No.

- IN-THE -
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Susan Wells Vaughan
Petitioner,
vV

Curntuck and Dare County Departments of Social Serwces

Respondents .-

On Petltlon For Dlscretlonary Revnew and
Appeals to.the North Carolma Supreme Court and Court of Appeals

PETITIC)N_ FOR WRIT o’F 'éE-Ii‘l"QIO'RARI

MWMQ %L .

~ Susan Wells s Vaughan
613 Fifth A¥e; Unit 1
Greensboro, NC 27405
252-305-9992 -
~ wellsvaughan@gmail.com

C med® -



QUESTIONS

Whether a judge who regularly participates in unlawful ex porte iniﬁa’rions
of child neglect cases should recuse herself from hearing a challenge to
the legitimacy of one of her cases and to the court’s right to adopft the .

child.

Whether orders issuing from, or a decree resulting from, an alleged mistrial
or a minor technical error should relieve a state appeals court of its duty
to review de novo a legitimate challenge to subject matter jurisdiction of

courts that issued those dubious orders and decree.

Whether numerous, egregious violations committed by lower state courts
and quasi-prosecutors entitle collateral C‘halléhge of subject matter

jurisdiction, when right of appeal has been denied.

'Whether Troxel v Granville is misapplied when it denies Constitutional rights
of a custodial grandparent who is the parent’s choice to care for her

~child.

Whether this Court should take action to deter social worker violations and
abuse of power when state courts and agencies neglect their

responsibiii’ry to do so.



Whether subject matter jurisdic.ﬁon' over a child rnegl,e-c.’r case exis’rs. when
numerous statutory and federal due process procedures c‘re Qioldted, :
pe’rmon cllegahons are’ fobnca’red exculpofory ond other crucuol |
evidence is omm‘ed and other prosecutoncl cmd US Consmuhonol

~—

vnoquﬂons are committed —or any of .’rhe above occur.

Whether the accused in a child neglec’r case is denied .righf To'feir triol =
when procedures are held behlnd closed doors wn‘hou’r access To a jury of
~one's peers and/or when stctufe mondo’red avouoblll‘ry of medlohon is

opphed discriminately.

Whether the Supreme Court's current precedent on absolute ’im‘an‘ity‘for
prosecu’rors, socio| workers dnd district judgesencouroges or confribufes
to WIdespread abuse of agency power abuse of fomlly rights and the

unnecessary fraumohzmg and o’rher obuse of children.

Whether social workers performing alleged qudsi-presecu'roriql functions
should 'enjoy the same level of;firhmunity given fo prosecutors Who swear

. touphold.the Constitution of the United States.



Parties to the Proceeding

Susan Wells Vaughan
Petitioner and Grandmother

Dare County Department of Social Services (DARE DSS)
Currituck County Department of Social Services (CURRITUCK DSS}
Respondents

In re: Minor Child EJV

Counsel for Currituck Department of Social Services
Courtney Hull

Twiford Law Firm

P.O. Box 99

Elizabeth City, NC 27907-0099

Chuck Lycett, Director

Dare County Dept of Social Services
109 Exeter Street

PO Box 669

Manteo, NC 27954

Susan Wells Vaughan
613 Fifth Ave, Unit 1
Greensboro, NC 27405 -
252-305-9992
wellsvaughan@gmail.com

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS-

QUESTIONS PRESENTED ..oovevmeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeenns il

PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING .......coeiuremrnenereeenenes S i
TABLE OF CONTENTS ....oooreeeeecereeeseenveseeeeesessennn, e 1V
TABLE OF AUTHORITIES ....... eteeeeeteeirerteeenteereeeeirteerennreanes Y
CITATIONS OF CASE ............ O P X
JURISDICTION L.ttt te e eneeesnseeana e snnenns Xiii
CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS, STATUTES . ‘
REGULATIONS. ... oo svissernsenss XIV
STATEMENT OF THE CASE ...t et 1
REASON A WRIT SHOULD iSSUE ............... ST 17
CONCLUSION et et v enereerenseesresenrrensannsers 2O
APPENDIX : :
Orders Supreme Court-dated March 7, 20]8 ...... el F
~ Orders Court of Appeals dated March12, 2018 ........2 *
Order Court of Appeals filed Nov. 7; 2017.........ccccc.i 3 *
District 1 Court Orders entered June'23, 2016 ........ NS
District 1 Court Orders entered October 28, 2016 ....... 5+
District 1 Amended Order entered October 29,2016.. 5 -
Transcript of May 19, 2016 hearing ........cccccceveeeeneannes 5
Transcript of Sept. 9, 2016 hearing ...............cooo. 5
Notices of Appeal filed  October 4, 2016................... 5

Amended Notices of Appeal, November 1, 2017.......5
Petitioner's Motion to Dismiss dated

September3.2013 ............. e, e eeee——— 5*
Petitoner's Sept, 2013 Motion to Stcy Proceedings
(Until child status affidavit corrected).......io. b, 5*

Order Dismissing Petitioner's Appeal, May 22, 2014 .... 5
Order Denying Pefitioner's Motion to Intervene. - :
March 12, 2015 . e

Amendment: 4; Profechon from Unreosonoble
Searches AN SEIZUIES ... vien e e . 6

Amendment 14: Rights-of Citizenship - Due Process .6
UCCJEA Section 205. NOTICE; OPPORTUNITY TO BE

* Copies also attached to Appendix



Chapter 1A - Rules of Civil Procedure. Rule 12 ¢)........ 8
- North Carolina General Statutes effective in Aug,

50A205 (o) 50A 209(0) ............................................ 9
Juvenile Code NCGS 7B......oiniiiiiiiiiiiiicvneeeceieeenens 1]
7B-101 (3). (8). (9)... tereerernennee cerreeesireeenee 11
7B-101 (15) (180) (18 b) (19 o) ............................... 12
7B-303 . e trreeeieenaeenseesaesssaessnenensasses | O
7B-401.1 (odded 10/01/13 ....................................... 16
7B-405; 7B-406... VTSNP £ -
7B-503; 7B-506... .. 20
Cornell Law Legol Informo’non InsTn‘u’re on Subjec’r
Matter Jurisdiction.. ceereeeraeernenes 21
Petitioner’s Affldovn regordmg Shpulchon -
fraud/duress... vrreennenn 2]
§ 7B-900.1. Pos’r Odjudlco’non venue. Effechve in
SeptemMbBEr, 2013 .aereieiiiriereeiecereeteeereereesesesessssenees 22
TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Cases

Bode v Minnesota Dept of Nat'l Resources, App., -
C1-98-2200, (1999 ettt eeteeeeeereeeeesssessvesesnsvsesssnnssesnses 1T

“Brown vKeuren 172 N.E. T (Hl, 1930) ..., 56,8

The petition required to put the court in motion and give

It jurisdiction must be in conformity with the statute granting the
right and must show all the facts necessary to authorize it to act, —
I. e., it must contain all the statements which the statute says the
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CITATIONS TO SCHOLARLY RESEARCH

e Cornell Law Legal Information Institute
A court must have jurisdiction to enter a valid, enforceable
judgment on a claim. Where jurisdiction is lacking, litigants, through
various procedural mechanisms, may retroactively challenge
the validity of a judgment. ‘

https://www.law.comell.edu/wex/subject matter jurisdiction

e Johns, Margaret Z., Reconsidering Absolute Proseéutoriol Immunity,
2005 BYU L. Rev. 53 (2005). Available at:

https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/lawreview/vol2005/iss2

Absolute immunity frustrates the purpose of civil rights legislation by
failing to deter frequent and egregious misconduct. It also hinders
the development of constitutional standards and the
implementation of structural solutions for systemic problems.
Prosecutorial liability—with the safeguard of qudlified immunity to
prevent vexatious litigation—is necessary to ensure the integrity of
the criminal justice system

httos://www2.ncdhhs.gov/info/olm/manuals/dss/csm-60/man/CS1407.pdf

NC DHHS Manuals: B.Practice Guidance Decisions About intervention
and Removal, Reunification and Best Interests of the Child [hereinafter
NC DHHS Manual 1]

http://info.dhhs.state.nc.us/olm/manuals/dss/csm10/man/CSs1201c4-
03.htm#P177 18117

* DePasquale, Sara, “it's Complicaied: Venue vs Jurisdiction in A/N/D
and TPR Actions,» University of North Carolina School of Government,
On the Civil Side blog , Feb. 22, 2017
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The General Assembly has the power to “fix and circumscribe the
jurisdiction of the courls,” which can require cerlain procedures. In
re T.R.P., 360 N.C. 588, 590 (2006). A/N/D and TPR cases are
statutory in-nature and set forth specific requirements that must be
. followed. Id. In an A/N/D or.TPR action, the first place to look:is
the Juvenile Code (GS Chapter 7B) because it establishes both
the procedures and substantive law for these types of juvenile
proceedings. See GS 7B-100; - 1100 .[emphosis addedl........ciinne 6.7

https://civil.sog.unc. edullts comphcated—venue—vs 1unsdlct10n-1n-and- d-tpr-actions/

. Tldmorsh, Jay, Resolvmg Cases on the Merits” (2010). Scholarly Works

Paper 775.‘ h’r’rp://scnolorship.low.nd.edu/low_focuIfy_scholorship/775

Even if one agrees with Notre Dame Law }School Jay Tidmarsh's
suggesﬁon -thof Pound's rule to “oecide» each case on its own merits”
opproooh might be repioc’:ed wh‘n 'rhe principle of "foif outcome,” he
seems to suppor’v’r,olong with Pound, ’rhe need nonetheless ’fo preserve
’rhose.p‘roce'vdu'res that “secure to all parﬁes a fair opportunity .fo meet the
case against them and a full opporﬁmity to present their own case.” -

Susan Vaughan

. Universifyrof North Carolina School of GOvernmen’r, Abuse, vNeglec’r;
Dependency and Termmahon of Parental Ragh’{s Proceedlngs in North

Carolina, Chop’rer 3, Junsdlchon and Venue June, 2015
) Y
Orders enfered by a courf that does not. hove subject matter _
jurisdiction are void................. Therefore, an early inquiry in every
- case should be whether the court has the requisite ]unsdlchon fo
proceed in the matter. ‘
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In abuse, neglect, dependency, and termination of parental rights
cases: Subject matter jurisdiction generally depends on he proper
initiation of proceedings, including the filing of a proper leading,
and compliance with the Uniform Child-custody jurisdiction and

- Enforcement Act (UCCJEA] [emphasis added]..................... 5,6,7

Proper petitioner (standing). The court does not have subject
matter jurisdiction if the petition {or TPR motion) is filed by someone
who does nof have standing.............cccccciinginiininninnnnnncncnnn b

Uniform Child-Custody Jurisdiction and Enforcement Act.

Abuse, neglect, dependency, and termination of parental rights
proceedings are child-custody actions for purposes of the Uniform
Child-Custody Jurisdiction and Enforcement Act (UCCJEA)
contained in G.S. Chapter 50A. Thus, the court should make
findings to support a conclusion in every case that it has subject
matter jurisdiction under the Act. For a detailed discussion of the
UCCUEA, see infra § 3.3.

Affidavit as to child’s status. Failure fo attach the affidavit as to the
child’s status required by G.S. 50A-209 to an abuse, neglect,
dependency, or TPR petition {or motion) does not, by itself,

deprive the court of subject matter jurisdiction where the court
can get necessary information from the record or direct that the
information be provided within a reasonable time and there is no
prejudice. See Inre D.S.A., 181 N.C. App. 715 (2007) (neglect
petition); Inre J.D.S., 170 N.C. App. 244 (2005] (TPR petition).
[emphasis added] tererenererenenenenenenerrennnreaeerrreessnrenensneeAZD ¥

* See copy of Plaintiff's Motion to Stay with Appendix



« Van Brunt, Alexa, Prosecutors shouldn't have immunity
from their unethical — or unlawful — acts, The Guardian.Law Opinion, Feb,

2015. https://www.theguardian. com/commentlsfree/ZOI5/feb/05/prosecutors immunity-
unethlcal-unlawﬁll-acts /

. Yogodo v Chrld Profechve Servrces . ' '
Outlines in detail conflicting opinions among distiict courts of appeals
regarding social worker quasi-prosecutorial immunity. pp 13-17

CITATIONS OF THE CASE
See Appendix pp. 1-6 and attached wr’rh Appendix for oppeols court
rulrngs and Record pp 230- 320 330-361 for prevrous orders '

The NC COA bosrcolly drsmrssed Pefmoner S Appeol bosed on the

- fact that the child, by 'rhe fime it was heard, had been odopfed but also
~after fhe Mdy 19 hearing; when Pe’rr’ﬂoner con’res’red the volrdrfy of the
Termination of Parental Rights Order and the Order pldcing Sfdy on her
Complorn‘r for Cusfody - but before Petitioner’s hme ’ro Appeol these
matters had exprred COA also cldrmed Petitioner fdried to file a timely
notice of Appeo! of the dismissal of her Complaint for Cus'rody whrch her
No’nces as written, crnd wr’rh the extended hme 1o dppedl unhl of’rer the re-
hecrrlngs seem to con’rrddrcf grveh that IfWOS not lawful ro dlsmlss the
Complornr unhl after her Appeol on ’rhe Stay and the chdllenge to rhe
validity of the order was hedrd on appeal,

Mo;’rglgjgunohng are ’rhe Tronscrrp’rs of May 19 2016, p 58 and Sept 9 2016
PP 3o-

Excerpi Sepf 9,.2016 p 38 durlng Pehhoner heanng fo amend the faulty
fi ndrngs of fact:



MS VAUGHAN:

Cornell school -- university law school - It says, questioning the

evidentiary support:
“A party may later question the sufficiency of the evidence
supporting the finding, whether or not the parties requested
findings, objected to them, moved to amend them or moved
for partial finding."

So | believe | -- that's exactly what | was doing, and | was

providing --

THE COURT: And we understand. | understand what you're doing.

THE COURT: I've made -- | have amended one finding. | denied
your request as to anything else there, and so the rest of this, that's
what the Court of Appeals is for if you are arguing that my findings
are not consistent with my orders and things of that nature.

MS. S. VAUGHAN: So you are finding that there were -- there was
not one law violated, not one statute violated? Is that what you're
saying?

THE COURT: 1 am not finding that there were any statutes violated.

MS. S. VAUGHAN: Well, that's what the order says no - no laws
were violated.

THE COURT: | am leaving everything in place in my order except for
the finding of fact as it pertains to the two hearings.

Transcript May 19, 2016 Hearing, excerpt p 14

In the following excerpt, Judge Davis is speaking , referring to

~ Plaintiff's challenge of the neglect case's legitimacy as “irelevant.” This is

a challenge that Plaintiff initiated BEFORE the secretive adoption

proceeding was held. Davis is assuming that a limited opportunity to be

heard nearly two months after the child was removed - by her order - is

equivalent to a meaningful time and in a meaningful way.
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The Court:

There is nothing for you to call me as a witness for. You've
pointed out your concerns about me, and that You think | was
unfair to you in a non-secure custody hearing. which ultimately
went on to further steps, and you were, apparently, granted-the
ability to participate in those hearingsin Currituck with Judge Reid,
and it has somehow gotten onto the point now. where adoption is
an issue, and | don't know all that went on in those other hearings,
. but 1 do know that you had an opportunity to be heard:and
participate. And we're well past that, so even if you disagree with
my ruling in placing the child in non-secure custody, ultimately you
had an opportunity o be heard. We are on to a completely nother
phase now. That non-secure custody order is irrelevant to what
we're dealing with at this point in time. ’

EXcerpi Transcript May 19, 2016 pp 16-17

MS. VAUGHAN: ...the due process says that | need “to be heard
at a meaningful time, and after you -- this -- after this juggernaut,
and it is a juggernaut, got set into’motion my.ability to stop that
process was almost, and. it is as you've seen, impossible.

.... the US Department of Health and Human Servicés written by
a former judge of Mecklenburg County says that that first hearing is
the most important hearing there is, and everybody should be
heard, everybody who has an interest in that case. And the
judicial code of conduct clearly says, Canon 3, that anybody
who has an interest in a case should be heard and should be
allowed by the judge to be heard, and | was not allowed
throughout. Your first ex parte hearing, the first -

Xii



THE COURT: Okay, let me --

'MS. VAUGHAN: - four hearings of Dare County. -

THE COURT: -- clarify one thing. And I'm no’r going to getinto,
orgumen’fs wnh you.

MS. VAUGHAN: Fine.

THE COURT: But the.ex parte hearing is called an ex parte hearing
- because you have that hearing without the other side having an

ability to be ever heard whomever that other side may be. ltisa
phone call often in the middle of the night to a judge saying, ‘We
have this circumstance; we are asking to take non-secure custody.
The judge makeés the best determination that they'can based on

. those facts, then you are actually scheduled to come in court

-~ where everything is placed on the record, the parties who are
involved have an opportunity to appear. '

MS. VAUGHAN: But | didn't. And, by the way, that was 4:00 p.m. in
the afternoon. The courthouse was open and the law-clearly says
she had no right to go to the magistrate and call you from the
magistrate’s office o’r that hme of day. It was ’ro’rol violation of ’rhe
law.

THE COURT All nghf I hcve made my rulmg

THE COURT I am not dlsquollfymg myself

STATEMENT OF jURISDICTION

The North Carolina Supreme Court's Dehfdl of Petitioner's Request

for Discreﬁdnory Review dnd Dismisédl of her Notice of,Apbe'ol, she
received via email on March 8, 2018, is dated March 7; 201 8, according to
the Order attached to the March 12 email to Plaintiff from the Court of

Appeals‘ The nofice Plaintiff received, dated March 7, states that the NC
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Supreme Court Denial and Dismissal were decided pn March 1, 2018 [App
pp 1-3 and copies attached at the end of the. Appenglu@ The Dismissal of -
the COA Appeol is dated November 7, 201 7 [App pp 3 5 ond copies
attached at end of Appendax] ?p LH- aq .

_IhIS court's jurisdiction-arises. pursuant to 28 U.S.C 1257.28 U.S.C. §

2403(b) may opply the notifications réquired by Rule 29.4(b) or (c) have

been made.

CONSTITUTIONALiPROVISIONS, STATUTES REGULATIONS

Federal Laws (4 & 14 Cited in Appendix)

Amendmen’r 1:
It allows an individual to express themselves fhrough pubhcahon
and dissemination: It is part of the constitutional protection of -
freedom of expression. It does not afford members of the media
any special rights or privileges not afforded to citizens in general.

Amendment 4: Protechon from Unreosoncble Seorches and Selzures

Amendmen’r8 Prohlbmng ‘Cruel, Unusual Punlshmem
Amendment 14: Rights of Ciﬁiénship - Due Process
 UCCJEA 205 (Q) weovvrrecenieieica cnieidX, 5,6

UCCJEA 209 (a] ......... SRR et X 6

STATE STATUTES {most are cited in Appendix) -

NC GS-50A-205 (a); NC GS 50A-209...................ix, 5, 6

Xiv



NC GS: 7B-
100

101 (8), (9), (15), (18) (18 @ &b},{19), (19Q)... veorreomrerrennn. 489,20
302 (€, (D), (A1) erererrrerrrerenemeeeeseeseeeees st s 14

320 8 0 8 4 e e et e 0a00080000000000000000000000000004000000800000000 0000000000800 R0s000RsES ];

400 oo nsssennneenssnnD, 11,13
401.1 () (€) (Q) (N)errerverreeeerenereieieeeenes cveeeeeeenieverennen 19
402 <407 cccvoeeeeeeee e v e viii , 6

B0 e 25,615

503 ovsersssssresssssisisissssiisions b2 s sisesiseenas 5,7
506 (b) et aane L [ 8,11, 15
900.1 effeéﬁve before Oct 1., 2013 e e 511,13
7B-900.1. [effectlive Sept. 2013] Post adjudication venve. ............ 10

(a) At any time after adjudication, the court on its own motion or
motion of any party may transfer venue to a different county,
regardless of whether the action could have been commenced
in that county, if the court finds that the forum is inconvenient,
that transfer of the action to the other county is in the best
interest of the juvenile, and that the rights of the parties are not
prejudiced by the change of venuve [emphasis supplied].

XV



901 (c)
906.2 (4)
‘Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 12 (h) 3..................... eeereeee e 10, 20

NC State Constitution, Article 1, Secs. 5, 14, 18,19, 21,25,27,37 c) .

NC Rules of Appellate Procedure ......... e, 14, 20
Rule 3.1 (c) |
Rule 25 (q)
STATEMENT OF THE CASE

COMES NOW Petitioner, Susan Wells Vaughan, a citizen of the
United States of America, in proper person ond'dppeoring as her own
counsel, who petitions this Honorable Court for a Writ of Certiorari,
directed to éither of the Appeals Couﬁs of the Sfoie of North Carolina - or
else that this ‘C‘OL‘JFT review these matters and rule accordingly.

P‘etiﬁonerv requests review, on ifs merits, her substantial

.documenfa’rion of Constitutional violations committed _"ogo_ihsf Petitioner
by goverhrhenf ogenfs résiding and operating in Ddré, Currituck and.
Poqu;fdnk Cbunﬁes, NOr’rh‘C.cl:trolino.

I qddiﬁgh‘ to alleging 'rhcvn"r'r.éspc‘)ndems and 1Heir agencies

| comrﬁiﬁ‘ed crimes of spoilation ahd‘fdbiﬁcﬁo’rion of evidéhcé;‘dlo'ng with
serious violations inclu.ding:viddﬁng 'P'efiﬁohér"s right fo due process v'ond.a
fair ’rriol,"Pe'ﬁ’rioﬁer asserts that agents, qgendés on’d”bistricf 1 failed to

1



establish agency jurisdiction and subject matter jurisdiction {(herein after
SMJ), and therefore they lacked standing or power to prosecute. or rule on
the custody or adoption of Pefitioner'; grandson. Certainly none of these
law-breakers had any standing to determine whether or not Petitioner wds
fit to care for and retain custody of her grandson, just because she |
exerciséd her First Amendm_em‘ right to disagree with a DSS agent about
the diagnosis and treatment of her adult daughter.

On August 14, 2014, Judge Amber Davis and a Dare County social
worker, Shannon Foliz, conducted an unlawful ex parte telephonic
hedring at the magistrate’s office that resulted in the removal .of a-
perfectly healthy and unharmed three -month-old grandson, Petitioner's
only grandchfld,. EJV, from her custody, care and home he’d lived in since
his birth.

At a hearing in the same coun’ry‘ on May 16, 2016, in conjunction
with her Comploint for Custody, Petitioner was given her first, df whof was
presented as an “opportunity” to challenge the legitimacy of an order
that put a stay on her Complaint and the validity of all the other orders
orisihg out of the child neglect case that had been initiated in 2013. It was
a stated challenge to the court’s subject matter jurisd_icﬁo_n (SMJ) over
that case. The judge who presided over the May, 2006 hearing was

2



Judge Amber Davis, after refusing fo recuse herself following Petitioner’s
Moﬁonoski-ng thdt she do so.
[Record pp-2-10].-

In its decisioh on Ponderv. D‘dvis, the Noﬁh Corolino‘.S'Ubreme».CoUrt '
ciTed-previoUs-c_qses in .s’roﬁng that: “A fair jury in.-j\u’ry cases and an
irﬁparﬁel judge in ‘ou cases are prime requisites of due p(oeeés.”

.Judge Davis’s stated cone]usio‘n,- made ef’rer admittedly .only -
‘_‘skfmkﬁing;’ﬂ' the Mofrien and ‘qliowing.; Petitioner to re'cou.n\’r:’mofs’r of the
substantial evidence presented in that motion, ruled that no laws or due
proeess hod been,;v.ioloted during the child neglect.case’s initiation or’i"rs
sUb;sequ'em‘ provc_:.e_eding;s [Ti;ens‘cri‘p’r Sept 9, 2016 p 38, p xi 'hereinj; whieh is
a grdsé misrepresentation of the tru’r‘h and The facts presented.. Opposing
por’rieﬁ provided .:no evidence to rebut the indisputable proof of violations -
committed, whiChPeﬂﬁoner pfovided, in detail o the court, bofh o’rv the
Mc‘;y 19, 2016 heoring‘-andfhe Sept. 9, 2016 rehearing [Record. 37-74, 204-
2211,

Davis' exbldnoﬁon for her decisien included her con'fen;’rioh thatno -
violdtions of due ,p.rocess or laws h‘csd occurred, that all of that was in the:
posi anyway, and now the case was at the adoption phase [Transcript
May p 14, dl'so'cited_ herein p xii]. That said fe Petitioner, that all the”
egregious state and federal laws that were brokeﬁ by government

3



agents, in the process of removing EJV and keeping him in government-
custody, -all the false and serious accusations leveled against her and all
the dirty tricks played on Petitioner -did not matter - nor did the
deprivation of Petitioner’s right to f/cmiliol association or the mother’s right
to her own son.

The violations did not end there. Before Petitioner’s time expired for
appeal, which was the first opportunity she’'d been given for appeadl,
Currituck County DSS, who then had custody of EJV (troﬁsfer of custody
explained herein below] adopted him to foster parents in violations of
Petitioner's right to reunification with EJV and the mother's parental rights,
which she had not relinquished, including her right to choose who should
have custody of her child [see Troxel v Granville]. She had chosen
Petitioner.

Judge Davis’ blanke’r denial of the many violations committed by
government agents in the alleged child neglect case and her denial of
her own role in its illegitimate iniﬁoﬁon was not a surprise, but the adoption,
while the case was awaiting Court of Appeals (COA) scrutiny, was.

As it turned out, thé North Cdroiino COA used the adoption decree
as its justification for refusing to address the violations that invalidates the
adoption, stating instead in its decision that the adoption made any other
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issues Afor which Pe.ﬁ’rion}er sbughf correction and ,remédy ] on’r. '
Petitioner filed a timely .Noﬁce of Appeal of the November7, 2017
COA decision with the North Carolina (NC) Supreme Cou‘rt cléng witha
Petition for Discrefionary Review. Th’e D’enAiol éf. her Péﬁﬁoh for _
Discré_tiono& Review was entered on March 7 2018, along with the
Dismfsscl of the Notice of Appeal, with the only explanation, “ex moru
moto."™ | o |
The mother’s Choo_ging of Petitioner brin’gs us to tfhe enﬁfé reason
Petitioner énded up in the next éouhfy, Currituck, as respondent in a cﬁild |
neglecf}cose, dccused éf a frurhpéd-ub charge of “seﬁdus neglect.” DSS
needed o bypdssvo statutory re.quirevmen‘t of 7.8-503, that théy plcée ‘the
~child with a willing ;‘opproprio’re'" relative. To fulfill their plan, which w_os\
always to o.dopf, they had to sh'ow thcf.Peﬁﬁoner was “ino.p.probrio’re;"
Iniﬁol_ly when Foltz took her petition o the mogis’rro’re'sbo.fﬁce around
4 pm on a weekday, August 14, 2013 (whén the COt'JﬁhFO'USG was open)
[Record 75—82; App p 14], she didn't have an émergency si’rudﬁon, nor did
she allege any immediavte need for a magistrate or ex pqﬂe hearing
[Record 81-82]. Shel didn't even. discbse the required information abouf

who had physical éusfody 'ovf the chfld ( see UCCJEA 209 and 50-209



App pp 7, 9]. one of two persons who had a right to opportunity to be
heard before Foltz .hod any right, assuming she had agency jurisdiction, to
seek any child removal order. |

There is no record of what Went on in that magistrate’s office, and
Davis refused to allow Peﬁﬁoner to call her fo witness to what she was told
and how [Transcript May p 14], but allegedly Foliz called Judge Davis,
read her the petition allegations, fabrications and omissions, and Judge
Davis authorized the attending mogis’rrdfe, Clark, to sign a “nonsecure
custody order” [Record p 81] authorizing the removal of EJV from his
home. At least six laws, state and federal, required to properly establish
subject matter jurisdiction were broken before EJV was ripped out of
Petitioner's arms. Petitioner, who never harmed or neglected EJV or
anyone else, wés never adllowed to see him again. Sections 7B-402-407
were completely ignored.

The laws initially broken, cited in full in the Appendix are UCCJEA
205 {a) —requiring notice and oppor’runi’ry to be heard to one having
physical custody of a child before a custody determination is made);
UCCJEA 209 and NC GS 50A-209 {a)—requiring information about anyone
claiming custody of the child and who the child has lived within the last 5
years), 7B-404 — restricting a magistrates role in a removal petition only to
drawing and verifying a petition only when the courthouse is closed AND
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there fS-‘an eme:;gency: 7B-503 — reqvuiring certain condi’riohs be met
(elaborated upon by the NC DHHS manual [Record pp 220- 22]] before a
child can be Iowfully removed from his home.

Foltz' petition amounted fo an improper.pleoding; also violating
Constitutional- Amendments 4 and 14 involving unlawful seizure and due
process violations. Alse in the initiation of the Dare Copnty case and the
one in Currituck, with which Dare was consolidc’red, DSS agents
committed against Petitioner, personally, crimes of fraud and perjury and
fabrication and spoilation of evidence. Based on FBI's Webpog_e .on-“Civil-
Rights” these cri;_m.es violate a i‘perso-n‘s»righi to due process” cmdz "rhose"}
involying unreasonable seizure...deprivation of preper'ry cndjprohibi’rion, of

cruel and unusual punishment.

Fabricating evidence against or falsely arresting an individual also
violates the color of law stdtute, taking away the person’s rights of
due process and unreosonable seizure. In the case of deprivation of
property, the color of law sfafufe would be violated by unlawfully
obtaining or ma:m‘cunmg a person'’s properfy which oversteps

or misapphes the ofﬂc:al S aufhom‘y

The Fourteenfh Amendment secures the right o due process; the
'Eighth Amendment prohibits the use of cruel and unusual
punishment....The person accused of a crime must be allowed the
opportunity to have a trial and should not be subjected to
punishment without having been afforded the opportunity of the
legal process. :



District 1 of N.C. never established ju'risdi‘cﬂon over the child neglect case
that ended with EJV being allegedly adopted to foster parents.

After attending the first and second “non-secure custody”
heorings' (where she was prohibited from exercising her rights under
7B-506 (b), Petitioner finally discovéred some of the violations that had
occurred in the removal and hearing process, which wasn't easy
because she was never served a Copy of the petition which contained
allegaﬁons against her [App pp 20-21]. In the first week of September,
2013, Petitioner then filed a Motion to Stay the Proceedings until the
Affidavit as to Status of Minor Child was corrected. It and Foltz had
omitted Petitioner's name completely and her status as caretaker and
custodian according to 7B definitions in effect at the time [Record 75, App
9-11 and attached copy at the end of App]. Pefiﬁéner also filed a Motion
to Dismiss, based on the fact that DSS had no grounds to remove a child --
there were not any allegations, not even the false ones, that meet the
iegol‘deﬁniﬁon of abuse, neglect or dependency.” [ App 5, 11-12 and

copy at end of Appendix].



It soon became cléor to Peﬁﬁ'oner,who was accused, but not
made_‘d party or ‘re'spo.nde‘m‘ fo the que,.D,SS‘ case, was b‘eing denigko_’red |
so that DSS cled c!dim there was no “‘qpp.roipriote” willing relative with
~ which fo place ffhe childf In The‘e Court's fofm ,order on t.h_e sgqcnd post-
derivqﬁq_nq'l_‘heqring hel.d in Dare County, !’f was nb’red on the form vth'o’r__f _
’rh_? ‘follegdﬁon_s on 1h;e_fpefition" (which Petiﬁqhér had been given no
opportunity to rebut), were ih.e reason fgr not plqcir_ng EJV with H_er. Ihq’r
same Qrde( also §1gfed it would “not qureSS ploc_emeh’r until a |
psychologi’cal,is C_bnducfed_" [_Record.p'pv87]. DSS cof’n'ple_’rdy_ ignored.its
obligation regordfng reunificqtipn wi’rﬁ fhe one from who the_;:_hild was
taken -- maybe because FO:H,Z didn’t disclose that if‘Wos, in fact, ‘Pe"ri’rion_e_r' _

from whom sh‘e\v had 'token‘“him [Appp 12 7B.-]’Ol 18v,(b.)],;; .

- The NC Department of Health and Human Services Mon'uﬁol says this

about Re_unificoﬁon:

| } http://info.dhhs.s't'ate.nc.us/Ohn/manuals/dss_/csm-I‘O/man/cs51201c6-06.'ht'm

Child Placement Services

1. Reunification “Reunification means that the biological/adoptive
parent(s) or caretaker from whom the child was taken regains
custody of the child. In most cases reunification is the primary

permanent resolution sought....» [emphasis added]. .



Based on Rule 12 (h) 3 [App p 8], once Petitioner’s filings exposed
the violations that amounted to fack of subjec’r matter jurisdiction, the
court at that point had an obligation to dismiss the case.

There had already occurred considerable prejudice against
petitioner, EJY\‘/ dnd his mother, who'd been hospitalized and drugged
against her will by DSS and denied her right to keep an appointment with
a brain injury specialist— also held hostage and prevented from attending
the Dare County hearings regarding her son, who she chose fo be in
Petitioner's care and custody (a choice to which Foliz later testified and
confirmed [’resﬁmbny recorded at Sept, 23, 2013 hearing in Currituck
County). The mother had also notarized a Health Care Power of Attorney
to Petitioner, which DSS later coerced her into revoking.

But the Court did not choose wisely or justly. Ignoring the evidence
- that it lacked jurisdiction on 9/12/13, or at the very least it's obligation to
stay proceedings uniil the Affidavit was corrected, [see 50A 209 (a) 3 (b)
App p 10] the Court instead unlawfully granted DSS motion to move the
case to the next County, Currituck in violation of § 7B-900. 1 effective in
September, 2013.

The UNC School of Low explains that failure to attach a correct
Affiildavit as to Status of Minor Child does not necessarily amount to lack of
SMJ, however in fhe cases where NC Appeals courts ruled that it didn’t,
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the omiﬁ-ed infgrmo:’rion wosp‘rovide.d- elsewhere in the petition, and no
brejudice resuh‘éd. HoWever in ;Detitioner’s.éose, the omissionwas
obviously-intentional and extremely prejudicial and was found no whe‘re
'else within the Petition Foltz filed. Most important, DSS never corrected it,
even when Petitioner gave her the opportunity [App p 5].1 |
Petitioner, who had been removed from the courtroom during that
third post-derivational hearing in Dare County for attempting to assert her
right to be heard pursuont' to 7B-506 (b}, after her filed Motions were-
ignbr‘ed,,wos called back into the courtroom, after othér broceeding‘s
finalized, and Informed that the case would be moved (a decision on
whiéh she was not consQI’red) and her motions would be heard at the
new venue on 9/23/1 3'7 DSS Motion requesﬁng change of veﬁue clearly
states that the change was not allowed by law at that fime [Record p 9_1?'].
Aﬂerwdrd, i‘n_ its orders, the court repeatedly coﬁfused venue yvi'rh
jurisdiction [Harris, Pulley].
Hoving prepdred fo address the unféunded‘qnd‘ irrele‘vdﬁt
o:l!‘égafions s’ra’re’d against her in Foliz' pleadings, Petitioner learned of the

neW. Currituck petition comoining the: trumped-up charge against her of -

1.See UNC SOG's ndtes regcrdin'g Inre D.S.A., 181 N.C. App. 715 (2007) (neglect
petition); In re J.D.S., 170 N.C. App. 244 (2005)
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“serious neglect,” only when a copy was handed to her as she walked
into the Currituck Courfroom on 9/23/13. ' ,

Not allowed to requesf a continuance - or even speak until spoken
to, as Judge Reid ordered, - while other parties interrupted and interjected
without reprimand, Petitioner was finally allowed to a very restricted and
time-limited "opportunity” to finally cross-examine her accusers and testify
to the falsity of the aliegations against her [ Record 163]. However her
own wﬁnesses, who had come to Dare County court on 9/12/13, and
were also denied opportunity to testify, were not able to make the trip to
the next county. Notably, any rﬁme in the fQ’rure when witnesses came to
testify, they were required to be on time at 9:30 a.m. but not allowed to
testify until nearly 5 pm.

Furthermore, the delivery to the Court of Petitioner's lawfully
subpoenaed pediatrician records, proving EJV had been well-éared for,
hedlfhy and unharmed while in Petitioner's custody and care, had been
blocked by Dare County Sheriff Doug Doughtie, who later admitted to
Petitioner that he did so because Petitioner didn't “pay me" to serve ’rhosé
subboenos, he said, which is a demand Rule 45 does not require, unless
the sheriff did in fact serve ’fhém, and that was not required, so long as
another appropriate person was chosen to serve them - and one did so
according to law.
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- That frrst hearing in Curnituck Coun’ry exemplrfred somewhdr how
the rest of the proceedmgs wenr only the rest-was worse. |

To summarize, that first opportunity f.o speak at a hearing, which in
no woy'represenred a ‘medni.ngful ﬁrne OI"O medningful way, dnd~~which
. allowed Permoner to provrde only some. of: her ’restlmony and a resfnc’red
opportunity to chdHenge The false clcums dgdrns’r her -was fan“y shﬂed
altogether by rhe dppoin‘rmen’r to Petitioner of whdf was supposed fo be
counsel, but which turned out to be ineffecﬁve. hpsﬁle dnd abusive.

This hostlle meffec’nve publrc “defender" refused to flle any mohon
on Pe'ﬂ’ﬂoner S beholf refused to chdllenge the drsmlssol of all her mohons,
the unldwful change of venue or even Cumtuck DSS Director's egregrous
vroldhon of 7B 320 df’rer she “identified” Pe’ﬂ’rloner asa “Responsrble
Individual,” occusrng her of serious neglect dfrer fdbﬂthng evrdence of
“failure to prowde remedrdl-coref’ to a child whd 'd never been rll, or .
‘harmed. | (

_ Sdid “putv)_licdeﬁ.fer‘rder” Meader -Horriss then misled pldin’riff about
, the con’ren’rs pf and 'her ability o appeal d stipuldﬁon order he coerced -
her rnro srgnrng whrle she-was sick with a fever and under a doc’ror s care
[ see Record p l 14 1 16 dnd an Affrddvrt regarding S’rrpuld’rlon frled wr’rh
NC Supreme Cour’r] Once Hdmss dccompirshed what other pdrhes

de5|red he colluded wn‘h opposing pdr’nes to hdve Pe’n’ﬂoner unldwfully
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removed as a party to the case, shutting her up fof good. [Record 117-
120].

Petitioner was soon after sanctioned for ﬁlling a motion requesting to
intervene in thelcase in which she remained The accused respondent
[Record 467-472] .. Petitioner had complied with DDS demand and paid for
a legitimate and gold standard psychological evaluation, Something DSS
required (without legal justification) along with a home study and
interrogation, DSS required if Peﬁﬁoher wanted Té be considered for -
placement of EJV, ignoring of course the law that demanded DSS reunite
him with Petitioner - or at least make efforts toward that end. When
Petitioner's psychological evaluation proved favorable, but DSS report
denied its validity, Petitioner sought the right to present her evidence to
the court and rebut DSS Uhfounded allegations. For that, she was
sanctioned and forbidden from filing any other pleadings in conjunction
with that case. She remained the respondent to the case, notf allowed to
respond - to anything.

Before that. her Appeal to the COA was dismissed by the trial court -
that lacked authority to mdke that decision (App p 8. Record 4’42—444].

Above herein is cobiéd the verbal decision Judge Davis gave
[Transcript Mcy-p 14 ] for denying Peﬁﬁoner’s request that the stay on her
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| Complaint for Cus’rody and all other orders in the neglect cases be

deemed void as well.

Davis, in -f‘acf,; set the s’fage at the .beginning and in May 19, 2016 for
EJV to be adopted. Petitioner's lately :oppo_i-h’red cppns’ei pppointed offef
the ifoun‘h post—deriv.cﬁopcl hearing), .rp.odé a statement Tp‘ Petitioner
supporting Petitioner’s assertion now tfo this SUpreme, Courfethpt Judge
Davis’ plan from the beginning was to facilitate the ddopfioh' of what he -
referréd fo as “a very adoptable child.”

- 'Abové_'ond‘jin the -r’ecord is one s‘rofemen’r Davis made to Petitioner
in CQurt on Moy‘]‘9, 2016 ‘[Repprd. fronscripf p 14] as her reason for
denying her motions. She also refused to recuse hérﬁelf frpm heori_ng this
moﬁoh Cloiming n;o‘ dué p;ocess violations had occprred in‘past actions
and completely mlss’rahng the Iow regarding 7B-506 b whlle |
ocknowledgmg ’rhc’r she regularly engoged in ex porfe chsld removals via
magistrate phone calls, who’r DSS oﬁorney referred to as local practice.
[Transcnpf May pp 16, Transcnpt Sept, p 35]. ..

| Poges 48 58 of the Moy 19 2016 Transcnp’r whlch is porf of
Pe’nhoner s Record on Appeal covers most of the evadence Pe’m‘loner
prowded District Court regarding the wolo’nons that amount to a voided
child neglect pdse and voided grounds for adoption, olbong‘w‘i’fh J.udge

-
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Davis’ response as follows:-

THE COURT: All right. Well, as to moftion to vacate the stay on the
custody compilaint to recognize all non-secure custody orders as

. null and void and for compensation due --and for compensation -
due to lack of jurisdiction in due process, the Court is going to deny
that motion. Those are purely iegal motions. You presented a lot of
testimony, but as far as the legal aspect, I'm obhgafed fo apply the
law in this case.and | would deny your motions.

'MS. VAUGHAN: May | ask what law you -- you said you
had to abide by the law?

THE COURT: | find that the court had jurisdiction, 1 find that there
was not a due process violation. And as to the custody complaint, |
find that that was stayed by Judge Reid on March 5th. Her order
was signed and it was-clocked in on March 12th, 2015. She was the
one-who had the authority and discretion to stay that, it was an
appropriate stay, so | would deny those motions.

J'ngé Davis her/er.’rold -Peﬁﬁener w‘hich.ldw it Wos she dpp‘lied in
making her decusron but opporen’rly it was not Rule 12 (h) or dny listed in
Pe'ﬂ’uoner 3 mohons, dppedls dnd herein.
| The orders issuing from 'rhose hednngs the Mdy, 2016 hecrnng and
the Sept rehednng blanketly deny that ony laws were vroicn‘ed They O|SO |
.,_repeo’r the fobncohons recorded in pos’r orders that Pe’m‘roner never hod a
chdnce to chcllenge The Sep’r 20] 6 order also issued sclnc'uons dgdrnlst
Pe"n’:loner for, one last time, oﬁemp’nng ’ro seek redress and jushce in
Dis’rric’r 1 ‘for ’rhe fdlsifiedﬁon of evidence and other misconduct
repeo’redly eO‘mrhiffed against her [Recd_rd 207-250, 306-320].
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There remdin far foo.mcny more legal and ethical violoﬁbns :
committed by govefnrﬁent agents to address in this Petition:for Certiorari,
however most committed up until these hearings in 2016 are documented _
in ‘fhe.dey 19 Transcript and Petitioner’s Motions heard in 2016 [Record pp
37-74, 204-221], along with Petitioner’s earIyMoﬁon 1o Dismiss [App P 5]
and in her Petition for Judicfiel Review [App p 13] fdr which she was
denied’ hearing 'dl’roge,fher in violoﬁon of yet Gnothef set of state statutes

[Record 200-203]. and her appeals and petitions to fhe higher state courts
[Record on Appeol, Brief, Affidavits, Notice of Appeal dnd Peﬁﬁon for

Discretionary Review ]

REASONS A WRIT SHOULD ISSUE

The ihformdﬁon from FBl's webpage on “Civil Rights" cited above .on'
pages }7 and 8,.‘shows:’rho’r not only were DSS agentsin Dare and Currituck
Coun’ries guilty of s’rdte and federal due process violations, but they were -
dlso guilty of committing crimes against petitioner by fabricating
'defamo’rory and serivou's neg'lec’r evidence and omitting evidencé in
Peﬁﬁon"e'r’s favor.

These crimes led to unlawful seizure of EJV and his mother and

-
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o’rher.vvery serious consequences for an innocent child and his innocent
family members. |

Petitioner was accused of a crime based on a fabricated allegation
of failure to provide “remedial care” to her grandson who'd never been |
sick while he was with her. That criminal charge could have deprived her
of her liberty, but instead i‘r' was used to deprive her of any opportunity to
“see her only grandchild again. DSS destroyed her daughter and then
prevented Petitioner from helping her care for her son until she could get
the treatment she would have gotten had Dare DSS not prevented it.

Dare and Currituck used every dirty trick in the' book to cover up
their botched and/or planned case of child remoVoI and adoption. Dare
agents even went so far as to force the mofhér into hospital and then
interrogated her while she was heavily drugged, seeking evidence from
oh unreliable witness to use against petitioner. The very thing that
Petitioner did for the mother, out of love, taking over the care of her son
when she was not able to do so adequately herself, prompted DSS to
accuse Petitioner of holding the mother hostage and trying to prevent her
from bonding with her child - what is exactly what DSS did to her and
worse. They force-addicted her to broin—ddmoging drugs, and then set
~ her up for failure, degrading pe’riﬁoner and-blocking her every effort fo
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infervene dnd. help return her daughter to thestréatment plan with a TBI
specialist Petitioner had set up for her, but DSS re,fpsed to oll0wf That v.vos'
the only “crime” that Petitioner committed. She dared "ro challenge DSS,
and DSS retaliated [7B-401.1 (h).re right to intervene].

U.nfon‘unctely for .the victims of 1he.crimes that FBI cites under its -
webpage heading “What We Investigate,” the FBI does no such.thing for
individuails like Peﬁﬁoner and the mdny- other pdrenfs she'’s spoken:to
personally who have suffered very similor-cnd numerous violations at the
hands of government agents having-authority in child A/N/D cases.

- Also unfor’ruhotely for Petitioner and many other victims of
| unnecessarily and unlawfully broken homes, the Uni’red States Sup’re_me
Court has set precedents making it difficult to challenge the voidability of
cases Idckﬁng s'ubj.ec:r matter jurisdiction [Tidfmolr'sh] and prec_edem‘s:
ollowing prosecutors and -quasi-prosecutors "ro enjoy ABSOLUTE imenity
from Idwsui'r arising from their color "of_low‘\./iola'rio'ns [Johns and Van Brunt]. |

| Shcmnon'- Foliz's frdudulém‘ Affidavit ini’riglly prejudiced Pefitionerin: |
o'bs’r'rucﬁng her right to due process when she was dccuse.d and deprived

of her right o be heard prior to a custody de’rerminoﬂo‘n and her right fo
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be heard and presentevid'ehce- during a ﬁlon—secure cus’rody hearing.
The Court’s refusal to accept the legal definition of custodian whic;h
confirms Petitioner’s custodial status, was used as an excuse by DSS and
the Court fo deny her full party rights, including the right to appeal and
remain involved in the proceedings to which she was named respondent.

That same excuse was even used by the state's Office of Indigent
Services fo deny her representation with her Notice of Appeol,'on excuse
DSS also used to dismiss her Appeal. COA initially gave only the excuse of
a technical electronic filing error when it dismissed Petitioner's alternately
filed Certiorari “without prejudice,” and then used The excuse that the
Petiion had been previously dismissed to dismiss her Refiling of that
Cérﬁorari (2014)! The NC Supreme Court dismissed also, explaining
nothing.

Judge Davis uséd the excuse that the challenge to subject matter
jurisdiction was an issue of the past— outright denying that no violations
had occurred—to justify her dismissal of Petiﬁonef’s‘ request for right to
allow h.er Compilaint for Custody to go forward. In doirig so, Davis paved
the way for EJV's adoption to foster .p.clrents.' Then the COA used the
adoption as an excuse to not even address the violations that occurred in
the néglecf case proceedings and all fha’r followed, including the
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fact lhq_l Petitioner had not yet hcnd her issues heard and decided, based
on ’rhelr hlellls hy on. uhblosed lribljhel Whol dif.ferslh this cese from |
Bode is lhcl the couple chollengmg SMJin lhol case did SO 18 yeors of’rer ’
the Judgmenl lhol resul’red in many chonges Bul Pehhoner chollenged
SMJ or the vrolahens lho’r} crealed it, before EJV was odopledt- long
before he odopfed to foster porenls if he in facl ever'did Pelilioner
cannot know since she was never allowed lo speok lo or see h|m ogoun
With district courts allowmg judges lo determine their own

Culpoblllly in regard to a chcllenge of recusal and due process violations,
with slcn‘e courls of last resorl refusmg lo address violations and W|lh slole
commISSIons refusmg le oddress judge bIClS and misconduct, Pelmoner
and the mony wololed fClmllleS also wchms of whol omounls o cruel vond
unusual punlshmenl are lefl with no recourse unless lhls Court is Wllllng lo
take on lhe responsnblllly lho’r SO mcmy olhers have shlrked

| ll would take a book lo documenl and exploun even bneﬂy ell of
lhe.vlolc':llons commllled agonnsl Pehhoner olone cmd volumes to delcul
all lhose she olone hos heord about from others. There is an epldemle of
) unnecesscry Chl|d removals occumng.ln llhe' US now Companson of
- case proceedings reveal similarities in factics used against good‘, caring
pore.hls lhdl are jusl l_Oo nU_merous and 100 repetitious to be coincldenlol
or l.egllirh.ole. Nohe of lhese .pcrenl-s, Pellﬁener ihcluded, evel Wonl to
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see children harmed or neglected, but many child removals, as in
Petitioner's case, have nothing to do with harm to the child. A 2015 report
in The Nation shows even the usual hands-off media on this issue is starting

to take noftice that DSS is going too far [Exhibit], found at the following URL:

h'r’rps://www.’rhenoﬁoh.com/0rﬁcle/hOs-ch.ild-pro'recﬁve—services-qone-

too-far/

ThereforevPe’riﬁoner pleads this court to do something new to put
an end fo what has become a nightmare for far too many U.S. Citizens
and their children. Reconsideration of absolute immunity for every officer
in the court sysfem ohd voiding all cases of simple neglect whére due
process dnd important procédure is violated would be a good pldce to
start, along with opening juvenile courts and allowing jury hearings. [see
National Coalition of Child Protection Reform (NCCPR), exhibit, and found
at these urls o

https://drive.qoogle.com/file/d/0B291 mw hLAJSer3VnFGTGR 1cEk/view

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B22 1mw_ hLAJsa3ZWIGNMVOVBOVE/view

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B29 1mw_hLAJSN3h2MIICNWES5d3c/view
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NCCPR has published study results showing that “Children left in
their own homes are far less likely to become pregnant as teenagers, far
less likely to wind up in the juvenile justice system and far more likely to
hold a job for at least three months than comparably maltreated children
who were placed in foster care.” Isn't that really what's in the best interest
of us all2

Perhaps most disturbing in Petitioner’s case, after all she and the
‘mother have been through, the North Carolina Cbur’r of Appeals chose to
ignoré all of the cruel and even criminal violations committed in
Petitioner’'s case by government agents over the last four years partly
because of a technicality in the way Petitioner worded her Notice of
Appeol regarding her Complaint for Custody [App pp 3-5] q’rechnicoli'ry
Petitioner asserts is irelevant to the main point of her Appeal, if it was in
fact an error.

CONCLUSION

Therefore Petitioner respectfully requests review of her Petition for

Writ of Certiorari by this highest Court and all remedies she and her family
are entitled to and any others this Court deem:s fair and just. She asserts
that there exist substantially legitimate grounds and wide public interest to -
justify the time it will take to read, unravel and fairly address its
importance and complexities.

APPENDIX IS ATTACHED AS A SEPARATE DOCUMENT .
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VERIFICATION

[, the undersigned, state, under penalty of perjury, that the statements
made and information provided by me in the foregoing Petition are made
in fruth and accuracy to the best of my ability

Executed on June 5, 2018

Resubmitted in 8 12 X 11 format, with permission of the US Supreme Court
and attachments appended at the end of the Appendix

on June 29 2018. Resubmitted again on July |7, 2018 with permission of
the Court.

Susan Voughcna/g\/

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that she has served to each of the respondents
or their counsel of record each, one copy of the foregoing. Petition for
Writ of Certiorari with altachments and one copy of the accompanying
Appendix with attachments, via U.S. Postal Service to the addresses noted
below, with tracking and proof of date of mailing.

Chuck Lycett, Director

Dare County Dept of Social Services
109 Exeter Street

PO Box 669

Manteo, NC 27954

Courtney Hull

Atty for Currituck County Dept of Social Services
P.O. Box 99

Elizabeth City, NC 27907-0099

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on June 5, 2018.
And on June 29, 2018, And served again with requested additions, on

July 18, 2018.

Susan Vougho

613 Fifth Ave, Unit 1
Greensboro, NC 27405
252-305-9992
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