533-E

BOBBY K. BONEBRAKE,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration thig =% day
of . 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
Unitﬁg States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Philard L. Rounds, Jr., Assistant United States Attorney,
and the Defendant, Bobby K. Bonebrake, appearing pro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Bobby K. Bonebrake, was
personally served with Summors and Complaint on May 12, 1982,

The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereocf has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordin i&;be entered
aqainst him in the amount of $1,133,00, plus 1 -péfcent interest
from the date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defenpgant,

i
Bobby K. Bonebrake, in the amount of $1,133.6¢0, plus 11 pércent

interest from the date of this Judgment until paid.

- STATES’ DISTRIGT JUDGE

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

PHILARD L7 ROGRDS,
Assistant U.S. Attofhney

e o . el eapaR TP i T n - R s e+ en mumine e et e



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F: ' L* EE [3
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA H

JUH50 1o

ek C. Silver, Clark

[

L USIRRET (0T

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs.
R No. 82-C-110-F
WILLIAM H. RBELL and BANK OF
OKLAHOMA, TRUSTEE of the J.A.
CHAPMAN and LETA M. CHAPMAN
CHARITABLE TRUST, and WILLIAM H,
BELL, TRUSTEE for the BARNARD
RANCH PARTNERSHIP as LESSEE,

e e e L e M M e e e N e e e

Defendants.

ORDER

The Court has now before it the Complaint of the Plaintiff
and its prayer contained therein for preliminary and permanent
injunction filed February 1, 1982.

This matper came on for hearing on February 26, 1982.
Thereafter, the parties filed with the Court their Promosed
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. On April 26, 1982 this
Court issued its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and
entered a preliminary injunction against the Defendants pending
the consideration of the Plaintiff's prayer for permanent
injunctien.

On May 5, 1982 this Court entered a minute order directing
all parties to submit briefs on any additional evidence or
authority for the Court's consideration in ruling on the issue
of permanent injunction. The Plaintiff United States of America
filed a response to the Court's minute order stating Plaintiff
had nec further evidence to offer. Defendants have submitted
nothing in response to the Court's May 5, 1982 minute order.

The issues in this matter having been duly examined and the
evidence having been carefully considered, it is the decision of
this Court that a permanent injunction should issue against the
Defendants.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, that the Defendants,
their officers, agents, servants employees, attorneys, and all
persons in active concert or participation with them, are hereby

enjoined from interferring in any way with ingress and egress of

. I . . R o



the lessee, its officers, agents, servants, employvees and
contractor, for the purpose of productions operations on the
subject lease,

Dated this @75—4 day of June, 1982.

. ELLISON
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT v
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA = ] L E D

INVIVO RESEARCH LABORATORIES,

] 2 g
INC., an Oklahoma corporation, JU,LjO?’ON
Plaintiff, ek €. Silver, (131
| 'ISI': SRR
Vs, Na. 81-C-442-E ~hesd L0

BIOCHEM INTERNATIONAL, INC.,
a Delaware corporation,

Defendant.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

NOW on this égzifday of June, 1982, the Coﬁrf has for its
consideration the Stipulation for Dismissal jointly filed in the
above-styled and numbered cause by plaintiff and defendant.
Based upon the representations and requests of the parties, as
set forth in the foregoing Stipulation, it is

ORDERED that plaintiff's Complaint and claims for relief
against the defendant be and the same are hereby dismissed with
prejudice. 1t is further

ORDERED that each party shall bear its own costs.

JAMES O ,/ELLISON
UNITED -STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

SERGE NOVOVICH

P. OG. Box 1526

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74101

PRICHARD, NORMAN & WOHLGEMUTH

By

\
Jo&1 Y. Wohlgemuth
909 Kennedy Building
Tu}Ysa, Oklahoma 74103

Atto ys for the plaintiff,
Invivo Research Laboratories, Inc.




HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE,
COLLINGSWORTH & NELSON

Dl Gt

FPfed C, Cornisnh

Fred 5. Nelson

Claire E. Barrett

4100 Bank of Oklahoma Tower
One Willtiam Center

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74172

Attorneys for the defendant,
Biochem International, Inc.

e i o A S AR
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT oF okramomaf™ 1 L E D

a Delaware cerporation,

INVIVO RESEARCH LABORATORIES, ) JUNzQ
INC., an Oklahoma corperation, } =V 009!
) Panli b o
Plaintiff, ) ..J} C.$HVm;Ch;k
: ) TS g
Vs, } No., B1-C-256-E
)
BIOCHEM INTERNATIONAL, INC., )
)
)
)

Defendant,

CRDER OF DISMISSAL

NOW on this 3x7 day of June, 1982, the Court has for its
consideration the Stipulation for Dismissal jointly filed in the
above-styled and numbered cause by plaintiff and defendant,
Based upon the Tepresentations and requests of the parties, as
set forth in the foregoing Stipulation, it is

ORDERED that plaintjff's Complaint and claims for relief
against the defendant be and the same are hereby dismissed with
Prejudice. It is further

ORDERED that defendant's Counterclaims and claims for relief
against the plaintiff be and the same are hereby dismissed with
prejudice. It is further

ORDERED that each party shall bear its own costs,

Cj)r"n rteF e }’(riﬂl‘ﬂ/\—
JAMES Q4 ELLISON.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

SERGE NOVOVICH

P. 0. Box 1526

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74101

PRICHARD, NORMAN & WOHLGEMUTH

opl ¥, hlgemuth”
909 Kennddy Building
Tylsa, OKlahoma 74103

Attorneys for the plaintiff,
Invivo Research Laboratories, Inc.

By
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HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE,
COLLINGSWORTH & NELSON

o S ot

Ffed C. Cornish

Fred 5, Nelson

Claire E. Barrett

4100 Bank of Oklahoma Tower
One William Center

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74172

Attorneys for the defendant,
Bicchem International, Inc.




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

JAMES L, HORNBEAK,

Plaintiff,

Vs, No. Bl-C-4lg-¢

FILED

TEXACO, INC.,
a Delaware corporation,

Defendant.
JUN 20 1982]
Ick €. Silver, Clark
ORDER S STRITT GO

On June 7, 1982 this Court, by written Order, granted the
plaintiff ten (10) days to file his amended complaint. Pursuant
to the June 7, 1982 Order, this Court informed the plaintiff that
if he did not file an amended complaint within said ten ({10) day
period, the present action would be dismissed with pPrejudice for
failure to prosecute pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.Pp, 41(b}). After a
diligent search of the record in this case, the Court determines
that the plaintiff has not timely filed his amended complaint as
directed by the Court. It is further determined that this action
should be dismissed with Prejudice because of the plaintiff's
tailure to so comply with the June 7, 1982 Order and because of
the prior failures of the plaintiff to follow the directions of
this Court and to diligently Prosecute the instant action.

It is therefore the Order of this Court that the present
action is dismissed with pPrejudice for failure of the plaintiff

to prosecute pursuant to Fed.R.Civ,P. 41(b).

It is so Ordered this :iQ day of June, 1982.

#. DALE COOK

Chief Judge, U. 8. District Court

R bt AN R AT SRS 1 -



e L D b e

IN THE UNITED STAYES BISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

L. MICHAEL HICKS,
5.3, #567-07-5784,

Plaintiff,
V.
JOHN SUHAN, Secretary of
Health and Human Services,
ex rel, the UNITED STATES
OF AMERI1CA,

Defendant .

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

No.

JUDGMENT

81-C-295-C

FILED

JUN30 19gp;

Yack €. Silvar, Clark
RN T 1 i¢hse BN A B

The Court has for consideraticn the Findings and Recom-

mendations of the Magistrate rlled on June 15, 1982, in

which 1t 1s recommended that Judgment be entered for the

Defendant. No exceptlions or objections have been filed and

the time t'or filing such exceptions or objections has expired.

After careful censideration of the matters presented to

it, the Court has concluded that the Findings and Recommenda-

tions cof the Magistrate should be and hereby are affirmed.

It iu hereby Ordered that Judgment be and hereby 1s

entered for the Defendant.

Dated this _\ j() day of June, 1982.

T e MMM AN Sl

DAL
CHTEF JUDGE

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

e
JUN 29 1982

Jaci G v, 1 lark
0. S, DiSTRICT COURT

JAMES LEE BELL,
Plaintiff,
vs, No. 80-~C-388-E

PATRICIA ROBERTS HARRIS,
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES OF THE UNITED STATES,

Defendant.
JUDGMENT

This cause having been considered by the Court on the pleadings,
the entire record certified to this Court by the Defendant Secretary
¢f Health and Human Services {Secretary), and after due proceedings
had, and upon examination of the pleadings and record filed herein,
including the Briefs submitted by the parties, the Court is of the
opinion as shown by its Memorandum Opinion filed herein of even date
that the final decision of the Secretary is supported by substantial
evidence as required by the Social Security Act, and should be affirmed.
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, DECREED AND ADJUDGED that the final
decision of the Secretary should be and hereby is affirmed.

P

Dated this 2+ " day of June, 19B82.

@7-7‘(14,4!3 j_.pl.-— -x_«!

JAMESA0. ELLISON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

P e+« e TR YA A 8



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

’ FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT oOF CKLAHOMA

STATE QP OKLAHOMA ,

vs. No. 82-C-644-F3 | { E D

ROBERT JOSEPH ZANT,

e e e e e e

Petitioner. Juti 3919@"
iéll‘tn L. SIVC, Ligr
ORDER U8 DISTRICT COYFRT

The Court has now before it the Petition for Removal to
Federal Court of the Petitioner, Robert Joseph Zani.

Petitioner is currently the Defendant in a state criminal
proceeding in the District Court of Tulsa County, Oklahoma
(No CRF-81-3065), the charge in those proceedings against him
being Murder with malice. Said charges were brought against
the Petitioner by information on or about August 26, 1981.
Petitioner states that interwoven with the state criminal
proceeding now pending, is an action filed by the Petitioner on
April 12, 1982 in this Court against David L, Moss, Tulsa County
District Attorney, et al. (No. 82-C-438-E) . Petitioner alleges
vioclations of his Fourth, Ninth, and Fourteenth Amendment rights
under the United States Constitution in connection with his arrest
and subsequent trial now pending. He further asserts that because
of his action against the Tulsa County District Attorney, now
pending in this Court, that he cannot possibly receive a fair trial
on the state criminal charges against him,

I't is first evident to this Court that Petitioner has not
yet exhausted the state remedies available to him for any alleged
viclation of his rights under the Unjted States Constitution. fThis
failure to exhaust, in and of itself, would prohibit the consideration
of any alleged Constitutional violations by th;s Court.

It is also evident to this Court thap the criminal proceeding
now pending in the state court is not removable to this Faderal
Court under 28 U.s.C. §5 1441-4¢.

Finally, any attempt to interfere with the pending state

criminal proceeding would be an impermissible violation of the




""Younger abstention" doctrine as set out by the United States

Supremem Court. Younger v, Harris, 401 U.5. 37, 91 S.ct. 746 (1971) .

IT IS THEREFORE THE ORDER OF THIS COURT, that the Petition for

Removal to Federal Court is dismissed.

il
Dated at Tulsa, Oklahoma this CZ f ~— day of June, 1982.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTRERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

ve.

DAVID E. SULLIVAN,

Defendant.

CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C-541-B

NOTICE COF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by

Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District

of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, thrcugh Nancy A. Nesbitt,

Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its

dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

of this action without prejudice,

Dated this 29th day of June, 1982.

CERTIFIQ_FE oF 5;5319@
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ing was S€
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

/)u»m@aJ. Dhtritt)

NANCY NESBITT
Assistant United States Attorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

R&R LEASING, INC.,

. ED
JUN 21082
Jack G, Stiver, Glerl
V. S. DISIRICT COURT

Plaintiff,
and

BOULDER BANK & TRUST co.,

Vs, No. 81-C-754-E

LOREN D. ALEXANDER and

)

)

}

)

)

)

)

)

Intervenor, )
)|

)

)

}

LINDA I. ALEXANDER, )
)

Defendants. }

ORDER

The Court has before it for consideration Defendants' motion
to dismiss for lack of in personam Jurisdiction, made pursuant to
Rule 12(b) (2}, Fed.R.Civ.Pro. '

Having considered the arguments of the bParties, the affidavits
of Defendants, the Pleadings in this case, and the relevant authorities,
the Court is of rhe opinion that there is a lack of personal juris~
diction in this case, and that it should therefore be dismissed.

Count one of the Complaint sounds in contract, and count two is
based upon a negotiable instrument. Plaintiff is an Oklahoma corpora-
tion, and Defendants are residents of the State of Illinois. fThe
dispute arises from an agreement to purchase an aircraft from Plain-
tiff by Defendants, the consideration for which was to be the trade
of an automobile and a payment of the balance due, less this trade-
in allowance.

Defendants, in support of their motion, have Presented affidavits
which state that they have never been to Oklahoma, that the contract
in issue was entered into in St. Louis, Missouri, that the considera-
tion was exchanged in St. Louis, Missouri, that all performances call-
ed for by the contract were made in St. Louis, Missouri, that they do
no business in Oklahoma and never have done business in Ok lahoma, that
they own no real or personal property in Oklahoma, and that no part of
the transaction in question took place in Oklahoma. Therefore, they
argue, they have no contacts with this state sufficient to satisfy the
minimum contacts requirements of due process.

Plaintiff has presented nothing to contradict these affidavits

T e A S WL+ e AR R A A o< s o A Al
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factually, but bases its argument on the foilowing clause contained

in the contract in question:
CHOICE OF LAW: Any contract made by acceptance of
this offer shall consider to have been made and
entered in the State of Oklahoma and construed as
such. The laws of the State of Oklahoma shall
govern over this contract and be binding upon the
parties hereto.
It is Plaintiff's argument that Defendants have, by this clause,
consented to the jurisdiction of the State of Oklahoma.
There is no question that in personam jurisdiction may be con-
ferred by prior consent, as is argued by Plaintiff. Forum selection

clauses, once disfavored, are now generally given effect unless en-

forcement of such clauses would be unreasonable, see, e.g., M/S Brenmen

v. Zapata Off-Shore Co., 407 U.S, 1, 92 s.ct. 1907 (1972}; Kline v.

Kawai America Corp., 498 F.Supp. 868, 871, n.1 {D. Minn. 1980). The

case cited by Plaintiff, Aamco Automatic Transmissions, Inc. v.

Hagenbarth, 296 F.Supp. 1142 (E.D. Pa. 1968), is but an example of
this general prdposition. In that case, however, the agreement
specifically stated that the defendant-licensee consented fo the
jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania Courts and the United States District
Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, 296 F.Supp. at 1143,

The contractual language urged by Plaintiff is, in the Court's
opinion a choice of law clause, and not a forum selection clause;
there is no clear agreement to submit to the jurisdiction of the
courts of Oklahoma, as there was a clear ayreement to submit to the
jurisdiction of the courts of Pennsylvania in Aamco, supra.

The Court believes that Plaintiff would read too much into this
clause. The burden of proof here rests upon the Plaintiff as the

party asserting the existence of jurisdiction, Wilshire 0il Company

v. Riffe, 409 F.28 1277 (Tenth Cir. 1969): Radiation Researchers, Inc.

Fischer Industries, Inc., 70 F.R.D. 561 (W.D. Okla. 1976), and this

burden can be met by a prima facie showing. See Block Industries v,

DHJ Industries, Inc., 495 F.2d 256 (Eighth Cir. 1974); O'Hare Inter-

national Bank v. Hampton, 437 F.2d 1173 (Seventh Cir. 1971); United

States v. Montreal Trust Cc., 358 F.2d 239 (Second Cir.}, cert.

denied, 384 U.S. 919 (1966).

The test to be applied in this case is well known. A defendant

-2
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must have minimum contacts with the forum such that the maintenance
of the suit does not offend "traditional notions of fair play and

substantial justice." Kulke v. California Superior Court, 436 U.S. 84

(1978); Shaffer v. Heitner, 433 U.S5. 186 (1977); International Shoe

Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S: 310 (1945). This test offers only general

guidelines, to be applied tc the facts of each case. It is not a
"formula automatically determinative of every case." Barnes v.

Wilson, 580 P.2d 991, 994 (Okla. 1978}. In Kulko v. California Superior

Court, supra, the Supreme Court said:

Like any standard that requires a deter-
mination of "reasonableness," the "minimum
contacts" test of International Shoe is not
susceptible of mechanical application; rather,
the facts of each case must be weighed to de-
termine whether the requisite "affiliating
clircumstances" are present. Hanson v. Denckla,
357 U.S. 235, 246 (1958). We recognize that
this determination is one in which few an-
swers will be written "in black and white."
The greys are dominant and even among them the
shades are innumerable.™ Estin v, Estin,

334 U.S. 541, 545 (1948).

436 U.5. at 92.

Tt is ciear that the Oklahoma long-arm statutes were intended
to extend the jurisdiction of Oklahoma courts over nonresidents
to the outer limits permitted by the due process requirements of

the United States Constitution. See, e.g., CMI Corp. v. Costello

Constr. Corp., 454 F.Supp. 497 (W.D. Okla. 1977): Pields v. Volkswagen

of America, Inc., 555 P.2d 48 (Okla. 1976); Carmack v. Chemical Bank

New Yorx Trust Co., 536 P.2d 897 (Okla. 1975); Yankee Metal Products

Co. v. District Court, 528 P.2d 311 (Okla. 1974); Fidelity Bank, N.A,

v. Standard Industries, Inc., 515 P.2d 219 (Okla. 1973); Vemco Plating,

Inc. v. Denver Fire Clay Co., 496 P.2d 117 (Okla. 1972): Hines v.

Clendenning, 465 P.2d 460 (Okla. 1970}; Crescent Corp. v. Martin,

443 P.2d 111 (Okla. 1968); Simms v. Hobbs, 411 P.2d 503 (Okla. 1966);

Marathon Battery Co. v. Kilpatrick, 418 P.2d 906 {(Okla. 1965); Gregory

v. Grove, 547 P.2d 400 (Okla.App. 1975}, modified 547 P.,2d 381 (Okla.
1976).

Extension to the "outer limits," however, does not mean that
there are no limits.

in weighing the facts of the case to determine whether the re-

quirements of due process are met, the Court must consider the totality




o . - - .

of contacts between the nonresident defendant and the State of Oklahoma.

Carmack v. Chemical Bank New York Trust Co., supra;:; Crescent Corp. v,

Martin, supra; Gregory v. Grove, supra.

Having considered the contacts (or lack thereof) as is reflected
in the pleadings before thg Court, and considering the Plaintiff's
burden of showing the existence of jurisdicticn once that existence
is challenged, the Court concludes that there are no contacts with
this forum sufficient to suppcrt the exercise of in persona jurisdiction
over the Defendants, nor is there a sufficient basis upon which it ean
be concluded that Defendants agreed to submit to the jurisdiction of
this Court.

Accordingly, Defendants' motion to dismiss should be granted, and
this action dismissed for lack of jurisdietion over the persons of
the Defendants.

IT 18 THEREFORE ORDERED that Defendants' motion to dismiss for
lack of jurisdiction over their persons be, and the same hereby is,
granted, and this action is therefore ordered dismissed.

Tt is so Ordered this ,2¢” day of June, 1982.

el . i
Y R N P (. )1

JAMES 047 ELLISON
UNITEDSTATES DISTRICT JUDGE

e
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Il‘HE UNITED STATES DISTRICTQURT

/ FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT oF OKLAHOMA

STATE OF CKLAHOMA ,

Vs,

No. 82-C-§44-5< I 1 Er

ROBERT JOSEPH ZANI,

e N e e e e

Petitioner.

JUN 29 qu?f

PNl S Gierd
ORDER U 8 DISTRICT CO?{I{I

The Court has now before it the Petition for Removal to
Federal Court of the Petitioner, Robert Joseph Zaniﬁ

Petitioner is currently the Defendant in a stafe criminal
Proceeding in the District Court of Tulsa County, Oklahoma
{No CRF-81-3065), the charge in those proceedings against him
being Murder with malice. 8aid charges were brought against
the Petitioner by information on or about August 26, 1981,
Petitioner states that interwoven with the state criminal
brecceeding now pending, is an action filed by the Petitioner on
April 12, 1982 1in this Court against David L. Moss, Tulsa County
District Attorney, et al. (No. 82-C-438-F). Petitioner alleges
vioclations of his Fourth, Ninth, andg Fourteenth Amendment rights
under the Unitegd States Consfitution in connection with his arrest
and subsequent trial now pending. He further asserts that because
of his action against the Tulsa County District Attorney, now
pending in this Court, that he Cannot possibly receive a fair trial
on the state criminal charges against him.

It is first evident to this Court that Petitioner has not
Yet exhausted the state remedies available to him for any alleged
violation of his rights under the United States Constitution. This
failure to exhaust, in and of itself, would prohibit the consideration
of any alleged Constitutional violations by th;s Court.,

It is also evident to this Court thap the criminal proceeding
how pending in the state court is not removable to this Federal
Court under 28 U.5.C. §§ 1441-4¢.

Finally, any attempt to interfere with the pending state

criminal pProceeding would be an impermissible violation of the




s "Younger abstention® doctrine as set out by the United States

Supremem Court.

Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37, 91 a8.Cct. 746 (1971) .

IT IS THEREFQORE THE ORDER OF THIS COURT, that the Petition for

Removal to Federal Court is dismissed.

i
Dated at Tulsa, Oklahoma thisg é_z Z —day of June, 1982,
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT LUkt U iggp

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
Jack C. Sitver, Gierk
1). S. DISTRICT COURT

DON McHENDRY and ANDREA McHENDRY,
husband and wife, SAM F. MUSKRAT,

and THOMAS R. TROWER,
Plaintiffs,
VS. No. Bl1-C-388-C
R. A. COTTINGIM and INDEPENDENT
PRODUCERS, INC., a Kansas cor-—
poration,

Defendants.

STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

COME NOW Don McHendry, Andrea McHendry, Sam F. Muskrat,
Thomas R. Trower, R. A. Cottingim and Independent Producers,
Inc., the sole parties to this litigation, and pursuant to
Rule 41 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, hereby stipulate
that this action is dismissed with prejudice. The parties
hereto further stipulate that they shall each bear their own

respective costs and attorney's fees incurred in this action.

577 .
Dated this _)f  day of &,ﬁ,(;(/{— , 1982,

SUBLETT, McCORMICK, ANDREW
& KEEFER
Stephen L. Andrew
Gary Barnett
Charles M. Sublett
Suite 1776, One Williams Center
Tulsa, Oklahcoma 74172

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

DCGERNER, STUART, SAUNDERS,
DANIEIL & ANDERSON

Richard P. Hix

1000 Atlas Life Building

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

Attorneys for Defendant,
R. A. Cottingim

BY : izilgnﬂfiv}g/

D R T T —— e [ U S




L]

Bryon D. Todd

3140 5. Winston

Suite 19

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74135

Carl G. Wettig

421 East Third

P.0O. Box 405

Wichita, Kansas 67201

Attorneys for Defendant,
Independent Producers, Inc.

BY:L["/L‘;L/U“ /\---.._%r(//‘
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

.

L{Hig&k
«:(u‘\ Lr ‘_;j“’ Lo

U 5. DISTRICT e

No. 81~C-441-8

BOISE CASCADE CORPORATION,

]
I
o

Plaintiff,
Vs,

THE BURNING HILLS GROQUP OF COMPANIES,
INC., a/k/a BURNING HILLS GROUP OF
COMPANIES, LIMITED, an Oklahoma cor-
poratlon, and COMMUNICATION ASSOCIATES
INC., an Oklahoma corporation,

Bt e et N e et e e e v v e e

Defendants.

JUDGMENT

The Court entered its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law herein on May 6, 1982, concluding judgment should be enter-—
ed in favor of the plaintiff, Boise Cascade Corporation, and
against the defendants. The Court further concluded therein
the plaintiff is entitled to a reasonable attorney's fee plus
its costs from the defendants, but deferred entry of a final
judgment in this matter pending determination of the amount
of a reascnable attorney's fee.

By letter of April 29, 1982, signed by counsel for all of
the parties, the parties agreed judgment should be entered in
this case in favor of the plaintiff and against the defendant,
The Burning Hills Group of Companies, Inc., in the amount of
Four Hundred Twenty Seven Thousand One Hundred Forty Eight and
35/100 Dollars ($427,148.39), plus interest at the rate of 20%
accruing from April 28, 1982. Thercafter, by letter of June 29,
1982, signed by counsel for all the parties, the parties stipu-

lated to an award in favor of the plaintiff in the amount of

Pennington, Deceascd.
IT 1S THEREFQRE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that

Arthur Joe Pennington, Individually, and as Administrator of the

Estate of Arthur Pennington, Deceased, and Letha Sue Pennington

Bowman Individually are dismissed with prejudice to their rights

to claim any proceeds under the insurance policy issued by
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State Mutual Life Assurance Company of

North America, o Massachusolitrg

Corperation, on the life of Arthyr Penningtaon, Deceased.

AFPROVED AS T

a7,

g T g T
DefihTs King, Attorn Y for Stafe Mutual

Life Assurance

)

Tty

L
Ry

ean Caldwell, Atto ney for Nancy

’Pennington
‘ M‘:r— - - —_
Marion Dyer, At rney for defendants,

Jadga

FORM:

-

Company of North America

Arthur Joe Pennington and Letha

Sue Pennington

s AT s e

Bowman

S/ JAMES O. ELLISON

of the United States Disirict Cour ¢
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 'fbcbgﬂﬁfn?f
. I\.lif-"‘Ji

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

GERALD LaRONN MATTHEWS,

Plaintiff
’ Civil Action No;

81-C-556-B 7
GRAVES TRUCK LINE, INC.,
JIM WAYNE THOMAS and

JIM ZIMMERMAN,

Defendants.

uvvvvvvvvvvv

STIPULATED DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

COME NOW the parties hereto, by their attorneys or
record, and pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
Hl(a)(l)(ii), hereby stipulate that this actlon is dismissed with
prejudice. This stipulated dismissal applies to all matters

raised 1n this action as well as all matters wniech could have
been raised herein.

Plaintifr: Defendants:

Wesley E. Jom Thomas D.- Robertson

Attorney ﬁg;’ laintirr Attorney for Defendants

1515 South Denver Nichols & Wolfe, Inc.

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119 0ld City Hall Building-Suite 400
(918) 599-8118 124 East Fourth Street

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103
(918) 584-518>2
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Flm o

JUN 241980
Jack ¢, Siys, ol
U. 8. DISTRICT COURT

DENNY WAYNE HUBBARD and
SHARON HUBBARD,

Plaintiffs,
vs.

JIM PLEMING d/b/a FLEMING
WRECKER SERVICE, and JOHN DOE,

e e M e Mt e et e e e el

Defendants. NO. 81-C-766~E

ORDER OF DISMTISSAL

Lorit-

ON this u‘_ﬁ;;__ﬂ_day of June, 1982, upon the written
application of the parties for A Dismissal With Prejudice of
the Complaint and all said parties have entered into a’compromise
settlement covering all claims invelved in the Complaint ang
have requested the Court to dismiss said Complaint with prejudice
to any future action, and the Court being fully advised in the
premises, finds that said Complaint should be dismissed pursuant
to said applicatieon.

IT 1S 'THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the Complaint and all causes of action of the plaintiffs

filed herein against the defendants be and the same hereby are

dismissed with prejudice to any future action.

S/ JAMES ©. ELLISON

JUDGE, DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED
STATES, NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

APPROVAL:

JOHN R. WOODARD

MIKE GILLARD

L

Attorney for National Union
Fire Insurance Company

P o Pl A
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JUN 41982

S v, Uler
U DISTRICT coumy

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-847-E

COOPER D. CAMPBELL,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

~_:_,'4'fi
This matter comes on for consideration this ~/ day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Cooper D. Campbell, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Cocper D. Campbell, was
personally served with Summens .and Complaint on December 1, 1981,
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled te Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS5 THEREFCRE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Cooper D.
Campbell, for the principal sum of $416.50, plus interest at the

rate of 15 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

5/, JAMES ©. ELUISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THR UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT oOF OKLAHOMA

AN S O
JUN 2419828

dach . Siivar, Lierk
18, S. DISTRICT COURT

IN RE:
UNIVERSITY BANK,

Appellant,

vs. No. B2-C-317-g

SHIRLEY JEAN BENEFIELD,

e e e e e e v e e

Appelleea,
ORDER

This is an appéal from the judgement of the Bankruptecy Court
entered on February 10, 1982 ip Bankruptcy No. 81-00882, Adversary
No., 81-0556, ordering that the Plaintiff/Appellant take nothing and
dismissing the proceeding on the merits, and further ordering that
the debt which was the subject of the Plaintiff's/Appellant's
complaint was dischargeable in bankruptey ang discharging that debt.

The Appellant raises the same questiions on appeal that it
raised before the Bankruptcy Court., Tt contends that the appellee
obtained the subject loan by false pretenses, false representation
or actual fraud and that the debt is therefore not dischargeable
under the provisicns of 11 U.s.C. §§523(a) (2) {n), 523(a) (4) and
523 (a) (6) .

Trial proceedings were held before the Bankruptey Court in

this district on February 10, 1982, a transcript of which was included

in the record on appeal. This Court has made an independent
examination of the cited law and the facts as presented at trial in
this matter, and has determined that the conclusions reached by the

Bankruptcy Judge are correct.

This Court therefore adopts the findings of the Bankruptcy Court
and the judgement entered in accordance therewith is hereby affirmed.

Dated this 7 day of June, 1982.

UNITER" STATES DISCTRICT JUDGE

BT o T e A R Pkt me om 10 o oL e
a1 e e R Y WA 50 Ak BBt e . R e L r——— o G
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IN THE UNITED STATES DIFJ"‘“I‘RICT COURT‘. I L E D :\
FOR THE 7

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JUN 28 1882 W

Jack L. Suver, Glerk
U.'S. DISTRICT COURT

No. 81—C—596—BV///

MICHAEL MARRS,

Plaintiff,

V5.

CYCLES PEUGEQT, S.A., a
foreign corporation, CYCLES
PEUGEOT, U.S.A., a foreign
corporation, and
TABLISSENENTS PEYRARD, a
forelgn corporatiocon,

e et T s Sk e N i ot M T e St et e e e s

Defendants,

ORDER GRANTING SUMMARY JUDGMENT IN
FAVOR COF CYCLES PEUGEOT, U.S.A.

The Court finds and holds that Cycles Peugeot, U.S.A. was
not conductinq business and had not sold any bicycles at the time
the plaintiff purchased his bicycle, and that Cycles Peugeot,
U.S.A. did not manufacture, sell, or distribute the bieyele in-
volved in the plaintiff's Complaint. This defendant is not a pro-
per party to this lawsuit. 'There is no dispute of material fact
existing between the plaintiff and Cycles Peugeot, U.S5.A., and the
plaintiff has acknowledged in open court that he has no response to
the Motion for Summary Judgment. The Court hereby grants summary

judgment to the defendant Cycles Peugeot, U.S.h,

- 4%2213
DGE OF THE

DISTRICT COURT

ApproVﬁo as to Form:
. ’

y ‘
;s .
4" L

At e

Mlchael Shulman

'Attorney for Plaintiff

(t{/mc/ /DuaZ/z L

Rlchard Carpenter
Attorney for Defendan
Cycles Peugeot, U.S, A.




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTF I L E D
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA -
JUNZB 1o

Ick C, Silver, Clary
't el IST{\zf\‘T l!:\]' . —
No. 80-C-353-R

MARGARET MOORE,
Plaintiff,

vVs.

RICHARD §. SCHWETKER, JR.,

secretary of Health and
Human Services,

)
)
)
}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defoendant.

Plaintiff brought this action in 1980 for a review under
42 U.S.C. §405(g) of the denial of disability insurance bene-
fits under the Social Security Act, as amended. 42 U.s.cC.
§§416(i}) and 423. Thereafter the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare (now the Secretary of Health and Human Ser-
vices) moved to remand the case for further administrative
action, and the motion was granted. After the record was
supplemented with additional evidence, the administrative law
judge issued a recommended decision denying plaintiff dis-
ability insurance benefits. Ultimately, the Appeals Council
adopted the findings and conclusions of the administrative
law judge, and plaintiff once again seeks judicial review
of the denial.

The Social Security Act provides every individual who is

under the age of sixty-five, suffers from a disability, and




meets special earning regquirements, is entitled to disability

insurance benefits. Jessie PFrancls v. Patricia Roberts Yarris,

Secretary, No. 81-1492 (10th Cir., March 12, 1982); 42 U.S.C.
§423 (a) (1).

A disability is an "inability to engage in any substantial
gainful activity by reason of any medically determinable physi-
cal or mental impairment which can be expected to result in
death or which has lasted or c¢an be expected to last for a con-
tinucus pericd of not less than 12 months..." 42 U.S.C.
§433(d) (1) (A).

In this case, the ultimate administrative decision is evi-
denced by the Findings of the Administrative Law Judge before
whom plaintiff appeared with her counsel. The Findings of the
Administrative Law Judge were as follows: [TR=20]

1. Claimant stated she was born November 10, 1925,
completed the seventh grade, and has worked as
a nurse's aide, foster parent, and sewing machine
operator.

2. Claimant met the special earnings reguirements of
the Act for disability purposes on July 25, 1977,
the alleged date of onset of disability, and
continued to meet said reguirements through
December 31, 1979, but not thercafter.

3. Claimant alleges disability from July 25, 1977 due
to diabetes, loss of vision, headaches, shaking
spells, shortness of breath due to emphysema, and
continuous severe pain.

4. Claimant's diabetes is well controlled with medi-
cation, there is no evidence of emphysema or any
significant obstructive pulmonary disease. There
is no evidence of any cardiac impairment. Claim-
ant's right eye has been basically blind since
childhood but she retains good visual acuity in her
left eve.




5. Claimant's allegations of severe continuous pain
are not supported by any objective findings and
are not credible.

6. The medical evidence demonstrates that claimant
is able to function in a Job requiring light to
medium exertional activities which capabilities
would permit her to engage in her past work as a
nurses' aide or foster parent.

7. Claimant attained age 55 on November 10, 1980.
8. Claimant retains transferrable skills to perform
sedentary bench assembly work and such work exists
in very significant numbers in the region in which
claimant resides.
9. Claimant was not under a disability as defined in
the Social Security Act, as amended, which com-
menced at any time on or prior to December 31, 1979.
The scope of the Court's review authority is narrowly limit-

ed by 42 U.5.C. §405(g). The Secretary's decision must be affirm-

ed if supported by substantial evidence. Chapman v. Schweiker,

supra; Gardner v. Bishop, 362 F.2d 917 (10th Cir. 1966); Stevens
v. Mathews, 418 F.Supp. 881 (WD Okl. 1976). Substantial evidence
is more than a scintilla. It is such relevant evidence as a
reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclu-

sion. Richardson v. Perales, 402 U.S. 389, 91 S.Ct. 1420, 28

L.Ed.2d 843 (1971); Beasley v. Califano, 608 F.2d 1162 (8th
Cir., 1979). However, the possibility of drawing two incon-
sistent conclusions from the evidence does not prevent an ad-
ministrative agency's finding from being supported by sub-

stantial evidence. Consolo v. Eggggglﬁngiti@gwgommissjon,

A PN AR 4 a8 12458 e e s pomron RO




In conducting this judicial review it is the duty of this
Court to cxamine the facts contained in the record, evaluate
the conflicts and make a determination therefrom whether the
facts support the several clements which make up the ultimate
administrative decision. Heber Valley Milk Co. v. Butz, 503
F.2d 96 (10th Cir. 1974); Nj?hblmV;hQPiF?QmsEaEﬁil 501 F.24
1389 (10th Cir. 1974); Stevens v. Mathews, supra.

The record indicates plaintiff has been examined by numer-
ous physicians. Plaintiff entered the hospital in July 1977
for uncontrolled diabetes and was started on insulin injec-
tions with good results. During such hospitalization, pulmonary
function studies were performed and lung volumes reflected a pri-
mary restrictive defect with a decrcased residual volume vital
capacity and total lung capacity. The flow rates were inter-
preted as showing only a mild small alrway disease.

Also in July 1977, plaintiff was examined by an ophthalmol-
0gist who concluded plaintiff had a large amount of astigmatism
in her right eye which caused blurred vision; however, this oph-
thalmologist concluded there was no cvidence of diabetic retino-
pathy. Plaintiff was examinegd by an optometrist some time later
and the optometrist reported best visual correction for distance
as 20/200 in the right eye and 20/40 in the left eye. Best
correctable vision for reading was reported by this optometrist
as 20/200 in the right eye and 20/40 in the left eye. An
ophthalmologist who examinegd plaintiff reported best correct—

ed vision in the right eye as 20/300 and 20/40 in the left aye,

-4 -
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This ophthalmologist also noted plaintiff had some risk of
developing glaucoma.

One physician, M.S. Bartlett, M.D., treated plaintiff
for a number of years for multiple impairments, including:
numbness of feet, ulcers, emphysema with asthmatic bronchi-
tis, osteocarthritis of the thoracic spine with intercostal
neuropathy, plecuritis, sinusitis, diabetes mellitus, glauccma,
diabetic retinopathy and corcnary spasm with ischemia and
angina. Dr. Bartlett also treated plaintiff for pneumonta
and for a productive cough, chest pain, sweating, nausca,
vomiting, and diarrhea.

A consultative examination was performed on plaintiff
by a Dr. Craig. Dr. Craig's physical examination revealed
swelling in the extremities with a mild degree of varicose
veins, normal reflexes, and equal peripheral pulses. Dr.
Craig gave a diagnosis of diabetes mellitus, exogenous
obesity, varicose veins, and visual changes.

A second consultative examinaticn was performed in 1979
by Richard Marple, M.D. Dr. Marple's examination of plain-
tiff's extremities revealed no abnormalities and dorsalis
pedis and posterial tibial pulses were full and symmetrical.
The results of a neurological examination were within normal
limits. There were decreased breath sounds with scattered
wheezing upon forced expiration. X-rays of plaintiff re-

vealed mild cardiac enlargement and degenerative changes of
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the dorsal spine. A resting electrocardiogram was normal and
a multistage cxercise test revealed extremely poor exercise
tolerance. Pulmonary function studies revealed severe ob-
structive and restrictive discase with good response to bron-
chodilators. Dr. Marple gave diagnoses of diabetes mellitus,
adult onset, chronic obstructive and restrictive disease,
dizziness, and organic heart disease of uncertain etiology,
and exogenous cbesity. Dr. Marple expressed his opinion that
plaintiff could not perform any work activity other than
sedentary due to her lung disease.

A further consultative ophthalmological examination and
evaluation was conducted in January 1981. The ophthalmologist
reported plaintiff's best correctable distant visual acuity
was the ability to count fingers only at three feet in the
right eye. Best correctable vision in the left eye was re-
ported as 20/30. The ophthalmologist reported plaintiff was
able to move around the office and examining room in a normal
manner without assistance, and further reported no finding of
diabetic retinopathy.

Another consultative examination was performed in January
1981 by Robert L. Anderson, M.D., a specialist in thoracic
surgery and cardiovascular disease. Dr. Anderson reviewed
copies of all the medical evidence in the file at that time
and provided an outline of his review of thosc documents.

Dr. Anderson's physical examination of plaintiff revealed




differences in plaintiff's blood pressure in her right and
left arms. No abnormalities were noted with respect to the
skin, head, or hair. Dr. Andcrson stated plaintiff's eyes
reacted to light with no outward abnormalities "although she
does have diabetic retinopathy." Further, plaintiff's chest
showed some reduction in breath sounds with significant ab-
normalities. Plaintiff's heart was not enlarged and no heart
failure was noted. Examinations of the abdomen, rectal and
vaginal areas were reported as normal. An examination of
plaintiff's back revealed kyphosis and arthritis with limita-
tion of motion. Reflexes were reported to be physiologic,

and blood vessels and pulses were reported as fairly good,
except in the feet where they were definitely reduced.
Plaintiff's extremities revealed no edema, varicosities or
other significant abnormalities. Plaintiff's heart was said
to be of normal size. Laboratory data revealed fasting glucose
was within normal limits, and Dr. Anderson stated such labora-
tory data did not reveal any significant abnormalities.

Due to the great variations in the three pulmonary function
studies, a medical adviser, Dr. Don Nelson, was asked to be pre-
sent at the hearing. Dr. Nelson testified a diagnosis of
emphysema is not substantiated by the pulmonary function tests
or the x-rays. He further stated, based on the evidence in the
file, plaintiff basically had no pulmonary restrictions. Dr.
Nelson further stated there is no evidence to support a diag-

nosis of a disease, but rather plaintiff appears to have a




problem with physical fitness. He stated there are no medical
findings to support a complaint of chest pain and no real
documentation that plaintiff ever had heart failure. Dr.
Nelson noted plaintiff docs have diabetes mellitus, but said
that it was well controlled with insulin. He further noted
plaintiff's right eye has been basically nonfuncticnal since
childhood, and visual acuity of plaintiff's left eye should
not restrict claimant from reading, driving or normal daily
activities. 1In summary, Dr. Nelson stated plaintiff's problems
appeared to be related to poor physical exercise tolerance as
they were not supported by the objective medical findings in
the record.

Dr. Anderson stated the following in his recport to defend-

ant:

Regarding patient's physical capabilities, I
don't really understand why you are asking

for those. This woman's disability is on

the basis of her diabetes, heart disease,
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease and her
decrease in vision and is not related to her
ability to lift or grasp because of her great-—
ly reduced heart and lung function, she is not
capable of doing any type of work that requires
lifting, carrying, climbing or squatting. She
would only be able to do the very most seden-
tary type of activity and this only under
special circumstances.

Dr. Anderson also noted in his report that he "would consider
this woman as being totally and permanently disabled insofar
as being employed is concerned. T realize that she is only

capable of doing very sedentary activities." (TR-260} .




Dr. Nelson testified that Dr. Anderson's report merely
reiterates history and findings of other physicians and the
chest x-rays, blood sugar, and electrocardiograms which were
performed in conjunction with Dr. Anderson's report were nor-
mal, and the things Dr. Anderson lists as disabilities have
nothing to do with claimant's activities. Dr. Nelson further
stated that if Dr. Anderson completed any tests, he did not
list them in his report, and further, Dr. Anderson did not
report any findings or test results to substantiate his diag-
noses. Specifically, Dr. Nelson pointed out there are no
physical findings, test results, or laboratory studies report-
ed by any physician that reflect the chronic obstructive pul-
monary disease or greatly reduced heart function alluded to
by Dr. Anderson.

For her appeal, plaintiff argues the administrative law
Judge should not have relied on the testimony of Dr. Nelscn,
and thus discredited the testimony of Dr. Anderson, as Dr.
Nelson had never examined plaintiff. Tt was clearly within
the discretion of the administrative law judge, however, to
decide how much weight to accord Dr. Anderson's report.

Young v. Califano, 581 F.2d 549, 550, (5th Cir. 1978).

Similarly, the administrative law judge could have found Dr.
Anderson’'s report was not based on objective test results,
and was, therefore, conclusory only. Having reviewed the
large amount of medical evidence in the record, the Court

concludes the administrative law judge's findings are supported
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by substantial evidence, and further, the Court perceives no
error in the administrative law judge's discrediting of the
testimony of Dr. Anderson.

The record also discloses substantial evidence support-
ing the administrative law judge's finding that plaintiff
retains transferable skills to perform scdentary bench
assembly work. This fact, taken in conjunction with the
additional finding that such work exists in very significant
numbers in the region in which plaintiff resides, supports
the administrative law judge's conclusion that plaintiff is
not entitled to disability insurance benefits under the
Social Security Act.

In summary, after thoroughly examining the administrative
record, the Court is of the opinion that substantial evidence
is contained therein to support the Secretary's decision that
plaintiff was not disabled within the pertinent meaning of the
provisions of the Social Security Act and the regulations
applicable thereto. Accordingly, the.Secretary‘s decision
will be affirmed. A separate judgment will be issued in
accordance herewith.

ENTERED this ;gﬁi_ day of June, 1982.

THOMAS R, BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NCRTHIRN DISTRICT OF OCKLAHOMA

-10~-
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FILED

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JUNBB-'
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA A

'

'.' “ck C. Silver, Clerk
O STEIRT ey T

f

MARGARET MOORE,

Plaintiff,

vVS. No. B80-C-353-p
RICHARD 8. SCHWEIKER, JR.,
Secretary of Health and
Human Services,

Defendant.

JUDGMENT

This cause having been considered by the Court on the plead-
ings, the entire record certified to this Court by the defendant,
Secretary of Health and Human Services ["Secretary"], and the
briefs submitted by the parties, the Court is of the opinion as
reflected by its Memorandum Opinion filed herein that the final
decision of the Secretary is supported by substantial evidence
as required by the Social Security Act, and should be affirmed.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the final decision of the
Secretary be and hereby is affirmed.

ENTERED this .29 day of June, 1982,

e W /63&425;

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

IDA R. MABRY,
Plaintiff,

vs. No. 80-C-610-B
PATRICIA ROBERTS HARRIS,
Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare of the United States
of America,

FILED

JUNE&ﬂba

N M Nt M Nt et N’ et et ot Mot et

Defendant.

sack C. Silver, Clers.
. 8 MsTRInT mné
JUDGMENT

The Court has considered the Findings and Recommendations
of the Magistrate recormmending that plaintiff be found not en-
titled to disability insurance benefits under the Social Security
Act, and the medical evidence relied on in support thereof, and
concludes substantial evidence supports defendant's denial of
the same to plaintiff. Accordingly, the Findings and Recommenda-
tions of the Magistrate are hereby affirmed and judgment is
entered in favor of the defendant and against the plaintiff.

ENTERED this <~  day of June, 1982.

’/’_‘-’ i Il
R = /4:? -
M P ek o
THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

=, 77




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

IDA R. MABRY,
Plaintiff,

vVSs. No. B0-C-610-B

PATRICIA ROBERTS HARRIS,
Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare of the United States
of America,

F1LED

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

JUNQ 8 s

4 [al L/
toeb 0, Silvar, Tt
SR TR

Defendant,

ORDER

This matter comes before the Court for consideration of
the Findings and Recommandations of the Magistrate filed
March 25, 1982 recommending that plaintiff be found not en-
titled to disability insurance benefits under the Social
Security Act and that judgment be entered for the defendant.
Also for consideration is Plaintiff's objection to these
Findings and Recommendations.

Plaintiff's principal objection is that neither the ad-
ministrative law judge nor the Magistrate accorded sufficient
credence to the testimony of plaintiff's family physician,
Dr. Walter Cale. Having reviewed the medical evidence relied
on by the administrative law Judge, however, the Court con-

cludes there existed substantial evidence to support the

A IR A R e e i, A A S e e T R e e ——



finding of no disability. Accordingly, the Findings and

Recommendations of the Magistrate will be affirmed.

A separate judgment will be entered in accordance here-
with.

- /Z-I}’
IT IS SO ORDERED this »J day of June, 1982.

o et e J X%f

- rd
THOMAS R, BRETT *

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA




_ MAYNARD'S, INC. AND

e .
TILED

JUN 28 1982

i IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURMCK L. JlIVE, vlerk

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHGMB, DISTRICT COURT

EQUICO LESSORS, INC.,

Plaintiff,

vs. NO. 81-C-617-B

{ LYMAN MAYNARD AND ELLEN

}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
MAYNARD , )
)
)

Defendants.

ORDER

NOW on this 25 day of June, 1982, the Defendants Maynards,
-Inc., Lyman Maynard and Ellen Maynard are hereby dismissed with

-prejudice by stipulation of Plaintiff and Defendants.

Thoma% %. Brett, Judge of tﬁe

United States District Court
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

": ) £ /

TRANSPORTATION LEASING ' - E}

COMPANY, an Oklahoma

Corporation, JUN 281%2
Plaintiff,

JaCh L. ailver, Glers
U. 8. DISTRICT COuR?

ve,

HARTFGORD ACCIDENT AND
INDEMNITY COMPANY, a
Corporation . . g on D

! §/-&- 27 65

Defendant. NO. Cmiem@Eo

T vt St Mttt St g ot Yt "t ot ot

STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL

COME NOW the parties, Transportation Leasing Co.,
Plaintiff, and Hartford Accident and Indemnity Company, De-
fendant, and pursuant to Rule 41 (a) (1) Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure, hereby stipulate this cause can be dismissed
with prejudice for the following reasons:

The Defendant, Bartford Accident and Indemnity Com-
pany, has agreed to assume the defense, indemnify and hold
harmless, pursuant to the applicable insurance policy, and
Provide coverage to the Plaintiff, Transportation Leasing
Company. Said defense, indemnification and coverade relates
to the case of Thomas Apker vs, Transportation Leasing Com-
pany, et al, case number CT-80-869, District Court of Tulsa

County, State of Oklahoma.

APPROVALS AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

- . -

L - c” I '.-,/./,l.{ ./"7-‘ el el 2
KNIGHT, .

AGNER, STUART, WILKERSON s LIEBER .
By: Stephen C. Wilkerson, Attorney for Plaintiff

2 ]
- - o ]
o 452¢3Aq gl s
Richard C. Honn, Attorney for Defendant
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IN THE UNITED STATEé DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

LARRY LEON CHANEY,
Inmate No. 95872,
{ Petitioner,

VS, 82—C—625—BTJ/

LARRY R. MEACHUM, Director of
the Department of Corrections
for the State of Oklahoma,

EILED

JUNZ5 1980 X

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

S N N N N N N Nt N S S N

Respondent.

O RDER

This matter came on for hearing on petitioner's Petition
for Writ of Habeas Corpus, Amended Petition for Writ of Habeas
Corpus, Application for Stay of Execution, and various ancillary
motions on this 25th day of June, 1982. Petitioner appeared by
his counsel, Allen M. Smallwood, and respondent appeared by his
counsel, Robert A. Nance and John E. Douglas.

Petitioner admitted in open Court he had not exhausted his
state remedies with reference to two grounds of alleged constitu-

tional violation. The two grounds are set forth as paragraph 1(

and 1(d) in the Amended Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus which
state:
“(¢) It forbids the trial judge from defining for the bene-

fit of the jury the meaning of proof beyond a reasonable doubt




"either on the lssue of guilt or in the issue of the exis-

tence of an aggravating circumstance.

(d) It permits the imposition of the death sentence follwoing(sic)
a murder conviction supported by circumstantial evidence,

with no requirement that there be direct evidence that the
petitioner was either the actual perpetrator of the murder,

knew of the impending murder, or intended that the murder

occur, "

exhausted. The specific ground of error stated in the Petition
for Writ of Habeas Corpus is as follows:
"(A) The sentence of death is disproportionate and excessive
in view of the petitioner’'s alleged involvement ."
Petitioner argues although not formally raised by him in the
state court, that by virtue of 21 0.5.1982 §701.13 C 3, the issue
was effectively decided by the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals

in the direct appeal, as reported in Chaney v. State, 612 P.2d 269

(Okl.Cr. 1980). The Court concludes the petitioner's contention
in this regard is sound in view of the Legislative requirement the
State appellate court specifically address the issue, which it did
at page 282 of the Chaney opinion, supra.

As to the two unexhausted grounds, although given the opportunity
to dismiss them, petitioner, in open court, declined to dismiss said

two grounds. In accordance with the rule of Rose v. Lundy, U.S.

, 102 S.Ct. , /71 L.Ed.2d 379 (1981), and Robert Earl Jackson

7.




v. L. T. Brown, Warden, No. 82-1015 (Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals,

April 23, 1982, Not for Routine Publication), the Petition for
Writ of Habeas Corpus and Amended Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus

is hereby dismissed and the Application for Stay of Execution is

hereby denied.

IT"IS SO ORDERED.

e

e

oy N D
z’//4QQ<Z4zc4%f4z3f¢f52;£5:;;%aﬁ2¢:2¢(

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT FOR HPE ﬂ ]
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA L' EE’ E}

_dUﬂ1251982
TWIN OAKS ENERGY, INC., an Jack C. Sitver, terk
Oklahoma corporation, U-S.DEJHCTCOURT

Plaintiff,
~-yvg- Case No. B2-C-249-F

NIKOS INTERNATIONAL PETROLEUM,
a Texas corporatiecn,

Defendant.

JUDGMENT

This matter came on for hearing before the Court on plain-
tiff's motion for default Judgment,. on the 4th day of June, 1982,
Honorable James ©. Ellison, United States District Judge, presid-
ing, and the issues having been duly heard ang a decision having
been duly rendered:

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the plaintiff, Twin Oaks
Energy, Inc., recover of and from the defendant, Nikos Internatiocnal
Petroleum, the sum of $246,130.00, with interest thereon in the
following manner:

on the sum of $22,000.00 at the rate of 6 percent
per annum from 1-20-82 up to the date of entry of
judgment;

on the sum of $224,130.00 at the rate of 6 percent
per annum from 2-20-82 up to the date of entry of
judgment;

and on the total sum of judgment at the rate of
12 percent per annum from the date of entry of
judgment until paid.

IT IS5 FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the plaintiff, Twin
Oaks Energy, Inc., recover of and from the defendant, Nikos

International Petroleum, the following attorney fees:

to Blackstock, Joyce, Pollard, Blackstock &
Montgomery the sum of £6,005.50;

to David Ostfeld, of David Ostfeld, P.C. of
Housteon, Texas, the sum of $£471.00;

together with the costs of this action in the amount of §$107.55,

DATED this - day of June, 1982.
S JAMES . ELLibuy

James 0. Ellison
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

A A A e S NG i AR o . et X R Gl e e - - e e PR b e et s 2 —tm v
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

HESS OIL VIRCIN ISLANDS
CORP., & United States

Virgin Islands corporation;
FEDFRAL INSURANCE COMPANY,

a New Jersey corporation,

and INSURANCE COMPANY OF
NORTH AMFRICA, a Pennsyivania
corporation,

V. NO. 75-C-383-C
UOP, INC., a Delaware corpora-
tion, and FISHER CONTROLS COMPANY ,
a subsidiary of Monsanto Corpora-
tion, a Delaware corporation,

FITLED

Defendants. hNJH:3§€1q;9

)
}
)
)
}
)
)
)
)
Plalintiffs, )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
J

fack ©. Silver, Clarl,
JEDCHENT U. S, PETRICT fann-

This action first came on for trial on the 3rd day of March,
1980. By agreement of counsel, this action wag bifurcated, for first trial
of rhe liability issues and then trial of the damage issues. The liability
phase of the case proceeded to jury trial and on the 19th day of March,
1980, the jury returned their verdict finding the Defendant bniversal 0il
Froducts, Inc., to be liable in comparative negligence to the degree of
seventy per cent (70%) and that the Plaintiffs to be liable for thirty per
cent (30%).

This action came on for trial of the damape issues on the I4th

day of June, 1982, and on the Zlst day of June, 1982, the jury did return

verdict in favor of the Plaintiffs finding that the property damage sustained

by Plaintiffs was in the sum of FOUR MILLION NINFE THOUSAND FIFTY NINE AND
NO/100 ($4,009,1359.00)

IT IS DRDEﬁED AND ADJUDGED that on this 2lsk day of June, 1982,
the Plaintiffs, Hess 01l Virgin Islands Corporation, Federal Insurance
Company and Insurance Company of North America,.are hereby granted Judgment
upon and in accordance with the jury verdict herein. Credits or offsets
againsgt said Judgment and proper distribution or allotment of said Judgment

between said Plaintiffs is to be made by the Court. Plaintiffs are to file

S AT G B AASAT L -1 8.5 -1 1 . £ o o 8 gt 1 e v«
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Briefs with this Court within ten (10) days as to said offset and distribu-

tion issues, and Defendant is to Respond within ten (10) days thereafter.

DATED this _ﬁ day of June, 1982,

H. DALE too¥, CHTEF UNITED
STATES DISTRICT JUDGL
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. B2~C-465-C
JAMES C. SEXTON,

Defendant.

N N S Nt ot ot At et

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this Y day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, James C. Sexton, appearing not,

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, James C. Sexton, was perscnally
served with Aljias Summons and Complaint on May 18, 1982. The
time within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise
moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended.
The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default
has been entered by the Clerk of this Court., Plaintiff is
entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT I& THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, James C.
Sexton, for the principal sum of $528.70, plus interest at the

rate of 15 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

5H. DALE coo
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

FlLED

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA JUNQ4 ccon
for the use of

ELDON WINCHESTER d/b/a tack €. Silver, 020
Winchester Cement Works, IR :s%qwfyﬁr :

Plaintiff,
vs.

KENNETH LATTY d/b/a
Kenneth Latty Construction,
and GOLDEN AGES HOUSING
AUTHORITY and WESTERN
CASUALTY & SURETY,

Defendants, NO. 80-c-331-r

JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT

On this 15th day of June, 1982, this cause comes
on for hearing Pursuant to an Order of this Court entered
on May 21, 1982. fhe defendants appeared in person by
Kenneth Latty and by their attorney, Dan A. Rogers. pPlaintiff
appeared not.

The Court finds that Plaintiff wag Tepresented by
an attorney, Debbra Gottschalk, at the hearing on May 21,
1982, and that the Court gave instructions at that time that
this matter would be heard on June 15, 1982, and judgment
entered; that plaintiff, Eldon Winchester, had legal notice
of this hearing and failed to appear either in pPerson or through
counsel .,

Upon evidence submitted by the defendant, Xenneth
Latty d/b/a Kenneth Latty Construction Company, a study of
the pleadings, the presentation of testimony and the statement
of counsel, the Court finds that judgment should be entered
in favor of the defendants on Plaintiff's Complaint; and,
that defendant, Kenneth Latty d/b/a Kenneth Latty Construction

Company, should have and recover judgment from and against




B . ) .

Eldon Winchester d/b/a Winchester Cement Works, in the sum
of ELEVEN THOUSAND FOUR HUNDRED EIGHTY-NINE DOLLARS ($ll,489.00)
damages sustained by him, as prayed for in his Cross-Complaint.
IT 1s, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED
by tpe Court that judgment be and the same is hereby entered
in favor of the defendants, Kenneth Latty d/b/a Kenneth Latty
Construction, Golden Ages Housing Authority and Western cas-
ualty and Surety, on plaintiff'sg Complaint, with costs assessed
to the plaintiff,
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the
Court that judgment should be and is hereby entered in favor
of the defendant, Kenneth Latty d/b/a Kenneth Latty Construc-
tion Company, on his Cross-Complaint against Eldon Winchester,
d/b/a Winchester Cement Works, in the amount of ELEVEN THOU-
SAND FOUR HUNDRED EIGHTY-NINE DOLLARS ($11,489.00), plus the

costs of this action. For all of which let execution lie.

SL JAMES ©, Ellison
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

T i b T oo . .
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Jack{LS“vm}t&rﬁ

U. S. BISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
{i

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. §2-C- ~C

HOWELL 5. STIMSON,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.

Dated this 24th day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

£ ROUNDS, JR.
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIPICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigneq certifies that a true cony
of the Feregoing pleading was seérved on each
of the parties hereto by wailing the soue to
thew or to their orneys of record an the

d

ay of A_A___g,mg, lgﬁﬁlw

€a Strt-o s
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR - A
noma - JUNgQ4 fom

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLA ‘
f*r*l\ C. Silver, Cark ‘K/

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ST o
; Plaintiff,
vs., CIVIL ACTION NO, 82-C~35-E ///

LAWRENCE R. LEWIS,
*“

i Defendant,

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this ;é@fzf day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States

Atterney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the

Defendant, Lawrence R, Lewis, appearing not,

- The Court being fully advised and having examined the
1 file herein finds that Defendant, lLawrence R. Lewis, was
; personally served with Summons and Complaint on January 27, 1982,
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the

Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant,
Lawrence R. lLewis, for the pPrincipal sum of $549.43, plus
interest at the rate of 15 percent from the date of this Judgment

until paid.

G’:r,,_,?)(/ e st
UNITE%TATFS DISTRICT JUDGE

L e Pt s L i ey 11 i W 658 et e e o
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Ciliop Mot
fack £, Siver, T2k
I YR IR
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS,

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-160-E

KENNETH P. BALES,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for censideration this -

day
cf June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Kenneth P. Bales, appearing not,

The Court being fully advised angd having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Kenneth P. Bales, was
personally served with Summons ang Complaint on February 12,

1982. The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended., The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT 18 THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Kenneth P.
Bales, for the principal sum of $352.47, plus interest at the

rate of 15 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

7 SAMES O Libivrs

~ UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

I L e A Rl i PO S - R 4 1o
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE JUN241099¥
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
f“"!, n‘ Sih'”r .,
' Siccsian v
UNTTED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-338-E

TIMOTHY D. HOOPER,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this S day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant Unjted
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Timothy D. Hecoper, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Timothy D. Hooper, was
personally served with Alias Summons and Complaint on May 12,
1982. The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFCRE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Timothy D.
Hooper, for the principal sum of $1,000.00, plus accrued interest
of $169.95 as of June 30, 1981, plus interest on the principal
sum of $1,000.00 at 7 percent from June 30, 1981, until the date
of Judgment, plus interest at the rate of 15 percent from the

date of this Judgment until paid.

5/ JAMES O. ELLISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR NG44 T
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

tack €, Silver, 22

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AR T
Plaintiff,

vs, CIVIL ACTION NO, 82-C-539-F

JOSEPH N. BRUCE, JR.,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this L day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Joseph N. Bruce, Jr., appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Joseph N. Bruce, Jr., was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on May 15, 1982.

The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

I'T IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Joseph N,
Bruce, Jr., for the principal sum of $615.60, Plus interest at

the rate of 15 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

O

R ¥} r\‘.
qiuwmﬂEECL ELLIS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

T A ANl mibrcrs B PO SN
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SINERNE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
Jaci O Ui, Ulesi
U.S.PWJH.S}iT”HT:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. B81-C-830-E

DONNIE G. FARMER,

S e Mt Nt ot S S S ot

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this acticen without prejudice.

Dated this 23rd day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

/] A Dhiadoitt)

/o1 PHILARDNL! ROUNDS, JR.
Assistant United States Attorney

o SERVLC:
CERTIFLCATE OF SER-2S
CERTIFL]

cies that a trus eoFY

ch
g was served on &b

to
' . 1ipg the SEWO
of the foreBois mat1imE T L e
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‘Lt;;: ted States AtlO
psais
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e undersigned
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE RIS DA
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA '

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-557-B

GARY H. SANDERSON,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Cklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.

Dated this 23rd day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

e oy A Thootctt)

,61 PHILAR ROUNDS, JR.
) Assistant United States Attorney

CARTIFICATE OF _SLB-IC,

Th- usderdipgrned certifies that a true c;FyCh
of . J-regeing pleading w?s_served of cato
of the parties heretc by wmailing the =51 ms :
th em or to their-atiorneys of record on

qﬂﬂdaYOf A aat 2 » 19

mM/\u /1 /)u,u;df’)

ssistant GiSLCd States Attorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE Juit
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
P TR

Jach € Lo, i
1§ PvTiE ppar

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-485-B

LOUTIS €. scaorr,

T Nt et o e St S et

Defendant.,

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this t2”2> day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States
Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Louis €. Scott, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Louis cC. Scott, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on April 29, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled
te Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Louis C.
Scott, for the principal sum of $600.23, plus interest at the

rate of 15 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ THOMAS R perT
" UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

e TSI LYW 5 T ek R AR . PR . e o e——— ———— . At e



The undersigned certifies {hat
of the forecgoing p‘rudln
cf the parties her«”

o . _ne: .

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE i
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICH,
Plaintiff,
vs.

CIVIL ACTION NO, 82-C-415-RB
DOROTHY S. BRITTON,

Defendant,

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismigsal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.

Dated this 23rd day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

gﬂm@ O Theeticth )

Assistant United States Attorney

& tTue copy

was scrved on each

Ly mailing the nowe to
yz: f veerrd oo the

thuiry UEE) 3:)-‘
of}\ ;:; oi‘%&iﬁl)_@u;ﬁjj‘)

b
- Assxdrﬁnt(fé}ted States Atiorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA TR 2 e

UNITER STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-65-B

DENNIS J. KENDRICK,

[ ey

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this 1255 day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahema, and the
Defendant, Dennis J. Kendrick, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Dennis J. Xendrick, was
personally served with Alias Summons and Complaint on April 27,
1982. The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Dennis J.
Kendrick, for the principal sum of $372.80, plus interest at the

rate of 15 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

8/ THOMAS R. BRETE

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

»

jack C. Sifuer, Cleri:
1) & MSTRICY ConE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT FOR THE TR DR T
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
Jadde £V 0ues, U,
LS pnniiy coie

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-739-B

ELDY KEIZER,

N Nt e N e Yt mat N S

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NCW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard I.. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Fedecral Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.

Dated this 23rd day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

s, o ittt

PHILARD ¢ ROUNDS, JR.
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersipgned certifies that a true copy
of the forepgoing pleading was served on each
of the parties herete by mailing the same to

them or to thelr asitorneys of record on the
i dry of _...> A -, 19 (SR

mwéﬁi;’ Phostitt)

. Rlverney
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United States Bistrict Court JUH 2% R0

FOR THE

acli C. Silver, Clerk
_ NORTEERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 1) S. DISTRICT COURT

CIVIL ACTION FILE No, 81-C-476-RBT

GYLILA RODDEN,
Plaintiff,

vy, JUDGMENT
FRANKLIN LIFEL INSURANCE COMPANY,

bDefendant.

This action came on for trial before the Court and a jury, Honorable Thomas R. Brett

, United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly tried and

the jury having duly rendered its verdiet, ©0 June 16, 1982.

It is Ordered and Adjudged that judgment is entered for the Plaintiff,

.Gylila Rodden, and against the Defendant, Franklin Life Insurance

Company, in the total amount of $75,008.00 (i.e., on life insurance
bolicy number 2530299 at $45,000.00, on life insurance policy
number 2530300 ét $30,000.00), and.interest on said total judg-
ment in the amount of 15% per annum from this date. Pursuant to

a stipulation of the parties filed on June 23, 1982 the attorneys
fees in this action shall be taxed as costs in the amount of

$15,000.00 in faveor of plaintiff and against the defendant, and

the costs of record are assessed against the defendant.

d
Dated at Tulsa, Oklahoma ,thig 23r day

of June , 1982 .

.

/S
‘"ézgeamsz22&52i%2§2%“‘ﬁ

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



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

ROBERT Ww. McLAUGHLIN,
Plaintiff,

)
)
}
)
vs. ) No. B1-C-548-E
)
DISCOVERY OIL & GAS, INC., an )
Oklahoma corporation, LARRY )
HOOVER, an individual, ORVAL )
LelOZIER, WILLIAM H, PHILLIPS, }
ANDY ANDERSON and THE FIRST )
NATIONAL BANK OF ALTAMONT, }
ILLINOIS, )
)
)

F1LED

JUN 22 g0

Defendants., vk . siier i)

o
U, 5. BISTIHCT COURT

Presently Pending in this matter is the motion for summary Jjudg-
ment of Plaintiff.1 Plaintiff's supplemental brief on this motion
was filed on May 12, 1982. There has been no response to this
motion by the Defendant against whom it is directed, Discovery 0il
& Gas, Inc., nor has any application been made for an extension cof
time.

Also pending before the Court at this time is the motion to
withdraw of Mr. Douglas L. Boyd, attnrney of record for the Defendant
NDiscovery 0il & Gas, Inc., filed May 19, 19832, The grounds asserted
for this motion are that Defendant has failed to respond to written
and telephonic communications from counsel, and has failed to assist
in the defense of this case,

This is an action brought to recover upon a promissory note.
Piaintiff alleges that the Defendant, for the purpose of securing
the note, assigned to Plaintiff the interests of Defendant Discovery
0il & Gas in certain leases located in Nowata County, Oklahoma. Plain-
tiff alleges that the bPefendants breached the terms and conditions
of the note and assignment, and, despite due demand, have failed to
pay under the terms of the note.

Defendant Discovery 0il & Gas answered on January 11, 1982, by a
general denial of the Complaint's allegations.

In support of his moticn, Plaintiff has filed his own affidavit,

a copy of the note, and a copy of the assignment.

Defendant Discovery 0il & Gas, Inc. had filed a motion to dismiss,
which was rendered moot when the Plaintiff's amended complaint was filed
on December 29, 1981,

A T 4 e T 4 - a
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Under Rule 56, of course, a party may not stand upen allega-—
tions when a motion for sSummary judgment isg supported by affidavits
and exhibits, but must respond (by affidavit or otherwise) in a manner
which sets forth specific facts showing a genuine issue for triai.
Failure to so respond will support an entry of summary judgment
against that pParty. Rule 56{e), Fed.R.Civ.Pro,.

Upon a consideration of the Plaintiff's affidavit, and the copies
of the Promissory Note and Assignment attached thereto as Exhibits
"A" and "B", the Court concludes that there has been no showing that
there is any dispute as to any of the facts material to Plaintiff's
claim against Defendant Discovery 0il & Gas, and that summary judgment
is, therefore, appropriate.

The Court further conciudes that the motion to withdraw as
counsel for Defendant Discovery 0il & Gas, of Mr. Douglas L. Boyd
should be granted, but not to become effective until after the entry
of a judgment in conformity with this Order, at which time he may
withdraw.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Plaintiff's motion for summary
judgment against Defendant Discovery 0il & Gas be, and the same
hereby is, granted, and that judgment should be entered ' in favor
of Plaintiff and against Defendant Discovery ©il g Gas, as pravyed
for by Plaintiff. Counsel for Plaintiff is hereby directed to pre-
pare a form of judgment and submit the same to the Court for con-
sideration within ten days, after having first submitted it to
counsel for Defendant for apprcval as to form.

IT IS FURTHER CRDERED that Douglas L. Boyd be allowed to with-
draw as counsel for Defendant Discovery 0il & Gas, Inc., upon the
entry of judgment as set forth above,

It is so Ordered this %73 day of June, 1982,

(\,:)J r e -C”;' rf'»(—(’( Lo
JAMES-C. ELLISON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED sTares prstrict court = | L. F 9]
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA ’

JUN v
BOBBY JOE CHURCH, $110324, Nju.d\qﬁg
. . . J.'iu P | .
Plaintiff, L s I, Ll
¢, & HITHICT GUURT

VS. No. 82-C-619-E
WHITE BAIL-BONDING CO., et al.,

Defendants.

St et ot ot e et

O RDER

The Court has before it at this time Plaintiff's motion for

leave to proceed in forma pauperis. This matter has been before

the Court previously in Case No, B1-C-406. In that case, the Court,
upon a review of the tendered Complaint, denied leave to proceed in

forma pauperis on the grounds that the Complaint failed to state a

cause of action cognizable under 42 U.S5.C. § 1983, and leave to pro-
ceed would be a useless act, since immediate dismissal would be re-
guired.

The Court has again reviewed Plaintiff's allegations, mindful of
the requirements of Ragan v. Cox, 305 F.2d 58 {Tenth Cir. 1962),
cert. denied 375 U.S. 981, B84 S.Ct. 495 (1964), and concludes that

allowing leave to file in forma pauperis would, under the circumstances,

be a useless act, since immediate dismissal would be fully warranted,

see, e.g., Bennett v. Passic, 545 F.2d 1260 {(Tenth Cir. 1976}: Redford

v. Smith, 543 F.2d 726 (Tenth Cir. 1976); Harbolt v. Alldredge, 464

F.2d 1243 (Tenth Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 409 U.S. 1025, 93 5.Ct. 473
{1572, .

A review of the tendered Complaint reveals that Plaintiff is
suing the White Bail-Bonding Co. and its employees for their actions
in transporting Plaintiff from Colorado to Oklahoma, allegedly through
the use of force and against Plaintiff's will. While Plaintiff may
have a claim against Defendants, it properly lies in state court,
since the essential element of "state action” is lacking, thereby
depriving this Court of jurisdiction under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. It
has been held that bondsmen who apprehend the principal are not

acting under color of state law, see, &.g., Ouzts v. Maryland Nat'l

Ins. Co., 505 F.2d 547 (Ninth Cir. 1974), cert. denied 421 U.S. 949,

95 5.Ct. 1681 {1975); Easléy v. Blossom, 394 F.Supp. 343 (S8.D. Fla.

1975); Curtis v. Peerless Ins. Co., 299 F,Supp. 429 (D. Minn. 1969);
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Thomas v. Miller, 282 F.Supp. 571 (E.D. Tenn. 1968}.

Accordingly, Plaintiff's application for leave to proceed in

forma pauperis is hereby denied.

Tt is so Ordered this ;fi/lf day of June, 1982.

l‘:/::) S oaergd (/:é/.'_,-f./q‘/(,

JAMES g&. ELLISON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITEDP STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA .
JUNE}Z‘QB%

Jack C. aaver, Glerk
U. §. DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS, CIVIL ACTION NO, 82-C-587-E

JOHN C. DOWNING,

Defendant,

AGREED JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this 2{ day
of \ﬂzn . ; 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendant, John C. Downing, appearing pPro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, John C. Downing, was
perscnally served with Summons and Complaint on June 7, 1982.
The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may acceordingly be entered
against him in the amount of 742.40, plus 12 percent interest
from the date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the befendant,
John C. Downing, in the amount of $742.40, plus 12 percent

interest from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ JAMES O. ELLISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
Unlted qtates Attoxney

?maﬂ < /DLM/

BON J.7/GUY
ASblS t .5,

G,QM s

Ij'oﬁﬁ’ C. DOWNING
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE -

NORTHERN DISTRTCT OF OKLAHOMA . . SNLE, Lt

o8 THSTRIT %18 55

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Jhb'UbIMLILUUR}
Plaintiff,

vVs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-82-E

DONNA L. RAINBOLT, a/k/a
DONNA L., BLAKE,

Defendant,

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this 72/ day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, through
Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendant, Donna I.. Rainbelt, a/k/a Donna L. Blake, appearing
not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Donna L. Rainbolt, a/k/a Donna
L. Blake, was personally served with Summons and Complaint on
March 4, 1982, The time within which the Defendant could have
answered or otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and
has not been extended. The Defendant has not answered or
otherwise moved, and default has heen entered by the Clerk of
this Court. Plaintiff is entitled to Judgment as a matter of
law,

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Donna L.
Rainbolt, a/k/a Donna L. Blake, for the principal sum of
$1,430.00 {less the sum of $400.00 which has been paid), plus the
accrued interest of $571.62 as of Spetember 30, 1980, plus
interest on the principal sum of $1,430.00 {less the sum of
5400.00) at scven percent (7%} from September 30, 1980, until the
date of Tudgment, plus intercst at the rate of fifteen percent

{15%) from the date of Judgment until paid.
of, JARES Q. TSN
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE .
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JUN 9 2 tare !

¥

b b pL, bl

0. B, DITHIT Gt
V4

RICHARD HAUSMAN,
Plaintiff,

Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C~30-F
UNITED STATES OF AMERICAH,
RICHARD §. SCHWEIKER,
Secretary of Health and
Human Services, et al.,

Defendants.
O RDTER

For good cause shown and Pursuant to Rule 14{a) of the
Rules of this Court, it is hereby Ordered that this action be
dismissed. so 7urce/ FAF I Drewl

Dated this j?/ti{day of June, 1982.

¢ W @,&H

UNITREY STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

2
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCQURT FOR THE JUN ? |
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 2 ngz

[ PENTIHTIN AT
1

.
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Yok DSIRICH COURT
Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C~40-E

LANDON D. THCOMPSCHN,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMEN'T

This matter comes on for consideration this L day
of 4f Y ., 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendant, Landon D. Thompson, appearing pro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Landon D. Thompson, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on May 20, 1982.
The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly be entered
against him in the amount of $218.00, plus 12 percent interest
from the date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Landon D. Thompson, in the amount of $218.00, plus 12 percent

interest from the date of this Judgment until paid,

D STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

;

L Qb

DON J. GUY
Assistant’/U.S5. Attoyphey

¢ L
J’ii'},’,”,'% a7 W ﬁ/f vh, :‘i. 1‘:-/ s

LANDON D. THOMPSON,

i e A0 a0+ e bt e i i 3 £ i o e . A — A A 1 o = 51+ st e
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERM DISTRICT OF OKLAHGMA

UNITED STATES QF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vE., CTVIL ACTION MNO. 81~C-605-R
MARETTA J. MOSES afk/a

MARETTA J. HEATLEY a/k/a
MARETTA JOYCE HEATLREY alk/a
MARETTA HEATLEY; TULSA BETLL
FEDERAT, CREDIT UMION, a
Corporation; ASSOCIATES
'INANCIAL SERVICES ¢CO. or
OKLAHOMA, INC.:; PEOPLES SAVINGS
& TNVESTMENT, INC.; TULSA
ADJUSTMENT DBURFAD, INC.:

COUNTY TREASURER, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, and BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSTINMERS, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma,

=1L E O
JUN22'982

Jack C. Silver, Cleri
U. S DISYRICT COURT

Defendants.,

T e e e e e e e e e e e v e e et —— e

JUNGMENT O FORECLOSURE

TUIS MATTER COMES on for consideration this _RZ/:l dav

of + 1982, The Plaintiff appearing by Frank

Keatiﬁé, United States Attorney for the Northern District of
Oklahoma, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United States
Attorney; the Defendant, Peoples Savings & Investment, Inc.,
appearing by its legal agent, Muriel A. Barvanco: the Defendant,
Tulsa Adjustment Bureau, Inc., appearing by its attorney, D. Wm.
Jacobus, Jr.;: the Defendants, County Treasurer, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, and Board of County Commissioners, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, appearing by their attorney, David A, Carpenter,
Assistant District Attorney; and, the Defendants, Maretta .J.
Moses a/k/a Maretta J. Heatley a/k)a Maretta Joyce Heatley a/k/a
Maretta lieatley, Tulsa Bell Federal Credit Union, a Corporation,
and Associates Financial Services Co. of Oklahoma, Inc.,
appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Maretta J. Moses a/k/a Maretta

J. Heatley a/k/a Maretta Joyce Heatley a/k/a Maretta Heatley, was

e it e M AR e < - < it = e e ———
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served with Summons, Complaint, and Amendment to Complaint on
November 4, 1981, and December 8, 1981, respectively; that
Defendant, Tulsa Bell Federal Credit Union, a Corporation, was
served with Summons, Complaint, and Amendment to Complaint on
November 6, 1981, and December 10, 1981, respectively; that
Defendant, Associates Financial Services Co. of Oklahoma, Inc.,
was served with Summons, Complaint, and Amendment to Complaint on
November 4, 1981, and December 9, 1981, respectively; that
Defendant, Peoples Savings & Investment, Inc., was served with
Summons, Complaint, and Amendment to Complaint on November 4,
1981, and December 8, 1981, respectively; that Defendant, Tulsa
Adjustment Bureau, Inc., was served with Summons, Complaint, and
Amendment to Ceomplaint on Wovember 4, 1981, and December 5, 1981,
respectively; that Nefendants, County Treasurer, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, and Board of County Commissioners, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, were served with Summons, Complaint, and Amendment to
Complaint on December 7, 1981; all as shown on the United States
Marshal's Services herein. .

Tt appears that the Defendant, Peoples Savings &
Investment, Inc., has duly filed its Answer herein on
December 22, 198], disclaiming any right, title, or interest in
the property bheing foreclosed; that the Defendant, Tulsa
Adjustmentluureau, Inc., has duly filed its Disclaimer herein on
January 13, 1982; that the Defendants, County Treasurer, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma, and Board of County Commissioners, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma, have duly filed their Answers herein on
December 24, 1981; and, that the Defendants, Maretta J. Moses
a/k/a Maretta J. Heatley a/k/a Maretta Joyce Heatley a/k/a
Maretta Heatley; Tulsa Bell Federal Credit Union, a Corporation;
and Associates Financial Services Co. of Oklahoma, Inc., have
failed to answer and that default has been entered by the Clerk
of this Court.

The Court further finds that this is a sult based upon

a mortgage note and for a foreclosure of a real property mortgage




securing said mortgage note upcn the following described real
property located in Tulsa County, Oklahoma, within the Northern
Judicial District of Oklahoma:

.ot Three (3), Rlock Ten (10), VALLEY VIEW

ACRES ADDITION to the City of Tulsa, Tulea

County, State of Oklahoma, according to the

recorded plat thercot,

THAT the Defendant, Maretta J. Moses, did, on the 6th
day of July, 1973, execute and deliver to the Administrator ot
Veterans Affairs, her mortgage and mortgage note in the sum of
$10,500.00 with 4 1/2 percent interestlpor anhum, and further
providing for the payment of monthly installments of principal
and interest,

The Court further finds that Defendant, Maretta J.
Moses, made default under the terms of the aforesaid mortgage
note by reason of her fallure to make monthly installments due
thereon, which default has continuec and that by reason thereof
the abhove-named Defendant is now indebted to the Plaintiff in the
sum of §59,605.11 as unpaid principal with intercst thereon at the
rate of 4 1/2 percent per annum from October 1, 1979, until paid,
plus the cost of this action acerued and accruing.,

The Court further finds that there is due and owing to
the County of Tulsa, State of Oklahoma, from Defenaant,

Naretta J. Moses a/k/a Haretta J. Heatley a/k/a Maretta Joycoe
Heatley a/k/a Maretta Heatley the sum of § - - plus
interest according to law for real estate taxes for the year(s}

and that Tulsa County should have judgment for said
amount, and that such judgment is superior to the first mortgage
lien of the Plaintiff herein.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover judgment against Defendant, Marectta J.
Moses, for the sum of $9,605.11 as unpaid prinrcipal with interest
thereon at the rate of 4 1/2 percent per annum from October 1,

1979, plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing, plus any

additional sums advanced or to be advanced or expended during
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this foreclosure action by Plaintiff for taxes, insurance,
abstracting, or sums for the Preservation of the subject
preperty,

T\{ I8 FUR-']’HFR-'ORDFRFD‘“ ADJUDGED, - AND DECREED -that - the
County. 0f~Tulba‘ha\? ‘and recover” judgment against Dofendant
Maretta J. Moscs a/k/a\MantLta g Heat]ey a‘k/a Maretta Joyce
Heatley a/k/a- Maretta. HeaLley :4ﬁ¥ thg—_ummml_sk":ffiiilﬂuﬁs -oF
the date of this ]udgment plUb Jntefeb%*{ﬂgreafter according to
1aw_foznreaqees%ﬂte“taxes, ‘and” tHit such judgﬁbnt is superjor to
the“f1r5£ mortgage  1terd of the Plainiiff herain. ‘EJ(J”

IT IS FPURTHER ORDERED, ADTUNGED, AND DECREED that
Defendant, Tulsa Bell Federal Credit Union, a Corporation, is in
default because no answer was timely filed and the interest, if
any, of this Defendant is subject to and inferior to the first
mortgage lien of the Plaintiff herein,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
Defendant, Associates Financial services Co. of Oklahoma, Inec.,
is in default because no answer was timely filed and the
interest, if any, of this Defendant, is subject to and inferior
to the first mortgage lien of the Plaintiff herein.

TT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DRCREED that upon
the failure of saidg Defendants to satisfy Plaintiff's money
judgmont herein, an Order of Sale shall be issued to the United
States Marshal for the Northern District of Cklahoma, commanding
him to advertise and sell with appraisement the real property and
apply the proceeds in satisfaction of Plaintiff's judgment, which
sale shall be subject to the real estate tax judgment of Tulsa
County, su ra. The residue, if any, shall be deposited with the
Clerk of the Court to await further crder of the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREEDL that freom
and after the sale of said preperty, under and by virtue of this
judgment and decrce, all of the Dufendaan and all persons

claiming under them since the filing of the Complaint herein are

RSP MRS S £ e i i, eI STt B A A . 1ot e <+ e+ e e
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forever barred and foreclosed of any right, title, interest or

claim to the real property or any part thereof.

. )&«»v-—n tgt )(_/,/Z.Z Covign

UNITE?;STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

ﬂ?b@Aﬁ!Lkﬁﬁv’.¢?1L4/6{fﬁi}

NANCY A. NESBITT
Assistant United States Attorney

Assistant Distrdct Attorney
Attorney for Defendants,
County Treasurer and
Board of County Commissioners,
Tulsa County
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UNLTED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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NORTHERN D C JUN»?‘AEBZ

suck G byt Lieris
U, 5. DISHUCT CUURY

JERRY and PATRICIA BRUCE,
Plaintiffs,

No. 80-C-377-E

SUN OIL COMPANY,

<
W
L

Defendant.

ORDER

Pursuant to dismissal filed on June 16, 1982 by plaintiffs,
Jerry and Patricia Bruce, this case 1s hereby dismissed with

prejudice.

"/}‘7? L 4;’(;/0_7 e g LAl
V/J/ll dge
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IN THE UNITED STATE: DISTRICT COURY FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JUN921982F
2

- Jar L iver, Glars
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, U ORIT g e

U 8 DISTRICT Cutmy
Plaintiff,

vs, CIVII. ACTTON NO. Bl1-C-860-F
ADAM A, BALLANCE, CHRTSTINF,
BALTANCE, COUNTY TREASURER,
Craig County, Oklahoma, and
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,
Yraig County, Oklahoma

Defendants.
JUDGMENT OF FORECLOSURE

THIS MATTER COMES on for consideration this ;7/£/ day
of ) 1982, mhe Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
Onited States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through bon J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney; the
Defendants, County Treasurer, Craiqg County, Oklahoma, and Board
of County Commissioners, Craig County, Oklahoma, appearing by
their attorney, Terry H, McBride, Assistant District Attorney;
and, the Defendants, Adam A. Ballance and Christine Ballance,
appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having.examined the
file herein finds that Defendants, Adam A. Ballance and Christine
Ballance, were served with Summons and Complaint on January 6,
1982;: and that Defendants, County Treasurer, Craig County,
Oklahoma, and Board of County Commissioners, Craig County,
Oklahoma, were served with Summons and Complaint on December 8,
1981; all as appears on the United States Marshal's Service
herein,

Tt appears that the Defendants, County Treasurer, Craig
County, Oklahoma, and Board of County Commissioners, Craig
County, Oklahoma, have duly filed their Answer herein on
December 14, 1981; and, that Defendants, Adam a. Ballance and
Christine Ballance, have failed to answer and that default has

been entered by the Clerk of this Court.

T A P Sl
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The Court further finds that this is a suit based upon
two mortgage notes and for a foreclosure of two real property
mortgages securing said mortgage notes upon the following
described real property located in Craig County, Oklahoma, within
the Northern Judicial District of Oklahoma:

The Northerly 52 feet of Lot 13, and the

Southerly 4 feet of Lot 14, in Block 105,

in the City of Vinita, Oklahoma, according

to the United States Government Survey and

approved plat thereof.

THAT Roy D, Baldridge and Anita C. Baldridge did, on
the 15th day of September, 1976, execute and deliver to the
United States of America acting through the Farmers Home
Administration their mortgage and mortgage note in the sum of
$17,500.00 with 8 1/2 percent interest per annum, and further
providing for the payment of monthly installments of principal
and interest.

That the Defendants, Adam A. Ballance and Christine
Ballance, did on the 27th day of February, 1980, execute and
deliver to the United States of America an Assumption Agreement
in which they did agree to assume the obligations of the mortgage
note and mortgage described above and to pay the unpaid balance
of the note in the principal amount of $17,006.28, plus accrued
interest in the amocunt of $99.060.

That the Defendants, Adam A. Ballance and Christine
Ballance, did on the 27th day of February, 1980, execute and
deliver to the United States of America their mortgage and
mortgage note in the sum of $6,810.00 with 10 percent interest
per annum, and further providing for the payment of monthly
installments of principal and interest.

The Court further finds that Defendants, Adam A.
Ballance and Christine Ballance, made default under the terms of
the aforesaid mortgage notes, mortgages, and Assumption Agreement
by reascn of their failure to make monﬁhly installments due

thereon, which default has continued and that by reason thereof

the above-named Defendants are now indebted to the Plaintiff in
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the principal sum of $24,020.95, plus accrued interest of
$2,278.00 as of April 9, 1981, plus interest thereafter at the
rate of $5,8823 per day, until paid, plus the cost of this action
accrued and accruing.

The Court further finds that there is due and owing to
the County of Craig, State of Oklahoma, from Defendants, Adam A.
Ballance and Christine Ballance, the sum of $134.77 plus interest
according to law for real estate taxes for the year 1981 and that
Craig County should have judgment for said amount, but that such
Judgment is superior to the first mortgage lien of the Plaintiff
herein.

IT IS THEREFORE CRDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover judygment against Defendants, Adam A.
Ballance and Christine Ballance, for the principal sum of
$24,020.95, plus accrued interest of $2,278.00 as of April 9,
1981, plus interest thereafter at the rate of $5.8823 per day,
until paid, plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing,
plus any additional sums advanced or to be advanced or expended
during this foreclosure action by Plaintiff for taxes, insurance,
abstracting, or sums for the preservation of the subject
property.

IT I5 FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
County of éraig have and recover judgment against Defendants,
Adam A. Ballance and Christine Ballance, for the sum of
$134.77 as of the date of this judgment plus interest thereafter
according to law for real estate taxes, and that such judgment is
superior to the first mortgage lien of the Plaintiff herein.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that upon
the failure of said Defendants to satisfy Plaintiff's money
judgment herein, an Order of Sale shall be issued to the United
States Marshal for the Northern District of Oklahoma, commanding
him tec advertise and sell with appraise;nent the real property and .

apply the proceeds in satisfaction of Plaintiff's judgment. The




residue, if any, shall be deposited with the Clerk of the Court

to await further order of the Court.

IT I8 FURTHER ORDERED,

ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that from

and after the sale of said property, under and by virtue of this

judgment and decree, all of the Defendants and all persons

claiming under them since the filing of the Complaint herein are

forever barred and foreclosed of

any right, title, interest or

claim to the real property or any part thereof.

(S A T I ,(}J:’./:,/.i»-,’rLJ

APPROVED:

FRANK KEATING
United States Attprney

D
(%4 SRS,

DON J. GU p
Assistapt/ United Stdtes Attorney

L.

TERRY McBRIDE
Assis District Attcrney

Attorney for Defendants,
County Treasurer and
Board of County Commissicners,
Tulsa County

UNI?EE’STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



FILED

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

UN 22 1990

DREXEL BURNHAM LAMBERT INC.,

Jack C, Sitver, Cler
U.S. DISTRICT COUrRT

No. 81-C-78-B

Plaintiff,
vs.

DONALD M. FLYNN, an individual,

Defendant.

JUDGMENT

Pursuant to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law entered herein this date, a Judgment is hereby enter-
ed in favor of the defendant, Donald M. Flynn, and against
the plaintiff, Drexel Burnham Lambert Inc. The plaintiff
is to pay the costs of this action and the parties are to
pay their own respective attorneys' fees.

=

ENTFRED this A2 ~day of June, 1982.

Ay

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA




UNIFED STATES DISTRICT COURT - ’ :
o rde - ! L E m

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JUN 2 1 1982

ROBERT E. HORN and INFORMATION )
RESOURCES, INC., g Jach U. SHVEr, Gler
Plaintiffs, ) Civil 't§1 DlSTRlCT coum
) No., 82-C-540-C
v )
)
REDACT CORPORATION, )
)
pefendant. )

f,?()NHliN’l‘ PR L

The Courl, haviig considered the "Stpulation tor Cousent Decree" {iled on dune
9, 1982, and being fully advised in the premises, hereby Orders:

i. This Courl hins jurisdielion of the subpes D madter ol thes aetion atid ol Lhe
parties heretlo,

2. The "Stipulation for Consent Deeree” which was Tiled oo dune 4, 1982 and
the provisions sel lorth therein relate o sdel i ol caed e the book, The

Redaclt Writing “lelaod whren cre wirlive: Phanrhil o enebave vionls of copyright as

[)l'f)\a'ltit‘(l by TR R L U A R ST R P TS O crc oo tieral o

3. | IR VU U R TORN Y | S I ST RN S IR TR S O R TR U3 desist
R T E R I L R PY R R Al TS [ Lo ; TR TR 1 uf ey
coptes of s book cie 0 i

4. Uy bd tesnst o, '. : . . o, E.
H',( 71-'[ u\!ilsl L INT TYTES NS | HETE B SRR T R TS A R s, L

nt';,.:iiuu:s OF 2Laey vemae sy D can e byt o T [ R P R L ‘:.!;’i‘\‘mmhj‘d. thul are

UG il e e, canbudy v conaeat G OF Uik o, s Lo o sdealy viary Aam
Ciarx, owill execate by Jane Ul s an Al ot amder oadia RIS FYTTR S 1Y
destidetion refeered Lo in this poarageaph s been conpleied

D, The Detendant, Reduel Corporation, will pernanently  cease and  desist

from publiely advertising, publicly bolding, publicly condue: ting, or otherwise engaging




i public workshops or public sennanrs to present orally the aaaterind conbuined e te

book entitled The Rednct Writing Method.

6. Mary Ann Clark, President of the Lefendant, is bound by the terms of this
Consenl Deerce both in her corporate eapacity and in her individual capacity.

[T IS SG ORDERED, s day of June, 1932,

1 A Date Coch/

United states Distriel Judge

Appraved:

!

Willlam S Dorinan ~~~ 77"
Attorney for Plaintiffs

320 Soutlh Bosion, Suite 1401
Tulsa, Oklahcoma 74104
Phone: (918) 582-8201 )
Tilinan . Pool, Jr.”
Atlorney for the Defendant
1513 South Boston

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119

Phone: (918) 582-7205

B
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Al Enaviy

COMES NOW Mary Ann Clark, and boelng duly sworn, and under
oath, states as follows, to-wit:

1. That she 1s Proesidont of Che ocdacl Corpouration, of
Tulsa, OKlabioma.

2.  That tedacl Corporation is the Delendant in Robert E.
dorn and Intormation Besources, Inc.,, Flainbifirs, vs Redact
Corporation, bDetendant, tiled in the Hnitod States District
Courl lopr the Northeen Distrioet ot DK Labioma, case numnber 82—
U=h40-0,

3. That pursuant Lo the Stipulat ion 1o Consonl Decree tilod
in the said actions, the aftiant has of Lhis date destroyead
all copies ot the book, Phe RBedacot lrv'ri.t::'._nq Method, and all

platces, wolds, matrices, wastor:., Lo, diges, 11w
negatives or other articles by means ot which gaid coples may
be reproduced, that are in the posscssion, custody or
control of the afttfiant herein.

Further aifliant saith not,

L aty fors g A,

Mary Amh Clarck
President of Redact Corp.

STATE OF OKLAICMA )
) s8
COUNTY OF TULSA )

Mary Ann Clark, as president of Redact Corporation being
first duly sworn on oath, stutes: that she is the Affiant in the
above and loreyoing Alffidavit; that she has read the contents
contained therein and that all statements are true and correct to
the best of her knowledgye and belici.

» ,//”
Z/J/J/{ f rK- ({g‘{gj}{_ .l _C._{gfm "/ff.. .

Mary Arn
Fresident ol Redact Corp.

Subscribed and sworn to before we this 7 - day of June,
e

1962,
S 2 .,._‘._.’f_."_'_,._._
My yOmmission CEXpPLICS: Holary Public
/'J .
{ . 7
! 4

.
i 1 ., . N
— b .._f.... S
‘




IN THE UNITED S"TATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

we, e "
o

JUN 18 1982 |
Jack C. Stlver, Loerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

BANKERS TRUST COMPANY,
a banking corporation,

Plaintiff,
vES. No. B0-C-524-BT

AGRI-PETCO OF GHANA, INC.,
a corporation,

Defendant.

FINDINGS OF FACT
AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This claim for alleged unjust enrichment came on for trial
to the Court sitting without a jury on May 24 and 25, 1982, pur-—
suant to notice and regular setting. After hearing the evidence,
considering the statements of counseli, and examiniﬁg the appli-
cabie legal authorities, the Court enters the following Findings
of Fact and-Conclusions of Law;

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. That plaintiff, Bankers Trust Company, is a banking
corporation duly organized and existing under and by virtue of
the laws of the State of New York with its principal place of
business in New York City, New York.

2, That defendant, Agri-Pctco of Ghana, Inc., is a
corporation duly organized and existing under and by virtue
of the laws of the State of Oklahoma with its principal place

of business in Tulsa, Oklahoma.




3. The amount in controversy excéeds the sum of $10,000
exclusive of interest and costs.

4, That Agri-Petco operates the merchant vessel (MV)
Cooperator and that from September 15, 1978 until Maréh 23,
1979, the Cooperator was in the Carena Shipyards in Abidjan,
Ivory Coast, for repaifs.

5. That Agri-Petco, in connection with the repair work
being performed on the MV Cooperator, made arrangements through
its local bank, the Bank of Oklahoma of Tulsa, Oklahoma, for
periodic payments in the Ivory Coast currency (colonial francs,
CFA) to be wire transferred to Carena Shipyards.

6. That the wire transfers were processed by the Bank of
Oklahoma in the following manner: the Bank of Cklahoma would
notify Bankers Trust who would then transfer funds to Carena's
account at the Bangue Internationale Pour L'Afriqué Occidentale
(BIAQ) in Abidjan, Ivory Coast. Thereafter Bankers Trust would
be reimbursed by funds transferred from Agri-Petco's account at
the Bank of Oklahoma.

7. That on January 11, 1979, defendant, Agri-Petco, di-
rected the Bank of Oklahoma to transfer 27,578,947 CFA to
Carena's local bank and that the transaction was completed
by plaintiff, Bankers Trust, on January 12, 1979,

8. That officers and employees of Bankers Trust failed
to note or record that the requested transfer of January 11,
1979 had been made and completed. In some unknown manner the

wire became mixed with the uncompleted work and was "discovered"




on February 1, 1979. On that date a second transfer of funds
was erroneously caused to be made by a Bankers Trust employee
to Carena Shipyards without additional authority or instruction
from Agri-Petco or the Bank of Oklahoma. Shortly after dis-
patching the second wire, Bankers Trust discovered its mistake
and cancelled all of its accounting entries except the order
directing the Ivory Coast bank to authorize payment to the
Carena Shipyards. No notice of the erroneous second trans-

fer was sent to Agri-Petco or the Bank of Oklahoma.

9. That Carena Shipyards received the second transfer
from Bankers Trust and decided to apply it to the Agri-Petco
account. {Castelnerac Depo., 26-30).

10. That there was confusion as to the amount of money
flowing between Agri-Petco and Carena Shipyards due to com-
munication failures in the international banking transfers.
This in turn caused confusion concerning the account balance.
{(PX-17, 23,'24, 32-52) {(Castelnerac Depo., 34-36} (DX-7, 10, 13)

11. That the cost of repairs to be made by Carena Ship—
yards on the MV Cooperator continued to escalate and Agri-
Petco had difficulty in receiving accurate cost estimates
from Carena. {DX-4, 5).

12. That the MV Cooperator, following repairs, sailed
from Carcna Shipyards on March 23, 1979. On April 25, 1979,
John Waits, an officer of Agri-Petco, left Tulsa for the

Ivory Coast to inform Carena that no further payments for




repairs would be made. At that time Agri-Petco had paid
84,322,287 CFA on its account with Carena as had been pre-
viously agreed by the parties as early as January 12, 1979.
(DX-7, 21; PX~22}. Due to the erronecus wire transfer

from Bankers Trust of 27,578,947 CFA, Carena's ledger account
reflected payments on ‘account by Agri-Petco of 111,901,234
CFA (PX-21). Due to an error on Carena's part, however, its
invoice summary sent to Agri-Petco on April 18, 1979 indica-
ted that Agri-Petco had praid Carena 99,401,234 CFa on the
account. (PX-15). Apparently, Carena neglected to include a
12,500,000 CFPa payment. (PX-21) previously made by Agri-Petco
when it sent its invoice summary of 4/18/79 to Agri-Petco.
(PX—lS). Thus, if it were not for Carena's error, its invoice
summary (which included the 27,578,947 CFA erroneous payment)
would have reflected the Agri-Petco account to have been paid
in full and actually have a credit balance of 56,284 CFA, as
opposed to é 12,443,716 CrA balance due. Carena's ledger
account reflected the 56,284 CrA credit balance but this was

not made known to Agri-Petco during settlement negotiations of

the account on April 26 and 27, 1979. (pPx~21) (Castelnerac Depo.,36).

13. That at the settlement negotiations, Waits of
Agri~Petco took the position Agri-Petco was entitled to a
substantial commerciagl discount, that the repairs for which
Agri-Petco was being billed were improperly done and that
the escalating estimates were unsupported. (DX-22, PX-20).
Waits said the 84,322,287 CFa paid by Agri-Petco was all

Agri-Petco intended to pay on the account.




Carena offered a 12,443,716 CFA discount (12 1/2%)
and stated it would settle for the inventory Summary amount
paid of 99,401,234, Carena's ledger account of April 27, 1979
establishes that Carena gave Agri-Petco a 12,443,716 CFaA
credit instead of a discount for this amount. (PX-21).

14. That Agri-Petco was unwilling to disburse more
than the 84,322,287 CFA it had already paid to Carena. That
Carena was unable and unwilling to discuss the specific cost
overruns and repair deficiencies contended by Mr. Waits of
Agri-Petco and the officers of the MV Cooperator. It is ap-
parent to the Court that both parties were talking at cross
purposes during their Meeting in Abidjan on April 27, 1979
due to the confusion in their respective ledgers,

15. That approximately 5 months after the Carena/Agqri-Petco
account was settled the plaintiff learned of its 27,578,947
CFA erroneous payment and subsequently commenced this alleged

unjust enrichment action seeking restitution.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Court has jurisdiction over the parties and subject
matter pursuant to Title 28, U.S.C. §1332 as there is
diversity of citizenship and the requisite jurisdictional amount.

2. Any Finding of Fact herein that could properly be
characterized a Conclusion of Law is hereby incorporated.

3. The erroneous second payment in the amount of 27,578,947

CFA on February 1, 1979 was caused to be made by the negligence of




employees and representatives of the plaintiff, Bankers Trust
Company.

4, Bankers Trust Company has failed to sustain its
burden of proof that Agri-Petco was unjustly enriched; that
is to say plaintiff has failed to show by a preponderance of
the evidence that Agri-Petco would have authorized payment
or made payment beyond the sum of 84,322,287 CFA previously
paid by Agri-Petco on this controverted account.

5. Since Bankers Trust Company created the circum-
stances through its own negligent payment, it should bear
the loss as betweenthe plaintiff and the defendant. In

Jefferson County Bank v. Hansen Lumber Co., 55 S5.w.2d4 54, 57

(Ky.1932), the Court stated:

"...the rule of equitable estoppel, invented
and grafted upon the common law to prevent
wrongs, not to prosecute them, must now serve
to estop appellee from recovering, as restitu-
tion, this amount, even though it is asked as
being a recovery of money mistakenly paid ap-
pellant by it, when to grant it would result
in visiting upon appellant the penalty of ap-
pellee's own folly and gross negligence, at-
tendant upon its making this rash payment.”
(emphasis added.)

5. Restitution should not be required where the alleged
unjust enrichment is not clearly established or the contended
unjust enrichment has been thrust upon one without an oppor-

tunity to refuse. Wade, Restitution for Benefits Conferred

Without Request, 19 Vand. L. Rev. 1183, 1198 (1966): see also §2,

the Restatement of the Law, Restitution, Concerning an Offi-

ious Intermeddler.




P

7. A judgment in keeping with these Findings of Fact and

Conclusions of Law in favor of the defendant, Agri-Petco of

Ghana, Inc., and against the plaintiff, Bankers Trust Company,

will be filed of record contemporaneously with these findings.

ENTERED this 18th day of June, 1982.

-A/' . .
““\A;“;/dbotmnhszﬁygff,/&;225512;;7’)

THOMAS R. BRETT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JUN 1 & 1082
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Jack €. Silver, vierk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

BANKERS TRUST COMPANY,
a banking corporation,

Plaintiff,

vs. No. B0-C-524-BT

AGRI-PETCO OF GHANA, 1INC.,
a corporation,

befendant.

L e e

JUDGMENT

In accordance with the Findings of Fact and Ceonclusions
of Law entefed this date, Judgment is hereby entered in
favor of the defendant, Agri-Petco of Ghana, Inc., and
against the plaintiff, Bankers Trust Company, with the costs
of this action assessed against the plaintiff, and each party

is to pay its own respective attorneys fees.

DATED this 18th day of June, 1982.

T

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDCE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JUN 18 s0m01

UL Qijyer, Nlash

FLEETA A. HALEY, et al., R
Plaintiffs,
Vs, No. B0-C~364-C

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Defendant,

JUDGMENT .

Judgment is hereby entered, in conjunction with the Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law filed simultanecusly herein, in
favor of the plaintiffs in the amount of $150,000 for plaintiff
Fleeta A. Haley, and $40,000 for plaintiff Allen Haley, Sr., and

against defendant,

It is sc Ordered this (Z day of June, 1982,

H. DALE OK
Chief Judge, U. S. District Court
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iIN THE UNITED STATES PNISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JUN 18 1oy

Peb e Svar, Claet

o
t

FLEETA A. HALEY, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
Vs,

No. BO-C-364-C

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Defendant.

FINDINGS OF FACT
AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This is a medical malpractice action brought under the
Federal Tort Claims Act, 28 U.s.C. §1346 (b) ang §2671-2680,
Plaintiffs allege that UNNEecessary surgery was performed on
Fleeta Haley on October 25, 1977 at the Public Health Service
Hospital, Claremore, Oklahoma, based on a deficient diagnosgic
work~up by physicians at the Public Health Service Hospital in
september and Qctcober of 1977; that the removal of Mrs. Haley's
uterus during Surgery was performed without her pricr valid
censent; and that negligent postoperative care caused Mrs. Haley
to suffer extensive and prolonged infection following surgery.
Allen Haley, husband of Fleeta, claims loss of consortium,
companionship, love, and affection as a result of the alleged
negligence and unnecessary surgery,

Defendant. denies any negligence on the part of the
physicians of the Public Health Service Hospital prior to,
during, cor after surgery.and alleges that the doctrine of
informed consent does not apply in this case, since Oklahoma did
not officially adopt the doctrine until 1979 and because informed
consent was in fact given by Mrs. Haley. The parties have
submitted trial briefs, proposed findings of fact and conclusions
of law, and post-trial briefs, and the case is now read; for

disposition on the merits.




After considering the pleadings, the testimony and exhibits
admitted at trial, all of the briefs and arguments presented by
counsel for the parties, and being fully advised on the premises,
the Court enters the following findings of fact and conclusions
of law.

'FINDINGS OF FACT

1. This action arises under the Federal Tort Claims Act,
28 U.5.C. §2671-2680. At the time this cause of action arose,
plaintiffs have been and are now residents of Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, and the acts complained of occurred in Rogers County,
Oklahoma, both within the Northern District of Oklahoma. The
claim against the U. 5. Government was timely filed on October
22, 1979,

2, FPlaintiff Fleeta Haley was a ratient at the United
States Public¢ Health Service Hospital in Claremore,‘Oklahoma from
known admiss%ons and clinical visits of February 10, 1969,
through Méy 14, 1979,

3. Mrs. Haley was admitted to the Oklahoma Osteopathic
Hospital on July 22, 1968. an exploratory laparotomy was
pertormed by Dr. Robert Henke, which confirmed the presence of
regional enteritis, or Crohn's disease. The hospital Progress
Record, dated August 15, 1968, stated that although "no
definitive surcical procedure was performed," there was "an
extremely good chance" that she would have "a definitive surgical
procedure"” at some future time “due to an obstruction or some
other complications."

4. On February 6, 1973, Mrs. Haley underwent emergency
surgery at St. John's Hospital in Tulsa, Oklahoma, involving a
sub-total colectomy and ileostomy with closure of the rectal
stump. This surgery was performed by Dr. J. D. Shipp, a private
physician. The Surgical Pathology Report from February 7, 1973
concludes with a diagnosis of Crohn's disease of the colon. The

operative report of Dr. Shipp, dated February 6, 1973 states that

R i T




“Both tubes had closed fimbers with mild.hydrosalpinx. There was
a small inclusion cyst of the right ovary."

5. A biopsy of the colon was performed on Mrs. Haley on
March 16, 1976. The pathologist's report of March 16, 1976 lists
a diagnesis of chronice ulcerative pProctitis, which, according to

Dorland's Medical Dictionary, 25th Edition, W. B. Saunders 1974

r

is defined as ulceration and inflammation of the rectum. This is
4 non-specific term, not diagnostic of either Crohn's disease or
ulcerative colitis.

6, Cn September 6, 1977, Mrs. Haley consulted Dr. Joseph
Bretza, at the Hospital. The Ambulatory Care Record Sheet for

that day, signed by Dr. Bretza, contains the following notation:

"#1 - Regional enteritis." (Public Health Service Hospital, hereinafter
Hospital).
7. On September 23, 1977, Mrs. RHaley consulted again with
br. Bretza. The Anbulatory Care Record for that day: "Procto:

friable, polypoid lesions in distal rectum. Lab. not back. To me

this is more likely ulcer colitis although regional enteritis

could never be completely excluded. Could be CA [cancerj in
rectal stump." Dr. Bretza then ordered & barium enema. The
undated radiographic report describes the small bowel only and
states ". . ., neo abnrormality such as ulcerative colitis or
granulomatous colitis is demonstrated. "

8. On September 30, 1977, Mrs. Haley consulted Dr. Mark
Rauter at the lospital. The Ambulatory Care Record for that day
indicates that Dr. Rauter was aware of the 1973 diagnosis of
Crohn's disease in Mrs. Haley. He nctes "continueg disease in
rectal stump with bleeding ang pain," and states that surgery to
remove the rectal stump is scheduled for October 25, 1977,

S. Mrs. Haley wvisited Dr. Rauter again on October 1z,
1377. Multiple biopsies were taken and sent to the pathologist.
The pathological report of OQOctober 17, 1977 states that "A
definite diagnesis of chronic ulcerative colitis cannot be made,
however, there are suggestions of this process." The reﬁort

concludes with a diagnosis of chronic ulcerative proctitis. The
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pathology report of October 26, 1977 stafes that "changes in the
colon are compatible with chronic ulcerative colitis in quiescent
phase." A definitive diagncsis of Crohn's disease as opposed to
ulcerative colitis was not possible based on pathology reports
alone. 7Tn addition a clinieal history of the patient was
required in order to make a definitive diagnosis.

Dr. Rauter also performed a proctoscopy and noted "friable
mucosa with polypoid lesion at 11 centimeters which appears
consistent with a pseudopolyp." Dr. Rauter scheduled Mrs. Haley
for surgery on Octgber 25, 1977.

10. Reliable medical opinion differs as to whether Mrs.
Haley had Crohn's disease or ulcerative colitis, and as to
whether a diagnosis as to Crohn's disease or ulcerative colitis
would play a major rcle in a decision regarding surgical removal
cf the rectal stump. However, the risk of cancer is less with
Crohn's disease than with ulcerative colitis,

11. No evidence was presented to the Court, either in the
testimony of Drs. Bretza, Rauter, or Allien, or in the cliniéal
records, to show that these physicians consulted medical records
and reports {rom previcus surgeries performed on Mrs. Haley. No
consultations were undertaken with specialists who could have
substantially clarified the ambiguity in diaynosis of Mrs,
Haley's condition.

12, Mrs. Haley was not informed by the examining physicians
{Bretza, Rauter, and Allen) as to the risks of the surgery and
available alternatives to surgery. The physician who performed
the surgery on Mrs. Haley, Dr. Larry Hrdlicka, testified that he
would not have operated on plaintiff if he had been aware of a
diagnosis of Crohn's discase in Mrs. llaley.

13. On October 21, 1977, Dr. Charles Allen, the staff
surgeon at the Public Health Service Hospital, saw Mrs. Haley as
& patient in the surgery clinic for a pre-admission physical and
work-up. Removal of Mrs. Haley's uterus was not discussed during

this consultation nor was there any intent to remove it at that
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time., Although Dr. Allen informed Mrs. Héley that surgical
removal of the rectal stump was elective, she expressed fear and
hostility toward the proposed surgery and understood that surgery
was necessary because of the threat of cancer in the rectal
stump.

14. Following the pre-admission work-up with Dr. Allen,
Mrs. Haley was admitted on October 24, 1977 to the Public Health
Service Hospital,

15. The Request for Administration of Anesthesia and for
Performance of Operation and Other Procedures was signed by Mrs.
Haley in two places at two different times. Section C, Number 2
on this form states as follows: "I understand the nature of the
proposed procedure(s), attendant risks involved, and expected
results, as described above." Mrs. Haley signed thQ form at
12:30 on October 24, 1977. The operation or procedure.listed on
the top of the form is "Abdominal Perineal Resection - Receive
blood and possible hysterectomy. F.H." The record is unclear as
to when the notaticn on the hysterectomy was added to the form.
Section B of the consent form contains the following statement.

The nature and purpose of the operation or
procedure, possible alternative methods of
treatment, the risks involved, and the
possibility of complications have been fully
explained to me. I acknowledge that no
guaranties have been made to me concerning
the results of the operation or procedure, I

understand the nature of the operation to be

The form then asks for a description of the operation or
procedure in layman's language. Mrs. Haley wrote the following
description in the proscribed space: "Remove my rectum and
possible removal of uterus. Fleeta Haley 10/25/77l8:00 AM."

16. At 9:00 A.M. on October 25, 1977, Mrs. Haley received
her pre-operative medication, 100 m.g. of visteril, slightly more
thian the routine amount. The record is unclear as to whether
Mrs. Haley had been yiven any medication prior to 8 A.M. on

October 25, 1977. Credible evidence was presented that Mrs.
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Haley was awakened at B A.M. on QOctober 25 to sign the consent
form. |

17. The surgery (an abdominal perineal resection) was
performed on October 25, 1977, beginning about 10:00 A.M. by Dr.
Larry Hrdlicka with Dr. Mark Rauter assisting. Dr. Hrdlické is a
private physician who had a centract to perform surgery when Dr.
Allen was away or unavailable. Dr. Hrdlicka was contacted 48
hours before Mrs. Haley's surgery to take over for Dr. Allen, the
staff surgeon, who planned to be out of town on October 25, 1977.

18, Mrs. Haley's uterus was then removed during surgery for
technical reasons (to expose the rectal area). Dr. Hrdlicka
testified that he explained tc Mrs. Haley on the evening before
surgery that such a procedure might be necessary to facilitate
surgery and that Mrs. Haley told him that she did not want to
have any more children. Mrs. Haley testified that it was her
understanding that the uterus would be removed only if Dr.
Hrdlicka determined during surgery that it was diseased.

15. Subsequent to surgery, Mrs. Haley developed both aﬁ
abdominal wound infection and a perineal wound infection which
required incision and drainage. At 5:00 A.M. on Octcber 26,
1977, leakage occurred from the ilecstomy bag, Dr. Allen
testified that therc was no way to prevent leakage of Mrs.
Haley's bag following surgery. He further testified that
microbes were cultured from the infected areas, that they were of
bowel origin, and that the infection probably occurred at the

time of surgery, not from spillage of the ileostomy bag.

20. Mrs. Haley was released from the hospital on November
3, 1977.
21. Mrs. Haley continued to seek treatment at the Hospital

for the infection of her perineal sinus tract wound until May 14,
1979.
22. Beginning in July 1979, Mrs. Haley began to receive

both medical and surgical treatment of her continuing pe%ineal
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infection from Dr. Robert Capehart, & surgeon in private practice
in Tulsa, Oklahoma.

23, The physical post-operative complications experienced
by Mrs. Haley are found in 4 majority of patients undergoing this
type of surgery. The slow perineal healing can be expected in a
patient having Crohn's disease, However, Mrs. Haley was not
adequately informed of these potential complications.

24. As a direct result of the Surgery at the Hospital in
1977, Mrs. Haley experienced continuing severe mental anguish,
depression, and social withdrawal.

25, Allen Haley, Sr., husband of Fleeta Haley, was deprived
of the services, consort, society, companionship, and affection
of his wife, due to her disability and mental depression
resulting from the surgery at issue herein.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of
this claim pursuant to the Federal Tort Claimg Act, 18 U.s5.C.
§1346(b), 2671 et seq. Liability under the Act may be based only
upon the negligent or wrondful act of 8 federal employee acting
within the scope of his employment ., Liability is limited under
the Act to compensatory damages. 2§ U.8.C.A. §2674.

2. Drs. Bretza, Rauter, Allen, and Hrdlicka, physicians at
the Hospital who treated Mrs. Haley in September and October of
1977, did not comply with the standard of care ordinarily
exercised by physicians practicing under similar Circumstances in
the same or similar communities in failing to consult the
previous records and reports relating teo earlier surgeries,
tests, and hospitalizatiéns of Mrs. Haley, and in failing to seek
or to advise Mrs., Haley of the availability of the specialized
knowledge of a gastroenterologist. Runyon v. Reid, 510 P.2d 943
(Okl. 1973},

3. 42 C.F.R. §50.201 et seq., regarding informed consent

L3
for non~therapeutic sterilizations, deoes not apply to the facts
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of this action.

4. Any physical problems eXperienced by Mrs. Haley in
Tecovering from the abdominal Surgery performed on October 25,
1977, were not proximatgly caused by any negiigence on the éart
of Drs, Rauter, Hrdlicka, or Allen, or the hospital staff,
However, Mrs. Haley was not adequately informed of these
potential complications.

5. The Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals concluded in 1979

Lambert v. Park, 597 F.2d 236 (1979) that the doctrine of

informed consent is a part of Oklahoma law, based on Martin v.
Stratten, 515 P.2d 1366 (Okla. 1973), although the standard for
Measuring performance of the duty of disclosure was yet to be
established, Subsequently, the Oklahoma Supreme Court adopted
the "material riskg" standard in Scott v. Bradford, 608 P,24 554
(Okl. 1979}, .in which the physician must inform the patient
adequately of the material risk before securing consent to the
proposed treatment. The Court specifically stated that this
standard would apply only prospectively. 1In Martin v. Stratton
(1973) supra, the Court stated that the standard for informed
consent would either he "what a reasonably prudent physician
in the medical community in the exercise of reascnable care would
have disclosed to hisg patient," or "that material risks were
inherent in the proposed medical procedure in terms of
seriousness, probability of occurrence and feasibility of
alternatives, and defendant failed to disclose these risks to
plaintiff."

6. Although the second of these standards was not adopted
until 1979 in Oklahoma, the Court concludes that under either
standard, Mrs. Haley did not give her informed consent, either to
the rectal surgery or to the hysterectomy.

7. Therefore, Mrs. Haley is entitled to compensatory
damages resulting from rectal surgery and removal of thd uterus

and the consequences thereof without her informed consent in the
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amount of $150,000. Co-plaintiff, Allen Haley, Sr. is entitled

to $40,000 for loss of consortium and services.

It is so Ordered this /2 day of June, 1982,

\%S.@é/yw

H. DALE COOK
Chief Judge, U. S. District Court

TR A T b - . s
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE F ' L E D
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

-JUN18 19697
JIMMY BRANSON WHEAT and “Ckn‘ﬁWerChrk
DEBBIE WHEAT, husband and wife, S nsfrijﬁ{, -

Plaintiffs,

Vs. No. Bl-C-571-B

BECHTEL CORPORATION (formerly
Bechtel, Ine.}, a Nevada
corporation; VULCAN TANK
CORPORATION, a suspended
Oklahoma corporation; and FRAM
CORPORATION, a foreign
corporation,

Defendants.

e e e e e M e e e e e it et et e o e e

ORDER QF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

WHEREAS, the plaintiffs, Jimmy Branson Wheat and Debbie
Wheat, husband and wife, and the defendant, Fram Corporation, a
foreign corporation, have stipulated that all questions and issues
oxisting between the said parties have been fully and completely
disposed of by settlement, and have requested the entrance of an
ovder of dismissal with prejudice.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the cause should be and the same is hereby dismissed with
prejudice as to the defendant, Fram Corporation, a foreign
corporation, and the matter fully, finally and completely disposed
of against the defendant, Fram Corporation, a foreign corporation,
hereby.

DATED this /_/_z{'q day of T\ e , 1982,

e

PR T =t
At e R
JUDGE OF THE DISTRICT COORT




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE F1LED

RORTHERN DISTRICT OF QKLAHOMA

JUN 18 1oa9)

ek €. Silvar, Clerd )
I (LRI

JAMES A. MARINO and PATRICTA
MARINO, husband and wife,

Plaintiffs,

VS, No. 81-C-572-B

BECHTEL CORPORATION (formerly
Bechtel, Inc.), a Nevada
corperation; VULCAN TANK
CORPORATION, a suspended
Oklahoma corporation; and FRAM
CORPORATION, a foreign
corporation,

e e T e e et e e e e Wt e e e e et

Defendants.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

WHFREAS, the plaintiffs, James A. Marino and Patricia
Marino, husband and wife, and the defendant, Fram Corporation, a
foreign corporation, have stipulated that all gquestions and issues
existing between the said parties have been fully and completely
disposed of by settlement, and have requested the entrance of an
order of dismissal with prejudice. .

I'T IS5, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the cause should be and the same is hereby dismissed with
prejudice as to the defendant, Fram Corporation, a foreign
corporation, and the watter fully, finally and completely disposed
of against the defendant, Fram Corporation, a foreign corporation,
hereby.

DATED this L//_/_ day of | wne , 1982.

D, P A
JUDCF oF THE DISTR




S U bAoA bt OO it .

. ‘.' <, " ! L E; [)

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKILANOMA JUN 1 8 1932

A0 U ONVEL, Ulerg
U. S. DISTRICT COUR

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIT. ACTIOM MO. 82-C~270-B

VSs.

GEORGE R. TELAGE,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this ﬁngmm day
o !Hﬂ“z____, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Nancy A. MNesbhitt, Assistant United States Attorney, and
the Defendant, George R. Telaqge, appearing pro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the befendant, Ccorge R. Telage, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint cn March 15, 1982.
The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted tc the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly be entered
against him in the amount of $308.33 (less the sum of $50.00
which has been paid}, plus 12 percent interest from the date of
this Judgnent until paid.

I'T I8 THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
George R. Telage, in the amount of $308.33 (less the sum of
$50.00 which has bheen paid), plus 12 percent interest from the

date of this Judgment until paid.

"Uwiééﬁ/gTAﬁns DISTRICTéJUDG%

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KBEATING
United States Attorney

PANPY A/JH SRTTT
Aﬁ(]rtm

5. Attorney

Lottty ¢
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

V5.

RONALD C,

Frank Keating,
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein,
United States Attorney,

pursuant to Rule 41,

. " .

FILETLD

JUN18 s,

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Plaintiff,

McDANIEL,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

ek 0 Silyar Ml

CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C-358-B

COMES NOW the United States of America by

action without prejudice.

Dated this _ljfgfLAday of June, 1982,

United States Attorney for the Northern District
through Don J. Guy, Assistant
and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this

UN1TED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KFATING
Uhitld State

' ()

(o N

AR vl

DON J. &hy

Assistant United

CERTIFICATE OF SFRVICE

The undéersigned certifies that a trus gopy

of the foregoing pleading was acrved on cuch
ef Lhe partinﬁ\hbreuo by 1ﬁ;1(9" the czie Lo
£y

er tof thei utorneys zeard on 1
Z, d ’'s oi_fc? ﬁF_L____,, 19

--1/\

tates Attorney
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FILED
JUN 17 1082

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
1}, S DISTRICT COURT

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-238-C

Vs.

VERNON LEATHERS,

Defendant,

NOTICE OF DISMISSAT

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank Keating
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant tc Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this { éfﬁljday of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

NANCY A. NESBITT
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a true copy

of the foregoing pleading was served on tach
of the parties horeto by wailing the same to
them to theiniattorneys of record on ihe

day of 0 A d_ s ey 18

Ghited o+t o
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FILED

JUN 17 1980
B breon es B R oM. PO k. Sier,
U. §. DISTRICT COURT
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C-390-E
GLENN G, HAWTHORNE,

Defendant.

N S ot et et el ot

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank Keating
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Qklahoma,
Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this JéjigLéay of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

[ hien, Ao P tirtit=)

NANCY A ESBITT
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a true copy
of the foregoing pleading was served on each
of the parties horeto by mailing the same to

them or.to thelr, torueys of record on t
L 7 /}LA u,uaﬁb]
T M—h __i-utﬁ%lltbd _.'tntes AMtorney
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FILED

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

1982

Jach C. Silver, Clerk
1. 8 DISTRICT coym

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. B82-C-371-E

RICHARD D. CHURCHILL,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank Keating
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr., Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant {6 Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.
Dated thisg /[ ZZ& day of June, 1982.
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FRANK XEATING
United States Attorney

A5515tant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undcrsigned certifics that a true copy
of the forcgo1:; Pl rerved on each
of the parties Lcroto Ly . Civg e some Lo

them or to theirfiluolueyu of rccord on }{
.__,/.&L\day ATl AL i.

f - Z2i B
Adsistaqt : i Altornoy
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR ﬂHs D?;Sh& C]em
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA TRir

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-9B8-E

vs.

DOUGLAS L. MARSHALL,

T e et N e S e o

Defendant,

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank Keating
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this | [t )day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERTCA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

0o sttt

NANCY A. SBITT
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SFRVICE

The umdorsigned certifies that a true copy
of the foregoing bleading was served on each
of the parties hereto by wailing ihe swume to

th to their(e Lorneys of rocoird on [
Lday or_\é«t ey 19502
b Ints O S it

e

Assistagt Wnited States Attoruey
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE Ju“
NORTHERN DISTRICT GF OKILAHOMA 161W

ek €, Sitver, Clerk

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, LS AQTIL T e T

Plaintiff,
VS, CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-538-E

KAREN 5. HANSHAW,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank Keating
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Neshitt, Assistant United
States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this {Gfﬂ) day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

&r}\lkAAQL (}m/ -57}11_¢,E¥;361:;;)

NANCYAJ NESBITT
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SFRVICE

The undersigned gertifies that a true copy .
of the forogoing plcading was_served én enc
of the partics hereto by mailing thz SOE zo
Lheir attorieys of Teccrd on %?
thep oT to theiT. v 9,_£L

[ ) gay of = ., 1

T e ata s
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COQURT
FPOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Jii18 ey

THE HUGHES GROUP,

: , ok € Sifear, f1aer
an Arizona corporation, ' v .

'
! Y g
YN Ly

)
)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
Vs, ) No. 82«C-122-R
)
HERALD CAMPBRELL )
and PERRY A.MORGAN, )
)
Defendant. }
ORDER

The Court is advised the defendants herein, Herald Campbéll
and Perry Morgan, along with their spouses, filed én action
against the. plaintiff herein, The Hughes Group, in the Dis-
trict Court of Creek County, Oklahoma (Case C-82-47), prior
to the initiation of the instant matter in this Court. The
Court is further advised the issues presented in that state
court action are virtually identical to those presented here,
and a resolution by the state court of such issues will re-
solve the questions before this Court. The Court is further
advised the District Court of Creek County entered a final
order in case number C-82-47 by virtue of the entry of a
permanent restraining order on March 5, 1982.

Having reviewed the Petition filed in the District Court
of Creek County and the Permanent Restraining Order entered
by that court, the Court concludes the issues presented in

the instant litigation are being adjudicated by the state




court where it was first filed. Accordingly, this Court will

yield to the state court disposition of the matter.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED this action is hereby dismissed

without prejudice. ‘
e
ENTERED this _/_é day of June, 1982.

THOMAS R. BRETT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

¥




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

AUy ’“1952
Jul}ﬁ L. 6”\!&’[, Lidin
0. 8. DISTRICT 1o

JACK ENSMINGER,JR.,

Petitioner,

vs. No. 82~C-579-B
CLIFFORD HOPPER, DISTRICT
JUDGE, TULSA COUNTY, OKLA-
HOMA, and FRANK THURMAN,
SHERIFF, TULSA COUNTY,
OKLAHOMA,

Respondents.

ORDER

Pursuant to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law entered this date, the petition for writ of habeas
corpus of the petitioner, Jack Ensminger, Jr., is hereby
denied and said petit%ga‘is hereby dismissed.

DATED this /% day of June, 1982.

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE )
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA ek ©, Silver ClorY

' -7 USTRET o

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vS. No. 81-C-129-C

SILVIA PRISCILLA MEDLOCK,
et al.,

Defendants,
vS.

LEO FAUGHT, et al.,

N e o e e

Third Party Defendants.

ORDER

On June 10, 1982, this matter came on for hearing on
plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, the plaintiff
appearing by Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the
Northern District of Oklahoma, through Nancy A. Nesbitt,
Assistant United States Attorney; the defendant, Priscilla
Medlock a/k/a Silvia Priscilla Medlock, appearing by her
attorney, James W. Summerlin; and, the third-party defendants,
Leoc Faught, Josephine B. Faught, James C. Heginbotham, and Ruby
M. Heginbotham, appearing by their attorney, Benjamin C.
Faulkner,

Based upon the arguments and authorities presented by the
parties, and the statements of counsel for defendant Medlock and
the third-party defendants to the Court, conceding the
superiority of the lien of the United States over the deed of
defendant Medlock, the Court finds and it is hereby ordered that

plaintiff's motion should be and is sustained insofar as it seeks

1)
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a declaration by thisg Court that the lien of the United States is
Superior to the deed of defendant Medlockl. It is further
ordered that the parties shall submit a status report to the
Court by June 24, 1982, with regard to the resolution of the

damages portion of thig lawsuit,

It is so Orderéd this 45 day of June, 1982,

Mmﬁ{)

- DALE COGK
Chief Judge, U. 5. District Court

The Court would note that the legal description on the plaintiff's
Assignment of Mortgage fram the Arkansas Valley State Bank is not the same as

lying in the SwW/4 of Section 5, Township 19 North, Range 17 East, and Ms.
Medlock's deed from Inola Machine and Fabricating Coampany, Inc. describes a
Piece of property in the SW/4 of Section 5, Township 21 North, Rarge 17 East,
(emphasis added) Other than the Township disparity, the descriptions appear
identical in all material aspects.

The Court assumes the parties are aware of the above discrepancy and that
Such discrepancy is merely a typographical error which is subject to

correction.
1]
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRIC?“COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

WILLIAM THOMAS WRIGHT,
Plaintiff,

Vs, No. 81-C-636-C

JO STANLEY GLENN,

Defendant,

A
Iy g
ORDER Jack G. Sitvar, Lerk
U. S DISTRICT coury

Now before the Court for its consideration is the
defendant's motion to dismiss for failure of the complaint to
state a claim upon which relief can be granted. On March 11,
1982 this Court converted the defendant's moticn into a motion
fo; Summary judgment, The Court concludes that defendant's
motion shculd be granted after a careful review of the record
herein and in case no. 80-451-C, a case pPrevicusly decided in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Cklahona,

Plaintiff is an inmate at the Stringtown Correctional Center
in Stringtown, Oklahoma, He instituted thisg action pursuant to
42 U.5.C, §§1983 and 1985 seeking declaratory relief and monetary
damages for alleged violations of his civil rights, 1In hig
complaint, plaintiff alleges that his coenstitutional right of
dcecess to the courts was viclated in case ne. 80-451-C in that
the defendant, formerly a staff attorney for the Cklahoma
Department of Correctiong, conspired with other officials of the
Department to intentionally faléify a Special Report submitted by
the Department to the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Oklahoma in that tase, The plaintiff herein
Was the sole plaintiff in case no. 80-451-C. That case was
dismissed as frivolous pursuant to an order of the distgict court
on September 29, 1981. A petition for rehearing was denied by

the district court in case no. 80-451-C on October 14, 1981, fThe




Plaintiff thereafter appealed said dismiésal to the United States
Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit. The Court of Appeals
dismissed the plaintiff's appeal for lack of prosecution on
February 4, 1962. The mandate of the Court of Appeals dismissing
pPlaintiff's appeal was filed in the district court on February 8,
1982. The only issue before this éourt is whether the alleged
acts of the defendant deprived the plaintiff of his
constituticnal right of access to the courts in case no.
80~-451-C.

The United States Supreme Court has held that the Fourteenth
Amendment to the United States Constitution assures prison
inmates of reasonable access to the Courts. Bounds v, Smith, 430
U.S. 817, 97 5.Ct. 1491, 52 L.Ed.2d 72 {1977). Generally, the
cases involving access tc the courts have dealt with pPrison
regulations restricting access to the courts, varyiﬁg degrees of
punishment at the hands of Priscn officials for exercising this
right and a state's duty to furhish prisoners with adequate
assistance in airing their grievances before a court of competent
jurisdiction. See Bounds, supra; Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.s.
539, 94 s.ct. 2963, 41 L.Ed.24 935 (1974); Johnson v. Avery, 393
U.S. 483, 89 5.Ct. 747, 21 L,.Ed.24 718 (1969); Procunier v.
Martinez, 416 U.S. 396, 94 §.ct, 1800, 40 L.Ed.2d 224 (1974},
Such assistance may be in the form of adeguate prison law
libraries, counsel, inmate law clerks trained in the law, or
other alternatives. G&See Battle v, Anderson, 376 F.Supp. 402
(E.D.Okla. 1974} and its progeny. None of the above problems are
raised by the plaintiff in this action.

In the present action, the plaintiff alleges that certain
inaccuracies were contained in the so-called "Martinez Report"
submitted to the court in case no. 80-451-C. The plaintiff
contends that these inaccuracies were knowingly submitted by
defendant, in concert with other prison officials, Fo the
district court. The use of a "Martinez Report™ has bee?
specifically authorized by the Court of Appeals for the Tenth

Circuit as a tool a district court can utilize in the orderly,

e e - e A il sl YA A Ak & &



expeditious and just handling of pro se prlsoner complaints
raising matters concerning the conditionsg of their confinement
and treatment at the hands of prisaen officials. gee Martinez wv.
Aaron, 570 F.2d 317 (10th Cir. 1978); Martinez v, Chavez, 574
F.2d 1043 {(10th cCir. 1978). &as mentjioned above, such a report
was compiled by officials of the Department of Corrections ang
submitted to the district court in case no. B0-451-C.

After carefully reviewing the record in case no. 80;451-0
th;s Court is convinced that the plaintirfs had ogpen, adequate and
complete access to the district court in that case. There is no
material issue of fact cencerning this point. The Court makes
this conclusion based upon its review of the present record and
the record in case no. 80-451-C. The Plaintiff herein presented
in that casze a petition feor rehearing where he specified the
alleged inaccuracies in the "Martinez Report". This court must
Presume that the district court considered the allegations
contained in- that petition when it denjedq the petition for
rehearing. Plaintiff also raised the issue of inaccuracies in
the "Martiner Report" on June 15, 1981 in his motion to strlke
impertinence and scanal (sic) filed with the district court in
case no. B80-451-C. Again, the Court must Presume that the
district court in that case considered these allegations when it
dismissed that action as frivolous on September 19, 1983, The
plaintiff had a right to appeal that dismissal and he did, in
fact, appeal. His appeal was dismissed by the Court of Appeals
for lack of prosecution. 1In such a situation the Court can only
conclude that the Plaintiff was not denied access to the court in
case ne. BO-451-C.

Even if the inaccuricies as pointed out by the plaintiff
wWere contained in the "Martinez Report", said inaccuracies were
made known to the district court. Nowhere does the plaintiff
claim that he was forced by defendant or other prison officials
into not challenging the accuracy of that report. He dld in
fact, challenge the accuracy of the report and this was made

known tothe district court in plaintiff's humerous pleadings.
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The Court would alsc point out that 'the defendant herein, by
affidavit, specifically denies that she personally investigated
the matters which were contained in the "Martinez Report"
submitted to the district court in case no. 80-451-C. She also
specifically denies that she knowingly falsified the material
contained in that report or that she engaged in any conspiracy
with other prison officials te falsify the report, (Affidavit of
defendant, filed January 26, 1982). The defendant has responded
to the defendant’'s motion to dismiss, as converted by this Court
into a motion for summary judgment, by setting out the
allegations. he contends he can prove in support of his complaint.
Nowhere does the response of plaintiff adequately raise a
material factual issue concerning his access to the court in case
no. 80-451-C. Again, the Court would reiterate that said access
to the court is the only constitutional violation raised by the
plaintiff in this action.

As mentioned above, the Court has reviewed the pleadings and
filings in this action and in case no. 80-451-C. Based upon this
review the Couft finds, construing the pleadings liberally in
favor of the plaintiff and considering all factual inferences
tending to show triable issues in a light most favorable to the
existence of such issues, that no material issues of fact remain
to be litigated and that the defendant is entitled to summary
Judgment as a matter of law.

Accordingly, it is the ruling of this Court that
defendant's motion to dismiss, as converted into a motion for

summary judgment, is hereby sustained.

It is so Ordered this /,ﬁ:z’; day of June, 1982,

L~ ’J/)\'?{)
H. DALE-CO

Chief Judge, U. 5. District Codrt
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vVs.

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-351-C

RONALD E. PULLEY,

e

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this /% ewday
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Ronald E. Pulley, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Ronald E. Pulley, was
personally served with an Alias Summons and Complaint on May 6,
1982 . The time within which the Defendant could have answered
or otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not
been extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise
moved, and default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court.
Plaintiff is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law,

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Rcnald E.
Pulley, for the principal sum of $1,012,43, plus interest at the

leqal rate (12%)} from the date of this Judgment until paid.

/
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-394-C

MITCHELL BAILEY,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

M
This matter comes on for consideration this {:r day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, threugh Philard L. Rounds, Jr., Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Mitchell Bailey, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Mitchell Bailey, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on April 6, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered cr otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled to
Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Mitchell
Bailey, for the principal sum of $887.00, plus interest at the

legal rate (12%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

fﬁﬁlTEb STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

. R SR o W - e e e YRS PR e e 1 1+
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-532-R

CHARLES M. ADAMS,

Defendant,

AGREED JUDGHMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this kiibhday
of & L L , 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
Unitéd States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Philard L. Rounds, Jr., Assistant United States Attorney,
and the Defendant, Charles M. Adams, appearing pro se.,

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Charles M. Adams, was
personally scrved with Summons and Complaint on June 11, 1982.
The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount zlleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly be entered
against him in the amount of $766.61, plus 12 percent intercst
from the date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Charles M. Adams, in the amount of $766.61, plus 12 percent

interest from the date of this Judgment until paid,

TTUN Ifu*iﬁé:-s’TATEs §I STRfIcg JzUD%E

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney
-

-

- ;
. . . _/ﬂ%’ )

PHILARDT, " ROUNDS, (TR e

ssistant U.S.<Attorney

lJE(K{Zé;)-”ﬂéyix,h,

CHARLES M. ALANS
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS.

CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C~680-E
MICHAEL S. RUTHERFORD,

St Tt e M Mk Mkt St St St

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

CCOMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through bon J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this /5(/_’_7_ day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

-
thN KEATIN
<Unit d Sﬁjte

Aok

Assistant Unitengtates Attorney

CIRTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Yhy wmdersigned cortifies that a LTue COPY
pf ihe foregoing pleading \.
pf the parties hepreto by o

ir ot ;‘-A rourd on Lhe
thenigr ot ;1r ol ué? r RN
,JLL"_“cdy T S

c szrved on each
i the same Lo

\'AA,-/ /__ SN
Ar“;‘l"tﬂﬂ
el 923 ,/
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I[N THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR

o

P yR I B T S
THE WEBTFERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA B
. ; JUN 15 1980
COMPRESSOR SYSTEMS, INC,,

Jack ;. Sitver, Clerx
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

Plaintiff,
VS, 82-C-416-E

ENICO PIPELINE, INC,,

Y e N e e S e

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL-

T0: Enico Pipeline, Ine. and Clayton Torbet, its attorney.

Notiee is hereby given that whereas the above-entitled action was commenced
on the 8th day of April, 1982, and whereas Defendant has filed neither an Answer nor
a Motion for Summary Judgment herein, Plaintiff hereby dismisses the above-entitled
action without prejudice,

The clerk of the uabove-entitled court is hereby requested to enter this
dismissal in the records of the Court.

Dated this 11th day of June, 1982.

MILLER & NAIFEH

By:
CLIFTON D), NAIFEH

470 Sooner Federal Building
Norman, Oklahoma 73069
{405) 329-8031

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

?J. b LUy
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA ’ ) ' g

4
””iifﬁ' g
LEROY D. JACKSON, g 4

Jack €. Sitexr, wer
08, DItier ennpg

Plaintiff,

vs. No. B0-C-333-E

PATRICIA ROBERTS HARRIS,
Secretary of Health and
Human Services,

Defendant.

i

JUDGMENT

This cause having been considered by the Court on the pleadlngs,
the entlre record certified to this Court by the Defendant Secretary
of Health and Human Services (Secretary), and after due proceedings
had, and upon examination of the pPleadings and record filed herein,
1nclud1ng the Briefs submitted by the parties, the Court is of the
opinion as shown by its Memorandum Opinion filed herein of even date
that the firal decision of the Secretary is supported by substantial
evidence as required by the Social Security Act, and should be af-
firmed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, DECREED AND ADJUDGED that.the final
decision of the Secretary should be and hereby is affirmed.

Dated this /A7 day of June, 1982.

C:Qﬁ?nJAAf il
JAMES A4. ELLISON
UNIT STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

- - . b s A 175 At B e e



T i, ot .

LR OTHE UNLERD SPATLES PLOTREICTE COURE ror Ty
ADRTHERN Dlsreier o QR LATOMA

RALSTON PURINA COMPANY, }
}
Plaintirff,
}
~VE- ) No. 80-C-708-C
)
GRAND RIVIER DAM ."\.H'I‘HORJ’I'Y, }
)
Defendant. )

Juti 1 41382

SUDGMENT

A3THICT S

Pursuant to stipulation ol the parties, ik is hcraby théfed
Lhat judguent be entered for tho plaintifi and agyainst the de-
fendant in the amount of Twenty-soven Thousand Porty and 49/100
Dot lars ($2?,040.49)..

IT 12 FURTHEL ORDERED that defendant pay the plaintiff one
Thousand Seven Hundred Forty-twe and 34/100 Dollars (51,742, 34)
to reimbursce the plaintift for +he reasonable attorney fees in-
curred by it and for which it 15 entitled to reimbursement pur-
suant to the provisions of 12 0.5. 938 as also stipulated by

the parties.

&/H. DALE COOK

H. DALE COOK, Chief Judge
U. 5. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT y?

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

MARGARET B. PECK (now Austin)
Plaintiff,
vs. No. 82-C-440-C

GORDON HUGH PECK,

Defendant.
JUDGMENT

THIS ACTION was considered by the Court on the_z&é;gz; of
- v, 1982, on Application of the plaintiff for the
Entry of Default Judgment pursuant to Rule 55 of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure: it appearing to the Court that the Complaint
in this action was filed on April 13, 1982; that summons and
Complaint in this action were duly served on the defendant as
required_by law; it further appearing to the Court that defendant
has wholly failed to enter its appearance in the action or other-
wise plead, and has defaulted, and it further appearing that de-
fault was entered against the defendant by the Court Clerk and
that no proceedings have been taken by defendant since entry of
his default.

The Court, having reviewed the pleadings, exhibits and
affidavits on file finds:

1. That the defendant is in default.

2. That plaintiff is entitled to default judgment in its
favor for the relief prayed for.

3. That plaintiff is the prevailing party and thereby
entitled to an attorney fee award pursuant to Title 12, Oklahoma
Statutes, Section 936,

4. That the Court finds, based upon affidavits on file in

Q
the acticn, a reasonable attorney fee for plaintiff is Sghamlji:.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED BY THE COURT that plaintiff,

Margaret B. Peck (now Austin), recover of the defendant,

e 1 o e T RSN e Ak el A b o
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Gordon Hugh Peck, judgment in the sum of $18,600.00, with six
percent (6%) per annum on said sum from June 18, 1374, until
judgment, and with interest on the judgment at the rate of
twelve percent (12%) ber annum from judgment until said judgment
is satisfied, in accordance with Title 12, Oklahoma Statutes,
Section 727(1) and all costs expended in the action.

IT I8 FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED BY THE COURT that plaintiff,
Margaret B. Peck (now Austin), recover of defendant, Gordon Hugh
Peck, judgment for a reasonable attorney fee in accordance with
Title 12, Cklahoma Statutes, Section 936, determined by the Court

£e
to be the sum of $SRAoo0 .

UNITES STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs.

CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C-474-E

RUBEN JCHNES, JR.,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

-
+
This matter comes on for consideration this / day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States
Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Ruben Jones, Jr., appearing not.

The Court bheing fullv advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Ruben Jones, Jr., was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on May 14, 1982.

The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court., Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Ruben
Jones, Jr., for the principal sum of $590.90, plus interest at

the rate of 12 percent frem the date of this Judgment until paid.

N

3/ JAN\['_‘L‘ (@3 L
" UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE L
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA o
UNITTED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs,

CIVIYL, ACTION NO. B2-C-510-E

RODNEY E. HMAHAN,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

A
This matter comes on for consideration this L day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appecaring by Frank Keating, United
Slates Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Betendant, Rodney E. Mahan, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Rodney E. Mahan, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on May 3, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
@8 to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or olherwise moved, and default has
Leen entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled
to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFCORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Rodney E.
Hahan, for the principal sum of $270.33, plus interest at the

rate ¢f 12 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

e e
wa

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT St f5; Ly
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA B
ERE
MAPCO INC., A R
Plaintiff,
~against-~ CIVIL ACTION FILE NO.

82~C~-165-E
PETER KIEWIT SONS', INC.,
PETER KIEWIT SONS'! Co.,

BIG HORN COAL COMPANY,

GLOBAL SURETY & INSURANCE Co.,
WALTER SCOTT, JR., WILLIAM L.
GREWCOCK, W. LEE ROWE,

DONALD L. STURM,

Defendant,

ORDER

On this {/77’ day of June, 1982, this action comes be-
fore the Court. Upon being advised that a "Notice of Dismissal
under Rule 41(a)(1)(i)" and a "Stipulation of Dismissal" have
been filed, it is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the
action is hereby dismissed without prejudice to its refiling
pursuant to the terms of the "Notice of Dismissal' under

F.R.C.P., Rule 41(a)(1)(1) and the "Stipulation of Dismissal"

filed herein.

[

/
R T
Dgstrict Judge




T Nl SN RO e <

e . s .

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA ;

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-471-E
EUGENE GOURD,

Defendant.

T Mkt Nt et e it ot

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

A
{
This matter comes on for consideration this 1} day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States
Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Fugene Gourd, appearing not,

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, FEugene Gourd, was personally
scrved with Summons and Complaint on April 22, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended., The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled
to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT TS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Eugene
Gourd, for the principal sum of $470.80 (less the sum of $50.00
which has been paid), plus interest at the rate of 12 percent

from the date of this Judgment until paid.
Sf JAMEL -

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

A s L R ST i b1 O



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE R
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Jacl o

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-426-E

BIILIE F. NICHOLS,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

I
This matter comes on for consideration this /{ day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr., Assistant United
states Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Billie F. Nichols, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Billie F. Nichols, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on April 13, 13982.
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
eutoended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled teo Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Billie F.
Nichols, for the principal sum of §1,026.54, plus interest at the

rate of 12 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

Bl UAMES 0. F11soN
~UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDCE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT FOR THE ) T

NORTIERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA S

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-332-E

KENNETH L. HOLLAND,

Defendant.

ettt Nt et et

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this F{fh day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Philard 1. Rounds, Jr., Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Cklahoma, and the
Defendant, Kenneth L. Hoclland, appearing not,

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Kenneth L. Holland, was
personally served with Alias Summons and Complaint on lMay.10,
1282. The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court., Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT I5 THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Kenneth I..
Holland, for the principal sum of $678.33, plus interest at the

rate of 12 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ UAMES O, ELLISON

. UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

R T A R a1 e et e e



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE _
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA : it

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
VS, CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-61l1-E

REGINALD B. EVANS,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this /!Ti'day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through HNancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Reginald B. Evans, appecaring not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Reginald B. Evans, was
personally served with Alias Summons and Complaint on May 3,
1882. The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. 'The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant,

Reginald B. Evans, for the principal sum of $226.00, plus
interest at the rate of 12 percent from the date of this Judgment

until paid.

ianes O pLLISON

5/

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




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

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY )
COMMISSION, )
)
Flaintifr, }
vs. )
)
)
PRESTON G, GADDIS, )
Individually and dsb/a ) No. 81-C-107-C
MORNING AMERICAN, )
)
Defendant, }
and )
)
)
HUGH STONE, III, ) 0
) B
Intervenor. ) H C Y
) 1
KL, OHVLI, Ligre
U. 5. DISTRICT -

JUDGMENT

It is the jJudgment of the Court that Defendant Preston

G. Gaddis, Individually and d/b/a Morning American, committed an

unlawful employment practice forbidden by Title VII, 42 U.s.C. §

- 2000e-2, when he dlscharged Plaintiff as a phetographer's

assistant on July 1, 1978, because of his race. Tor the acts of
racial discrimination in employment under Title VII, Defendant

Preston G. Gaddis, Individually and d/bsa Morning American, is

liable to Plailntiff and Plaintiff-Intervenor for Four Thousand
Twenty-Five and No/100 ($4,025.00) Dollars in back pay and
interest thereon at the legal rate.

It is further ordered that Defendant is permanently
enjoined, along with hié officers, agents, empLoyees, successors,
assigns, and all persons in actlve concert op participation with
them, from engaging in any employment practice which
discriminates because of race,

Plaintiff-Intervenor has also proven intentional racial

Al

discrimination in his discharge from employment by Def'endant

under Title 42 U.S5.C. § 1581, and Defendant 1is liable to




o S O ARSI

_— . L .

Pleintiff-Intervercor for Nine Thousand Two Hundred and No/100
($9,200.00) Dollars 1in compensatory damages, and Flve Thousand
and No/100 ($5,000.00) Doliars in punitive damages.
Plaintiff-Intervenor !s entltled to a reasonahle
attorney's fee in the amount of Six Thousand and No/100
($6,000.00) Dollars, due from Defendant Preston G. Gaddis.
THEREFCRE, Jjudgment 1s hereby entered in favor of the
Flaintiff and Plaintiff-Intervenor and agalnst Defendant in the

total amount of Twenty-Four Thousand Two Hundred Twenty-Filve and

No/100 ($24,225,00) Dollars.

I'P T3 SO CRDERED this ZO:ZI day of June, 1982.

H. DALE COOK
CHIEF JUDGE, U. S. DISTRICT COURT
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 1982
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA  JaCk (. St o, ik

U. S DISTRICT CouRy

MAPCO INC.,
Plaintiff,

CIVIL ACTION FILE NO.
82-C-165~E

-against-

PETER KIEWIT SONS', INC.,
PETER KIEWIT SONS' CO.,

BIG HORN COAL COMPANY,

GLOBAL SURETY & INSURANCE CO.,
WALTER SCOTT, JR., WILLIAM L.
GREWCOCK, W. LEE ROVWE,

DONALD L. STURM,

et Y S gt e o S s S Vo Y ot ! Pttt S

Defendant,

ORDER

On this //ﬂﬁ' day of June, 1982, this action comes be-
fore the Court. Upon being advised that a INotice of Dismissal
under Rule 41(a)(1)(i)" and a "Stipulation of Dismissal" have
been filed, it is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the
action is hereby dismissed without prejudice to 1its refiling
pursuant to the terms of the "Notice of Dismissal under
F.R.C.P., Rule 41(a){1){i) and the "stipulation of Dismissal”

filed herein.

S/, JAMES Q. ELLISON

District Judge
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: IN THE UNITE!* STATES DISTRICT COQURT 198%&
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 'dﬁ\U-b”Wﬂ,bMﬁ{

U. 5. DISTRICT COnRY

No. 81-C-691-BT /

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

V5.

1 TWENTY THOUSAND, FIVE HUNDRED

NINETY DOLLARS ($20,590.00) IN
UNITED STATES CURRENCY,

Defendant.

JUDGMENT

Pursuant to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law filed this date, Judgment is hereby entered in favor
of the plaintiff, United States of America, and against
the defendant, $20,590.00 in United States currency, and
against the claimant, David Gene Bradshaw; said sum of
$20,590.00 is hereby forfeited to the plaintiff, United
States of America. The plaintiff is to recover its proPér
costs herein, but the parties are to bear their own re-
spective attorneys' fees.

ENTERED this ( day of June, 1982.

Qa,_/2247”{441-4,/423Z//4

THOMAS R. BRETT °
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
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UKRITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE:
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMNA
UNITED STATES OF AMERTICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs,

CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C-55-F

WHITT MAGGARD,

S Nt et s et S o

Defendant,

AGREED JUDGHMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this _él___ day
of , 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahcma,
through bon J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the

Defendant, Whitt ilaggard, appearing pbro se,

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Whitt Maggard, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on January 25, 1982,
The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly be entered
against him in the amount of $996.40, plus 12% interest from the
date of this Judgment until paid,

IT IS THEREFCORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaiptiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Whitt Maggard, in the amount of $996.40, pius 12% intcrest from

the date of this Judgment until paid.

SEGAMES G, Doieo
~ UNITED STATES NISTRTICT JUDGE

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERTCA

FRANK KEATING
United States Athorney
L)

BN AN
DCH J. G
Assistang U.S5. Attfirney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE - (238
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLANOMA o
Jon

Ly g

Ghe vy b

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NQO. 82-C-288-E

RICHARD GIBRS,

— e et et bt

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

P
This matter comes on for consideration this i day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr., Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Richard Gibbs, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
tfile herein finds that Defendant, Richard Gibbs, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on April 14, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has cxpired and has not been extended, The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled
to Judgment as a matter of law,

1T IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Richard
Cibbs, for the principal sum of $823.97, plus interest at the

rate of 12 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

54 SANMES G, ELLISOM
*UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

e e N A B e+ a1 e L v marnen o
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE '
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-218-E

VS,

WILLIAM J. HILL,

N et it e Skt et o S et

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDCMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this f[ri' day
of Jurne, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, William J. Hill, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having eramined the
file herein finds that Defendant, William J. Hill, was perscnally
served with Alias Summons and Complaint on May 21, 1982. The
time within which the Defendant could have answered or otheruise
moved as to the Complaint has cxpired and has not been extended.
The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default
has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is
entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Deferdant, William J.
Hill, for the principal sum of $280.00, plus interest at the rate

of 12 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

ELLISON
5 IS ©

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE JU‘%iuTUg?
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAKOMA . Trsl
t-ck €. Silvar, Clat’s
" :s-gﬁuﬂftn
UNITED STATES OF ANERICA,
Plaintiff,

Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 82~C-183-F

OPIE D, PITTS, I1.,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
"Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoms, Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Nesbitt,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.
Dated this 1llth day of June, 1982,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

) // ) .
b !
/ } M d} ¥ Zu)d,(/}{ﬂj}
NANCY Hi/NESBITT

Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifics that a true copy
of the foregoing plending was sarvpd o each

of the partie:s neroi v L7

SR BUR A1

thew or to their-attovneys -0 :Hsgi
__lﬁﬁ[)_day of___f}hALAulVﬁﬁ_:, o didey
Phase, 0o Fhitrctt)

R D T O

Assistani'ﬁhited States Attoruey
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
ve.

CIVIL ACTICN NO. 82-C-174-E

GERALD A. FIELDING,

T Tt Mt et St ot st S

Defendant.,

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

. , . £
This matter comes on for corsideration this ]‘ day

of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States
Attorney for the Northern District of Cklahoma, and the
Defendant, Gerald A. Fielding, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Gerald A, Fielding, was
perscnally served with Summons and Complaint on February 19,
1982, The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not besen
extended. The Dofendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court, Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Gerald A.
Fielding, for the principal sum of $413.74, plus interest at the

rate of 12 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid.

-'»j_ AL Oy

- UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

s . A Ao s
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA i
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-89-E

vVs.

GREGORY D. McKINLEY,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDCMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this fr“'day
of June, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States
Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Gregory D. McKinley, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Gregory D. McKinley, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on February 1, 1982,
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended.  The Defendant has not answered or otherwise noved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT 18 THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintif{ have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Gregery D.
HcKinley, for the principal sum of $1,049.00, plus interest at

the rate of 12 percent from the date of this Judgment until paid,

t‘-’ij _m;; Lot habiaes o .

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THEY!'H ;Uigﬁj

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA ’

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C-592-B
RONALD 1. BAKER, JR.,

Defendant,

N M Nt Nt et et e

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action withcut prejudice.

Dated this Zﬁgﬁl day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING /
United States ‘gtorney
A

)
AU ;o

DON J. G /
Azgistant United Stgtes Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned ceriifies that a tige zosiCh
of the foregoing plecading was served o .0

of the partigs hureto Ly meiling the came to
éig

v LOTUEYS rocoeTd On Lh
th T Yeir Lorug .:)of TeceT r&[ )
TR Ly as ﬁ@wﬂ} BN # 4

)xg/ \Ljﬂclk .

A - = Lo A A e
Hm__-A"“LEs;fgtzgf Upnited Stafes Attorney

AR o 58 1 i e A SRR K e e -
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 9,“,«/

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vs.

CARL E. ILANE,

Defendant.

NOTICE

CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-404-E

OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by

Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District

of Oklazhoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr.,

Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its

dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41,

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

of this action without prejudice.

Dated this 10th day

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifics that a true copy
of the feregoing rFlending was served on each
of the puriies hsreto by mailing ihe same to
thew op to their ahtoriucys of recerd on t
Eeday of Ay fban®r 1

.,
As;iétaniéﬁit;dgféfﬁsAiﬁor; Y

cf June, 19832.
UNTTED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

iz KB

Assistant United States Attorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

usM CORPGRATION, BOSTIK DIVISION,
a New Jersey corporation,
Plaintiff,

V.

Defendant.

SOUTHWEST UNITED INDUSTRIES, INC.,
422 5. St. Louis, Tulsa OX 74120

)

)

)

}

}

)

)

JAMES LEE HATCH, ]
)

}

)

)

)

Attn: Phyllis Scott, }
)

)

Garnishee.

CRDER OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

Cn this ﬁéﬁl day of June, 1982, the above captioned matter
comes on before the undersigned Judge pursuant to Plajntiff'sg
Application for an Order of Dismissal with Prejudice. For good
cause shown and since there is no objection, the Court €finds
that said Application should be granted and the action dismissed.

IT IS THEREFORE QORDERED that Plaintiff's action herein be

dismissed with prejudice.

H. DALE COOK

JUDGE OF THE DISTRICT COURT
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TN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE . HH;
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

S
.
i
&

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-226-C

VE.

RONALD D. COOK,

N e et e e S

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DTSMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.

Dated this %th day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMFRICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

W»&AM % 4
PHILARD L. ROUNDE, JR. ///
Assistant United States Attorney

The undersigneg eertifies that a true copy
of the foregoing pPleading wng “erved on garch
of the parties heretao by mailing the o

thep or to their sttor came to
? - NEVS of record or
PR Yy o eoora on e
TR *'
A N T P :
Assistand UAj g?%%gg P\ rne}"ﬁ

M




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

LD

U - 9 1987

Jack G. Silver, Ulerk
1. S. DISTRICT COURT

ALBERT LEONHARD B
Plaintiff,
Vs,

SPARTAN SCHCOL OF AERONAUTICS
et. al.,

r
Case No. 81-C-479-C
Defendants.

JUDGMENT

Defendants, Mrs. Sarah AlTurki and Dharan Ahliyyah
Schools, have been regularly served with process. They
have failed to appear and answer the plaintiff's complaint
filed herein. The default of defendants has been entered.
It appears that defendants are not an infant or incompetent
persons. An affidavit of nonmilitary service has been filed
herein. It appears from the affidavit that the plaintiff
is entitled to judgment.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDCED that plaintiff recover from

Dhahran Ahliyyah Schools and Mrs. Sarah Al Turki
defendantsfhe sum of $22,750.00 with interest thereon at

the rate of /:i percent per annum from 4453 - 2 .

19 2 until paia, togcther with costs.iﬁ—%he-smﬁﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁ——ﬁ—Li;_

Dated this 2 day of 72££Q z s i

L L A RGN s 1 PN I —_— BT
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JUDGMENT ON DECISION BY THE COURT CIV 32 (71-83)

T A — e

Huited States District Court

FOR THE
NORTHIEI\_I“_D“EE‘BI_C_K OF OKLAHOMA
CIVIL ACTION FILE NoO. 80—C—498—C
Amir K. Adib Yazdi, Plaintifg,
vs, JUDGMENT
American Airlines, Inc., Defendant
vs.
Swissair, Third Party Defendant.
This action came on for wAsdx(hearing) before the Court, Honorable H. Dale cock
, United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly strmd
(heard) and a decision having been duly rendered,
It is Ordered and Adjudged that the Third Party Complaint is dismissed
on the ground that the Court lacks perscnal jurisdiction over the

Third Party Defendant, Swissair,

ra
3
-
o
L.

e - 0 qghe

Jack G, Suuer, Gietk
AL, S. DISTRICT COURT

Dated at  Tulsa, Oklahoma , this 9th day

of June , 19 82,

.......... /J—&‘.w/zfuﬁfcc_

Chief Deput§ferk of Court
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE Jithi ~ g 1957
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Y
Jack C. Silver, Glerk

U. 8. DISTRICT CoyRy

UNITED STAYES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS, CIVIL ACTION HNO. 82-C-395-C

CLYDE F. McCAULEY,

Defendant.,
NOTTCE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Koating, United States Attorney for ihe Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Philard L. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal PRules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.

Dated this 9th day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

PHILARD L. ROUNDS,
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The wndersigned certifies that a true copy
of the forecgoing pleading was served on each
of the parties herclo by walling 1he same to

them op to thoir ot Caeys of record
5% A2 day ef

S DR

TR T I A SRR S e s ks oL A B AN Y 5l A+ 1 s L
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WITHIN AND FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

AMIR K. ADIB YAZDI,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC,, u/
No. 80-C-498-C

)
}
)
}
)
}
)
)
. )
Defendant, )
)
)
)
}
)
)
)

a4 Delaware corporation,
Vs, f: ' l. EE [J
SWISSAIR, . f
JUN %8 1omoX
Third Party
Defendant. Pk © Silyer, Ttarh
P STAT 1

ORDER

This cause having come on for hearing before the Court
on May 7, 1982, on the motion of Thirgd Party Defendant,
Swissair, to dismiss the Third Party Complaint against it
for lack of personal jurisdiction, and the Court having read
the Affidavit of Erich Ammann sworn to October 23, 1981, sub-
mitted in support of the motion and having read the briefs
filed by the Third Party Defendant, Swissair, in support of
the motion and Defendant, American Airlines, Inc., in oppositicon
to the motion, and the Court having heard oral arqument on the
moticon, it isg hereby

ORDERED that the motion of Third Party Defendant, Swissair,
is granted in all Tespects and the Third Party Complaint is
dismissed on the ground that the Court lacks personal juris-
diction over Third Party Defendant, Swissair, and it is further

URDERED that there is no just reason for delay and the
Clerk is expressly directed to enter judgment dismissing the

Third Party Compiaint.

d: £ , 1982
Dafe Ci:jﬂbbe)

H. DAL% COCK .

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Approved as to form:

. i e ;. ,} §
Stephen C. Wilkerson

Attorney for American Airlines, Inc.
L 09, ;;\ Sell

William B. Seiman

Attorney for Swissair
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ROBERT EARL JACKSON,
Petitioner,
Vs, No. 82~-C-594-C

LARRY FIELDS, Warden, et al.,,

Respondents.

FILED

JUM 71982

Jack C. Siiver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

Now before the Court for its censideration is the petition

ORDER

of Robert Earl Jackson for a Writ of Habeas Corpus pursuant to 2§
U.5.C. §2254 by a person in state custody,

Petitioner was sentenced by the District Court of Garfield
County, Enid, Oklahoma, on Qctober le, 1972 after pleading guilty
to a charge of robbery with firearms. Petitioner alleges that he
has sought and been refused post-conviction relief in the state
courts on January 7, 1981 (CRF 72-1028) and on June 9, 1981
(PC-81-234).

The procedure governing issuance of the writ is provided by
statute. The federal courts may grant the writ "within their
respective jurisdictions." 28 U.5.C. §2241(a)., 1In Schlanger v,
Seamans, 401 U.s, 487, 491, 91 s.ct. 995, 28 L.Ed.2d 251 (1971},
the Supreme Court held that the absence of the custodian of the
petitioner is fatal to jurisdiction.

In the case at bar, neither the custodian nor the petiticner
are located in this judiéial district. The parties have no
present connection with thisg district. The Court finds that the
most convenient forum with the most contacts with the action is
the Western District of Cklahoma, and is therefore the proper and
most convenient place for the petition to be heard, U.s. v.

T

Tubman, 366 F.Supp. 12568 (E.D.N.Y. 1973).

it is hereby ordered that the application for a Writ of

- RS e . . P
e i A s A W



Habeas Corpus be transferred to the Western District of Oklahoma.

A7

It is so Ordered this Z day of June, 1982.

H. DALE COO
Chief Judge, U. S. District Court

ek e —— A TR 1 T 14+ 111 3 7 A1 et e MM e 55 3
i T AT 1Y
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE JUN 7 1982
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA _
Jack C. Silver, Ulerk

U. S. DISTRICT COURT

United States of America, )

)

Plaintiff, )

) S
Vs, ) CIVIL ACTION NO. 75-C-38-C

}
49.01 Acres of Land, More or ) Tracts Nos. 2601-3 thru
Less, Situate in Osaqe County,) 2601-8, 2601E~17 thru
State of QOklahoma, and the ) 2601F~26 and 2608E-6
Estate of John B. Andersocon, } (Anderson Unit only)
deceased, et al., and Unknown )
Owners, )

) (Included in D.T. filed in

)

Defendants. Master File #268-1407)

JUDGHWMENT

NMOW, on this Z: day of

matter comes on for disposition on pﬁiication of Plaintiff,

. 1982, this

United States of America, for entry of judgment on a stipulation
agreeing upon just compensation, and the Court, after having
examined the files in this action and being advised by counsel
for the parties, finds:

2.

This judgment applies to the entire estates condemned
in the tracts listed in the caption hereof, as such estates and
tracts are described in the Complaint filed in this action.

3.

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

4.

Service of Process has been perfected personally, as
provided by Rule 71A of the federal Rules of Civil Procedure, on
all parties defendant in this cause who are interested in subject
property.

5.

The Acts of Congress set out in paragraph 2. of the
Complaint filed herein give the United States of America the
right, power, and authority to condemn for public use the estates

described in said Complaint. Pursuant thereteo, on January 28,

B O AN bV b L1




1975, the United States of America filed its Declaration of Tak-
ing of such described property, and title to the described estates
in such property should be vested in the United States of America
as of the date of filing said Declaration of Taking.

6.

Simultaneouély with filing the Declaration of Taking,
there was deposited in the Registry of the Court as estimated
compensation for the taking of certain estates in subject Prop-
erty a certain sum of money, and none of this deposit has been
disbursed, as set out below in paragraph 12.

7.

On the date of taking in this action, the owner of the
estates taken in subject property was the defendant whose name is
shown below in paragraph 12. sSuch named defendant is the only
person asserting any interest in the estates taken in such tracts.
All other persons having either disclaimed or defaulted, such
named defendant is entitled to receive the just compensation
awarded by this judgment.

8.

The owner of the subject property and the United States
of America have executed and filed herein a Stipulation As To
Just Compensation wherein they have agreed that just compensation
for the sstates condemned in subject property is in the amount
shown as compensation in paragrpah 12 below,-and such Stipulation
should be approved.

9.

This judgment will create a surplus in the amount de-
posited as estimated compensation for subject property, and the
amount of such surplus should‘be refunded to the Plaintiff. cal-
culation of such surplus 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 condemn for public use the tracts listed in the caption hereof
as such tracts are particularly described in the Complaint filed

herein; and such tracts, to the extent of the estates described

-2
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in such Complaint, are condemned, and title to such described
estates is vested in the United States of America as of Janu-
ary 28, 1975, and all defendants herein and all other persons
interested in such estates are forever barred from asserting any
claim to such property.

11.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that con
the date of taking the owner of the estates condemned herein in
subject property was the defendant whose name appears below in
paragraph 12 and the right to receive the just compensation for
the estates taken herein in this property is vested in the party
S0 named.

12.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the
Stipulaticn As To Just Compensation, described in paragraph 8
above, hereby is confirmed; aﬁd the sum therein fixed is adopted
as the award of just compensation for the estates condemned in
subject property as follows:

TRACTS NOS. 2601-1 thru 2601-8 inclusive,

2601E-17 thru 2601E-26 inclusive,
and 2608E-6

OWNER: Robert Duffield

Deposited as estimated compensation --- $10,ﬁ00.00
Award of just compensation
T pursuant to stipulation —————-m—ev 5,000,00 $5,000.00
Disbursed t0 OWNEr = ———-—mm—m e~ None
Balance due t0 OWner ——e=esee e $5,000.00
Deposit surplus —---——---——-~ e et $ 5,400.00

13.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the
Clerk of this Court shall disburse from the deposit for the

subject tracts in this action, certain sums as follows:




To Robert Duffield ——~--woomemmm $5,000.00

To Treasurer, United States of America —- $5,400.00.

APPROVED:

HSBERT A. MARLOW

Assistant United States Attorney

o g LI et €105 4 18 4 et b L S S em 1ok i s s e £t B e
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA E{UN =7 10,

PRODUCERS OIL COMPANY, an Oklahoma
corporation,

FILED

)| .
) Ik C. Silver, Clark
intiff ) 'S DISTRICT Cobie
Plaintiff, ; Jv'ﬁ'ﬁ 7
v, ) NO. _F535.C
)
}
)
)

THEODORE GORE,
Defendant,

JOINT STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

The plaintiff, Producers 0il Company, and the defendant,
Thecdore Gore, advise the court of a settlement agreement bhetween
the parties and pursuant to Rule 41(a) (1) (ii), F.R.C.P., jointly
stipulate that the Plaintiff's action be dismissed with
prejudice.

pated this §Th  day of Tynme , 1982.

ROSENSTEIN, FIST & RINGOLD
525 South Main Street, Suite 300
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

—-and-

HOLLIMAN, LANGHOLZ, RUNNELS &
DORWART

Suite 700, Holarud Building.
10 East Third Street

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

v Btvaler Wane

Attorneys for Plaintiff,
Producers 0il Company

CONNER, WINTER, BALLAINE, BARRY &
McGOWEN

2400 First National Tower

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

By MS%H

Attorneys for Defendant,
Theodore Gore
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
FILED

EDGAR P, JAMES, d/b/a
JAMES DRILLING COMPANY
and JAMED 01T, COMPANY ,
Sole Proprjetorships, and
PETE JAMLES ENTERPRISES,
INC., a alifornia
Corporatien,

et e

JUN ‘7 1982

Jatk b Sitver, Uitk
U, §. DISTRICT COUR

Plaintiffs,

V. Ho. 78-C-598-C
BILLIE WARREN HUSTICE,
Indlvidually and d/b/a
SHERI-D1 PRODUCTION
COMPANY | a Sole Pro-
prietorship,

e e e e M L e L A N e e it i

Defendants.
AMENDED JUDGMENT

In accordance with the Order of the Court filed on
April 19, 1982 and the Findings of Fact and Coneclusions of
Law of the Magistrate, and amendment s thereto, filed on
Detober 2, 1981 and November 3, 1981 respectively, and the
Urder Sustaining Plaintiffst Motion te Amend Judgment, this
Amended Judgment is hereby entered for the Plaintiffs, Edgar
Fo James, d/b/a James Drilling Company and James 013 Company,
Zole PFOpPleLOPShipS, and Fete James Enterprises, Ine., a
Californis corporation (Plaintilfs) and against the Defendants,
Billle Warren Bustlce, Tndividually and d/b/a Sheri-Di
Froduction Company, a Sole Froprietorship (Defendants) in
the sum of $53,977.7M, with interest thereon at the rate of
6% per annum to April 22, 1982 and commencing with the date
sUuch sum became due and payable for operating expenses
Incurred curing the periocd July %, 1978 through May 9, 1980,
and at the rate of 12% per annum Crom April 22, 1982, together
with Plaintiffs! costs and a reasonable attorney's fee Lo be
fixed by the Court upon application therefor if the Parties
cannot agree on a reasonable attorney's ree.

it is further Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed that Judgment

be entered for the Defendants and against the Plaintiffs in




Fxs

the sum of $47,017.50, with interest on the sum of $6,121.03
only at the rate of 6% per annum to April 22, 1682 and
commencing with the date such sum of $6,121.03 became due
and payable, and at the rate of 127 per annum on the total
sun due Defendants from Plaintiffs frem April 22, 1982,
together with Defendants' costs and a reasonable atterney's
fee on that portlien ol the Judgment representing operating
EXpenses In the sum of $6,121.03 only, to be fixed by the
Court upon application Ltherefor 1{ the parties cannot agree
o a reasonable attorney's fee.

It i3 further Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed that Plain-
Liffs be and hereby are granted a llen against the $27,500.00
Plus accrued interest on deposit with the First Naticnal
Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, Oklahoma, to be applied in
satisfaction of any unpald portion of plaintiff's Judgment
herein.

It is Purther Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed that Defend-
ants be and are hereby granted a lien against the $41,227.867
on deposit with the County Clerk of Osage County, Oklahoma,
Lo the extent of any unpaid pertion of Derendant's Judgment

herein.

Dated this Zz___ day of _ M/ »

H. EALE * ilz!ﬁ;

CHIEF JUDGFE

1982.

Paul E. Qarrison
Attorney for Plaintiifs

. T

S¢ephen L. Andrew
torney for Defendants
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L. Sllver, Llerk
2.5, DISTRICT COURT
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DAY Lhas / day el Fune . P Ug

(Signed) H. Dale Cook

A 5 HRE

Prich Jdudge

AOTROVED AL 10 FORM AND CONTERT:

AT RTLEURN
Attorney for Delendant ;

HBKDY AL RANL!
Attorney for laini <]
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA JUN T‘qﬂm

Jaga u. aiver, Clerk

U, 8. DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO, 82-C-457-F

PAUL R. CARTER,

Defendant.,

AGREED JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this _iitii da
of L#4%¥¥L£;___J 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United' States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendant, Paul R. Carter, appearing pro se.

“  The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, PFaul R. Carter, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on “ __r*ﬁfg_ .
The Defendant has not filed an Answer but in lleg thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly be éntered
against him in the amount of $622.00, plus 12% interest from the
date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS5 THEREFQORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGEDR, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Paul R. Carter, in the amount of $622.00, plus 12% interest from

the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ JAMES O. ELLISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

\" e Q "\J-_/-—*l/___

DON J. GUY éL
..td U.5. At{orney

]Oc/ cgig‘p Crea, :5:‘_

PAUL R, CALTTR
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

D
NOEL S. McBRIDE and ) Fr ! L' EE
MARY EBAUR McBRIDE, g
Platneiffs,) JUN 708
-vs- ) ' No, 8l-C-575-E jachb Silver, LIeTk
) piTRICT COURT
EMPIRE FIRE & MARINE INSURANCE)
COMPANY, a foreign insurance )
corporation, et al, g
Defendants.)

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

On this ff/m day of 21 .- . 1982, upon application and

stipulation of the parties and-ﬁy reason of compromise settlement
entered into between them, the Court hereby finds and orders that the

within styled and numbered cause of action be dismissed with prejudice.

g, JAMES O ELLISON
UNTTED STATES DISTRICT JUSCE

Attorney for
Def ndants, Empire Fire &
Marine Insurance Co., an
Monyroe Allen Lumber 8a es,

]

5 E POE Attorney for -
Defendant, Carpenter Insulation

- & Coatings Co,

-t o Aol HAF B 8 2 L o w1 ek Wbl L b AR
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE JUN ;?‘982

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
Jack C. Silver, uigry
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-654-C
JAMES H. DAVIS,

Defendant,

e et e e et o e

ORDER

For cause shown, pursuaﬁt to Rule 55({c) and 60(b) (2) of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it ig hereby ordered that:

Judgment entered on the 29th day of March, 1982, is
hereby;set aside, and relief from Judgment is granted to the
Defendant.

Dated this :]K]\ day of June, 1982,

(Signed) H. Dale Cook
" UNTTED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




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

INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT )
CORPORATION, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
vs. ) 79-C-557-BT
)
AETNA CASUALTY & SURETY COMPANY )
and DORON PRECISION SYSTEMS, INC., Yo
) B L e g
Defendants. ) -
JUN - g 1982
JUDGMENT Jack C. Sitver, Gierg
IT IS ORDERED as follows: U. . DISTRICT COURT

1. Pursuant to the Order entered herein on November 27, 1981
[as amended December 1, 1981], and reconsidered and upheld by the
Court on April 20, 1982 [as amended on May 5, 1985], wherein the
Court found there was no combination or conspiracy under the Joint
Venture Agreement by Aetna Casualty & Surety Company [Aetna] and
Doron Precision Systems, Inc. [Doron] in violation of Sherman §1
and no conspiracy to monopolize the simulator market by Aetna and
Deoron in violation of Sherman §2, JUDGMENT is entered in favor of the
defendants, Aetna Casualty & Surety Comﬁany and Doron Precision
Systems, Inc. and against the plaintiff, Instructional Systems
Development Corporation [ISDC].

2. Pursuant to the Order entered herein thi; date, wherein
the Court sustained thg Motion for Summary Judgment of Doron Pre-

cision Systems, Inc., finding there was no predatory pricing vioclatior




of Sherman §2, JUDGMENT is entered in favor of the defendant, Doron
Precision Systems, Inc. and against the plaintiff, Instructional
Systems Development Corporation.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED costs are to be taxed against the plain-

tiff, Instructional Systems Development Corporation, and each party
is to pay their own re pective attorneys' fees.
ENTERED thisé day of June, 1982,

y

THOMAS R. BRETT.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT l- EE [J
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JUN _ 3'982]

Jack C. Siver, gy
U. S, DISTRICT goppn

KERMIT REESE,

)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
vs. ) No. 80-C-347-BT
)
T.R.W. - REDA PUMP COMPANY, )
)
Defendant. )

JUDGMENT

Pursuant to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
entered this date, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED Judgment
is granted in favor of the defendant and against the plaintiff
with costs assessed against the plaintiff and each party to pay

their own respective attorneys fees.

. 5”
DATED this day of June, 1982.

onsien 12 3 T

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUR D
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLA‘{OL E

AMERICAN COLLOID COMPANY,

a Delaware corporation,

and AMERICAN COLLOID CARRIER
CORPORATION, a Nebraska
corporation,

JUN 34882

K &, HIVET, GIGTR

" DISTRICT COURT

Vs, No. B2-C-350-E

SOONER MUD COMPANY, INC, ,

)

)

)

)

)

)

Plaintiffg, j
)

)

}

)

an Cklahoma corpcratlon, )
)

)

Defendant,

JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT

This cause is submitted to the Court on thisg id day of
& %ﬁﬁzﬂ » 1982, by stipulation of @ach of the parties through
their respective attorneys; and there having been filed by the
Defendant its Affidavit admitting the amounts claimed in the
Complaint of the Plaintiffs as justly due and owing by said
Defundant to Plaintiffs, and Thomas Giuliocli, attorney for the
said Defendant, Sooner Mud Company, Inc., having filed his
Warrant of Authority, which has been filed with the Clerk of the
Court, By stipulation of the parties, the said Defendant,
Socner Mud Company, Inc., by its attorney, Thomas Giulioli, has
confessed judgment of the amount prayed in Plaintiffg® Complaint
upon the Causes of Action therein stated, to-wit:

1. That pursuant to the request of the Defendant, Sooner
Mud Company, Tne., its agents and cmployees, the Plaintiff,
American Colloid Company, delivered certain goods and merchan-
dise to the Defendant on an open account with the Plaintiff,
American Coljoid Company, durinc the period July, 1981, through
February, 1982, A1 said orders for said merchandise were nade
and/or received within the State of Oklahoma, all at the special
insistence ang request of Defendant, Scener Mud Company, Tnc.,
and its agents and employees,

2. That the Defendant, Sooner Mug Company, Inc., is
justly indebted to the Plaintiff, American Colloid Company, in

the amount of Thirty-nine Thousand One Aundred Sixty-one Dollars




. . . .

and Ninety-five Cents ($39,161.95), as of March 12, 1982, for

the goeds andg merchandise purchased by Defendant fropm Plaintiff,
Mnerican Colloid Campany. Further, that Plaintiff is entitled
to interest on said Surt at the rate of twelve percent (12%)} per
annum from March 12, 1%82,

3. Plaintiff, American Colloid Company, has demanded
pavment of said account in full, hut the Defendant has wholly
failed and refused to pay the balance due on said account.
Despite Defendant's Promise to pay said account, no payments
have been paid, leaving a balance owing on said account of
Thirtv-nine Thousand One Hundred Sixty-one Dollars and Ninety-
five Cents ($39,161.95), as of March 12, 1932, together with
interest thereon at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum.

4, That pursuant tc the request of the Defendant, Sooner
Mud Company, Inc., its agents and employees, the Plaintiff,
American Celloid Carrier Corporation, delivered certain goods
and merchandise to the Defendant, the freight charges for which
were kept on open account with the Plaintiff, American Colloid
Carrier Corporation, which charges were incurred during the
period June, 1981, through December, 1981. All saig freight
charges were incurred for the delivery of goods and merchandise
which were shipped te the Defendant in Hominy, Oklahoma, all at
the special insistence and request of the Defendant, Sconer Mud
Company, Tnc., its agents and employees.

5. That the Defendant, Socner Mud Company, Inc., is
justly indebled to the Plaintiff, American Colloid Carrier
Corporation, in the approximate amount of Fifty~one Thousand
Eight Hundred Eighty-five 0Dollars and Thirty-eight Cents
($51,885.38), as of Fobruary 28, 19872, for the freight charges
incvrred by Defendant Frem Plaintiff, American Colloid Carrier
Cerporation. FPurther, that Plaintiff, American Colleid Carrier
Corporation, is entitled to interest on said sum at the rate of
twelve percent (12%) per annum from February 28, 1982.

6. Plaintiff, American Colloid Carrier Corporation, has

demanded pavment of said account in full, but the Defendant has




o
- . .

wholly failed and refused to pay the balance due on said ac-
count, Despite Defendant's promise to pay said account, no
payments have been paid, leaving a balance owing on said account
of Fifty-one Thousand Eight Hundred Eighty-five Dollars and
Thirty-eight Cents ($51,885.38), as of February 28, 1982,
together with interest thereon at a rate of twelve percent (12%)
per annum,

THE COURT FINDS that the Court has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter hereof by virtue of Title 28
U.8.C. § 1332, based upon the diversity of citizenship of the
parties, The amount in controeversy exceeds Ten Thousand Dollars
{$16,000), exclusive of interest, costs and attorneys' fees.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that under the laws of the State of
Oklahoma the Plaintiffs are entitled to interest on their
judgment at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum and are
entitled to a reasonable attorneys' fee, which the parties have
mutually agreed to be Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000).

TUL COURT FURTHER FINDS that tho costs of this action are
Seventy-eight Dellars and Sixty Cents ($78.60}.

The Court being fully advised FURTHER FINDS that said
attorney is duly authorized, that the Warrant of Attorney and
Affidavit of Defendant filed herein are in all respects regqular
and sufficient, and that judgment should be entered for the
Plaintiffs upon such confession.

IT IS HEREBRY OGRDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the Plaintiff, American Colloid Company, have and recover
from the Defendant the sum of Thirty-nine Thousand Une Hundred
Sixty-one Dollars and Ninetv-five Cents ($39,161.95), plus
interest thercon at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum
froem March 12, 1982, to date of judgment, and at the rate of
twelve percent {12%) per annum from the date of judgment until
such sum is fully paid; that the Plaintiff, American Colloid
Carrier Corporation, have and rocover from the Defendant the sum
of Fifty-one Thousand Eight Hundred Eighty-five Dollars and

Thirty-eight Cents {$51,885.38), plus interest thereon at the




—

rate of twelve percent {123) per annum from February 28, 1982,

to date of Judgment and at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per

annum from the date of Judgment until such sum is fully paid;

that the Plaintiffg recover their costs in the amount of

Seventy-eight Dollars and Sixty Cents ($78.60), and attorneys'

‘ees in the amount of Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000); for a1l of

e

which let execution igsue.

S/ JAMES O. ELLISON

JAMES O. ELLISON
United States District Judge for
the Northern District of Oklahoma

The parties, by and through their
respective counsel, hereby stipulate
to the entry of the abhove Journal
Entry of Judgment, and approve such
Journal Entrv as to form:

MES P. McCANN
1000 Wtlas Life Building
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103
(918) 582-1211
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

o Mo | T

THOMAS GIULIOLT

315 West Eighth Stroat
Post Office Box 8
Okmulgee, Oklahoma 74443
Attorney for Defendant




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

INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT )
CORPORATION, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
Vs, ) 79-C-557-BT
)
AETNA CASUALTY & SURETY COMPANY )
and DORON PRECISION SYSTEMS, INC., )
) ] -
Defendants. ) ¥ i im Ei [)
JUK - 2 1982
ORDER Jack C. Silver, Glerk

U. S. DISTRICT COURT

Upon consideration of plaintiff's Motion to Dismiss Certain
Causes of Action, With Prejudice, filed May 25, 1982, IT IS
ORDERED:;

1. Plaintiff's Motion to Dismiss, pursuant to ¥.R.Civ.P, 41,
with Prejudice, is sustained and the following claims are dismissed
with prejudice:

(a) Plaintiff's claim against Aetna Casualty &
Surety Company for alleged violation of the
Robinson-Patman Act, 15 U.S.C. §§13(a) and 13(e);

(b) Plaintiff's claim against Aetna Casualty &
Surety Company for alleged individual monopoli-

zation by Aetna of the market in automotive driving




simulator films in violation of Section 2 of the
Sherman Antitrust Act, 15 U.S.C. §2.
Y s
ENTERED this o< -—day of June, 1982.

T _«5a{xﬂafﬁfi7<232ki/12;;;-——“

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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FILED

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THBEIU! Ry
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Jach €. Siver Qler,

TNy .

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, S MeTmeT prne
Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82~C-§2-B

THOMAS M. MISEL,

e N et S Nt ot e et et

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Okldhoma, Plaintiff herein, thfough Nancy A. Nesbitt,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
of this action without prejudice.

Dated this 2nd day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

NANC;u;ithESBITT
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a true copy

of the foregoing pleading was served on enoh

of the parties hereto by mailing the Eene 1o

them zi to theigigétorneys of record on the
day of. 7

i Lda_] c ., 18 y

: . . L
Assistant Unfted States Attorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS
DEVELOPMENT CORPCRATION, An
Oklahoma Corporation,

Plaintiff,
p’q

V. No. #5-C-557-TR

THE AETNA CASUALTY AND SURETY

- TR el 4
COMPANY, a corporation; DORON = T R
FRECISION SYSTEMS, INC., A
Corporation,
Hoiel '
Defendants.
gk ¢ Shiver, B
ORDER 8, peam oot

Pursuant to Defendant's, THE AETNA CASUALTY AND SURETY
COMPANY, Motion to Dismiss Counterclaim, IT IS ORDERED that said

Counterclaim is dismissed without prejudice ana without costs.

- g
(4] N lovviay f\/ Pactt
THOMAS R. BREAT
United States District Judge
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE L Au

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA v '

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C~330-C

VS,

RCBERT E. SNEED,

o et e o ot ot et

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISHMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Okl&homa, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action withcut prejudice.

Dated this /éf‘ day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATENG 7
nlted State Attorney

JUL

DON J. /Bay
Assistant Uniteds States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a trua capy

of the foregoing pleading was served on esach

of thse par}; hereto by wmailing the same to
the

them or t r attorncys/ of record on the
_2§§;___ %y orl _SHA. } SR/ , 194d,

S () Q{L iy

Agsistant United Stateé/Attoruey
[ U
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR ThE.
RORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-401-C

JIMMY D, DAVIS,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Okl#&homa, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this Zj'll“ day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK\KEATING

8) ltif States ﬁttorney
( Ql/uun
DON J.%
Assistént United ates Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SIRVICE

The undersigned certifies that a trus couy
of the foregoing pleading was served on cach
of the parties hercto by ualllnr the same to

olp A rs of re d L
theE réﬁﬁ;\r y?}es }:{(/mcor 0105};-
)} B
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs.

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-3B6-E

MICHAEL W. HERRON,

e S

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Okl#ghoma, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this Zjl day of June, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK~KEATING i
Unitedi States Attorney

. /

_ /un% Qs
DCN J. GU¥

Assistadt/United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE LCATE OF SERVICE

Ths vndersigned certifies that a tryz ceny
of the foregoing pleading was served on cach
of the parties hereto by mﬂllln the =zame tg

tvg@!or f;ﬁéi i} torneys of récord ondie

U
. ‘)'1

istdnt

Hiteg Stdtes forney

J
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. B2-C-459-E

RONALD C. BANKS,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAIL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Okldhoma, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United Statcs Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action withcut prejudice,

Dated this [E;%V day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

TN 1
RANK KEATING
Unlted Stat s Attorney

S ok

DON q(/;uy

Assiftant Uniféd States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF CURVICE

The undersigned certifies that a truw ci;w
of the foregoing pleading vazs scrved on eoch

“

of the parties herzto by nniling i seese L
th r 4o their ot W!i}ifof rccord on

‘P (hay T 6311{7, y JQ§
45 <’/7g3\/% A2 ’
Shssis

L/;y Uanited Sudt fttorney




FILED

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
MORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHGMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vSs.

ROBERT 5. REED,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

CIVIL

ACTION NO.

CCMES NOW the United States of America by

Ly AGEY

i G, v, Glens:
(o, TR eoue

82-C-466-B

Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Nerthern District

of Okl&£homa, Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A, Nesbitt,

Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its

dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

of this action without prejudice.

Dated this lﬂjty day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

!
NANCY A,
Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE CF fliinn

The undersigned cortifies that n 41us o
of the foregoing nlccding vwas LSorverd 6i ;E*h
of the parties herote by mailing wbs F;m;”;ﬁ
them pr to their égszorneys of rocord .
T oy or  Nars , 1.8k

ug&./)wﬁ

Assistant(United States At

ESBITT



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
V5. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-477-B

FRANCIS D. SMITH,

N M Mt Mt e st

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Nerthern District
of Okl&homa, Plaintiff herein, through Philard I.. Rounds, Jr.,
Assistant United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its
dismissal, pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

of this action without prejudice.

pated this [51‘ day of June, 1982,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

PHILARD L. ROUN
Assistant United States Atforney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a true cony
of the foregoing pleading vas served on coeh
of the parties hereto by wailing tho snwe to

them,or to their gtio: nnyg of recerd on the
_/_._]‘ . .day of_i ——— ey L _c';.

z Gstgum =La1.c-" %ic““e—y_
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHCMA

GEORGIA-PACIFIC CORPORATION,
a corporation,

)
)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
vS. ) No. B0-C-444-C
)
GRAND RIVER DAM AUTHORITY, ) = bR D
a public corporation, et al., } 5 S -
)
Defendants. } Wil e
, e ’L.}--J
w ind ” . n
S R S L

Pursuant to stipulation of the parties, it is hereby ordered
that judgment in the amount of Ten Thousand bollars ($10,000.00)
be entered for the plaintiff and against the defendant pursuant

to the provisions of 12 0.5, §938.

Vg
IT IS SO ORDERED this ] day of s . 1982.
i)

s/H. DALE COCK

H. DALE COOK
Chief Judge
U. §. District Court
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS, CIVIL ACTICN NO. 82-C-~364-~E

CHARLES E. HILL,

et ottt ottt ot et

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

CCMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Nerthern District
of Oklghoma, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this ﬁézf; day of June, 1982,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING /'
nited States/httorney

/

/ -
ﬁ;zﬂiﬁ<:/ - AA_f
DON J. /GUY

AssistHnt Unltedlétates Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a trus copy
of the foregoing plcading was served on gach
of the parties hereto by mﬁ‘t?ng the same to
or t9/thf}i_ ter gﬂa og record on Lhe
da; of 19

PP T




