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gl 4 |
UEbTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW
BRIEF INTRODUCTORY STATEMENTS 1 AND 2

%PRECEEDING QUESTIONS 1 AND 2

|
L.

‘ : Introductory Statement 1

| Petltloner asserts the claim that he holds the
pristine c;tl"enship status of being a Pre-March 9, 1933,
Private C:itl zen of the Umted States secured by Section 1

of the Fou1 teenth Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States \sald status held by all American citizens .
prior to March 9 1933 Petitioner further claims he has
no contracjt Wlt!h e1the1 the National or State military

governments express or implied, that may have altered

said pristfm,, const1tut1onal citizenship status to an

inferior gxaie of bemg made an “enemy” of the temporary
emer gency war powers military governments of the
Un1’red States and the State of Washington established
on Ma1ch 6 1933, V1a FDR’s Proclamation 2039,

contmued oln March 9, 1933, via FDR’s Proclamation

2040.
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Question 1

Does Petitioner hold the citizenship status of being

a Prq-MarcH 9,.1933, private citizen of the United States
secured by Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment to
the Constiti;xtion of the United States?

AnsWer: Yesfr, |

Evidence ;foi' thé claim is a “Declaration of Status of
Robert J am;as: McDonald” on file with the United States

| District CQI}II‘t, Eastern District of Washington, Spokane,

Was‘hingt"ori, and in evidepce with the King County Court,

State of Wa%hington vs, McDonald, 23-1-04062-3 KNT.

§

Introductory Statement 2
Petitioner asserts the claim that he has the right

to a;civilia‘n; due process of law in a State court secured
by Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment to the
Constitufibp of the United States and Hale v. Henkel,
201U.8S. 143,; at 74 (1906). Petitioner further claims he
has no cohti'acf with either the National or State
governmen’és, express or implied, that may have
resulted in a waiver of his constitutional right to a

civilian due process of law.

!
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Question 2

Does Petitioner hold the right to a peacetime

civilian due|process of law as opposed to an emergency

war 1powe£rs military due process\of. law during this time

of nationél baﬁking emergency / state of war, said
miIitary jurisdiction cierived from 50 USC 4316 in
effect on both a National and State level since the Ene

dec131on of Ap111 25, 1938? (Erle Railroad Co. v.

Tompkms 304 U.S. 64)
. A |

An_sWer: Yes

Evidenceffor the claim is a “Declaration of Status of

Robert-J ames: 'McDonald,” which includes its “Exhibit 3”

titled “Rélease With Consideration,” being a unilateral
contract ohder‘ seal, on file with the United States
District Go‘urt, Eastern District of Washington, Spokane,
Washington, ahd in evidence with the King County Court,

State of Washington vs. McDonald, 23-1-04062-3 KNT.
N
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c/o 2149 Cascade Avenue. Unite 441
Hood River, Oregon [97031]

RESPONDENTS
Lessa Manion, Prosecuting Attorney

Mailings Regional Justice Center
Suite 2 A, 401 4t Avenue North
Kent, Washington 98032

(206) 296-9000

Nick Brown, Attorney General

State of Washington

8006 5th Avenue, 2000

Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 464-7744

Representing the Washington State
Court of Appeals
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hmigton v. Robert James McDonald,
2; Washmgton State Court of Appeals.
ed Apnl 8, 2025 (Order attached)

hnigton v. Robert James McDonald,

No. 104267 1; Washington State Supreme Court.

Motion Defm

ed July29, 2025 (Order attached)
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Disc-re%ionary Review
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ROBERT JAMES MCDONALD
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JURISDICTION

This Court h‘as jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. Section

1257(a): ‘
a. FiAal judgments or decrees rendered by the
higheét court of the state in which a decision could
be had, may beé reviewed by the Supreme Court by
writé o;f certiorari where the validity of a treaty or
stat:utie of the United States is drawn in question ot
where? the validity of a statute of any State is drawn
in queistion on the ground of its being repugnant to
the Constitution, treaties, or laws of the United
States, or whete any title, right, privilege, or
immuhnity is specially set up or clg imed under the

Constitution or the treaties or statutes of, or any

commission held or authority exercised under, the
United States.

|
This Court rcietain‘s jurisdiction to review whether state
L P . . .
action has dénied Petitioner fundamental constitutional

rights,
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The judgment of the Order to be reviewed is Exhibit B of

the APPENDIX:
|
¢ Washington State Supreme Court Ruling Denying
Petiti@ner’s Motion for Discretionary Review
STAT%E OF WASHINGTON v.
ROBE?RT JAMES MCDONALD
No.104267-1
(July 29, 2025)

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS INVOLVED
Const}tution of the United States; Article VI,

Sectioin 2,p. 13.
Conisti;tution of the United States, Section 1,
Foui'téenth Amendment—

Cit!izenshi‘p of the United States Clause, p. 2-3.

Due Process of Law Clause, p 2-3, 13.

TREATIES

Haguq Convention (1907), Article 23

codified at 18 USC Section 2441(0)(2), p. 13.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petititi)ner sought review in the Washington State
courts on the grounds that he, being a non-enemy
belligerenft,'—- Pre-March 9, 1933, private citizen of the
Unitéd St%tes as a matter of public judicial record, is

entitled to a peacetime, civilian due process of law absent

the displaygoif military flags in said courts. (Said United
States mil;i_ta{ry flag, bordered on three sides with gold
fringe, is d;jeﬁned in Army Regulation 840-10.) The
Washingt<;1:1 courts dismissed or rejected Petitioner’s
filings without addressing these two fundamental
questions %:@ncerning said constitutional citizenship
status and %:ci)nstitutional right to said non-military,
non-emergéﬁ cy war powers, civilian due process of law.

Petitioner now seeks this Court’s review of

whether tl}e continuing application of emergency war
powers mi1ftgry jurisdiction imposed on State courts
through 56 IEISC 4316, can lawfully override, or
overlay, thfe’ lloeacetir_ne, constitutional due process
rights of a i‘ﬁo,n-belligerent civilian being a Pre-
March 9, 11933, private national citizen of the

United Staffe:s,.
|
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‘REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

1. Fundamental Constitutional Rights at Stake.

The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
guarantees the right to civilian due process of law to the
Pre-March 9; 1933, private citizen of the United States
defined in that amendment. This Court, in Hale v.

Henkel 201 U.8S. 43 at 74 (1906), reaffirmed the right of

the non-enemy, non-belligerent private citizen.

2. Unfesolved Question of National Importance.
Congress haé never repealed its March 9, 1933,

“Emergency Banking Relief Act,” also referred to as the
“Emergency'War Powers Act.” FDR’s war powers
Proclamations 2039 of March 6, 1933, and 2040 of March
9, 1933, based upon a section of “the Act of October 6,
1917” (i.e. the “Trading With the Enemy Act”) codified at
50 USC 4305(b) femain “approved and confirmed.”
Therefore, the nation remains in a continued state of
national banking emergency / state of war. This situation
creates ambiguity regarding the fundamental rights of

non-enemy, private American citizens today.
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For it appears, the nation is suffering under a covert

Second Recol‘nstruction (1933-Present) nearly identical to

the First Recj:onstruction (1865-1877) when Southern
éivilians wex!'e subjected to military tribunals during a
time of peacé.

3. Conﬂiict with International Law and U.S. Statutes.
Under Art_icliie 23 of the Hague Convention (1907) secured
by Article VIl, clause 2 of the U.S. Cdnstitution, non-
belligerent civilian “nationals” cannot be treated as
enemies or “Eelligerents.” Applying “emergency war
powers,” including emergency war powers military due
process of _la\;v to non-combatant civilians, risks
constituting a violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 2441(c)(2),
a potential war crime, which may be punishable with
death.

4. State ECourts Failed to Reach the Substance of
Petitioner’s t?wo claimg. Washington courts denied
Petitioner’s i;lterlocutory motions for discretionary review
without addressing both constitutional claims protected

on a State leyel by the Fourteenth Amendment. This
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Court’s intervention is necessary to protect fundamental,

Constitutional liberties secured by Section 1 of the
Fourteenth Amendment.

Respectfully submitted,

O1-29-202¢ - ‘
Date Robert-James: McDonald, Pro per
c/o 2149 Cascade Avenue, Unit 441
Hood River, Oregon [97031]

tobertiamesmedonald@protonmail.com,
Phone: 509-423-1842







