Case No. DF-104107

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

C. O’DARLING,

S. O°’DARLING,

BRIEF AMICUS CURIAE OF THE NATIONAL LEGAL FOUNDATION,
IN RESPONSE TO BRIEF IN CHIEF OF APPELLANT

Appeal from Tulsa County District Court, Honorable Judge Michael Zacharius
Case No. FD-2006-2820
CONCERNING AN APPEAL FROM AN ORDER VACATING DECREE OF

DISSOLUTION OF MARRIAGE AND DISMISSING PETITION FOR
DISSOLUTION OF MARRIAGE
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