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As the old saying goes – a lie can travel halfway around the world while the truth is 
still putting on its shoes. In this instance, that is exactly what happened. After Laura hired 
me, and after suffering months of damage caused by Mr. Woodnick’s cruel and patently 
false “moon bump” story being spread online, Laura asked me to help stop the damage. To 
do this, Laura asked me to publish a video she took of herself 24 hours after the court 
appearance in which she allegedly wore a fake belly. This video CLEARLY showed any 
allegation of her wearing a “moon belly” was completely false (because her swollen belly 
was clearly real). The tweet where this video was posted is shown here: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit A 



















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit B 



  Clerk of the Superior Court 
  *** Electronically Filed *** 
  02/21/2024 8:00 AM 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

 
FC 2023-052114  02/15/2024 

   

 

Docket Code 019 Form D023 Page 1  

 

 

 CLERK OF THE COURT 

HONORABLE JULIE ANN MATA C. Ladden 

 Deputy 

  

        

IN RE THE MATTER OF  

LAURA OWENS CORY B KEITH 

  

AND  

  

CLAYTON ECHARD GREGG R WOODNICK 

  

  

  

 JUDGE MATA 

  

  

 

 

ORDER ENTERED BY COURT 

 

 

The Court has received and considered Petitioner’s Motion for Confidentiality and 

Preliminary Protective Order filed on January 17, 2024; Respondent’s Response/Objection filed 

on January 19, 2024; and Petitioner’s Reply filed on January 31, 2024.  

 

IT IS ORDERED denying Petitioner’s Motion for Confidentiality and Preliminary 

Protective Order filed on January 17, 2024.  

 

All parties representing themselves must keep the Court updated with address changes.  

A form may be downloaded at: https://superiorcourt.maricopa.gov/llrc/fc_gn9/ 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit C 
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2023 was far lower than would have been expected for a “viable” pregnancy. This 

indicated Laura was still pregnant on that date, but the pregnancy was virtually certain to 

end without a healthy child/children being born.  

Unsure of how to proceed, two days later, on October 18, 2023, Laura filed a 

form requesting mediation (a request Clayton did not oppose or even respond to). Laura 

will explain the intent of that filing was to give her an opportunity to inform Clayton that 

it appeared the pregnancy was non-viable and that Laura wanted to dismiss this petition 

once the pregnancy loss was confirmed. Despite no objection from Clayton, the Court 

denied Laura’s mediation request as premature a month later on November 19, 2023. 

In the interim, on November 14, 2023, Laura was seen by an OB/GYN facility 

called MomDoc where it was confirmed she was no longer pregnant. After learning she 

was no longer pregnant, Laura filed no further pleadings in this matter and took no action 

to keep the case active. Because she is not an attorney and was not represented by 

counsel, Laura was not familiar with the process for seeking voluntary dismissal. She 

assumed if no further actions were taken, the case would simply be dismissed for 

inactivity, as confirmed by the administrative dismissal notice dated 12/4/23. 

Clayton’s counsel first appeared in the case on December 12, 2023 and 

immediately began filing various motions and pleadings without making any effort to 

meet and confer with Laura as required by Rule 9(c). This caused Laura to retain her own 

counsel who immediately appeared in the case and moved to voluntarily dismiss the 

action with prejudice on December 28, 2028. Because Laura was no longer pregnant, she 

asserted her petition was moot. This remains Laura’s position today. 

Aside from the moot establishment petition, Clayton presents at least two or three 

arguably “live” issues for resolution. First, Clayton claims he is entitled to a “judgment of 

non-paternity” which Laura interprets to mean a judgment affirmatively finding Clayton 

was not the biological father of any children Laura may have miscarried (as opposed to a 

judgment declaring the establishment petition moot and/or that the circumstances render 

any paternity issues inconclusive and thus impossible to determine). 
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Nothing in Title 25, Chapter 6 permits the relief Clayton seeks. Rather, when an 

establishment petition is filed, the Court may either find paternity is established (usually 

by applying one of more of the presumptions set forth in A.R.S. § 25–814(A)), or the 

Court may find paternity is not established (either because there is no evidence to support 

any presumption under A.R.S. § 25–814(A), or because the presumption was rebutted by 

clear and convincing evidence per A.R.S. § 25–814(A)). Again, because Laura is no 

longer pregnant, her position is that the establishment petition is moot, and there are no 

paternity establishment determinations for this Court to make. 

 Nevertheless, as the party asking for a “judgment of non-paternity” in an 

otherwise moot case, assuming the Court does not merely dismiss this relief as legally 

unavailable, Laura’s position is that Clayton bears the burden of proving, by admissible 

evidence, he is biologically excluded as the father of any children Laura was or may have 

been pregnant with. See, e.g., A.R.S. § 25–807(D) (“the party opposing the establishment 

of the alleged father’s paternity shall establish by clear and convincing evidence that the 

alleged father is not the father of the child.”) To date, Clayton has produced no evidence 

disproving paternity (beyond his own conflicting statements about whether he believes 

pregnancy was even possible here). 

Second, Clayton asks the Court to find “Laura was never pregnant”. Again, 

nothing in Title 25, Chapter 6 permits the Court to grant such relief. However, if it did, as 

the proponent of that claim, Clayton must offer admissible evidence to prove his 

allegation. Again, to date, Clayton has offered nothing but pure speculation and 

conjecture to support this theory. 

Laura contends what Clayton is actually seeking is tantamount to a civil 

defamation claim over which this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction. For that reason, 

Laura’s position is this Court cannot grant this specific relief as a matter of law, even if 

Clayton had compelling facts and evidence to support it (which he does not). 

Third, in his Amended Response to Laura’s Petition (filed 1/26/2024), Clayton 

requests sanctions under Rule 26 and fees under A.R.S. § 25-324. As explained in other 
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briefing, Clayton cannot receive sanctions under Rule 26 because he has failed to follow 

the strict requirements of that rule and there is no pending Rule 26 motion. Furthermore, 

Clayton cannot recover fees under A.R.S. § 25-324 because Laura has not engaged in any 

unreasonable litigation conduct in this case. 

To the extent Clayton incurred any fees after December 12, 2023, those fees were 

not caused by any unreasonable litigation conduct on Laura’s part. On the contrary, if 

Clayton’s counsel had simply met and conferred with Laura (as required by Rule 9(c)), 

counsel would have learned Laura was no longer pregnant and there were no remaining 

paternity issues to litigate. At that time, there was no need for Clayton to incur any fees at 

all; the case would have been automatically dismissed without any further action. 

Clayton’s decision to continue spending months litigating moot paternity issues in 

what amounts to a civil defamation case filed in a court that lacks subject matter 

jurisdiction over that claim is unreasonable litigation conduct on his part, not Laura’s. 

Accordingly, Laura is entitled to an award of fees and costs pursuant to A.R.S. § 25-324. 

Finally, there is one separate issue remaining – Clayton’s request for relief from 

the Order of Protection based on fraud. That issue has been fully briefed and Laura’s 

position has already been explained – there was NO fraud in this case, and there is no 

basis to grant relief from the OOP. 

2. Party Names/Addresses 

 Laura Owens; c/o Petitioner’s Counsel 

 Clayton Echard; c/o Respondent’s Counsel 

3. Name and Date of Birth of Each Minor Child 

Not applicable. 

4. Parties' Stipulations or Agreements 

None. 

5. Statement of Uncontested Facts Or Law 

None.1 
                                              
1 Laura offered to stipulate to certain facts; Clayton refused to stipulate to any facts. 
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6. Detailed and Concise Statements of Contested Issues of Fact and Law 

Pursuant to Rule 82(a)(1), Laura has separately requested findings of fact and 

conclusions of law, and has provided detailed proposed findings on both issues. Rather 

than repeating those points here, Laura offers the following summarized list of contested 

facts and questions of law for the Court to resolve: 

CONTESTED FACTS 

A. Was Laura pregnant at the time she filed this case on August 1, 2023? 

B. Did Laura have any good faith basis to believe, on August 1, 2023, that she 

was pregnant (even if she was not)? 

C. Did Laura have any good faith basis to believe, on August 1, 2023, that 

Clayton was the father? 

D. Did Laura continue to litigate this action after August 1, 2023 knowing that 

she was not, in fact, pregnant? 

E. What caused Laura to test positive for pregnancy five times before this 

action was filed, if it was not caused by her being pregnant? 

F. What caused Laura to have HCG in her blood on October 16, 2023, if it 

was not caused by her being pregnant? 

G. Was the motion for voluntary dismissal filed by Laura on December 28, 

2023, brought within a reasonable amount of time after Laura tested 

negative for pregnancy, thus precluding sanctions per A.R.S. § 12–349(C)? 

H. Has Clayton presented clear and convincing evidence to show he was not 

the biological father of any unborn child Laura was pregnant with? 

CONTESTED ISSUES OF LAW 

A. Assuming arguendo that Laura violated Rule 26 by bringing or continuing 

to pursue this action without any factual basis, was she nevertheless entitled 

to the benefit of the safe harbor provisions of Rule 26(c)(2)(B), even though 

notice of her right to “withdraw or appropriately correct the alleged 

violation(s)” was never given? 


