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Petitioner Wade Reeves respectfully applies for an immediate stay of all
proceedings in the District Court of Oklahoma, including a newly issued Order
Setting Contempt Hearing, pending disposition of his Petition for Writ of Certiorari.
This application is made pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2101(f) and the All Writs Act, 28
U.S.C. § 1651(a).

1. Grounds for Emergency Relief

Petitioner, Mr. Reeves formally raised a jurisdiction challenge in the
Oklahoma district court and expressly requested adjudication. The court refused to
hear the challenge, denied the motion without a hearing, and issued no findings
resolving jurisdiction. This violated due process and left Petitioner subject to
enforcement based on an order whose validity was never adjudicated.

Petitioner appealed this denial, along with related void orders, in a consolidated
appeal to the Oklahoma Supreme Court. The Oklahoma Supreme Court dismissed
the appeal even though sixteen (16) designated record items were never transmitted
by the trial court. This dismissal directly conflicts with this Court’s mandate in
Glossip v. Oklahoma, 604 U.S. __ (2024), which requires courts to obtain and
review the full record before adjudicating an appeal.

The Oklahoma Supreme Court’s refusal to obtain the record or comply with
Glossip forced Petitioner to seek review in this Court.

Now, the Oklahoma district court has issued a new contempt order based on the
very orders whose appeal was unlawfully dismissed. The contempt proceeding
therefore obstructs Petitioner’s right to appellate review and threatens to moot or
impair this Court’s jurisdiction.

The underlying California judgment is void because it was modified by a
commissioner acting without constitutional authority under Article VI, Section 21 of
the California Constitution. California dismissed contempt. Oklahoma nevertheless
seeks to enforce an altered version of the judgment in violation of due process and
the governing California contract.

2. Irreparable Harm

Petitioner faces imminent loss of liberty, coercive contempt sanctions, and
constitutional injury. If contempt proceeds, the resulting incarceration or penalties
would cause harm no later decision from this Court can remedy. This Court has
repeatedly held that wrongful contempt constitutes irreparable harm justifying a
stay.

The contempt proceeding also poses imminent harm by threatening to undermine or
moot Petitioner’s certiorari petition.

3. Likelihood of Certiorari and Success on the Merits
Petitioner presents substantial federal questions involving:
*  structural due process violations,



* adjudication by officers lacking constitutional authority,

* enforcement of void judgments,

* conflicting interstate enforcement of a California-governed contract,

* violation of this Court’s mandate in Glossip.
Void judgments cannot support contempt, and denial of jurisdictional adjudication
violates fundamental due-process rights.

4. Requested Relief
Petitioner respectfully requests:

1.  Animmediate administrative stay of all Oklahoma contempt proceedings;
A stay of all related enforcement actions pending disposition of the certiorari
petition;

3. Any further relief necessary to preserve this Court’s jurisdiction.

Respectfully submitted,

Gl 2

Wade Reeves

Petitioner, Pro Se

P.O. Box 1573

Glenpool, Oklahoma 74033
Email: waderyanreeves@gmail.com



DECLARATION OF WADE REEVES
REGARDING IRREPARABLE HARM

I, Wade Reeves, declare as follows:

1.

2.

8.

I am the Petitioner in this matter, proceeding pro se.

On December 2, 2025, the District Court of Oklahoma issued an Order
Setting Contempt Hearing against me.

This contempt proceeding arises from orders issued without jurisdiction and
from a consolidated appeal that was dismissed without the full and complete
record as designated, contrary to Glossip v. Oklahoma, 604 U.S. ___ (2025).

I formally challenged the court’s jurisdiction; however, the trial court denied
adjudication, refused to hold a hearing, and issued no findings of jurisdiction.

If the contempt hearing proceeds, I face imminent incarceration, financial
penalties, and coercive sanctions.

Such harm is irreparable. No later ruling from this Court could remedy
imprisonment or sanctions imposed before jurisdiction is determined.

The contempt proceeding also threatens to obstruct or moot my petition for
writ of certiorari now pending before this Honorable Court.

I make this declaration to support my Emergency Application for a Stay.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct under the
laws of the United States.

Executed this /2 day of EZC ., 2025.

Lok

Wade R. Reeves

P.O. Box 1533

Glenpool, OK 74033

(918) 691-0581
waderyanreeves@gmail.com



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Supreme Court of the United States Rule 29.5

I, Wade Reeves, certify that on December 11, 2025, as required by Rule 29 of the
Rules of the Supreme Court of the United States, I served three (3) copies of the
Petition for Writ of Certiorari and one (1) copy of the Appendix by

Rﬂ/ eXx upon the following parties:

1. BENJAMIN AYCOCK, OBA #21472

1437 South Boulder Avenue Suite 1200 Tulsa, OK 74119
Counsel for Ms. Alicia Gregorio (Oklahoma litigation)

F 396 0662 OFF0

2. CLERK OF THE OKLAHOMA SUPREME COURT

Oklahoma Supreme Court 3 f?é(QO(p b 75 fapat 3

2100 N. Lincoln Blvd. Fedex
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

3. Genter Drummond AG Oklahoma

Office of the Oklahoma Attorney General, 313 NE 21st Street, Oklahoma City, OK
73105 Z59%¢ 0 65¢ X297/

I further certify that all parties required to be served under Supreme Court Rule
29.4 have been served at the addresses listed above.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing
is true and correct.

Executed on December 10, 2025.

Petitioner, Pro Se RECEIVED
P.O. Box 1533 DEC 15 2025
Glenpool, Oklahoma 74033
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(Pet. App. 1a-19a)

APPENDIX

The Supreme Court of Oklahoma, Case No. 122,332 (consolidated with No. 122,373),
entered an order dismissing Petitioner’s appeal on September 22, 2025.
............................................................................................. (Pet. App. 1a.)

The Supreme Court of Oklahoma, Case No. 122,332 (consolidated with No. 122,373),
entered an order denying rehearing on November 3, 2025............... (Pet. App. 2a.)

The Supreme Court of Oklahoma, Case No. 122,332 (consolidated with No. 122,373),
issued an order on June 10, 2025, declining to compel correction of the appellate
= 0) o S (Pet. App. 3a.)

The District Court of Tulsa County, Case No. FD-2022-1789, entered an order on
June 7, 2024, denying Petitioner’s jurisdictional challenge......
.......................................................................................... (Pet. App. 4a-5a.)

The Oklahoma Court of Civil Appeals, Case No. 120,954, issued an interlocutory
opinion affirming registration of the California judgment on October 26, 2023. The
ODLANLONL IS TLOL TEPOTTEA. wvvnvenersneiresneieeseseiesesseraessssaenenenensaenes (Pet. App. 6a-12a.)

The District Court of Tulsa County, Case No. FD-2022-1789, entered an Order
Confirming Registration of Foreign Judgment on October 31,
e ot G o R R AT R S RSB AU SOV A AR SR (Pet. App. 13a-16a.)

The District Court of Tulsa County, Case No. FD-2022-1789, entered an Order
Confirming Registration of Foreign Judgment (MSA) IN PART on June 11,
2024 v sniimmninameinssenens oo ns e e e A S e e o« (Pet. App. 17a-19a.)



il I”llJll[NlﬂlﬂﬂlﬁlllillMWlHlli ORIGINAL

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

' SUPREII\%E%OURT
IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF: ) SATE SIRORCASMA
)
ALISHA MAY REEVES, ) SEP 22 2025
) SELDEN JONES
Appellee, ; = CLERK
V. ) No. 122,332 (cons. WiRec'd (date) - &P
) 122,373)
WADE RYAN REEVES, ) Posted i )
) . _
Appellant. ) HSES . )
Distrib ____é)
ORDER X
Publish __ yes_/ no

The Court notes Appellant's “Judicial Notice of Enforcement oﬁupreme Court
Order . . . ,” “Appellant's Motion to Preserve Appellate Rights . . . ;" and “Appellant's
Motion For Reconsideration, Clarification, and Enforcement of Prior Supreme Court
Orders . . . " filed June 26, 2025, as well as Appellant’s Petition for Wit of Mandamus.
All requested relief therein is denied.

On the Court's own motion, this Cause is hereby dismissed for failure to file a
Brief-in-chief in accordance with the Oklahoma Supreme Court Rules and the Court’s
June 11, 2025 order, and failure to comply with Supreme Court Rules and Court orders.
See Rules 1.10(c)(3), 1.10(a)(7), 1.6(c), and 1.2, Oklahoma Supreme Court Rules, Tit.
12, ch. 15, App. 1. See also Rules 1.28, 1.32, and 1.34. Smith v. Smith, 1969 OK 150, ||
4,463 P.2d 971.

DONE BY ORDER OF THE SUPREME COURJ IN CONFERENCE THIS 22nd
®

]

CHIEF JUSTICE

DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2025.

ALL JUSTICES CONCUR.

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 1a
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912

FILED

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA _ SUPREME COURT

IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF: )
)
ALISHA MAY GREGORIO REEVES, )
)
Appellee, )
V. ) No. 122,332

) (cons. w/122,373)
WADE RYAN REEVES, )
'Appellant. )
)
ORDER

STATE OF OKLAHOMA

NOV -3 2025

SELDEN JONES
CLERK

Appellant Wade Ryan Reeves’s “Petition to Vacate Void Dismissal and to

Compel Constitutional Review” is treated as a petition f’bri‘e’hearing. Oklahoma

Supreme Court Rule 1.13(a) requires a petition for rehearing be filed within 20

days from the date of the Court's order or opinion. Okla. Supremé Court Rule

1.13(a), 12 0.5.2021, ch. 15, app. 1. Appellant filed his petition for rehearing over

20 days from the date of the Court’s order. Appellant’s filing is therefore denied as

untimely. No further filings in this appeal will be considered.

DONE BY ORDER OF THE SUPREME COURT IN CONFERENCE THE

3rd DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2025. ; ! ! f‘!

CHIEF JUSTICE

ALL JUSTICES CONCUR. Rec'd :(date)Mj

Posted__ I ( V)

Mailed —j-m

Distrub 7m

Publish yes

no

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 2a
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061871056« SUPREME COURT

STATE OF OKLAHOMA -

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA JUN 11 205
Wednesday, June 10, 2025 jonN D. HADDEN
CLERK
THE CLERK IS DIRECTED TO ENTER THE FOLLOWING ORDERS OF THE
COURT:

122332 Alisha May-Gregorio Reeves v. Wade Reeves

The Court notes appellant's notice of clerk default and motion to
compel correction of the record and to reset briefing deadlines.
Appellant previously filed a motion to compel the court reporter to
complete the record and this Court entered an order on March 6, 2025
advising appellant that the trial court retains jurisdiction to resolve
issues concerning the appellate record. This Court’s order stated that
“appellant may proceed in the trial court, and request appropriate
orders in the district court, to seek the relief sought in the motion.” The
Court extended the time for filing the notice of completion of record
until March 26, 2025.

The appealing party bears the burden of timely designating the record
and monitoring the timely completion of the appellate record.
Okla.Sup.Ct.R. 1.33(c) and 1.34(g). Issues involving the correctness
of the transcript or of other materials to be included in the record shall
be resolved by the trial court if the dispute should arise before the
record has been transmitted to his court. The appeliant must take
appropriate steps in the district court to ensure the timely preparation
of designated items.

The Notice of Completion of Record with an attached Index of the
Designation and Counter Designation of Record on Appeal was filed
in this Court on March 27, 2025. Appellant's May 5, 2025 motion to
compel correction of the record is denied. This appeal will proceed
on the Notice of Completion as filed on March 27, 2025. Unless
appellant’s brief in chief is filed by June 26, 2025, this appeal will be
subject to dismissal without further notice. Okla.Sup.Ct. Rule 1.2.

/-‘ L2 ®
Recd (date) P2/ <L 2

s p
Posted
Mailed / z:_

) CHIEF JUSTICE
Distrib _______Z.__
Publish ____yes © no

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 3a



IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TULSA COUNTY

STATE OF OKLAHOMA DISTRICT COUR
FiILE'D
IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF: ) JUN 07 2024
) DON NEWBERRY
ALISHA MAY REEVES, ) STATE OF OK[A. rd&%%ﬁ#fr’vk
Petitioner, )
)
and ) Case No. FD-2022-1789
) FD DOCKET C
WADE RYAN REEVES, )
Respondent. )
)
ORDER

NOW on this 7th day of June 2024, the above styled matter comes on before me, the
undersigned Judge, on Respondent’s Judicial Notice of Petitioner’s Active Divorce in Stanislaus
County filed on Match 27, 2024, and Challenge Jurisdiction also filed March 27, 2024. Petitioner
filed a response to Respondent’s Challenge Jurisdiction on April 4, 2024. Pursuant to Okla.Dist.Ct.R.
4(h) motions may be decided by the Court without a hearing.

The Court, having reviewed the file, together with review of the pleadings and docket sheets,
and after examining the Judicial Notice of Petitioner’s Active Divorce in Stanislaus County, the
Challenge Jurisdiction, and Petitionet’s response hereby denies said motions. IT IS SO

ORDERED.

Signed this 7th day of June 2024.

Honorable Todd Chesbro

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 4a



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that on this___day of June, 2024, a true and correct copy
of the above and foregoing instrument was mailed by regular First-Class mail and/or hand delivery
to the following:

BENJAMIN AYCOCK

HENRY + DOW +MASTERS + AYCOCK
1437 S. Boulder Ave., Ste 1200

Tulsa, OK 74119

ATTORNEY FOR PETITIONER

WADE RYAN REEVES
16802 S. 11" W. Ave
Glenpool, OK 74033
RESPONDENT PRO SE

Ji s ,‘i

Deputy Court Clerk

APPENDIX A Pet. App. b5a




PRIGHMEL

NOT FOR OFFICIAL PUBLICATION
IN THE COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

DIVISION il FILED
COURT OF CIV
STATE OF o&iﬁﬁgﬁﬂs

00726 2023

JOHN D. HADDEN
CLERK

ALISHA MAE REEVES,

Petitioner/Appellee,
VS. Case No. 120,954

WADE RYAN REEVES,

N N N’ N N N’ e S S

Respondent/Appellant.

Toecs a0 20 &-2-%

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF | pested /4
TULSA COUNTY, OKLAHOMA i

Mailed ____._.L..-—-—-—-——A-—

HONORABLE APRIL SEIBERT, JUDGE Distrid ___

publish ____ Y85 210
AFFIRMED '
James R. Hicks,
BARROW & GRIMM, P.C.,
Tulsa, Oklahoma, For Respondent/Appellant,

Benjamin Aycock,
HENRY + DOW + MASTERS + AYCOCK,
Tulsa, Oklahoma, For Petitioner/Appeliee.

g APPENDIX A Pet. App. 6a




Opinion by Bay Mitchell, Chief Judge:

91 Petitioner/Appellee Alisha Mae Reeves (Mother) and Respondent/Appeliant
Wade Ryan Reeves (Father) were divorced in California. Mother still lives in California
with the parties’ three minor children, while Father now resides in Tulsa. In May 2022,
the parties reached an agreement to modify Father's child support. The Superior Court
of California, County of Stanislaus entered a stipulation and order reflecting the
modification on May 19, 2022. Mother then filed an application to register the
California support order in the Tulsa County, Oklahoma District Court. She was
ultimately successful in that regard. On appeal, Father challienges the orders
confirming registration of the support order and denying his motion for new trial. We
affirm.

92  This proceeding is governed by the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act, 43
0.5.2021 §§601-100 through 601-903. The Act provides that “[a] support order or an
income-withholding order issued in another state ... may be registered in this state for
enforcement.” See 43 0.5.2021 §601-601. The nonregistering party may contest the
validity or enforcement of the registered order by requesting a hearing within twenty
days of notice of the registered order. See 43 0.S. 2021 §§601-605(B)(2) & 601-
606(A). If the nonregistering party fails to contest the validity or enforcement of the
registered support order in a timely manner, the order is confirmed by operation of law.

ld., §601-606(B).

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 7a



93  The defenses available to the contesting party are delineated in 43 0.S. 2021

§601-607. It provides:

A

8.

A party contesting the validity or enforcement of a registered support
order or seeking to vacate the registration has the burden of proving
one or more of the following defenses:

The issuing tribunal lacked personal jurisdiction over the contesting
party;

The order was obtained by fraud;

. The order has been vacated, suspended, or modified by a later order;

The issuing tribunal has stayed the order pending appeal;
There is a defense under the law of this state to the remedy sought;

Full or partial payment has been made;

. The statute of limitation under Section 601-604 of this title precludes

enforcement of some or all of the alleged arrearages; or

The alleged controlling order is not the controlling order.

Id., §601-607(A). If the contesting party presents evidence establishing a full or partial

defense under subsection A, the court may stay enforcement of the registered support

order, continue the proceeding to permit production of additional relevant evidence,

and issue other appropriate orders. Id., §601-607(B). If the contesting party does not

establish a defense under subsection A, “the registering tribunal shall issue an order

confirming the order.” Id., §601-607(C).

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 8a



94  Accordingto the California stipulation and order, the parties agreed Father would
pay $7,000 per month in child support. Mother and Father also agreed to set Father's
child support arrears at $40,000. In his objection to Mother’s application to register the
order in Oklahoma, Father claimed the stipulated child support total was based on a
calculation that improperly included his new wife’s monthly income. Father also
alleged he only agreed to the stipulation because the California court threatened him
with incarceration and that the court refused to follow the law. He subsequently
claimed he did not sign the stipulation and was not allowed to read a copy prior to its
entry.

95 The Tulsa County court entered an order confirming registration of the California
support order on October 31, 2022. The order notes that the court heard argument
from counsel but that it denied Father's request to present evidence or testimony in
support of his objection. The court found, based on its review of the file, that the four
corners of the California support order allowed its registration.

q6  The court denied Father's motion for new trial on November 30, 2022. However,
it utilized its authority under §601-607(B) and stayed enforcement of the registered
support order, noting that the issuing court in California had set a hearing on a motion
to vacate or modify the stipulation and order. Father appealed from the October 31
and November 30 orders. Father also filed, in response to this Court's show cause

order, a supplemental petition in error that includes the latest order from California

4

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 9a



showing the California court denied his post-trial motion. According to the Tulsa County
docket, the court entered a final order on March 15, 2023 confirming registration of
this most-recent order.*

97  On appeal, Father claims the court erred by failing to allow him to present
evidence or testimony in support of his objection. He argues the Act entitles him to an
evidentiary hearing and the court erred by ruling without first conducting one. The
record shows, however, that Father never requested an evidentiary hearing. The Act
clearly places the burden upon the non-registering party to request a hearing within
twenty days if he wishes to contest the order's registration. See 43 0.S. 2021 §§601-
605 (requiring registering party to provide notice to non-registering party “[t]hat a
hearing to contest the validity or enforcement of the registered order must be
requested within twenty (20) days after notice” and “that failure to contest the validity
or enforcement of the registered order in a timely manner will result in confirmation of
the order and enforcement of the order and the alleged arrearages”); 601-606(A)
(providing, “[a] nonregistering party seeking to contest the validity or enforcement of
a registered support order in this state shall request a hearing within the time required

by Section 601-605 of this title”) and 601-606(C) (requiring tribunal to schedule matter

*  The docket also shows the court stayed Mother's subsequently-filed application for a

contempt citation pending the outcome of this appeal. Our show cause order sought clarification of
the first stay issued by Tulsa County due to the pending hearing in California, not the contempt-related
stay. However, our jurisdictional inquiry is satisfied, and this appeal may proceed.

5
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for hearing “if a nonregistering party requests a hearing to contest the validity or
enforcement of the registered support order”) (emphases added). Here, the court set
the matter for hearing upon Mother's response to Father's objection, not because
Father requested it.

98  Fathet's second and final proposition of error - that the court’s orders were
contrary to the evidence and the law - also fails. Father argues that, because California
is a community property state and Oklahoma is not, and’because the support order
includes Father’s new spouse’s income, the order was “manifestly incompatible with
public policy” and “incompatible with a support order involving the same parties and
having the same purpose in this state[.]” See 43 0.S. 2021 §§601-708(B)(1) and 601-
710(D)(3). As noted by Mother, however, the provisions Father cites are located in
Article 7 of the Act, which applies only to convention support orders, i.e., those issued
by a tribunal of a foreigh country. See 43 0.S. 2021 §§ 601-701(3) and 601-702.
99  Father failed to request an evidentiary hearing under the Uniform Interstate
Family Support Act in a timely manner. He also failed to show evidence of a proper
defense to registration under §601-607, Accordingly, he cannot show the court erred
by confirming registration of the California stipulation and order. See 43 0.S. §§602-
606(B) (“If the nonregistering party fails to contest the validity or enforcement of the
registered support order in a timely manner, the order is confirmed by operation of
law”) and 601-607(C) (“If the contesting party does not establish a defense under

6
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subsection A of this section . . . the registering tribunal shall issue an order confirming
the order.”) (emphasis added).

9410 AFFIRMED.

PRINCE, P.J., and BELL, J., concur.

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 12a
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR TULSA COUNTY

STATE OF OKLAHOMA
IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF: )
)
ALISHA MAY REEVES, )
Petitioner, )  CASENO. FD-2022-1789
) g
and ) DOCKET C s O L JB@
) pISTE
WADE RYAN REEVES, ) w0 51 201
Respondent. ) 0Ct Gt
\,‘3‘\: ) 9 C\J m(‘f

otk
ORDER CONFIRMING REGISTRATION OF FOREIGN Juncmmfﬁ ’“‘f LA, T

Now ON this ﬂ day of October, 2022, this matter comes on before the undersigned
Judge of the District Court upon Petitioner’s Application to Register and Enforce Foreign
Judgment filed on August 23, 2022, and Respondent’s Objection to Application to Register and
Enforce Foreign Judgment filed on September 1, 2022. Petitioner, Alisha May Reeves, is
represented by her counsel of record Benjamin Aycock of HENRY + Dow + MASTERS +
Aycock. Respondent, Wade Ryan Reeves is represented by his counsel of record, James R.
Hicks, of Barrow & Grimm, P.C.

The Court, having reviewed the file herein, listened to the arguments of counsel for each
party, and being fully advised in the premises, hereby enters the following findings and orders:

1. That Petitioner filed an Application to Register and Enforce Foreign Judgment
with this Court on August 23, 2022, seeking to register a Stipulation and Order filed in the
Superior Court of California, County of Stanislaus (Case No. 8005328) on May 19, 2022.

2. That Respondent filed an Objection to Application to Register and Enforce
Foreign Judgment filed on September 1, 2022.

3. That Respondent was properly served with Notice of the Applications to Register

and Enforce Foreign Judgment.

1
APPENDIX A Pet. App. 13a



4, Pursuant to § 601-607(A)(S) of the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (“the
Act”), a party, such as Respondent, contesting the validity or enforcement of a foreign support
order has the burden of proving:

“5.  There is a defense under the law of this state to the remedy
sought;”

st Pursuant to § 601-710(D)(3) of the Act, a tribunal of this statc may refuse
recognition and enforcement of the agreement if it finds:

“3,  The agreement is incompatible with a support order involving the
same parties and having the same purpose in this state ...”

6. Respondent argues that recognition and enforcement of the support order is
manifestly incompatible with public policy pursuant to Section 601-708(B)(1) as the two (2)
orders sought to be enforced include the monthly income of Respondent’s current spouse and her
two (2) separately owned LLCs. Further, Respondent asserts that he did not sign the Stipulation
and Order and that he was not allowed to review or read a copy of the Stipulation and Order
prior to its entry.

7. Respondent’s request to present evidence or testimony in support of his Objection
is denied. The Court finds that the four (4) corners of the Order allow its registration.

8. That the Application to Register and Enforce Foreign Judgment filed by
Petitioner on August 23, 2022, is granted, and the Stipulation and Order filed in the Superior
Court of Califomia, County of Stanislaus (Case No. 8005328) on May 19, 2022, is hereby
confirmed as registered.

9. That the issue of attorney’s fees is reserved for proper application.

IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that the above and

foregoing findings numbered one (1) through nine (9), inclusive, are hereby ORDERED,

2
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ADIUDGED AND DECREED as if hereinaftter set out at length, and judgment is rendered

accordingly.

GL: OEATIE DISIRICT COURT
JATED, IIIS_Q? ) DAY OF OCTOBER, 2022

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

[\2%1 l,gq’/n”m%

Benjamin Aycockl OBA #21472
M. Shane HenryYOBA #21520
HENRY + Dow MASTERS + AYCOCK
1437 S. Boulder Ave., Stc. 1200
Tulsa. Oklahoma 74119
Telephone: (918) 933-4333
Attorneys for Petitioner

)
Jamss R. Hicks, OB.&\#I\\}gél‘S‘J
Barrow & Grimm, P.C,
110 West 7' Street, Suite 900
Tulsa. Oklahoma 74119
Telephone: (918) 584-1600
Facsimile: (918) 585-2444
Attorneys for Respondent

-

23
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

Novénger”
I hereby certify that on the \ day of Oecteber, 2022, a true and correct copy of the
above and foregoing instrument was sent via First Class Mail with the proper amount of postage

applied thereon, to the following:

James R. Hicks, Esq.

Barrow & Grimm, P.C.

110 West 7 Street, Suite 900
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119
Attorneys for Respondent

o

Benjamin Aycoyﬁ

4
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TULSA COUN

STATE OF OKLAHOMA T.? 1ogRIgT B"Rb

UN 1
IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF: SUN'11 2024
DON NEWBERRY.
ALISHA MAY REEVES, STATE OF OKLA, T&&o%%%'ky
Petitioner,
and Case No. FD-2022-1789

FD DOCKET C
WADE RYAN REEVES,
Respondent.

ORDER CONFIRMING REGISTRATION OF FOREIGN JUDGMENT IN PART

NOW on this 10th day of June 2024, the above styled matter comes on before me, the
undersigned Judge, on Respondent’s Application to Register and Enforce Foreign Judgment filed
on Match 27, 2024, and Petitioner’s Partial Objection to Respondent’s Application to Register
and Enforce Foreign Judgment filed April 4, 2024.

The Court, having reviewed the file, together with review of the pleadings and docket sheets,
and being fully advised in the premises, hereby enters the following findings and orders:

1. The Respondent filed an Application to Register and Enforce Foreign Judgment with
this Court on March 27, 2024, seeking to register a Marital Settlement Agreement (Exhibit A) filed
in the Superior Court of California, County of Stanislaus (Case No. 8005328) on August 14,2018, and
three different documents all attached as Exhibit B.

2. The Petitioner filed a Petitioner’s Partial Objection to Respondent’s Application to
Register and Enforce Foreign Judgment on April 4, 2024.

3. Respondent is seeking to register the Marital Settlement Agreement pursuant to the
Uniform Child Custody Jutisdiction and Enforcement Act, Title 43 O.S. Section 551-101 et seq.,

which governs tegistration of a child custody determination. All previous litigation in this case has

APPENDIX A Pet. App. 17a




concerned registration of support orders pursuant to the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act,
Title 43 O.S. Section 601-100 et seq., to register and enforce foreign support orders.

4. Respondent’s Application to Register and Enforce Foreign Judgment did include a
Certificate of Mailing indicating service to Petitionet’s attorney although no Notice of Filing Foreign
Judgment was filed and there is not sufficient evidence that Petitioner was propetly notified
pursuant to either Act required by Title 43 O.S. Section 551-305 and Title 43 O.S. Section 601.605.

5. Petitioner did not request and evidentiary hearing in her filing but did include an Order
Setting Hearing.

6. Respondent’s attached Exhibit B does not contain a “Child Custody Determination” as
defined by Title 43 O.S. Section 551-102 or a “Support Order” as defined by Tite 43 O.S. 601-102.
Accordingly, this Court denies the registration of those documents.

7. The child support provisions of the Matital Settlement Agreement were modified by a
Stipulation and Otrder filed in the Superior Coutt of California, County of Stanislaus (case No.
8005328) on May 19, 2022, which was previously registered by this Court by the Order Confirming
Registration of Foreign Judgment filed October 31, 2022.

8. However, recognizing that the Respondent is pro se, that it is unclear under which act he
1s seeking registration, that the Respondent did not follow proper procedure under either act, that
the Petitioner only partially objected due to the said child suppott modifications, and that the Marital
Settlement Agreement contains additional orders concerning child custody and spousal support, the
Application to Register and Enforce Foreign Judgment with this Court on March 27, 2024, is
granted subject to the child support modifications, and the Marital Settlement Agreement
(Exhibit A) filed in the Superior Court of California, County of Stanislaus (Case No. 8005328) on

August 14,2018, is hereby confirmed as registered.
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IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by this Court that
the above and foregoing findings numbered one (1) through eight (8), inclusive, are hereby

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as if hereinafter set out at length, and judgment is

rendered accordingly.

Signed this 10th day of June 2024.

Gt (Soas B

Honorable Todd Chesbro

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that on this w_ Lbay of June, 2024, a true and correct copy
of the above and foregoing instrument was mailed by regular First-Class mail and/or hand delivery

to the following:

BENJAMIN AYCOCK

HENRY + DOW +MASTERS + AYCOCK
1437 S. Boulder Ave., Ste 1200

Tulsa, OK 74119

ATTORNEY FOR PETITIONER

WADE RYAN REEVES
16802 S. 11* W. Ave
Glenpool, OK 74033
RESPONDENT PRO SE

Bt s 6t

Deputy Court Clerk
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