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I. Identitv-of-Petltloner-

Comss Mow, Marc James Roberts, an Aggrieved Party, seeking "Justice11 in 

this honorable-(Article III.)-supreme Court, i.e., a "Court of Equity." Pet­

itioner prays that this honorable Court of Equity will "Revieu" the Court of 

Appeals (COA) flagrant decision, pursuant to RAP 13.4(b)(3)S:(A).

Petitioner brings this Petition in good-faith, and swears; under penalty 

of perjury-(within the da jure Natural Laws of the united States of America; 

and the de jure Natural Laws of "Washington state," sic); To Tell The Truth, 

The blhole Truth, and Nothing But The Truth, So Help-[L'me1.1]-God.

II. Citation-To- Court-Of.Appeals.Decision.

Petitioner prays that this honorable Art.Ill Court of Equity will dili­

gently "Review" his entire Case de novo, because the only way for the Court 

to fully comprehend the lower court's, and their judge's, wanton Constitut­

ional and Statutory Error's, is to actually discern the entire Record; which 

would include Petitioner's actual argument's, as to his meritorious Art.Ill 

justiciable claim's-(Actual Controversies)-and his conclusive evidence; all 

of which the lower court's, and their judge's, wantonly omitted.

Plainly the lower court's, and their judge's, wanton subterfuge-(their 

aforethought stratagem)-is to "evade" Petitioner's meritorious Art.Ill claims 

i.e., "Federal Question's. Unequivocal fact, the lower court's, and their 

judge's, have wantonly violated the State's Habeas Corpus Provision's by wan­

tonly choosing to omit Petitioner's Art.Ill Grand Jury claim. Chap. 7.36.140.

Therefore, Petitioner brings forth [all] of his meritorious, Art.Ill, 

justiciable claims, and creditable factual allegation's, and [all] of his 

unequivocal conclusive evidence of Fraud, Corruption, Criminal Activity, and 

aforethought Treason wantonly perpetrated upon this sui juris sovereign 

individual, from the out-set. Plainly, Petitioner has suffered enough moral 

turpitude from the lower court's, and their judge's; Default of Duty & Oath. 
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III. Issues.Presented.For Revleui.

Petitioner has been uiantonly deprived-(by aforethought design)-of: (1 )<ii> 

his fundamental "natural rights"; (2) deprived of his Constitutional right to 

a "venue" of his choosing; (3) deprived of his fundamental right to Equal 

Protection; (k) deprived of his right to be Heard, by an actual Cudge; vested 

with the judicial power of the "Union"; presiding over an actual Article III. 

"Court of Equity," i.e., a "court of the several states"; on his meritorious 

Art.Ill justiciable claim's, i.e., "Federal question's." Claims, that MUST be 

adjudicated-(id. 7.3S.14D)-according to the PeoplB,s-(de jure)-!_auj Rr Justice.

lU. Statement-Of.The.Case-

Petitioner Filed his-["Original"]-Urit of Habeas Corpus (DWoHC) in good 

faith, by notarized Affidavit; and under penalty of perjury. Petitioner's 

intent, was to give the "Original" Trial court a full ^ fair opportunity to 

correct its obvious Constitutional Violation's; which plainly abrogated Pet­

itioner's fundamental Fifth ft Sixth Amendment, "natural rights"; and NOW his 

First Amendment "natural rights," via, wanton subterfuge, fraud, and Treason.

But instead of doing what is morally right and just, judge (Adams) chose 

moral turpitude, and wanton subterfuge; which plainly violated her Duty, and 

her Gath of Office contract, by plainly violating the Federal ft State Consti­

tution's, and by violating the State's Statutory Habeas Corpus Provisions; 

which has plainly caused Petitioner a "concrete injury." Chapter 7.36.

So Petitioner was forced to File his legitimate Appeal, in order to cor­

rect judge (Adams) "contempt power." But the (COA) chose to santion (Adams) 

unconstitutional, arbitrary ft capricious dismissal of Petitioners meritorious 

(OWoHC); which plainly violated their Oath of Office contract's; default of 

Duty, by wanton subterfuge. The (COA) judge's simply regurgitated the AG's, 

and judge (Adams), flagrant argument that Petitioner's (OWoHC) is Tima Barred 

under RCW 10.73.090; plainly an absurdity; lacking any legal basis, or merit. 
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V. .Argument.

Denial of due process means denial of right to be heard upon issue of 

fact or law. Steuart-v.-Fitzsimmons, RR Wash. 55, 149 P. 559, 1915 Wash.LEXIS 

1150 (Wash.) aff'd, 8B Wash, 699, 153 P. 20f 1915 Wash.LEXIS 1126(Wash 1915).

Plainly, the dBfinitive-(5pirit)-of the language in ROW 10.73.090 proves 

(beyond [any] doubt) that Petitioner's (OWoHC) Is Not Time-Barred; to make 

such a flagrant argument is plainly frivolous, i.e., lacking a legal basis or 

legal merit; Fraud. ROW 10.73.090 clearly states: (" Mo petition ... for 

collateral attack on a judgment and sentence in a criminal case may be filed 

more than one year after the judgment becomes final-[if the judgment and aen- 

tencB is valid on its face and was rendered by a court of competent jurisdic­

tion."]. This is one of the actual-(Article III.)-Controversies, that the 

louer court's, and their judge's refuse to address, and or "Resolve."

The [ONLY] may to Resolve Petitioner's legitimate, meritorious "juris­

dictional" matter, is for this honorable Court of Equity to Order the Raspon- 

dent/AG to produce the !'Grand Bury" Indictment or Presentment, that the 

"Original" Trial court lawfully obtained. Otherwise, the "Original" Trial 

court was NOT a court of competent jurisdiction, pursuant to Petitioner's 

Fifth Amendment Dus Process Rights. Anything less would be a vioaltion of 

Petitioner's fundamental First Amendment Rights, i.e., right to be heard.

Any reasonable minded jurist would unequivocally conclude; especially 

after descrying Petitioner's Case, in its totality; that the Petitioner's- 

(OWoHC)-Is Not Time-Barred. No Burisdiction, means, facially invalid; Void.

Petitioner's Case is of Immense Public Interest; and Petitioner has a 

vested Liberty Interest in the outcome of this meritorious Case. Bust because

the lower court's, and their judge's wantonly chose to omit, and actually
('

change Petitioner's actual claim's and argument's, by misrepresenting them; 

changed the narrative; does not mean my claims/allegations cease to exist. 
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VI. Conclusion

Petitioner prays that this hanarabls Article ITI. Court of Eouity will 

over-turn the louer court's flagrant Hacision's; which are olainly in+ended 

to "evade" Petitioner's meritorious "Federal nueation's." Contempt Power.

Petitioner also prays that this honorable Article ITT. Court of Fquitv 

will intervene, i.s., take control of Petitioner's "Original" liJrlt of Habeas 

Corpus, and actually "Resolve" Petitioner's legitimate conJ:roversie3, i.e., 

his Article III. jiusticiabla claims, and creditable factual allegations, pur- 

suant to Constitutional Principle's. end the Statutoryr-mand3xed,—principle's 

olainly orescriberi in Chapter 7.S6; see, 7.3fi.14n; which plainly conforms to 

the Principle's of "tile The People's1' (American Jurisprudence), i.e., the da 

jure "Law of the Land."

tilhen the Respondent/An fails to produce, and or fails to File seid 

"Proof" of ths-["Oriqinal")-Trial court's jurisdiction—(a Grand Jurt Tddict- 

ment or Presentment)—thenithis honorable Article TIT. Court of Erjuity- 

[MUST]-as Law and Justice raquires. Grant Petitioner's "Relief Sought" in 

h 13-[ "Original 1 -IJrit of Habaas Cornua.

Respectfully Submitted, in good-faith, pY;

P'rarc Jsmas Roberts 
all "natural rights" reserved

c/o The Lililliam Booth Center 
811 Maynard Ava.
Seattle, 'jJA. °81 JA 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DIVISION  II 

MARC-JAMES ROBERTS, No.  55362-7-II 

Appellant, 

v. UNPUBLISHED  OPINION 

JEFFREY UTTECHT, Superintendent, 

Coyote Ridge corrections Center, 

Respondent. 

WORSWICK, J. — Marc J. Roberts appeals a superior court order dismissing his habeas 

corpus petition as untimely.  Roberts pleaded guilty to first degree murder in 2002.  Eighteen 

years later, he filed a habeas corpus petition challenging his conviction, and the trial court 

dismissed his petition as untimely.  On appeal, Roberts argues that the trial court (1) lacked 

personal jurisdiction because Roberts is a “sovereign,” not a person; (2) the trial court violated 

his due process rights; (3) the American Arbitration Association (AAA) rules should apply to 

judicial proceedings; (4) the dismissal was arbitrary and capricious; (5) the trial court departed 

from the usual manner of conducting judicial proceedings; (6) the Attorney General made false 

statements; and (7) the time bar imposed by RCW 10.73.090 is fictitious.  All of Roberts’s 

arguments are meritless.  We dismiss Roberts’s petition as untimely under RCW 10.73.090.   

FACTS 

Roberts pleaded guilty to first degree murder in 2002.  He was sentenced to 240 months 

of confinement and did not appeal his conviction.  His judgment and sentence became final for 

purposes of the one-year time bar on June 28, 2002. 
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In June 2020, Roberts filed a habeas corpus petition in superior court, arguing that he is a 

“sovereign,” not a “person” and because he is a “sovereign,” the trial court should have acquired 

Roberts’s consent before asserting personal jurisdiction over him.  Clerks’s Papers (CP) at 1.  He 

also argued ineffective assistance of counsel, and he made several unsupported claims that our 

courts are “private corporate” courts involved in “enormous and elaborate scheme/scam/Treason, 

by the elites and their ‘Subversive Organization.’” CP 23-30. 

 The trial court dismissed Roberts’s petition as time-barred by RCW 10.73.090.  Roberts 

appeals. 

ANALYSIS  

 

I. LEGAL PRINCIPLES AND STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 

RCW 10.73.090(1) states that “No petition or motion for collateral attack on a judgment 

and sentence in a criminal case may be filed more than one year after the judgment becomes 

final if the judgment and sentence is valid on its face and was rendered by a court of competent 

jurisdiction.”  “Collateral attack” includes a habeas corpus petition.  RCW 10.73.090(2). 

A petitioner filing an untimely collateral attack bears the burden of showing that his 

petition overcomes the one-year time bar of RCW 10.73.090 by demonstrating that one of the 

RCW 10.73.100 exceptions applies.  RCW 10.73.100(5) exempts petitions from the one-year 

time bar if the trial court imposed a sentence in excess of the court’s jurisdiction.  It is proper for 

a court to dismiss a petition for collateral review when “it fails to present an arguable basis for 

collateral relief either in law or in fact.”  In re Pers. Restraint of Khan, 184 Wn.2d 679, 686-87, 

363 P.3d 577 (2015). 
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Because Roberts filed his habeas corpus petition more than one year after his judgment 

and sentence became final, he must demonstrate either facial invalidity, judgment entered in 

excess of the court’s jurisdiction, or any of the RCW 10.73.100 exemptions to the time bar.  

RCW 10.73.090.  A judgment is facially invalid if the trial court exercised power that it did not 

have, most typically by imposing a sentence not authorized by law.  In re Pers. Restraint of 

Flippo, 187 Wn.2d 106, 110, 385 P.3d 128 (2016).  For example, if a trial court enters a 

judgment for a nonexistent crime or if a sentence exceeds the duration allowed by statute.  In re 

Pers. Restraint of Knight, 4 Wn. App. 2d 248, 252-53, 421 P.3d 514 (2018); In re Pers. Restraint 

of McWilliams, 182 Wn.2d 213, 215 n.2, 340 P.3d 223 (2014).   

II. ROBERTS’S UNTIMELY COLLATERAL ATTACK 

 Roberts makes several meritless arguments.  He argues that (1) the trial court lacked 

personal jurisdiction because it did not obtain his consent as a “sovereign”; (2) the AAA rules 

apply to judicial proceedings; (3) the trial court violated his due process rights by sentencing him 

despite lack of personal jurisdiction; (4) improper venue; (5) the RCW 10.73.090 time bar is 

“fictitious;” (6) the State was required to respond to his petition on the merits; and (7) the trial 

court’s dismissal was arbitrary and capricious.  He also argues, without explanation, that (8) the 

trial court departed from the usual course of judicial proceedings.  None of his claims are 

supported by factual allegation or sound legal arguments.  Roberts merely regurgitates case law 

and asserts legal conclusions without showing how or why he came to such conclusions.  

Importantly, none of his arguments go to the facial invalidity of his judgment.  Because 

Roberts’s petition was filed more than one year after his conviction became final per RCW 
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10.73.090, dismissal is required unless he can show an exception to the statutory time bar.   

RCW 10.73.100; Khan, 184 Wn.2d at 686-87. 

Roberts’s only argument that could possibly constitute an exception to the RCW 10.73.090 

time bar is his jurisdictional argument.  Roberts argues that he overcomes the RCW 10.73.090 

time bar because the trial court imposed his sentence in excess of its jurisdiction.  The trial court 

properly exercised personal jurisdiction over Roberts; thus, his petition is untimely.  

 The crux of Roberts’s jurisdictional argument hinges on a bald assertion that he is a 

“sovereign,” not a “person,” and therefore, he is not subject to the court’s jurisdiction without his 

consent.  Br. of Appellant 1-3.  This argument is meritless. 

 Roberts presumes that by self-identifying as a “sovereign” he cannot be sued without 

permission.  Although Roberts claims he is a “sovereign” and not a “sovereign citizen,” his 

arguments are similar to those espoused by self-proclaimed “sovereign citizens.”1  Caesar 

Kalinowski, A Legal Response to the Sovereign Citizen Movement, 80 MONT. L. REV. 153, 

158-64 (2019).  Sovereign citizens generally believe that they are not subject to laws or court 

proceedings.  United States v. Gougher, 835 Fed. Appx. 231, 233 (9th Cir. 2020) (quoting United 

States v. Glover, 715 F. App’x 253, 256 n.2 (4th Cir. 2017)).  However, courts have repeatedly 

held that those who claim to be sovereign are subject the courts’ jurisdiction regardless of how 

they frame their jurisdictional arguments.  Gougher, 835 Fed. Appx. at 233 (asserting 

                                                 
1 Roberts’ jurisdictional argument is an archetypal argument made by “sovereign citizens” and 

has been rejected by courts every single time as meritless and frivolous.  See e.g., Order Den. 

Mot. to Dismiss, United States v. Newby, No. C18-5978RBL, 2019 WL 7877965 (W.D. Wash., 

Dec. 19, 2019) (court order); United States v. Neal, 776 F.3d 645, 650 (9th Cir. Jan. 12, 2015); 

United States v. Cook, 3:18-CR-00019, 2019 WL 2721305, at *2 (E.D. Tenn. June 28, 2019).  
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jurisdiction over a “sovereign citizen” despite lack of consent).  See e.g., United States v. Hall, 

681 Fed. Appx. 621 (9th Cir. Mar. 8, 2017). 

The Seventh Circuit has aptly held, “Regardless of an individual’s claimed status of 

descent, be it as a ‘sovereign citizen,’ a ‘secured-party creditor,’ or a ‘flesh-and-blood human 

being,’ that person is not beyond the jurisdiction of the courts.  These theories should be rejected 

summarily, however they are presented.”  United States v. Benabe, 654 F.3d 753, 767 (7th Cir. 

Aug. 18, 2011).  We likewise summarily reject Roberts’ bald assertion that he is a sovereign 

whose consent must be obtained by the courts of this state.  His jurisdictional argument fails. 

 Because Roberts filed his petition more than one year after his judgment and sentence 

became final, and because he fails to show an exemption to the time bar under RCW 10.73.100, 

we dismiss his petition. 

 A majority of the panel having determined that this opinion will not be printed in the 

Washington Appellate Reports, but will be filed for public record in accordance with RCW 

2.06.040, it is so ordered. 

  

 Worswick, J. 

We concur:  

  

Maxa, J.  

Lee, C.J.  

 


