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SUMMARY

The Oklahoma Supreme Court held that a petition for a victim protection order was filed frivolously
and that no victim existed under 22 O.S. § 60.2. The court vacated the Court of Civil Appeals' opinion,
reversed the trial court, and remanded with instructions to award attorney fees and costs to the
defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Murlin's petition for a victim protection order was frivolously filed under 22 O.S. Supp. 2013 §
60.2.

2. Whether the withdrawn petition was victimless under 22 O.S. Supp. 2013 § 60.2.

3. Whether Pearman was entitled to an award of attorney fees and costs.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition was frivolously filed because the evidence showed that it was knowingly used to assist
Pearman's former wife's custody litigation rather than to seek protection from domestic abuse or other
qualifying harm.

2. Because Murlin withdrew the petition and no court legally determined that she was Pearman's victim,
the matter was victimless as a matter of law under 22 O.S. Supp. 2013 § 60.2.

3. Pearman was entitled to attorney fees and costs because the petition was both frivolous and victimless.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Tess was not legally determined to be Pearman's victim, and she withdrew her petition for
protective order under the factual circumstances in this cause, the trial court could not have reached any
other conclusion but to determine the cause victimless.” (¶ 23)

“Because this cause was both frivolous and victimless, the trial court should have awarded attorney fees and
costs against Tess.” (¶ 26)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Murlin filed a victim protection order petition alleging that Pearman had assaulted her at his home. Text
messages between Murlin and Pearman's former wife showed that the petition was intended primarily to help the
former wife's ongoing child-custody litigation, and Murlin's attorney acknowledged that she would not have
pursued the petition but for that custody case. Murlin withdrew the petition before any protective order issued,
and no criminal charges were pursued against Pearman or anyone else for the incident.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Murlin filed a petition for a victim protection order against Pearman in the District Court of Cleveland County.
She withdrew the petition after text messages revealed that the filing had been coordinated with Pearman's
former wife to assist the former wife's child-custody litigation. The trial court denied Pearman's request for
attorney fees and costs, including after granting a new trial and conducting a further hearing. The Court of Civil
Appeals affirmed, and the Supreme Court vacated that opinion, reversed the trial court, and remanded with
instructions.



DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the Court of Civil Appeals' opinion, reverse the trial court, and remand for the trial court to award
Pearman attorney fees and costs and determine the appropriate amount of attorney fees, court costs, and filing
fees.
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