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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

Gordon Warren Epperly
P.O. Box 34358
Juneau, Alaska  99803

Tel: (907) 789-5659

Gordon Warren Epperly, )
and )

Esther Katherine Epperly, ) Case No. 1:17-cv-00008-SLG
)

Plaintiffs, ) Honorable Judge SHARON L. GLEASON
)

vs. )
) Additional Clarification

Robin Potter, )
and ) Political Question Doctrine

Bud C. Cribley, ) As Applied To
Defendants. ) United States Homestead Land Patents

==============================================================

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly, appearing “In Propria Persona” and

appearing in his capacity of “Coverture” by marriage to his wife, Esther Katherine Epperly

hereby comes before the “Court” to make “Additional Clarifications” to the paper that was

entitled: “Clarification to the Political Question Doctrine” which was filed with

this “U.S. District Court” on November 7, 2017.

At of the time of writing of this paper, there has been no ruling on "Court Jurisdiction” and

as the “Plaintiffs” are “Barred” to file their papers in their “Court” of the “Alaska State
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Superior Court,” the “Plaintiffs” are filing their papers “under duress” in what appears to be

a “Military Tribunal of Martial Law” of the “U.S. District Court For The District Of Alaska.”

The “Plaintiffs” offer an apology to the “Court” for the numerous filings they have made

with this “U.S. District Court,” but as they were forced against their will come before

the “Court” and for want of “finances” to employ a “member” of the “BAR Association” and

as they have had no formal training or education in law, please bear with them as they

continue to defend their “rights” of “ownership” of an “Estate” of a “Tract” of “Land”

as conveyed by the “U.S. Congress” within “United States Land Patent No. 1188129.”

There a few “issues” that the “Plaintiffs” have raised within their “paper”

of “November 7, 2017” that may be “questioned” and needs to be clarified before they get

out of hand.

1. Unlike a “Notice of Appeal,” there are no statutes of limitations for the filing of
a “Petition for a Redress of Grievance” in the form of an “Order in the nature
of Writ of Mandamus” before a “U.S. Court of Appeals.”  There is no authority to
be had from an “Order” and “Judgment” that has been issued by a “Judicial Officer”
which was made outside the “Jurisdiction” of the “Court.”  There are no “Appeals”
to be had from such “Orders” and “Judgments” of a “U.S. District Court.”

2. As the “Plaintiffs” pointed out in their “paper” of November 7, 2017 (“Clarification
to the Political Question Doctrine”), the “Constitutions” of the “States” are creations
of “Constitutional Conventions” that must be approved by the “U.S. Congress” as
a matter of condition of being admitted into “Statehood” of a “State” of the “Union.”

These “State Constitutions” not only define the “Powers” of the “States,” but they
also define the “Rights” of the “People” as “Citizens” of those “States.” One of
the “Constitutions” of those “States” of the “Union” (the August 3, 1878
“Constitution” for the “State of Washington”) has given the status of “Title” of
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ownership of “Land” as conveyed by “United States Homestead Land Patents” to
be “Allodial,” a status of “Title” that is in direct conflict with the ruling of
a “Federal Judge” in the “Plaintiffs’ case” of 1983 (a case which is relied upon for
a “Res Judicata” ruling of this “Court” of “Judge Sharon L. Gleason”).
When the “U.S. Congress” gives its “approval” of a “Constitution” of a “State,” it is
a “statement” that all “provisions” of that “Constitution” are the established “views”
and “positions” of the “U.S. Congress.”

An “argument” may be raised that the “1878 Constitution” for
the “State of Washington” was not approved by the “U.S. Congress” for
the “U.S. Congress” never cast “votes of approval” in either “House of Congress”
for that “Constitution.”  This “argument” is “frivolous” as the “U.S. Constitution”
does not defined the “procedure” which is to be used by the “U.S. Congress”
to “create” and “admit” new “States” into the “Union.”  (see wording of “U.S. Const.,
Art. IV, Sec. 3, Cl. 1”). The needed “congressional approval” may be had
by “actions” taken by the “U.S. Congress.”

The “State of Washington” is not the only “State” that was admitted into the “Union”
without having “votes of approval” cast for its “State Constitution” by “members” of
the “U.S. Congress.”  The “State of Ohio” was also a “State” that was admitted into
the “Union” under the same conditions, so how was this done?

In regard to the “State of Ohio,” the “U.S. Congress” made a “token” attempt
to silence the “outcry” of several “members” of the “U.S. Congress” that
claimed “Ohio” was not a “State” of the “Union” for want of “votes” being cast for
the “approval” of its “State Constitution.”  This “token legislation” is
the “Public Law 204” of August 7, 1953. /1 The “U.S. Congress” of 1953 attempted
to correct what was perceived to be a “defect” in the admission of “Ohio” into
the “Union” as a “State” with an enactment of a “Retroactive Statute” that is
contrary to any “provision” of the “U.S. Constitution.”  Notwithstanding the wording
of “Public Law 204,” the “State of Ohio” was lawfully admitted into the “Union”
on “March 1, 1803.”

As with the “State of Ohio,” the “State of Washington” was admitted into the “Union”
by the “actions” taken by the “U.S. Congress,” not by “votes” cast by its “members.”
Each of those two (2) “States” established “Courts” and a “Legislature” under their
new “Constitutions,” and under the authority of those newly formed
“State Constitutions,” the “people” of those “States” did “elect” and sent
to “Washington, D.C” their “Congressional Representatives.” At the moment that

1/ see website at http://tinyurl.com/yboql7ug for text of “Public Law 204”.
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both “Houses” of the “U.S. Congress” gave an “Oath of Office” and seated
the “Elected Representatives” of those “States” into their respective “Houses” of
the “U.S. Congress,” the “U.S. Congress” did give its “approval” to
the “Constitutions” of those two (2) “States.”  Please keep in mind
the “U.S. Constitution” declares at “Article I, Section 5, Clause 1” that: “Each house
shall be the judge of the elections, returns, and qualifications of its
own members, …”.

As the “U.S. Congress” has declared, in and through the August 3, 1878
“Constitution” for the “State of Washington,” that the “land” as conveyed out
of “United States Homestead Land Patents” are “Allodial,” by what authority may
a “Federal Judge” state otherwise? For this reason alone, the “Court Ruling” of
the year 1983 is a “nullity” for it addressed issues which were “Political Questions”
to the “Court” leaving no “Case” of 1983 in existence by which an affirmative
defense of “Res Judaica” may be attached to.

As the case of the “Epperlys” sits outside the “jurisdictional authority” of
the “U.S. District Court for the District of Alaska.”  The case of the “Epperlys” needs
to be returned back to the “Superior Court” for the “State of Alaska” from which
it came.

3. The “Plaintiffs” raised questions of “law” that were before the “Alaska State
Superior Court” which involved several “provisions” of the “Constitution” for
the “State of Alaska” and the “Statehood Act” of that “State.”  There were
no “allegations” made within Plaintiffs’ “Complaint” which involves “issues” of
the Defendant, “Robbin Potter,” the “City and Borough of Juneau,”
or the “State of Alaska” that would bring the “Complaint” of the “Plaintiffs” within
the “Jurisdiction” of the “United States District Court for the District of Alaska.”

What was brought into question before the “Superior Court” for
the “State of Alaska” were the “reserved powers” of the “State of Alaska” and
its municipal corporations to assess “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” and
the authority to assess those “Taxes” upon “United States Patented Lands.”
There were several “Sections” of the “Constitution” for the “State of Alaska” and
the “Alaska Statehood Act” that were also brought into question in regard
to those “Sections” as applied to “United States Homestead Patented Lands.”
All those “issues” of the Plaintiff’s “Complaint” are found to be within
the “reserved powers” of the “States” to address and any “adverse action” taken
by the “State” upon its “Constitution” or “Statehood Act” is with
the “U.S. Congress” to “review” as a matter of “Constitutional Law.”
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Does the “U.S. Congress” have authority to take possession of a “Constitution” of
a “State” for review or a rewrite?  That “question” was answered on “March 2,1867”
when the “U.S. Congress” enacted “Section 5” of the “THIRTY-NINTH
CONGRESS, Sess. II, Ch. 153” (“Reconstruct Act” of March 2, 1867) into law
mandating that the “Rebel States” of the “Civil War” were to rewrite
their “State Constitutions” to be in conformity with the [proposed] /2
“Fourteenth Amendment” to the “U.S. Constitution.”

Was this “Act” of the “U.S. Congress” made pursuant to the “U.S. Constitution”?
We may never know for a “Judicial Officer” of this “U.S. District Court for
the District of Alaska” ruled that such “questions” were “Political Questions” to
the “Court” (see “Epperly v. Congress (United States) , 1:06-CV-00008-JWS”).

There are no “issues” to be found within the “Complaint” of the “Plaintiffs” that
grants “Standing” for the “Plaintiffs” to appear before a “U.S. District Court” and as
there are no “Federal Questions” for the “Court” to address, all “issues” raised
within the Plaintiff’s “Complaint” are “Political Questions” to the “Court.”
Judge “Sharon L. Gleason” had no authority to take possession
of Plaintiff’s “Complaint” for “want of jurisdiction” and dismiss that “Complaint”
with prejudice.  A “demand” is hereby placed upon Judge “Sharon L. Gleason”
to vacate her “Court Order” and “Judgment” and return Plaintiff’s “Complaint” back
to the “Superior Court” for the “State of Alaska” from which it came.

/ / / / /

/ / / / /

/ / / / /

2/ The “U.S. Constitution, Fourteenth Amendment” did not exist at the time of the enactments of
the “Reconstruction Acts.”  That “Fourteenth Amendment” was not declared to have been “ratified” until after
the “Rebel States” met the demands of the “U.S Congress” as expressed within those “Reconstruction Acts”
(which included the “rewrite” of their “State Constitutions”). Please keep in mind that the “Rebel States”
were “States” of the “Union” before, during, and after the “Civil War” (see the case of “Texas v. White,
74 U.S. 700”).
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DATED this Ninth day of the month of November in the year of

our Lord, Jesus the Christ, Two-Thousand and Seventeen.

Seal

____________________________________
Gordon Warren Epperly – Plaintiff

VERIFICATION BY ASSEVERATION

In Witness, Knowing the Punishment for bearing false witness before Almighty God

and Men, I solemnly aver, that I have read the annexed “Additional Clarification to
the Political Question Doctrine” and know the contents thereof; that the same is true

of My own knowledge, except to the matters which are therein stated in My information

and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be true.

Seal

_________________________________
Gordon Warren Epperly – Affiant

enter69@usa-the-republic.com
Typewritten text
/s/  Gordon Warren Epperly

enter69@usa-the-republic.com
Typewritten text
/s/  Gordon Warren Epperly

enter69@usa-the-republic.com
Typewritten text
[Thumb Print]

enter69@usa-the-republic.com
Typewritten text
[Thumb Print]
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

Gordon Warren Epperly
P.O. Box 34358
Juneau, Alaska  99803

Tel: (907) 789-5659

Gordon Warren Epperly, )
and )

Esther Katherine Epperly, ) Case No. 1:17-cv-00008-SLG
)

Plaintiffs, ) Honorable Judge SHARON L. GLEASON
)

vs. )
)

Robin Potter, ) Certificate of Mailing
and )

Bud C. Cribley, )
Defendants. )

==============================================================

In Witness, Knowing the punishment for bearing false witness before Almighty God and Men,

I solemnly aver that the attached “Additional Clarification to the Political Question Doctrine”

with “Certificate of Mailing” was Mailed to:

Robert Palmer III
Assistant Municipal Attorney

155 South Seward Street
Juneau, Alaska  99801-1332

John A. Fonstad
Assistant U.S. Attorney

222 West Seventh Avenue, #9, Rm. 253
Anchorage, Alaska  99513-7567
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by depositing said “Additional Clarification to the Political Question Doctrine”

and “Certificate of Mailing” with the United States Postal Service at Juneau, Alaska.

Sealed by the voluntary act of My Own Hand in this Ninth day of the month of November,

in the year of Our Lord and Savior Jesus, the Christ, Two-Thousand and Seventeen,

in the Two-Hundred Twenty-Sixth year of the Independence of America.

Seal

__________________________________________
Gordon Warren Epperly - Affiant

/ / / / /

/ / / / /

/ / / / /

enter69@usa-the-republic.com
Typewritten text
/s/  Gordon Warren Epperly

enter69@usa-the-republic.com
Typewritten text
[Thumb Print]
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