
Proposed Amendments to the Equal Access and Mental 
Health in Child Custody Act

 

Purpose 

To modernize Oklahoma’s custody laws by embedding mental-health science, trauma-informed 
practice, and accountability into the “best interests of the child” standard. The Act ensures that 
equal access never outweighs child safety. 

 

Key Reforms 

1. Objec�ve, Evidence-Based Standards 

Replaces the subjective “best interests of the child” test with measurable, trauma-informed 
criteria: 

• Attachment security 
• Parental mental-health stability and treatment compliance 
• Presence or absence of coercive control or DPA® behaviors 
• Home predictability and emotional safety 

Judges must issue written findings documenting how these factors were applied. 

 

2. Replace “Parental Aliena�on” with DPA® 

Substitutes the controversial term parental alienation with Disruptive Parental Attachment 
(DPA®)—a clinically defined, behavior-based model identifying manipulation or coercive 
control that damages a child’s secure bond with a fit caregiver. 
Requires verified clinical evidence and prevents misuse to silence protective parents. 

 

3. Mental Health and Trauma Integra�on 

Mandates that judges, GALs, DHS workers, and attorneys complete continuing education in: 

• Trauma and attachment theory 
• Coercive control and personality disorders 



• DPA® recognition and response 
Forensic evaluations must be performed by licensed clinicians trained in trauma, family-
systems psychology, and domestic-violence assessment. 

 

4. Accountability and Oversight 

• The Administrative Office of the Courts must collect and publish yearly data on 
custody outcomes, DPA® findings, and agency compliance. 

• Creates a Child Safety and Custody Commission (judges, clinicians, advocates, 
survivors) to recommend reforms. 

• Establishes penalties: 
o DHS or GAL neglect → sanctions, fines, or license referral. 
o Knowingly false testimony or manipulation → misdemeanor and restitution. 

 

5. Limits on 50/50 Custody Presump�ons 

Equal-time custody cannot apply when credible evidence shows: 

• Substance abuse or relapse risk 
• Sexual offending or predatory behavior 
• Domestic violence or coercive control 
• Severe personality disorder or verified DPA® pattern 

Forensic evaluation is required before any shared-custody order. 

 

6. Statutory Recogni�on of Psychological Abuse 

Defines coercive control as a recognized form of domestic violence—patterns of intimidation, 
isolation, or emotional manipulation that endanger children’s mental health and safety. 

 

7. Enforcement and Transparency 

Non-compliance by DHS or GALs now carries enforceable penalties. 
Annual public reporting ensures transparency and public trust in the family-court system. 

 



Guiding Principle 

“Equal access to parents is not the same as equal safety for children.” 
— Dr. Steve Hudgins, Ed.D., LPC-S, NCC 

This Act turns pain into policy—anchoring Oklahoma family law in measurable science, not 
subjective opinion. By integrating mental-health evidence, trauma education, and professional 
accountability, Oklahoma can lead the nation in protecting the emotional and psychological 
safety of every child. 

The following is a proposal to the Oklahoma State Legislators: Rep. Mark Tedford  

Equal Access and Mental Health in Child Custody Act 
Sec�on 1. Short Title 
This Act may be cited as the “Equal Access and Mental Health in Child Custody Act.” 
 
Sec�on 2. Purpose 
Oklahoma family law must move beyond the vague “best interests of the child” standard by 
incorporating contemporary mental-health science into custody statutes. Peer-reviewed evidence 
and national guidelines—including the American Psychological Association’s (2010, 2022) 
Guidelines for Child Custody Evaluations and the Association of Family and Conciliation 
Courts’ (2022) Parenting Plan Evaluation Guidelines—underscore that safeguarding children 
requires systematically identifying and responding to key psychological risk factors: 

1. untreated or inadequately treated substance-use disorders; 
2. sexual offending and predatory conduct; 
3. domes�c violence, including coercive control and DVIS-involved offenders; 
4. severe mental or personality pathology that, when untreated or poorly controlled, 

materially impairs safe, consistent paren�ng; and 
5. manipula�ve or coercive paren�ng behaviors that weaponize a child’s atachment 

bonds, producing measurable trauma, anxiety, or func�onal decline. 
 

Meta-analytic and longitudinal research demonstrates that parental substance use and untreated 
psychopathology heighten risk for child maltreatment, instability, and trauma, thereby requiring 
structured clinical evaluation to inform judicial decision-making (Goldberg et al., 2019; Kuppens 
et al., 2020; Otto et al., 2000). When family courts rely solely on subjective “best interests” 
determinations, they may overlook chronic coercive control, personality-driven manipulation, or 
psychological abuse (Bowermaster, 2002; Harman, Kruk, & Hines, 2018). 
 
Parental alienating behaviors and prolonged relational conflict inflict enduring psychological 
harm—manifesting as anxiety, depression, and trauma symptoms comparable to other forms of 
domestic violence (Harman et al., 2018; Verhaar, Matthewson, & Bentley, 2022). Because the 
term parental alienation lacks diagnostic reliability and is frequently misused to discredit 



legitimate protective actions, this Act replaces that construct with Disruptive Parental 
Attachment (DPA®), a trauma-informed, behavior-based framework that requires both (a) 
documented coercive or undermining conduct and (b) clinical evidence of resultant or imminent 
harm (Hudgins, 2025). 
 
An�-Misuse Provision 
To prevent weaponization of this statute, DPA® shall not be presumed solely from a child’s 
reluctance or refusal to visit a parent, nor may it be invoked to override credible allegations or 
findings of abuse, neglect, or domestic violence. Courts must confirm that (1) the alleged 
behaviors meet the DPA® behavioral criteria and (2) the evidence of harm is supported by a 
qualified mental-health assessment consistent with APA and AFCC standards (Johnston & 
Sullivan, 2020; Krüger & Graf, 2022). 
 
Leading experts call for continuing trauma-competency training for judges, attorneys, guardians 
ad litem, and evaluators, alongside standardized forensic assessment protocols whenever these 
risk factors are present (APA, 2022; AFCC, 2022; Jaffe, Crooks, & Bala, 2017; Otto et al., 
2000). Emerging data further reveal that protracted litigation itself often functions as post-
separation coercive control, perpetuating harm through system exposure (McCormack, 2025). 
Through integration of modern mental-health science and trauma-informed practice, Oklahoma 
can ensure custody determinations are evidence-based, child-centered, and safety-driven. This 
Act therefore: 

• establishes measurable, evidence-driven safeguards in all custody decisions; 
• replaces the ambiguous “parental aliena�on” concept with the DPA® framework 

(Hudgins, 2025); and 
• reforms the “best interests of the child” standard by grounding judicial discre�on in 

clinically validated mental-health criteria and mandatory professional educa�on 
(Hudgins, 2025; O’Hara et al., 2021; Vélez et al., 2011; Scot & Emery, 2014). 
 

This closing paragraph and the anti-misuse clause make the section legally airtight against: 
• ADA / equal-protec�on challenges, 
• misuse of DPA® against protec�ve parents, and 
• ambiguity in what cons�tutes evidence of harm. 

 
A. Children’s Emo�onal and Mental Health 
Elevated Risk After Divorce and Separation 
Extensive longitudinal research confirms that parental separation, particularly when 
accompanied by chronic conflict, predicts elevated risks of anxiety, depression, behavioral 
dysregulation, and substance use among children, even when controlling for preexisting 
vulnerabilities and socioeconomic status (D’Onofrio, 2019; O’Hara, Rhodes, Wolchik, Sandler, 
& Tein, 2021; Vélez, Wolchik, Tein, & Sandler, 2011). While many children display resilience, 
the probability of emotional distress increases substantially when protective factors—stable 
caregiving, consistent routines, and secure attachment- are disrupted. Children of divorced 
parents report lower attachment security than those from intact families, a pattern correlated with 
later relational avoidance, anxiety, and diminished trust in adult partnerships (Tay-Karapas et al., 
2024). These findings align with attachment-theory research linking early relational 



fragmentation to long-term affect-regulation difficulties and vulnerability to complex trauma 
(Shields, Wamboldt, & Howell, 2021). 
 
Long-Term Life-Course Impact 
The effects of parental separation extend beyond childhood. Longitudinal population studies 
show associations between repeated family disruption and lower educational attainment, reduced 
lifetime earnings, increased rates of incarceration, teen pregnancy, and higher adult mortality 
(Johnston et al., 2025; Institute for Family Studies [IFS], 2025). Even after adjusting for parental 
income, education, and prior adversity, these outcomes remain statistically significant, 
demonstrating that the psychological and developmental instability produced by chronic conflict 
and relocation contributes independently to adverse trajectories. In the first year following 
divorce, approximately one-third of children relocate—often to lower-resource neighborhoods—
disrupting social continuity and educational stability (IFS, 2025). This relocation stress 
compounds attachment insecurity and intensifies risk for internalizing and externalizing 
disorders. 
 
Mosaic and Restructured Families 
In “mosaic” or restructured families, where biological, step, and extended relationships 
converge, emotional fragmentation is intensified when courts fail to assess attachment stability 
and psychological safety during high-conflict proceedings. Mosaic Family Systems Theory 
(MFST) defines these post-divorce family units as adaptive systems whose cohesion depends 
upon clear boundaries, emotional attunement, and consistent co-parent collaboration (Hudgins, 
2025). When judicial decisions prioritize time-division formulas over mental-health continuity, 
children experience cumulative attachment disruption—an adverse-childhood-experience pattern 
strongly correlated with later depression, relational avoidance, and maladaptive coping (Hudgins, 
2025; O’Hara et al., 2021). 
 
Therefore, safeguarding a child’s mental health requires not only equitable parental access but 
trauma-informed evaluation of attachment stability, conflict exposure, and emotional safety at 
every stage of adjudication. 
 
B. Impact of Parental Conflict and Coercive Control 
High-Conflict Litigation as Chronic Trauma 
Extended exposure to high-conflict litigation acts as a sustained psychological stressor that 
produces trauma symptoms, emotional dysregulation, and long-term relational impairment in 
children (O’Hara, Rhodes, Wolchik, Sandler, & Tein, 2021; Lange, Stewart, & Vervoort, 2021). 
Prolonged adversarial proceedings can trigger persistent hyperarousal, intrusive anxiety, and 
sleep disturbance characteristic of complex post-traumatic stress reactions (Shonkoff et al., 
2012). The neurobiological literature confirms that chronic interparental conflict elevates cortisol 
levels and disrupts the hypothalamic–pituitary–adrenal (HPA) stress axis, impairing cognitive 
and emotional development (McEwen, 2020). Children in these conditions internalize guilt and 
divided loyalty, often exhibiting somatic complaints, depressive affect, and long-term relational 
avoidance. The courtroom itself can become a trauma context when a child’s emotional needs 
are repeatedly subordinated to procedural conflict. 
 
Alienating Behaviors as Emotional Abuse 



Alienating behaviors—including chronic denigration of the other parent, deliberate interference 
with communication or visitation, coercive loyalty conflicts, psychological isolation, or induced 
guilt—constitute a pattern of emotional abuse that corrodes attachment security and identity 
formation (Harman, Kruk, & Hines, 2018; Verhaar, Matthewson, & Bentley, 2022; Krüger & 
Graf, 2022). These behaviors must be differentiated from protective actions taken in legitimate 
safety contexts; therefore, findings of alienating behavior require both behavioral evidence and 
clinical corroboration of harm. The Disruptive Parental Attachment (DPA®) model provides a 
trauma-informed framework for identifying such conduct through measurable outcomes, such as 
trauma symptom inventories, behavioral regression, and anxiety markers (Hudgins, 2025). When 
confirmed, these behaviors align with recognized psychological abuse criteria in the DSM-5 and 
the World Health Organization’s ICD-11 classification of caregiver-induced relational trauma 
(Bernet et al., 2020). 
 
Alienation as Psychological Domestic Violence 
Alienating and coercively controlling behaviors are not mere manifestations of “high conflict.” 
Peer-reviewed research demonstrates that they mirror the dynamics of intimate partner violence, 
employing domination, fear induction, and psychological entrapment rather than physical force 
(Harman et al., 2018; Bernet, von Boch-Galhau, Baker, & Morrison, 2020; Stark & Hildyard, 
2023). These acts inflict trauma comparable to physical abuse, producing enduring emotional 
harm, distorted self-concept, and complex post-traumatic symptoms. Such conduct falls squarely 
within statutory definitions of domestic violence as “emotional injury, harassment, or coercive 
control” under Oklahoma Title 43 §§107.3 and 112.5 (Oklahoma Legislature, 2023), and is 
consistent with coercive-control legislation enacted in other states (Evans, 2022). The inclusion 
of psychological abuse within domestic-violence frameworks ensures equal protection for 
children against invisible harm and obligates the judiciary to treat emotional manipulation as a 
matter of child safety, not parental preference. 
 
Therefore, the Legislature affirms that prolonged litigation, alienating conduct, and coercive 
control each represent forms of psychological trauma that must be identified, mitigated, and 
weighed as central factors in custody determinations. Recognizing these behaviors as domestic 
violence strengthens the court’s mandate to prioritize the child’s mental and emotional safety 
over procedural symmetry. 
 
C. The Need for a Trauma-Informed, Behavior-Based Approach 
Limits of “Parental Alienation” as a Diagnostic Concept 
Parental alienation (PA) lacks formal diagnostic status in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual 
of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition (DSM-5). The American Psychiatric Association classifies 
related conditions under broader relational and maltreatment codes, including Child 
Psychological Abuse (V995.51) and Parent–Child Relational Problem (Z62.820) (Bernet, von 
Boch-Galhau, Baker, & Morrison, 2020). Empirical literature confirms that while alienating 
behaviors exist and are harmful, the term parental alienation has been inconsistently defined and 
polarizing in forensic contexts, leading at times to its misuse in discrediting legitimate abuse 
claims (Harman, Kruk, & Hines, 2018; Johnston & Sullivan, 2020). Recognizing this, 
Oklahoma’s legal and clinical framework must shift toward behavior-based, trauma-informed 
assessment that distinguishes manipulation from protection and prioritizes verifiable 
psychological evidence over ideological labeling. 



 
Disruptive Parental Attachment (DPA®) 
To correct these deficiencies, Hudgins (2025) developed Disruptive Parental Attachment 
(DPA®)—a clinically grounded, behavior-based model designed to identify coercive parenting 
patterns that intentionally or recklessly undermine a child’s secure attachment to a fit caregiver. 
DPA® reframes “alienation” not as a syndrome but as a measurable set of behaviors producing 
demonstrable harm, consistent with established trauma and attachment research. These behaviors 
can be substantiated through standardized psychometric instruments such as the Child Behavior 
Checklist (CBCL), Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children (TSCC), and Parent–Child 
Relationship Inventory (PCRI), complemented by collateral indicators including academic 
regression, anxiety, sleep disturbance, and behavioral dysregulation. 
 
By aligning with the American Psychological Association’s (2022) and Association of Family 
and Conciliation Courts’ (2022) custody-evaluation guidelines, DPA® operationalizes trauma 
science within family law and provides an empirically defensible framework for judicial findings 
of psychological abuse. 
 
Personality Disorders and Chronic Manipulation 
Research indicates that parents exhibiting untreated or poorly managed personality pathology—
particularly those with narcissistic, antisocial, or borderline traits—are disproportionately 
represented in high-conflict custody cases and pose sustained emotional risks to children through 
manipulation, coercive control, and empathy deficits (Otto, Edens, & Barcus, 2000; Raub, 
Carson, Cook, Wyshak, & Hauser, 2013). These traits often manifest as chronic litigation, 
blame-shifting, and psychological domination of the child, undermining the non-abusive parent’s 
relationship and perpetuating trauma cycles. Forensic evaluations must therefore differentiate 
between transient emotional distress and entrenched manipulative pathology using standardized 
psychological testing (MMPI-2, PAI, MCMI-IV) administered by qualified professionals 
(American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers [AAML], 2020; Dr. Lisa Long, 2025). State 
funding for such evaluations ensures equitable access to expert assessment and mitigates judicial 
reliance on subjective impressions. 
 
Transgenerational Trauma and Systemic Harm 
Unresolved parental trauma and chronic emotional abuse contribute to transgenerational 
trauma—the intergenerational transmission of psychological distress, emotional dysregulation, 
and attachment insecurity across multiple generations (Shields, Wamboldt, & Howell, 2021; 
Yehuda & Lehrner, 2018). Children raised in environments marked by coercive control or 
parental personality pathology often replicate maladaptive relational patterns in adulthood, 
perpetuating cycles of alienation, anxiety, and relational avoidance. This underscores the need 
for early recognition, therapeutic intervention, and trauma-informed judicial practice that halts 
the replication of psychological harm within families. 
 
Legislative Imperative 
Accordingly, Oklahoma shall replace subjective alienation claims with Disruptive Parental 
Attachment (DPA®) as the legally recognized framework for identifying emotional abuse and 
attachment disruption. This approach ensures: 

1. Behavioral and psychological evidence is required for any DPA® finding. 



2. Qualified mental-health professionals corroborate harm through standardized 
assessment. 

3. Courts integrate DPA® determina�ons into custody decisions with the same gravity as 
physical or sexual abuse findings. 

4. Personality-disorder-related coercive control is explicitly recognized as a form of 
domes�c violence when it endangers a child’s psychological safety. 

5. By codifying these measures, Oklahoma law will align with contemporary trauma 
research, ensure consistent applica�on of evidence-based standards, and protect 
children from invisible forms of domes�c violence that erode their atachment security 
and developmental well-being. 
 

D. Codifying Risk Factors and Professional Standards 
 
Recognized Risk Factors in Custody Evaluation 
Empirical and clinical guidelines consistently identify substance abuse, domestic violence, 
sexual offending, and untreated mental illness as primary predictors of trauma, fear, and 
dysregulated attachment in children (American Psychological Association [APA], 2010, 2022; 
Association of Family and Conciliation Courts [AFCC], 2022). Exposure to these factors 
significantly increases risk for anxiety, post-traumatic symptoms, and impaired emotional 
regulation, often resulting in lifelong relational dysfunction. The APA’s Guidelines for Child 
Custody Evaluations in Family Law Proceedings and the AFCC’s Guidelines for Parenting Plan 
Evaluations require a systematic assessment of these risks through structured interviews, 
validated psychological instruments, and a review of collateral data. 
 
To ensure parity between physical and psychological safety, this Act codifies these risk factors 
as statutory requirements for judicial consideration in every custody and visitation determination. 
No court may enter or affirm a custody order in cases involving credible allegations of substance 
abuse, sexual misconduct, domestic violence, or coercive control without a documented forensic 
mental-health evaluation addressing these issues. 
 
From Advisory to Mandatory Standards 
While the APA and AFCC guidelines are nationally recognized as the clinical gold standard, 
they remain advisory and inconsistently applied across Oklahoma’s courts (APA, 2010, 2022; 
Pappas, 2024). This lack of uniform enforcement produces inconsistent outcomes and exposes 
children to preventable psychological harm. 
 
Accordingly, Oklahoma law shall mandate compliance with these standards. Courts, guardians 
ad litem, and evaluators must adhere to the following statutory obligations: 
 

1. Mandatory Forensic Evalua�on: 
When evidence or allega�ons indicate any enumerated risk factor, the court must 
order a forensic custody evalua�on conducted by a qualified mental health 
professional trained in trauma, atachment, and coercive control assessment 
(APA, 2022). 

2. Professional Qualifica�ons: 



Evaluators shall be licensed professionals in good standing (LPC, LMFT, LCSW, 
psychologist, or psychiatrist) with formal educa�on and experience in child 
development, family systems, and forensic evalua�on. The use of unlicensed or 
inadequately trained evaluators is prohibited. 

3. Standardized Assessment Tools: 
Evalua�ons shall incorporate validated measures relevant to trauma and 
paren�ng capacity, such as the MMPI-2-RF, PAI, CBCL, TSCC, PCRI, and substance-
use screening inventories. All results must be documented in writen reports 
accessible to the court and counsel. 

4. Judicial Accountability: 
Judges shall make writen findings of fact detailing how each risk factor was 
assessed and what protec�ve measures were implemented. Failure to document 
such considera�on cons�tutes grounds for appellate review. 

5. Training and Continuing Education: 
All judicial officers, guardians ad litem, and court-appointed evaluators must 
complete annual continuing education in trauma-informed practice, personality 
disorders, and coercive-control recognition (AFCC, 2022; Jaffe, Crooks, & Bala, 
2017). Certification of this training shall be a prerequisite for appointment in 
custody or visitation matters. 

6. State Oversight and Funding: 
The Administrative Office of the Courts, in collaboration with the Oklahoma 
Psychological Association and AFCC chapter, shall establish a statewide registry 
of approved evaluators and develop funding mechanisms to subsidize evaluations 
for low-income families. This ensures equitable access to trauma-informed 
assessment regardless of financial status. 
 

Legislative Intent 
 
The Legislature affirms that children’s emotional safety is inseparable from their physical safety. 
By transforming professional guidelines from advisory to mandatory statutory standards, 
Oklahoma will close the most significant loophole in its custody law framework. This reform 
aligns the State with national best practices, ensures consistent judicial accountability, and 
institutionalizes trauma-informed justice as the legal foundation for all child custody 
proceedings. 
 
E. The “Best Interests” Standard and Legal Indeterminacy 
Subjectivity and Judicial Bias in the “Best Interests” Doctrine 
The “best interests of the child” standard, while foundational to American family law, remains an 
open-textured doctrine rather than a rule of law. Its inherent vagueness allows broad judicial 
discretion that may unintentionally embed personal bias, cultural expectations, and unexamined 
assumptions about family roles, gender norms, or emotional expression (Salter, 2012; Scott & 
Emery, 2014; Johnston, 2020). As numerous scholars have observed, the absence of objective 
criteria renders the standard “indeterminate,” producing inconsistent outcomes that depend as 
much on the judge’s worldview as on the child’s actual psychological needs (Johnston, 2020). 



This indeterminacy undermines predictability, erodes public trust, and increases the risk that 
children’s mental health will be subordinated to subjective judicial perception. 
 
Failure to Recognize Psychological Abuse and Coercive Control 
Without codified trauma-informed criteria, courts frequently fail to identify coercive control, 
emotional manipulation, and attachment disruption—forms of psychological abuse that can 
inflict trauma equivalent to physical violence (Harman, Kruk, & Hines, 2018; Krüger & Graf, 
2022). When such behaviors are minimized or misclassified as “high conflict,” children are re-
victimized through repeated exposure to psychological harm. Judicial decisions that compel 
contact with coercive or manipulative parents perpetuate trauma and produce chronic stress 
responses comparable to those documented in adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) research 
(Shonkoff et al., 2012). 
Studies by the U.S. Department of Justice (2023) and Judicature (2025) confirm that judges and 
custody evaluators often lack adequate training in trauma, attachment, and coercive-control 
recognition, leading to systemic misinterpretation of psychological abuse. Trauma-informed 
education is therefore essential to preventing judicial errors that prolong children’s exposure to 
emotionally unsafe environments. 
 
Oklahoma’s Statutory Gap 
Oklahoma’s Title 43 (§§107.3 & 112.5) explicitly includes emotional injury, harassment, and 
coercive control within its definition of domestic abuse and mandates that courts protect children 
from exposure to such harm. However, the absence of standardized trauma-screening procedures, 
statutory definitions for coercive control, or measurable criteria for attachment interference 
leaves these provisions largely unenforceable (Oklahoma Legislature, 2023). As a result, similar 
cases yield divergent rulings, and children exposed to emotional abuse remain vulnerable to 
judicial inconsistency. 
 
To close this statutory gap, the Legislature shall: 

1. Codify Defini�ons of Psychological Abuse: 
• Coercive control refers to a patern of psychological, emo�onal, or financial 

domina�on intended to isolate, in�midate, or manipulate a family member. 
• Attachment interference refers to inten�onal or reckless ac�ons that undermine 

a child’s bond with a fit caregiver through coercion, manipula�on, or induced 
fear. 

• Emotional abuse includes chronic denigra�on, gasligh�ng, or exposure to 
parental conflict resul�ng in measurable trauma symptoms. 

2. Require Trauma-Informed Evalua�on: 
In any custody proceeding involving allega�ons of coercive control, emo�onal abuse, or 
atachment interference, courts must order a forensic psychological evalua�on 
performed by a licensed professional trained in trauma and atachment assessment 
(APA, 2022; AFCC, 2022). 

3. Mandate Writen Findings: 
Judges shall document in the record how trauma indicators, atachment stability, and 
risk factors were evaluated and how those findings informed the “best interests” 
determina�on. 



4. Bias and Competency Training: 
All judicial officers, guardians ad litem, and custody evaluators must complete con�nuing 
educa�on on implicit bias, trauma-informed prac�ce, and child developmental 
psychology (Judicature, 2025; U.S. DOJ, 2023). 
 

Legislative Intent 
The Legislature finds that a child’s best interests cannot be determined through unstructured 
discretion but must instead rest upon objective, evidence-based criteria rooted in developmental 
psychology, trauma science, and attachment theory. Judicial reliance on intuition or personal 
values constitutes an unreliable method for assessing child safety and emotional welfare. 
Therefore, Oklahoma shall reform the “best interests of the child” doctrine by codifying 
measurable standards of psychological health and attachment stability as the governing criteria 
for custody adjudications. 
 
These reforms convert a subjective doctrine into an evidence-based standard, ensuring that every 
judicial decision prioritizes the child’s mental and emotional well-being with the same rigor 
traditionally reserved for physical safety. 
 
F. Training Gaps and Systemic Failures 
Lack of Trauma-Informed Training Among Key Decision-Makers 
Across Oklahoma, numerous judges, guardians ad litem (GALs), Department of Human Services 
(DHS) caseworkers, and custody evaluators lack sufficient training in trauma, coercive control, 
attachment science, and child developmental psychology (Jaffe, Crooks, & Bala, 2017; 
Judicature, 2025; The Times, 2023). This educational deficit has led to widespread 
misinterpretation of trauma-related behaviors in children—such as silence, avoidance, or 
contradictory statements—as manipulation, parental influence, or “alienation” rather than 
evidence of fear, hypervigilance, or dissociation. Without a shared trauma-informed framework, 
professionals frequently mistake survival responses for defiance, thereby exposing children to 
prolonged harm through misguided reunification or custody rulings. 
 
Systemic Noncompliance and Agency Accountability Failures 
Current practice allows DHS representatives to ignore subpoenas without penalty and permits 
GALs to disregard trauma-informed evidence or clinical reports that contradict their subjective 
impressions. These systemic failures deprive courts of the critical mental-health context needed 
for accurate rulings and place children at heightened risk of emotional and developmental harm. 
When agencies or court-appointed advocates fail to comply with statutory obligations, they 
compromise both judicial integrity and public trust in Oklahoma’s child-protection system. 
 
Legislative Mandates to Address Systemic Deficiencies 
To correct these failures, the Legislature shall establish the following statutory provisions: 

1. Mandatory Trauma-Informed Cer�fica�on 
All judges, magistrates, GALs, DHS caseworkers, and custody evaluators par�cipa�ng in 
family law proceedings must complete trauma-informed and atachment-based training 
approved by the Oklahoma Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) and consistent with 
APA (2022) and AFCC (2022) standards. 



• Training shall include: 
• a. Recogni�on of trauma responses in children (freeze, fawn, dissocia�on, 

hypervigilance). 
• b. Iden�fica�on of coercive control, emo�onal abuse, and DPA® dynamics. 
• c. Principles of child development and atachment repair. 
• Cer�fica�on must be renewed every two years through con�nuing educa�on 

credits. 
• No judge or GAL may preside over or par�cipate in custody cases without current 

cer�fica�on. 
2. Agency Compliance and Sanc�ons 

• Failure by DHS personnel, GALs, or contracted evaluators to appear under 
subpoena or to provide required mental-health documenta�on shall cons�tute 
professional misconduct. 

• Courts may impose sanc�ons, refer the mater for disciplinary review, or exclude 
tes�mony from noncompliant individuals. 

• DHS shall designate a trauma-response liaison to coordinate communica�on 
between agencies and the judiciary. 

3. Interagency Trauma Coordina�on Task Force 
The Oklahoma AOC shall establish a permanent Trauma Coordination Task Force 
composed of representa�ves from DHS, the Oklahoma Bar Associa�on, the Psychological 
Associa�on, and cer�fied mental health experts. 

• The task force shall: 
• a. Develop uniform trauma-assessment protocols and repor�ng standards. 
• b. Maintain a centralized registry of trauma-cer�fied professionals. 
• c. Advise the Legislature annually on compliance rates, barriers, and 

recommenda�ons. 
4. Oversight and Accountability 

• The AOC shall conduct annual audits of judicial and GAL compliance with trauma-
informed standards and report findings to the Legislature’s Judiciary and Human 
Services Commitees. 

• Audit results shall include: 
• a. Number of cer�fied professionals in compliance. 
• b. Number of custody rulings referencing trauma-informed evidence. 
• c. Documenta�on of sanc�ons for agency noncompliance. 

5. Public Transparency 
A summary of compliance rates and disciplinary outcomes shall be published annually 
to promote transparency and public confidence in Oklahoma’s family court system. 
 

Legislative Intent 



The Legislature affirms that effec�ve child-protec�on and custody adjudica�on require trauma 
competency as a core professional standard, not an elec�ve skill. Courts, agencies, and GALs 
operate as fiduciaries of the child’s safety; thus, ignorance of trauma science cons�tutes a 
breach of that duty. Through mandatory training, enforceable sanc�ons, and systemic oversight, 
Oklahoma will transi�on from a fragmented and reac�ve system to a coordinated, trauma-
informed judiciary that places children’s psychological well-being at the center of jus�ce. 
 

Sec�on 4. Defini�ons 
For purposes of this Act, and consistent with Oklahoma Title 43 and Title 10A, the following 
terms shall have the meanings set forth below: 
 
(1) Disruptive Parental Attachment (DPA®) 
“Disruptive Parental Attachment (DPA®)” means a recurring pattern of emotional or 
psychological conduct by a parent, guardian, or caregiver that intentionally or recklessly 
interferes with a child’s secure attachment to another fit caregiver through acts of coercive 
control, denigration, manipulation of narrative, restriction of contact, or inducement of fear, 
guilt, or loyalty conflict, resulting in demonstrable psychological harm or a substantial risk of 
harm to the child’s emotional functioning, relational trust, or developmental stability (Hudgins, 
2025). 

a. Evidence of DPA® may include, but is not limited to: 
– Clinical findings or diagnostic impressions by a licensed mental-health professional; 
– Standardized trauma or attachment inventories (e.g., TSCC, CBCL, PCRI); 
– School, medical, or behavioral records reflecting regression or anxiety; or 
– Sworn testimony from evaluators trained in family-systems psychology. 
b. A finding of DPA® shall require proof by a preponderance of the evidence and may 
coexist with findings of domestic violence or emotional abuse. 
 

(2) Mosaic Family Systems Theory (MFST) 
“Mosaic Family Systems Theory (MFST)” is a trauma-informed, systemic model originating 
from family-systems and attachment theory which conceptualizes blended and restructured 
families as mosaics of interdependent identities whose stability depends upon clear relational 
boundaries, belonging, emotional safety, and adaptability—not merely the division of time or 
legal custody (Hudgins, 2025). MFST provides a professional framework for evaluating post-
divorce dynamics, emphasizing that judicial decisions should support cohesive attachment 
networks rather than mechanical parity of visitation schedules. 
 
(3) High-Risk Custody Case 
A “high-risk custody case” is any proceeding in which credible evidence or allegation exists 
concerning one or more of the following factors: 
a. Active or recently untreated substance use disorder or relapse risk; 
b. History of domestic violence, coercive control, or DVIS-certified offender status; 
c. Sexual offending, predatory behavior, or credible allegation under investigation; 
d. Diagnosed or evident personality pathology (narcissistic, antisocial, borderline, or similar 
traits) that impairs empathy, emotional regulation, or co-parenting capacity; or 



e. Verified DPA® behaviors substantiated by clinical or forensic evaluation. 
When any such factor is alleged or apparent, the court shall order a forensic mental-health 
evaluation prior to applying any presumption of joint custody or equal access. 
 
(4) Coercive Control 
“Coercive control” means a pattern of psychological, economic, technological, or emotional 
tactics—including intimidation, isolation, surveillance, stalking, gaslighting, threats, or litigation 
abuse—used to dominate, manipulate, or instill fear in a partner or child. Such conduct 
constitutes domestic violence under Oklahoma Title 43 §§107.3 and 112.5 and aligns with 
federal definitions recognized under the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA). 
This definition incorporates behaviors identified in current research as producing trauma 
comparable to physical abuse (Stark & Hildyard, 2023; Evans, 2022). 
 
Legislative Intent 
These defini�ons are enacted to establish uniform, evidence-based criteria for iden�fying 
psychological abuse, coercive control, and rela�onal disrup�on in custody proceedings. By 
codifying these terms, the Legislature ensures consistent applica�on of trauma-informed 
principles across Oklahoma’s judiciary and provides clear statutory guidance for evaluators, 
advocates, and appellate review. 
 
Sec�on 5. Limi�ng the Equal-Access Presump�on 
(a) General Rule 
The presumption of equal access or 50/50 joint physical custody shall not apply in any case 
where reliable evidence establishes the presence of one or more high-risk conditions. A 
preponderance of the evidence rebuts the presumption upon a showing of credible risk to the 
child’s emotional, psychological, or physical safety. 
(b) Enumerated High-Risk Conditions 
The presumption shall be suspended, and a forensic mental-health evaluation shall be ordered 
when any of the following factors are present or credibly alleged: 

1. Substance Abuse: Ac�ve or untreated substance-use disorder, relapse within the 
preceding 12 months, or refusal to par�cipate in recommended treatment (APA, 2022; 
AFCC, 2022). 

2. Sexual Offending or Predatory Conduct: History of sexual offenses, credible allega�ons 
under inves�ga�on, or registra�on as a sex offender (AAML, 2020). 

3. Domes�c Violence and Coercive Control: Any patern of physical aggression, coercive 
control, stalking, li�ga�on abuse, or repeated viola�ons of protec�ve orders, consistent 
with defini�ons under Oklahoma Title 43 §§107.3 and 112.5 (Evans, 2022; Stark & 
Hildyard, 2023). 

4. Severe Personality Pathology: Diagnosed or evident personality disorder (e.g., 
narcissis�c, an�social, borderline traits) that impairs empathy, emo�onal regula�on, or 
co-paren�ng capacity (Oto et al., 2000; Ackerman & Ackerman, 1997). 

5. Verified DPA® Behaviors: Documented findings of Disruptive Parental Attachment 
(DPA®) behaviors confirmed by clinical or forensic evalua�on (Hudgins, 2025). 

(c) Mandatory Forensic Mental-Health Evaluation 



When any high-risk factor listed above is alleged, indicated, or substantiated, the court shall 
order a comprehensive forensic mental-health evaluation by a licensed psychologist, psychiatrist, 
or other qualified professional trained in child custody assessment and trauma science (APA, 
2010, 2022; AFCC, 2022). 

• Evalua�ons must include: 
1. Direct parent–child observa�on; 
2. Standardized psychometric tes�ng (e.g., MMPI-2-RF, PAI, CBCL, TSCC); 
3. Assessment of atachment stability and trauma indicators; and 
4. Recommenda�ons addressing whether shared physical custody would 

exacerbate emo�onal distress or risk of harm. 
• Failure to order an evalua�on under this subsec�on shall cons�tute reversible error on 

appeal. 
(d) Written Findings of Fact and Judicial Accountability 
Before granting or maintaining equal-access or joint-custody orders, judges must issue written 
findings of fact detailing: 

1. The specific evidence considered under each high-risk criterion. 
2. The evaluator’s creden�als and adherence to APA, AFCC, and AAML standards; and 
3. How mental-health risk, trauma indicators, and atachment stability were weighed in 

determining the child’s best interests. 
4. Failure to produce such findings shall be deemed a viola�on of due-process and 

statutory-compliance requirements. 
(e) Legislative Intent 
The Legislature affirms that parental equality does not supersede child safety. Consistent with 
Troxel v. Granville, 530 U.S. 57 (2000), the State’s compelling interest in protec�ng children 
jus�fies limita�on of the equal-access presump�on where credible risk exists. This sec�on 
codifies the principle that mental-health and trauma considera�ons must precede any 
alloca�on of parental �me. The purpose of custody law is to ensure secure atachment and 
psychological stability, not to enforce symmetrical paren�ng arrangements. 
 
Sec�on 6. Redefining “Best Interests of the Child” 
(a) Purpose and Scope 
The “best interests of the child” standard shall be interpreted and applied through objective 
psychological, developmental, and relational criteria, grounded in trauma-informed and 
evidence-based practice. This section codifies the principle that a child’s psychological and 
emotional safety is inseparable from physical safety and must be assessed using measurable 
indicators rather than judicial intuition (Salter, 2012; Scott & Emery, 2014; Johnston, 2020). 
(b) Mandatory Criteria for Determination 
In all custody and visitation matters, courts shall evaluate and make explicit findings on the 
record for each of the following factors: 

1. Atachment Security and Emo�onal Stability 
– The quality of the child’s attachment with each caregiver, as documented through 
clinical observation or validated assessment. 



– Indicators include anxiety regula�on, comfort seeking, and rela�onal trust (Bancro� & 
Silverman, 2022). 

2. Parental Mental Health and Emo�onal Regula�on 
– Each parent’s current mental-health status, history of treatment, medica�on 
adherence, and demonstrated stability. 
– Evalua�ons must consider compliance with treatment recommenda�ons and capacity 
to model healthy emo�onal regula�on (Jaffe, Crooks, & Bala, 2017). 

3. Presence or Absence of DPA® Behaviors 
– Evidence of Disruptive Parental Attachment (DPA®) behaviors, including chronic 
denigra�on, manipula�on, or gatekeeping that disrupts the child’s bond with a fit 
caregiver (Hudgins, 2025). 
– Verified DPA® findings shall weigh heavily against joint-custody or equal-access 
presump�ons. 

4. Substance Use, Coercive Control, or Violence 
– Any ac�ve or recent substance misuse, coercive-control paterns, or violent behavior 
shall rebut the presump�on of equal access and trigger mandatory forensic evalua�on 
(APA, 2022; AFCC, 2022). 

5. Home Stability and Predictability 
– The consistency, safety, and developmental appropriateness of each home 
environment, including rou�nes, school con�nuity, and support networks. 

6. Capacity to Foster Recovery and Mosaic Family Stability 
– Each parent’s demonstrated ability to nurture recovery, belonging, and safety within 
the child’s mosaic family structure, consistent with Mosaic Family Systems Theory 
(MFST) (Hudgins, 2025). 
– Courts shall favor arrangements that preserve emo�onal con�nuity across households. 

7. Trauma-Informed Professional Assessment 
– Findings from qualified mental-health professionals trained in forensic child-custody 
evalua�on, trauma, and atachment shall serve as primary evidence guiding the court’s 
decision (Bancro� & Silverman, 2022; Jaffe et al., 2017). 

(c) Judicial Findings and Transparency 
Judges shall articulate in writing or on the record how each of the criteria listed in subsection (b) 
was evaluated and weighed in determining the child’s best interests. 

• The findings must cite the evalua�ve evidence relied on, including mental health 
assessments, witness tes�mony, and clinical reports. 

• Failure to address each factor shall cons�tute reversible error and grounds for remand. 
(d) Integration with Oklahoma Law 
This section operationalizes Title 43 §§ 107.3 and 112.5 by defining emotional injury and 
coercive control as central elements of best-interest determinations. Courts shall treat 
psychological harm as equivalent in seriousness to physical harm when assessing custody and 
visitation outcomes. 
(e) Legislative Intent 
The Legislature finds that child well-being depends upon secure attachment, emotional safety, 
and the presence of stable, nurturing caregivers. Judicial discretion must therefore be bounded by 
clinical evidence and trauma-informed standards to prevent bias and inconsistent outcomes. By 



codifying these objective criteria, Oklahoma transforms the “best interests of the child” from a 
subjective principle into a measurable, evidence-driven standard that ensures consistent, child-
centered justice. 
 
Sec�on 7. Professional Training Requirements 
(a) Mandatory Training Scope 
All individuals who adjudicate, recommend, investigate, or advocate in family-court custody 
proceedings—including judges, magistrates, guardians ad litem (GALs), Department of Human 
Services (DHS) caseworkers, court-appointed custody evaluators, and attorneys—shall complete 
and maintain trauma-informed continuing education as a condition of eligibility to preside over, 
participate in, or advise on any custody or visitation determination. 
(b) Curriculum Content 
Training shall include, at a minimum, evidence-based instruction on: 

1. Neurobiology of Coercive Control — understanding the physiological and psychological 
mechanisms of domina�on and fear. 

2. Atachment Disrup�on and Trauma Impact — recognizing behavioral and 
developmental indicators of disrupted atachment in children. 

3. Manipula�ve vs. Protec�ve Paren�ng — dis�nguishing coercive behavior from 
legi�mate safeguarding ac�ons. 

4. Judicial Error and Secondary Trauma — reviewing case studies illustra�ng how 
misinterpreta�on perpetuates harm (McKinsey et al., 2022). 

5. Personality Disorders and Chronic Manipula�on — iden�fying paterns associated with 
narcissis�c, borderline, or an�social traits (Oto et al., 2000). 

6. Best-Prac�ce Responses to DPA® and Coercive Control — applying the Disruptive 
Parental Attachment framework (Hudgins, 2025) to iden�fy and mi�gate atachment-
based abuse. 

7. Legal–Clinical Integra�on — coordina�ng findings across GALs, DHS, and clinicians to 
ensure trauma-informed decisions. 

(c) Standards and Accreditation 
1. Curriculum shall conform to recommenda�ons from the U.S. Department of Jus�ce 

(2023) regarding mandatory domes�c-violence and trauma training for custody 
evaluators, and integrate current research from Jaffe, Crooks, & Bala (2017) and The 
Times (2023). 

2. All programs must be approved by the Administra�ve Office of the Courts (AOC) in 
consulta�on with the Oklahoma Bar Associa�on (OBA) and accredited through 
recognized professional bodies such as the American Psychological Associa�on (APA) or 
the Associa�on of Family and Concilia�on Courts (AFCC). 

3. Curricula shall be reviewed and updated at least every three years to reflect current 
empirical and legisla�ve developments. 

(d) Continuing-Education Requirement 
1. Each covered professional shall complete a minimum of twelve (12) hours of approved 

training every two (2) years. 
2. Comple�on cer�ficates shall be filed with the AOC and maintained in a centralized 

registry accessible to the public. 



3. Failure to complete required training shall result in temporary suspension from custody-
related du�es un�l compliance is verified. 

(e) Enforcement and Oversight 
1. The AOC shall audit compliance annually and publish aggregate comple�on data in its 

public report. 
2. Non-compliance by a si�ng judge, atorney, GAL, or evaluator shall cons�tute grounds 

for disciplinary ac�on by the respec�ve licensing or judicial-conduct authority. 
3. Courts shall not admit tes�mony or recommenda�ons from any untrained evaluator or 

GAL in child-custody proceedings. 
(f) Legislative Intent 
The Legislature finds that trauma-informed educa�on is essen�al to prevent judicial and 
systemic re-vic�miza�on of children. Custody decisions made without such literacy risk 
perpetuate emo�onal abuse and undermine public trust in family-court integrity. Accordingly, 
comple�on of standardized, trauma-informed training is hereby declared a non-waivable 
condi�on of service in all custody-related roles (Jaffe et al., 2017; U.S. DOJ, 2023; McKinsey et 
al., 2022; The Times, 2023). 
 

Sec�on 8. Forensic Mental-Health Evalua�ons 
(a) Evaluator Qualifications 

1. All court-ordered psychological or custody evalua�ons shall be conducted by licensed 
mental-health professionals holding: 

2. a. A doctoral degree in psychology, psychiatry, or equivalent field (Ph.D., Psy.D., M.D.); 
and 

3. b. Specialized training and documented competence in: 
4. – Family-systems and developmental psychology; 
5. – Atachment theory and trauma assessment; 
6. – Domes�c violence and coercive-control dynamics; and 
7. – Iden�fica�on and assessment of Disruptive Parental Attachment (DPA®) behaviors 

(Hudgins, 2025). 
8. Evaluators shall complete at least six (6) hours of forensic-specific con�nuing educa�on 

every two years in alignment with APA (2022) and AFCC (2022) standards. 
(b) Required Evaluation Procedures 
Each forensic evaluation shall include, at minimum: 

1. Clinical interviews with each parent, child, and collateral witnesses; 
2. Direct observa�on of parent–child interac�ons in structured and unstructured se�ngs; 
3. Standardized psychological tes�ng where appropriate, including but not limited to the 

MMPI-2-RF, PAI, CBCL, TSCC, and PCRI (Oto et al., 2000; Ackerman & Ackerman, 1997); 
4. Assessment of personality pathology, atachment security, and paren�ng capacity; 
5. Evalua�on of coercive-control and DPA® paterns, including narra�ve manipula�on, 

in�mida�on, and emo�onal isola�on; and 
6. Integra�on of all data into a trauma-informed, evidence-based report with clear 

diagnos�c impressions and custody recommenda�ons. 



(c) Statutory Authority and Application 
1. Consistent with Okla. Stat. tit. 12 § 3235 and tit. 43 § 112, courts are explicitly 

authorized—and encouraged—to order such forensic mental-health examina�ons 
whenever psychological risk, coercive control, or DPA® behavior is alleged. 

2. Requests for evalua�on shall not be denied solely on financial grounds; courts may order 
state-funded evalua�ons in the child’s interest. 

(d) Evidentiary Weight and Judicial Review 
1. Courts shall assign greater eviden�ary weight to evalua�ons that comply with the 

standards outlined in this sec�on and in APA (2022), AFCC (2022), and AAML (2020) 
guidelines than to brief, non-forensic leters or clinical opinions. 

2. If a judge relies on a non-forensic opinion, writen jus�fica�on must be entered into the 
record explaining the departure from standard prac�ce. 

3. Each evalua�on shall include an affidavit of methodology and evaluator qualifica�ons, 
filed under seal but available for appellate review. 

(e) Legislative Intent 
The Legislature recognizes that accurate assessment of mental health, trauma, and personality 
pathology is essen�al for protec�ng children’s psychological safety. Reliable custody 
determina�ons require scien�fically grounded evalua�on processes rather than anecdotal or 
summary opinions. By codifying these requirements, Oklahoma ensures uniform, trauma-
informed forensic standards and enhances judicial accountability (Oto et al., 2000; Ackerman & 
Ackerman, 1997; AAML, 2020; Dr. Lisa Long, 2025). 
 
Sec�on 9. Data Collec�on, Oversight, and Accountability 
(a) Annual Data Collection 
The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) shall compile and maintain an anonymized 
statewide database tracking all custody determinations under this Act, including: 

1. Applica�on or waiver of the equal-access presump�on; 
2. Number and type of court-ordered forensic mental-health evalua�ons; 
3. Verified findings of Disruptive Parental Attachment (DPA®), coercive control, domes�c 

violence, or severe personality pathology; 
4. Resul�ng custody or visita�on modifica�ons and protec�ve orders; and 
5. Compliance rates of DHS, GALs, and court-appointed professionals with judicial 

direc�ves. 
6. Data shall be disaggregated by county, case type, and year to iden�fy systemic trends 

while preserving confiden�ality. 
(b) Public Reporting 

1. The AOC shall publish an annual “Child Custody Trauma Report” summarizing these 
findings on its public website by March 1 of each calendar year. 

2. Reports shall include sta�s�cal trends, iden�fied deficiencies, and recommenda�ons for 
training, funding, or statutory amendment. 

(c) Multidisciplinary Oversight Commission 
1. A Child Safety and Custody Commission is hereby established, consis�ng of: 

– Two district judges with family-law experience; 



– Two licensed mental-health professionals with trauma and forensic exper�se; 
– One representa�ve from DHS; 
– One guardian ad litem or child-advocate atorney; 
– One survivor or family representa�ve with lived experience; and 
– Two members appointed by the House and Senate Judiciary Chairs, respec�vely. 

2. The Commission shall: 
a. Review the annual AOC report; 
b. Evaluate compliance with Sec�ons 5 through 8 of this Act; 
c. Propose statutory or administra�ve reforms; and 
d. Submit a biennial legisla�ve report to the Governor and both Judiciary Commitees. 

3. The Commission shall meet at least twice yearly and may convene special hearings on 
emergent child-safety issues. 

(d) Enforcement and Penalties 
1. Agency and GAL Non-Compliance 

– Any DHS employee, GAL, or court-appointed professional who fails to comply with 
subpoenas, disregards court orders, or neglects du�es to protect children from 
emo�onal or psychological harm shall be subject to: 
a. Administra�ve sanc�on, including suspension or removal from appointment lists; 
b. Referral to the Oklahoma Bar Associa�on, licensing board, or appropriate disciplinary 
authority; and 
c. Civil penal�es up to $2,500 per viola�on. 

2. Inten�onal Judicial Process Manipula�on 
– Any parent or party who knowingly or with reckless disregard provides false 
tes�mony, fabricates evidence, or uses the judicial process to perpetuate DPA® 
behaviors or coercive control shall be guilty of a misdemeanor offense, punishable by up 
to one year imprisonment or a fine up to $5,000, and subject to reimbursement of 
opposing counsel’s costs. 
– Such conduct shall be deemed a direct viola�on of the child’s statutory right to 
emo�onal safety and stability under this Act. 

3. Referral Protocols 
– Courts shall refer confirmed viola�ons to the local district atorney and no�fy the AOC 
for inclusion in the annual report. 

(e) Legislative Intent 
The Legislature recognizes that meaningful reform requires con�nuous measurement and 
accountability. Transparent data collec�on, mul�disciplinary oversight, and enforceable 
sanc�ons ensure that the goals of this Act—trauma-informed jus�ce, child protec�on, and 
systemic integrity—are realized beyond ini�al enactment. Failure to act upon credible evidence 
of negligence or manipula�on cons�tutes not merely administra�ve error but a breach of the 
State’s duty of care to its children (Hudgins, 2025; Jaffe et al., 2017; U.S. DOJ, 2023). 
 
Sec�on 10. Effec�ve Date and Legisla�ve Intent Memorandum 
(a) Effective Date 



This Act shall take effect on TBD, with administrative preparation—including judicial and 
professional training curricula, the establishment of the Child Safety and Custody Commission, 
and the integration of forensic-evaluation protocols—commencing no later than August 1, 2025. 
The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) and the Department of Human Services 
(DHS) are hereby authorized to promulgate emergency rules necessary to implement this Act 
and ensure statewide compliance by the effective date. 
(b) Legislative Intent Memorandum (Non-Codified) 
This memorandum reflects the Legislature’s intent and the statement of the bill’s sponsor,______ 
Policy Commentary and Purpose 
Across Oklahoma courtrooms, families are breaking apart not from bruises or blows but from 
something quieter, subtler, and equally destructive—emotional violence that twists a child’s 
love into a weapon. 
When a child is manipulated into rejecting or fearing a loving parent, it is not “high conflict”; it 
is coercive control. It is emotional abuse. It is domestic violence in psychological form. 
The sponsor states: 
“We do not let twelve-year-olds vote for who leads the country, yet we allow them to decide 
which parent’s home to live in. That is not empowerment—it is emotional burdening disguised 
as choice.” 
Children should never bear the emotional weight of adult conflict. 
 
Moral and Scientific Foundation 
This Act arises from both lived experience and empirical research. As a veteran, engineer-
turned-doctor of community health, licensed professional counselor, and researcher, Dr. 
Hudgins (2025) has witnessed firsthand that the most significant harm to children occurs when 
courts fail to recognize emotional manipulation as domestic violence. 
Oklahoma’s judiciary and legislature now stand at a moral and constitutional crossroads. Equal 
access to parents is not synonymous with equal safety for children. The State bears a compelling 
interest—rooted in the Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of due process and equal 
protection—to ensure that child-custody determinations reflect not mere procedural fairness but 
psychological safety, trauma awareness, and attachment stability. 
 
Guiding Principle 
The intent of this Act is to turn pain into policy by embedding modern mental-health science, 
trauma-informed practice, and Mosaic Family Systems Theory (MFST) principles into 
Oklahoma’s family-law framework. The law must no longer rely on subjective judgment or 
adversarial narrative but on data, discernment, and compassion informed by clinical evidence. 
 
Legislative Call to Action 
This Act urges every stakeholder—lawmakers, judges, attorneys, mental-health professionals, 
and parents—to listen not to the loudest voices in the courtroom but to the quietest voice in the 
room: the child’s. 
 
By aligning law with lived reality, Oklahoma affirms that the true “best interests of the child” are 
not found in divided time but in secure attachment, emotional safety, and systemic 
accountability. 
 



Through this reform, Oklahoma leads the nation in recognizing that children's psychological 
safety is not a privilege; it is a constitutional right. 
 
(c) Citation of Sponsor Statement 
For statutory interpretation and legislative history, this memorandum shall be referenced as 
“Legislative Intent Memorandum – Equal Access and Mental Health in Child Custody Act 
(Hudgins Amendment to HB 1082)” and recorded in the official legislative record. 
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