SUPREME COURT NO. 101373-6

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

ALBERT WHITNEY COBURN,
Appellant,
V.
LARA BROOKE SEEFELDT,
Petitioner,
and
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND
HEALTH SERVICES,
Respondent

APPEAL FROM KING COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
THE HONORABLE JANET HELSON

REPLY BRIEF

Appellant ALBERT COBURN (Pro Se)

7001 Seaview AVE NW
Suite 160-836
Seattle WA 98117
206-696-2636



Table of Contents

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES ...ttt eeeeeeeeeeeenneeeeenennensseenes 3
L1 o) (N0} A O T ST 3
Constitutional PrOVISIONS .....cccccvvvvvvviiiiiiiieieeeeeeierircceeeeeeeee e 3
N 21 1 DL (< 4

ARGUMENT .....cooeeeee e eeeeresesessesessesessesessesessesessesessssessssassssassasassesassesasseseses 4

AG continues to falsely accuse Albert of non-compliance with Child

N1000)00) il 0) {6 (<5 SRR 4

This case ALLOWS the State of Washington to deprive any person of

property, without due process of law (14t Amendment)...........ccceenn....e. 6
AG admits the notice mistakenly indicates that Albert is in arrears.......... 8
AG and DCS argues they have authority to ignore court order ............... 10

AG and DCS lied to judges and Court of Appeals Albert did not respond

to notice Within 20-daysS ......ccceevuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiicccreeeee e 12

CONCLUSIONS.....ee e 15



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Table of Cases
Washington State Cases Page #
e Seefeldt v’'s Coburn, Superior Court No. 16-3-06380-6 5,9, 10,
SEA 11,12, 16
o MOTION TO STOP FALSE ALLEGATIONS OF
NOT PAYING CHILD SUPPORT AND ALIMONEY
o April 19, 2019
o Judge Susan Craighead
o Clerks Papers 55-56
e Seefeldt / DCS v’s Coburn, Court of Appeals Case No. 7, 8,9,
83557-2 WL 4296181 10, 12,
o APPEAL SUPERIOR COURT ORDER DEC 2, 2021 |14, 15
o Sept 19, 2021
o Three Judge Panel Court of Appeals Division 1
Constitutional Provisions
US Constitution 14th Amendment 7, 8,13, 15




Statutes

RCW 7.21.030 2

ARGUMENT

AG continues to falsely accuse Albert of non-compliance with
Child Support order
Attorney General’s (AG) office falsely indicates to this court as to why it is

garnishing Albert Coburn’s Appellant (Albert) wages. AG states in (Answer

Reply pg. 6)

The Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) began
garnishing the wages of Albert Coburn after Lara Seefeldt requested
support enforcement services in order to obtain his share of their

daughter’s uninsured medical expenses.
This is a lie.

Superior Court Judge Craighead clearly wrote on April 19, 2019, (CP 55-56)
“There is no back child support owing in this case.” Albert didn’t own back
child support, Albert didn’t owe medical expenses, Albert was in full

compliance with the Child Support order.



Lara Seefeldt Petitioner (Lara) and Department of Social and Health
Services Division of Child Support (DCS) falsely accused Albert of not being
in compliance with the Child Support order (including owing back child
support and medical expenses) before April 19, 2019 court date. DCS
contacted the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to collect child support Albert
didn’t owe without using any due process of the law of any kind, and only
because Albert took Lara and DCS to Superior Court on April 19, 2019 and
won his case did DCS stop trying to take from Albert money he didn’t owe.
DCS has been proven in court to have falsely accused Albert of owing

money required by the Child Support order.

DCS did not use wage garnishment to obtain his share of their daughter’s
uninsured medical expenses. DCS is garnishing Alberts wages because they
want the right to garnish wages without a court order or even when Albert
(or anyone) is in complacence with the Child Support order, or as AG’s
office indicates, withhold Coburn’s wages regardless of whether he is in
arrears (Answer Reply pg. 7). Albert was never in arrears for medical
expenses, never in arrears of child support or anything the child support

order requires.



This case ALLOWS the State of Washington to deprive any
person of property, without due process of law (14t
Amendment).

AG’s office argues this case does not present a significant question of law
under either the State or United States Constitution (Answer Reply pg. 7)
while it argues the State of Washington has the right to falsely accuse a
citizen (Albert) of owing money (property) and lie to a federal government

agency (IRS) that the money is owed:
(Transcription of April 12, 2019 court appearance)

THE COURT: So I think that this notice from DCS is probably
enough for the IRS, but I will make it clear in a court order that

there is no arrears owing

Albert went to court April 19, 2019 to get a court order to send to the IRS as
proof that he was in compliance with the Child Support order and no

money was owed in the case, contrary to DCS claims to the IRS.

Then after Albert proved to a judge that he didn’t owe the money,
(Transcription of April 12, 2019 court appearance) THE COURT:...there is
no arrears owing, DCS is demanding they can still penalize Albert by

ordering their employer (under penalty of violating a Federal law) put a



levy against his wages, and allow the employer to impose financial penalties
to perform the act, all because DCS claims he didn’t respond to the original

fraudulent notice within 20-days,
(Court of Appeals ruling pg. 9) We reject his due process claim.
(Court of Appeals ruling pg. 3)

Coburn received the notice on March 11, 2019, but did not contact

DCS or his SEO within 20 days to object to the enforcement action.
(Court of Appeals ruling pg. 8)

The record here shows that Coburn received ample notice of DCS’s
intent to withhold his wages and gave him an opportunity to contest

the notice.

(Note that Albert proves in this response that Albert did contact DCS with
20-days to contest the notice, AG’s office is also lying about that.
Furthermore, DCS contacted the IRS before the March 11, 2019 notice was
sent. So, Albert had 20-days to respond to a notice for collection actions

that were already being performed.)

This case ALLOWS the State of Washington to deprive any person of
property, without due process of law (14t Amendment). Court of Appeals

in this case has changed the 14th Amendment completely. This is a
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substantial constitutional issue that affects every citizen in the State of

Washington.

AG admits the notice mistakenly indicates that Albert is in
arrears

Albert wants this court to clearly review the notice DCS and the Attorney
General’s (AG) office presents in this case that indicates Albert owes
“$2,320.08 for current child support and $20,880.80 for back child
support for July 1,2017, through February 28, 2019” (CP 216, 219-22).
This notice was presented to Court of Appeals (see Clerks Papers page 219)

and copy of notice is presented in Conclusions.

This exact same March 11, 2019 notice was presented to Superior Court
Judge Susan Craighead April 19, 2019 who ruled it to be a “mistake” and no

debt is owned (CP 55-56).

Due to misunderstanding the Division of Child Support mistakenly

believed that Mr. Coburn owned $20,880.80 in back Child Support.

Mr. Coburn had paid Child Support directly to the mother, who

clarified this with DCS....

There is no back child support owing in this case.



DCS and the AG’s office have repeatedly told judges, and the Court of
Appeals, that Albert is not in arrears and led them to believe that the notice
indicated Albert was not in arrears and they are still requesting wage
garnishment. Now to only this court does the AG’s office admit the notice

was incorrect: (Answer Reply pg 21)

Regardless of whether the notice mistakenly indicated that he was in
arrears, the notice apprised Coburn of DSHS’s authority to garnish
his wages and gave him ample time to contest the information
before DSHS took action against him, thus meeting the requirements

for adequate notice.
AG’s office did provide the Court of Appeals this information.

DCS has never presented Albert a new notice indicating he is not in arrears
and his wages are going to be garnished. Rather DCS started wage

garnishment 9 days after the April 19, 2019 hearing with Judge Craighead.

AG argues that DCS gave Albert proper notice of wage garnishment March
11, 2019 if he did not comply with the child support order, yet Albert
proved in court to Judge Craighead he was in compliance with the child

support order. AG states (Answer Reply pg 21)



DSHS that clearly explained its intention to garnish his wages if he

did not comply with the child support order and it gave him 20 days

to contact DSHS to contest the information on the notice.

Albert proved in court he was in compliance with the child support order,
(Transcription of April 12, 2019 court appearance) THE COURT:....there is

no arrears owing.

AG’s office has obfuscated the facts about what this March 11, 2019 notice

indicated to multiple judges and the Court of Appeals to win their case.

AG and DCS argues they have authority to ignore court order
AG’s response to Albert’s argument that Superior Court Judge Craighead
ordered Albert to send checks to DCS April 19, 2019, which means no wage
garnishment, is that Federal Law gives DCS authority to ignore the court

order. AG states (Answer Reply pg. 15)

Even if a court has previously found that there is good cause not to

require immediate wage withholding, as was the case for Coburn,

DSHS must withhold wages if the custodial parent requests this

service.

AG’s office acknowledges that Judge Craighead ruled not to require

immediate wage withholding, as was the case for Coburn, but AG argues
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both the Petitioner Lara Seefeldt (Lara) and DCS have Federal authority to

ignore Judge Craighead’s order because (Answer Reply pg. 20)

“neither the oral statements nor the written order from the trial
court on April 12, 2019, address DSHS’ authority to garnish

Coburn’s wages”

DCS made no attempt to participate in the April 19, 2019 hearing, though
they received notice of it, nor did DCS or AG make any attempt to ask
Judge Craighead to clarify her order or appeal it to address DSHS’
authority to garnish Coburn’s wages. Instead DCS just ignored Judge

Craighead’s order not to require immediate wage withholding (Answer
Reply pg. 15).

To DCS and the AG’s office, apparently the rule of law only applies to them
unless judge rules in their favor, otherwise they have statutory authority to

ignore it.

This statutory authority apparently applies to Lara as well. Lara by
requesting wage garnishment after attending the April 19, 2019 court
hearing where she witnessed the judge rule Albert send checks, and DCS
has statutory authority to ignore Judge Craighead’s order because they

must withhold wages if the custodial parent requests of.
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This is contempt of the court order as defined in RCW 7.21.030 as when:

person has failed or refused to perform an act that is yet within the
person's power to perform, the court may find the person in

contempt of court

Both Lara, DCS, and the AG’s office are in contempt of the April 19, 2019

court order.

AG and DCS lied to judges and Court of Appeals Albert did not
respond to notice within 20-days

The Court of Appeals ruling entirely relies on Albert supposedly not
contacting DCS within 20-days and that is why 14th amendment due

process requirements for the state do not apply. (Court of Appeals ruling

pg. 3,9)

Coburn received the notice on March 11, 2019, but did not contact

DCS or his SEO within 20 days to object to the enforcement action

Coburn also says DCS deprived him of his Fourteenth Amendment
rights to due process when it failed to give him adequate notice and
an opportunity to be heard prior to garnishing his wages. Due
process under the Fourteenth Amendment requires “ ‘notice

12



reasonably calculated, under all the circumstances, to apprise
interested parties of the pendency of the action and afford them an
opportunity to present their objections.”” In re Marriage of McLean,
132 Wn.2d 301, 308, 937 P.2d 602 (1997) (quoting Mullane v. Cent.
Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306, 314, 70 S. Ct. 652, 94 L. Ed.
865 (1950)). The record here shows that Coburn received ample
notice of DCS’s intent to withhold his wages and gave him an
opportunity to contest the notice. Therefore, we reject his due

process claim.

Court of Appeal’s ruling is based on AG’s office argument that (Answer

Reply pg. 21) Coburn received notice from DSHS that clearly explained its
intention to garnish his wages if he did not comply with the child support
order and it gave him 20 days to contact DSHS to contest the information

on the notice.
This is a lie.

Albert has recently made a records request from DCS using Freedom of
Information act from 7/1/2018 to 4/1/2019. Note that 4/1/2019 would be
20 days after March 11, 2019 notice. Albert discovered that the letter he
sent to DCS March 19, 2019 to contest the March 11, 2019 notice exists in

DCS records. (NOTE the footer for Albert’s letter #202209-PRR-282 ESA
13



000107, #202209-PRR-282 ESA 000108. 000107 & 000108 indicate page

numbers in ESA Public Disclosure Unit’s records)

This means DCS did receive Albert’s letter to contest the notice before
4/1/2019, or within 20-days, and did absolutely nothing about it. The
Court of Appeals ruling that due process requires Albert to contest the
notice within 20-days is entirely based on a lie and that if he had replied,
something would happen (what exactly is unknown). The truth is Albert
did contact DCS within 20-days of the March 11, 2019 notice to contest it,
and DCS own records prove it, and absolutely nothing happened. DCS
didn’t start any due process, didn’t stop their collection actions, didn’t do a

thing.

This is exactly why the 14t Amendment indicates nor shall any State
deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.
The amendment doesn’t say the state only needs to send a notice; it doesn’t
require a person to respond to the notice within 20-days. Rather it
requires the state to go to court BEFORE attempting to deprive
property from any person. The responsibility of using due process is
entirely upon the state. The amendment was written specifically this way
because individuals like DCS and the AG’s office (state governments) are

highly motivated to lie because their position of power affords them
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resources an individual, like Albert, does not have. This case proves why
the constitution as-written should be followed, instead of trying to redefine
it using obscure statues like (Mullane v. Cent. Hanover Bank & Trust Co.,
339 U.S. 306, 314, 70 S. Ct. 652, 94 L. Ed. 865 (1950)) that relate in no way

to the scenario in this case.

CONCLUSIONS

This case has gone all the way to the Wash. State Supreme court because
multiple judges have assumed that AG’s office would not directly violate a
court order. They have assumed the AG’s office would not lie to them.
They have given the AG’s office the benefit of doubt that it doesn’t deserve
and assumed the evidence and documents support their arguments. When
Lara and DCS lost the April 19, 2019 hearing and Judge Craighead ruled
Albert was in compliance with the child support order, Lara kept asking for
wage garnishment anyway. DCS dutifully complied to the request even
though Albert indicated to DCS he was ordered by Judge Craighead to send
checks. When Albert proved to DCS the judge ordered Albert to send
checks, DCS was too stubborn or too stupid to reverse itself. When Albert
filed in court for DCS to stop wage garnishment, they started lying. With

the help of the AG’s office, they continued to lie and used their position of

15



power and authority to fool judges into thinking they weren’t lying or in

contempt of a court order.

March 11, 2019, Notice of Support Debt and Demand for Payment Court of

Appeals refers to in their ruling pg. 3
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Records request from DCS using Freedom of Information act from

7/1/2018 to 4/1/2019.
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Albert’s March 19, 2019 letter to DCS objecting to March 11, 2019 notice

found in DCS records.
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This brief contains 2660 words.
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Respectfully submitted,

Gllet W Coloin

The Appellant
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