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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT JUNEAU ALASKA

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

Tel: (907) 789-5659

Gordon Warren Epperly, )
and )

Esther Katherine Epperly, ) Case No.  ________________________
)

Plaintiffs, ) Judge ___________________________
)

vs. )
)

Robin Potter, ) Complaint
and )

Bud C. Cribley, )
Defendants. )

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

COMES NOW, Gordon Warren Epperly, appearing “In Propria Persona” brings forth

this “Complaint” in his capacity of “Coverture” by marriage to his wife,

Esther Katherine Epperly.

Do to the complexity of addressing the “taxing authority” of the State of Alaska and

its municipal corporations may have over “United States Homestead Patented Land”

of the Plaintiffs, the Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly, moves this Superior Court

in the name of “justice” to take exception of the mandate of “Rule 8(1)” of

the Rules of Civil Procedure in that a “Complaint” is to be “short.”  For want of “funds,”
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the Plaintiffs were not afforded the privileges of a formal education in law and for want

of “funds,” the Plaintiffs were unable to employ the representation of a member of

is to be made by the “Judicial Officer” of this Superior Court that any “Complaint” of

the Plaintiffs (in the capacity of “In Propria Persona”) is to have the “professionalism” of

writing as that of an “Attorney” of a “BAR Association.”

INTRODUCTION

This case in controversy involves the ownership of “Estates” of the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260. Lot 5” and the authority of the State of Alaska and its municipal

corporations to assess “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” upon those “Estates.”

What is ESTATE?

1. The interest which any one has in lands, or in any other subject of property.
1 Brest. Est. 20. And see Van Itensselaer v. Boucher, 5 Denio (N. Y.) 40;
Beallv. Holmes, 6 liar. & J. (Md.) 208; Mulford v. Le Franc. 26 Cal. 103;
Robertson v. VanCleave, 120 Ind. 217. 22 N. E. 809. 29 N. E 781.
15 L. R. A. 68; Ball v. Chadwick,46 111. 31; Cutts v. Com., 2 Mass. 289;
Jackson v. Parker, 9 Cow. (N. Y.) 81.

2. An estate in lands, tenements, and hereditaments signifies such interest as
the tenant has therein. 2 Bl. Comm. 103.

3. The condition or circumstance in which the owner stands with regard to his
property. 2 Crabb, Real Prop, p. 2,

Black's Law Dictionary, 2nd Ed.

the “Alaska BAR Association.”  It is the understanding of the Plaintiffs that no expectation
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PARTIES  TO  THE COMPLAINT

1. The Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly, is the spouse of his wife,

Esther Katherine Epperly.  The Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly, was married

to Esther Katherine Madsen (maiden name) within the “City and Borough

of Juneau” at Juneau, Alaska on June 10, 1964.

The Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly, is a natural born “Citizen” of

the United States by rights of a “Caucasian” birth in the State of California.

The Plaintiff was born in the city of “Whittier” within the State of California

on July 7, 1940.

2. The Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly was born as Esther Katherine Madsen

within the “Territory of Alaska” at Juneau Alaska on May 17, 1942.

Esther Katherine Madsen is a third generation member of an Alaskan family

and she was granted the status of “citizen of the United States” by an “Act”

of the U.S. Congress dated June 27, 1952. (see 66 Stat. 163, Section 304).

The Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly, is the granddaughter

to Mathilda Katherine Streed who is the “Claimant” of “United States Homestead

Land Patent No. 1188129.”  Esther Katherine Epperly is the heir and / or assignee

of the Claimant.”

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-66/pdf/STATUTE-66-Pg163.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
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3. The Plaintiffs brings forth this “Complaint” against Robin Potter in her employment

position of “Assessor” for the “City and Borough of Juneau” at Juneau, Alaska

and in her personal individual capacity.

4. The Plaintiffs brings forth this “Complaint” against Bud C. Cribley

in his employment position of “State Director” for the “United States Bureau

of Land Management” for the “District of Alaska” at Anchorage Alaska and in

his personal individual capacity.  Defendant Bud C. Cribley is an inseparable party

to the “Complaint” and he is brought before this Superior Court for

the State of Alaska under “Rule 19” of “Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure”

as a “Joinder of Persons Needed for Just Adjudication.”

JURISDICTION

This Superior Court for the State of Alaska is a “Court of General Jurisdiction”

(see Alaska Statute A.S. 22.10.020(a)) and as this “Complaint” involves an assessment

of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” and ownership of “Estate(s)” of a “tract” as conveyed

by a “United States Homestead Land Patent,” this Superior Court has subject matter

jurisdiction under Alaska Statute A.S. 44.62.305 (Judicial Relief in Administrative Matters)

{and the like “Ordinances” of the City and Borough of Juneau} and Alaska Statute

A.S. 22.10.020(g) (Declaration of Rights).  This Superior Court has additional subject

http://law.justia.com/codes/alaska/2011/title22/chapter22-10/sec-22-10-020/
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/title-44-state-government/ak-st-sect-44-62-305.html
http://law.justia.com/codes/alaska/2011/title22/chapter22-10/sec-22-10-020/
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matter jurisdiction under United States Code 42 USC 1983 (Civil Action for Deprivation

of Rights). /1

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CONTROVERSEY

1. The Plaintiffs were in receipt of a mailing of a “Notice Real Property Value” which

was mailed on March 31, 2017 by Defendant, Robin Potter as “Assessor” for

the “City and Borough of Juneau” (“CBJ”) at Juneau, Alaska.  This “Notice” was

mailed for the purpose of informing the Plaintiffs of the value of a “site” ?? and “BLDG”

to which an “Ad Valorem Property Tax” would be assessed.

The “tract” to which Defendant, Robin Potter, was giving “Notice” to assess

“Ad Valorem Property Taxes” upon has been given the legal description by

the “United States Bureau of Land Management” (“BLM”) as:

“Lot 5 of the Mendenhall Peninsula Small Tract Unit No. 2, of the land embraced
in U.S. Survey No. 3260, situated at the junction of Glacier Highway
and Engineers’ Cutoff about 11 miles northwest of Juneau, Alaska.  The area
described contains 1.95 acres, according to the official plat of the survey of
the said land, on file in the Bureau of Land Management”

Said described “tract” has a present day location address of 10440 Glacier Highway

at Juneau, Alaska.

1/ (state courts and federal courts have concurrent jurisdiction over suits arising under 42 U.S.C. § 1983),
reh'g. denied, 445 U.S. 920 (1980); Colorado River Water Conservation Dist. v. United States,
424 U.S. 800, 806-09 (1976).

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/1983
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/1983
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/424/800/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/424/800/case.html
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2. On May 8, 2017, a letter was “Certified Mailed” to the “Office of the Assessor” for

the “CBJ” at Juneau, Alaska demanding the jurisdictional authority for

the “CBJ Assessor” to attach an “Ad Valorem Property Tax” liability

to “ESTHER K EPPERLY” for the assessment of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” upon

the “Estate” of “Public Lands” owned by the government of The United States

of America.

This “Challenge of Jurisdiction” letter informed the “CBJ Office of the Assessor” that

the “Estate” in question involves the “tract” as described on the face of “United States

Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” (which is the “site” as described within

the “CBJ Property Valuation Notice”) which includes an “Estate” of reserved mineral

“Public Land” of the government of The United States of America.

The Defendant, Robin Potter (as “CBJ Assessor”) was “noticed” that

the “Mineral Estate” of reserved “Public Land” of The United States of America was

found to include not only the “subsurface” of the “Estate” of the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5,” but included the “surface” of the “Estate” of the “tact”

3/ “New West Materials vs. Interior BD. of Land Appeals, No. 05CV403” - (398 F.Supp.2d 438 {2005}).
(enclosed as “Exhibit ‘D’” in support of “Complaint”).

as well {so says the “United States Bureau of Land Management” /2

and the “United States District Court, E.D. Virginia, Alexandria Division” /3 and

2/    “BLM  Administrative  Hearing,  case  No.   164IBLA126”  of  December  2,  2004.
[http://tinyurl.com/ycx7n9cx].  (enclosed as “Exhibit ‘C’” in support of “Complaint”).

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'C'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'D'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://tinyurl.com/ycx7n9cx
http://www.leagle.com/decision/2005836398FSupp2d438_1806/NEW%20WEST%20MATERIALS%20v.%20INTERIOR%20BD.%20OF%20LAND%20APPEALS
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and the “United States Supreme Court” /5}.  A copy of Gordon Warren Epperly’s letter

of “Challenge of Jurisdiction” is enclosed as “Exhibit ‘A’” and the “United States

Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” is enclosed as “Exhibit ‘B’” in support

of this “Complaint.”

2. The Defendant, Robin Potter submitted a “Letter of response” in answer to Epperly’s

“Challenge of Jurisdiction” wherein several “Statutes” of the State of Alaska

and “Ordnances” of the “CBJ” were cited, but no authority was provided showing that

a grant of authority had been given for the “Assessor” of the “CBJ” to assess

an “Ad Valorem Property Tax” upon the “Mineral Estate” of the “Public Land”

of the government of The United States of America (as that reservation of ownership

of land is described on the face of “United States Homestead Land Patent

No. 1188129” /6).

No authority has been located which allows the “Assessor” to assign a “tax liability”

of an assessment of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” upon a “Claimant,” or the “heirs”

and “assignees” of the “Claimant” [e.g. ESTHER K EPPERLY], which was made upon

the “Mineral Estate” of the government of “The United States of America.”

6/ “Excepting and reserving, also, to the United States all oil, gas and other mineral deposits, in the land
so patented, together with the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same according to
the provisions of said Act of June 1, 1938.”  [Emphasis added].

the “United States Court Of Appeals For The Fourth Circuit” /4

4/ “U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, case No. 05-2362”  [http://tinyurl.com/y8adqsph].
(enclosed as “Exhibit ‘E’” in support of “Complaint”).

5/ “New West Materials, LLC, ET AL., vs. Interior Board of Land Appeals, ET Al., case No.07-44”
[http://tinyurl.com/l5qcyvv].  (enclosed as “Exhibit ‘F’” in support of “Complaint”).

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'A'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://tinyurl.com/y8adqsph
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'E'.pdf
http://tinyurl.com/l5qcyvv
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'F'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
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No authority has been located which authorizes the “compulsion” of “payment” of

a “tax liability” as assessed upon an “Estate” which has been granted

“tax immunity” under the “Public Laws” of “The United States of America,”

the “Constitution” for “The United States of America,” and within

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” which is in ownership of Esther Katherine Epperly).

The Defendant, Robin Potter gave no “denials” that the “Ad Valorem Property Tax”

which she was about to assess, was a “tax” assessed upon the reserved

“Mineral Estate” of The United States of America as stated and described on the face

of “United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129.”

As this “letter of response” of Robin Potter is the only “letter” received by

the Plaintiffs, this “letter of response” constitutes a “final determination”

of an “Administrative Agency” for the City and Borough of Juneau,

being the “Office of Assessor.”  This “letter of response” of Robin Potter is enclosed

as a part of “Exhibit ‘G’” in support of the “Complaint.”

3. The Defendant, Robin Potter was in receipt of a “letter” of the Epperlys

on July 6, 2017 entitled: “Misdirected Ad Valorem Property Tax Billing” wherein

Gordon Warren Epperly gave the Defendants, Robin Potter and Bud C. Cribley

a “Notice to Litigate.”  With the “letter of Response” of Robin Potter and

with the “letter” (supra.) of the Epperlys, the jurisdictional requirements

the “Constitution” for  the  “State of Alaska” (such as that “Estate” of the “tract”

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'G'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
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of Alaska Statute “A.S. 44.62.305(b)” (Judicial Relief in Administrative Matters)

{or the like “Ordinances” of “CBJ”} have been fulfilled, the Plaintiffs are qualified

to have a grant of “Judicial Relief” of the “Court” in such “Administrative Proceedings.”

The “letter” of Gordon Warren Epperly entitled: “Misdirected Ad Valorem

Property Tax Billing” is enclosed as “Exhibit ‘H’” in support of the “Complaint.”

4. Shortly after the First day of the Month of July in the year of our Lord, Jesus the Christ,

Two-Thousand and Seventeen (2017), the Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly was in

receipt of a “Billing” of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” that have been assessed upon

“US Survey 3260, Lot 5” (located at 10440 Glacier Highway, Juneau, Alaska).

This “tax billing” is in the total amount of “three-thousand, three-hundred

and sixty-three dollars and fifty-one cents” ($3,363.51), and it is a “tax billing” that has

been expressly “rejected” and abated without prejudice for not being “proportioned”

with the owner of the “Mineral Estate” of the “Public Lands” of “The United States

of America” (not being mailed its “share” of the “tax liability” to be paid as “assessed”

upon “US Survey 3260, Lot 5”). This “Billing” of “Ad Valorem Property Tax” upon

the “Estates” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” may be viewed from

the “attachment” [page 14] of “Exhibit ‘H’” (“Misdirected Ad Valorem Property

Tax Billing”).

5. Upon receipt of the CBJ assessment of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes”

upon US Survey 3260, Lot 5, the Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly,

did mail a “Certified Letter” to Defendants, Robin Potter and Bud C. Cribley

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'H'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'H'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/title-44-state-government/ak-st-sect-44-62-305.html
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entitled: “Misdirected Ad Valorem Property Tax Billing” (supra.) informing them

that there was an “error” made in the assignment of payment of

the “Ad Valorem Property Taxes.”

A demand was made of said “Defendants” to take the necessary steps in correcting

the “Administrative Record” to show the government of The United States

of America is the “taxpayer” that is liable for said payment

of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” as assessed upon the “Mineral Estate”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5.”  No actions were taken by either of the Defendants,

Robin Potter or Bud C. Cribley leaving the “Administrative Record” as not

being corrected.

The “Defendants” were “Noticed” that the governments of the “States” were

given U.S. Congressional authority to submit “tax billings” of “Ad Valorem

Property Taxes” which may be made upon “Public Lands” of the “United States”

to the government of The United States of America for payment. /7

7/ see 43 U.S. Code § 1701- Congressional declaration of policy

(a) The Congress declares that it is the policy of the United States that—

(13)  the Federal Government should, on a basis equitable to both the Federal and
local taxpayer, provide for payments to compensate States and local governments
for burdens created as a result of the immunity of Federal lands from State and
local taxation.

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/43/1701
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This “letter” of Mr. Gordon Warren Epperly crossed paths in mailing with

the “rebuttal letter” of Defendant, Bud C. Cribley leaving Mr. Cribley without any

updated material to which he may have been able to draft his “letter.”

6. The Defendant, Bud C. Cribley provided the only “rebuttal letter” of response

to the letter entitled: “Misdirected Ad Valorem Property Tax Billing.”

This “rebuttal letter” of Mr. Cribley is dated July 3, 2017 wherein Bud C. Cribley

declares:

“The United States granted the land at issue by Patent No. 1188129.  When the
land is conveyed out of federal ownership, the United States has no role in
the issues raised in your [Epperly] letters and will not intercede on
your [Epperly’s] behalf.”

Mr. Bud C. Cribley’s “rebuttal letter” is “vague” at best for Mr. Cribley’s statements are

made without any support of authority.  When Bud C. Cribley states that the land

is “conveyed” out of federal ownership, is he stating that the whole “Estate” of

the “tract” of “United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” has

been conveyed?  Mr. Cribley’s letter leaves many questions unanswered:

a) If any part of the “tract” of “United States Homestead Land Patent
No. 1188129” is in ownership as “Mineral Land Estate” of “The United States
of America,” has that “Estate” been conveyed out of federal ownership?

b) When speaking of “conveyance” in addressing “United States Homestead
Patented Lands,” are we talking about a “conveyance” of
a “Possessory Interest” in which a “Claimant” (or an “heir” or “assignee” of
the “Claimant”) may possess over the surface of an “Estate” which may be
in ownership of “The United States of America”?

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
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Mr. Cribley’s letter is enclosed as a part of “Exhibit ‘G’”.

The only “Case Law” of “Courts” and “Opinions” of “Attorney Generals”

that I, Gordon Warren Epperly, have been able to locate in which there was

a conveyance of the “Title in Fee Absolute” of “Estates” of “tracts” was

the controversies involving “United States Homestead Land Patents” which had

no reservations of ownership of “Mineral Estates” [e.g. “fees with restrictions

on alienation”], such as the ownership of: “Oil,” “Gas,” “Coal,” and other “Minerals”

and had no statements of reservations of “Right-of-Ways” to the government

of “The United States of America.”

I must remind everyone that any “conveyance” made out of “United States

Homestead Land Patents,” whether it may be done by “Warranty Deeds,”

“Quite Claim Deeds,” or any other form of “Deeds,” is merely the conveyance of

an “Estate” of the “tract” spoken of in those “Homestead Land Patents.”  Looking to

being conveyed, not the “Real Property” of the “tract” (which would include

a “bundle of rights” including the right to “mine” and “use” the “Minerals” of

the “tract”)?  The boilerplate wording of “Deeds” are meticulous drafted by

the “Directors” of the “Federal Reserve Bank” so as to exclude the transfer

of all of the “Estates” of “tracts.” (such as the “Mineral Estates” as reserved to

the government of The United States of America).

the wording of those “Deeds,” do they not state that it is the “Real Estate” that is

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'G'.pdf
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THE  COMPLAINT

Everything appears to be “vague” from those who owns the “Estates” of “tracts”

(as conveyed out of “United States Homestead Land Patents”) to the interpretation

of “Statutes” of the State of Alaska in granting authority to “Cities and Boroughs”

in making assessments of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes.”

United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129

The “United States Bureau of Land Management” (“BLM”) enlarge the intent

of the U.S. Congress in reserving: “the oil, gas and other mineral deposits

in the land so patented” (see wording at footnote #6) by declaring that

the term “other mineral deposits” of the reserved “Mineral Estate” of The United States

of America includes the dirt (“soil”) which contains any amount of “Sand and Gravel”

[and “Clay”] which may be found, not only “in the land,” but “upon the surface of the land”

as well.  By changing the terminology of the “Mineral Estate” as found in Public Law 390,

Chapter 270 at Section 2, and as stated on the face of “United States Homestead

Land Patent No. 1188129,” the “BLM” effectively destroyed the identified “boundaries”

of ownership which the “U.S. Congress” carefully established between

the “Mineral Estate” of “The United States of America” from the “Private Estate”

of the “Claimant” (or the “heirs” and “assignees” of the “Claimant”) of “United States

Homestead Land Patents.”

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-68/pdf/STATUTE-68-Pg239.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-68/pdf/STATUTE-68-Pg239.pdf
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When the “United States Bureau of Land Management” took possession of ownership

of all the “Sand and Gravel” [and “Clay”] in the name of “The United States of America”

(which is found within the dirt (soil) of all the “tracts” that have been conveyed

by “United States Homestead Land Patents”) and when the “U.S. Secretary” of

the “United States Department of Interior” declared that the “Mineral Estate” of the surface

of those “tracts” of “Homesteads” is “Public Land” of “The United States of America,” /8

the “BLM” effectively took away any rights of ownership of an “Estate” that a “Claimant”

(or the “heirs” and “assignees” of the “Claimant”) may have had in the ”tracts” of land.

This issue of ownership of “Estates” was alluded to within the “Courts” of

the “United States” in the case of “New West Materials, LLC, ET AL., vs. Interior Board

of Land Appeals, ET Al.” (see footnotes #3 through #5).

This situation presents a “vague” issue of ownership to “Estates” of “tracts”

as conveyed by “United States Homestead Land Patents” when the “United States

Bureau of Land Management” has made a finding that the reservation of “minerals”

(as stated within “United States Homestead Land Patents”) is not limited to

the “minerals” which are “valuable,” but extended the time honored definition

of “minerals” as: “having one specific chemical composition which are naturally

8/ see 43 CFR 3603.1 (2002) “Unauthorized use. Except when authorized by sale or permit under law
and the regulations of the Department of the Interior, the extraction, severance or removal of mineral
materials from public lands under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior is unauthorized use.”;
and

43 CFR 9239.0-7 “Penalty for unauthorized removal of material. The extraction, severance, injury,
or removal of timber or other vegetative resources or mineral materials from public lands under
the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior, except when authorized by law and the regulations of
the Department, is an act of trespass.

.
Sticky Note
Public lands

Public lands means any land and interest in land owned by the United States within the several States and administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land Management, without regard to how the United States acquired ownership. 

Source: 43 CFR § 5400.0-5

[http://tinyurl.com/ybfzrxny]



https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/43/9239.0-7
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an occurring chemical compound, usually of crystalline form and abiogenic

in origin,” to include “Sand and Gravel” which can be: “an aggregate of different

minerals or mineraloids.” /9

There is an issue of “vagueness” of ownership of “Estates” when the “U.S. Congress” has

claimed that it has authority to remove a “Claimant” (or the “heirs” and “assignees” of

the “Claimant”) from the surface of an “Estate” of a “tract” of land in the interest of “mining”

and extraction of “minerals” (which now includes the “dirt” of which “Sand and Gravel”

[and “Clay”] may be located therein) as may be found within such “Codes”

and “Regulations” of 43 U.S. Code § 270–12 /10 and 43 CFR 3841.1. /11

These statements of the “laws” and “regulations” of The United States of America shows

that the ownership of the whole “Estate” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” is with

The United States of America leaving the “Claimants” (or the “heirs” and “assignees” of

the “Claimants”) with only the “Possessory Interest” in the: “rights,” “privileges,”

“immunities,” and “appurtenances” of whatsoever nature, that may exist over the surface

of that “Estate.”

These questions regarding “ownership” of “Estates” to which the assessment

of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” may be attached are questions of law which

9/ see “Minerals” defined at: http://tinyurl.com/gnjkas9.

to United States; entry, reentry, etc., on lands for prospecting, mining, and removal,” see internet at:
http://tinyurl.com/yapdunsu.

10/  For full text of 43 U.S. Code § 270–12 – “Disposal by United States of coal, oil, or gas deposits reserved

11/ For full text of 43 CFR 3814.1 – “Mineral reservation in entry and patent; mining and removal of reserved
deposits; bonds,” see internet at: http://tinyurl.com/yac6l3ud.

http://tinyurl.com/gnjkas9
http://tinyurl.com/yapdunsu
http://tinyurl.com/yac6l3ud
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/43/270-12
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/43/3814.1
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a “Judicial Officer” of this Superior Court will most likely need to address in addressing

the “taxing authority” of the State of Alaska and its municipal corporations:

(1) Does the government of “The United States of America” own the whole “Estate” of

the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” as [purportedly] conveyed

under “United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” wherein

the U.S. Congress placed a “Mineral Reservation” upon the face

of said “Land Patent”?

(a) If the government of “The United States of America” owns all the “Estates”
of the “tracts” (as conveyed by “United States Homestead
Land Patents”) which have “Mineral Reservations” attached thereto;
were the “Possessory Interest” of the “Claimants” (or the “heirs”
and “assignees” of the “Claimants”) of those “Estates” conveyed
to “The United States of America” as well?

(b) If the government of “The United States of America” owns all the “Estate” of
the “tracts” as conveyed by “United States Homestead Patented Lands”
(having reservations of “Minerals” attached thereto); are the
“Possessory Interests” in the “Estate” of The United States of America
protected from “taxation” of the State by the “immunity clauses”
of “Alaska State Constitution, Article XII, Section 12, and Section 13”?

(2) Does the government of “The United States of America” own a partial “Estate”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” with the “Claimant” (or the “heir” and “assignee”

of the “Claimant”) owning the remaining parts of the “Estate”?

(3) Is there an issue of “vagueness” in ownership of the “Estates” of “tracts” of land

which creates a “cloud” over any “Deeds” which may have been conveyed out

of “United States Homestead Land Patents”?

(4) Is there a “vagueness” in ownership of the “Estate(s)” of the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” which was (were) conveyed by “United States

Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” that creates a “vagueness” in

the “assessment” and liability of payment of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes”?

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
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(5) Is there a “vagueness” of ownership of “Estate(s)” of the “tract” that was (were)

conveyed by “United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” which creates

a confusion in the reading and interpretation of “Alaska State Constitution,

Article XII, Section 12, and Section 13”?

Notwithstanding the views of Defendant, Robin Potter, there is an understanding

that “United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” is a creation of

the government of The United States of America which was made under

and “Public Law 85-508” at “Section 6(a)” and “Section 6(b)” which places

the “Estate(s)” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” under the protection of

the “immunity clauses” of Alaska State Constitution, Article XII, Section 12,

and Section 13.

Ad Valorem Property Taxes

According to Defendant, Robin Potter (as the “Assessor” for the “City and Borough

of Juneau,” at “Juneau, Alaska”), the authority to assess “Ad Valorem Property Taxes

is with the “Alaska State Constitution” at “Article IX,” “Section 1,” “Section 4,”

and “Section 5”; and with “Alaska Statute 29.45.010”; “CBJ Ordinance 15.05.020”;

and “CBJ Ordinance 15.05.100.” The Plaintiffs takes exception to the following

“Statutes” of the State of Alaska and “Ordinances” of the City and Borough of Juneau

as those “Statutes” and “Ordinances” are being applied to the “Estates” of the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” which is located at 10440 Glacier Highway, Juneau, Alaska:

the authorities of “52 Stat. 609,” “59 Stat 467,” “68 Stat. 239,” “43 U.S.C. 682a,”

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=52&page=609
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=59&page=467
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=68&page=239
.
Sticky Note
43 U.S.C. §§ 682a to 682e. Repealed. Pub. L. 94–579, title VII, § 702, Oct. 21, 1976, 90 Stat. 2787.

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-72/pdf/STATUTE-72-Pg339.pdf
http://law.justia.com/constitution/alaska/constitution-9.html
http://law.justia.com/constitution/alaska/constitution-9.html
http://www.touchngo.com/lglcntr/akstats/Statutes/Title29/Chapter45/Section010.htm
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1. Alaska State Constitution, Article XII, Section 12 (Disclaimer And Agreement)

and Section 13 (Consent To Act Of Admission).

a. State “The of Alaska and its people forever disclaim all right and title in or to any
property …. not granted or confirmed to the State or its political subdivisions,
by or under the act admitting Alaska into the Union.”

Alaska State Constitution, Article XII, Section 12

If the “title in fee absolute” of the “Estate” of the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” is found to be held in ownership

of The United States of America, then the U.S. Congress may have

the authority to convey the ownership of that “tract” to the State of Alaska.

But if the “Title in Fee” ownership of that “Estate” was conveyed to

the “Claimant,” Mathilda Katherine Streed (as asserted by Defendant,

Bud C. Cribley), then the government of “The United States of America”

ceased to have a roll in regard to the ownership of those “Estates.”

Without being in possession of a “Title in Fee,” The United States

of America would be without authority to convey the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” into ownership and jurisdiction of

the State of Alaska.

If the U.S. Congress conveyed the “tract” of “US Survey, Lot 5”

into ownership of the State of Alaska, the U.S. Congress would have had

to expressly state the “conveyance” within a “Public Law”

of The United States of America at the moment when

the “Territory of Alaska” was brought into “statehood” as

the “State of Alaska,” but that “Public Law” is nowhere to be found.

The “Alaska Statehood Act” (Public Law 85–508, 72 Stat. 339 ) expressly

states at “Section 6(a)” and at “Section 6(b)” that the U.S. Congress has

retained the “jurisdiction” and “sovereignty” of “The United States

http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/ak_statehood.asp
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of America” over: “…. valid existing claim, location, or entry under the laws

of the United States, whether for homestead, mineral, right-of-way, or other

purpose whatsoever ….”

b. “[The State and its people agree] …. that no taxes will be imposed upon any
such property until otherwise provided by the Congress” [Emphasis added]

Alaska State Constitution, Article XII, Section 12

The State of Alaska and its municipal corporations have no authority to act

upon “assumptions of powers,” including the power of exercising “taxation”

over any “Estates” of the “tracts” of land which were in possession

(or under the jurisdiction) of “The United States of America” before

the “Territory of Alaska” was brought into the “Union” as a “State”

of The United States of America.

The U.S. Congress has never enacted any “Public Laws” which expressly

granted to the State of Alaska the authority to assess “Ad Valorem

Property Taxes” upon “Estate(s)” of the “tracts” that were conveyed into

private ownership by “United States Homestead Land Patents” that were

issued before the “statehood” of the State of Alaska.  The “Estate(s)”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” was (were) conveyed by “United States

Homestead Land Patent No.  1188129” under the authority

of “Public Law 390, Chapter 270” of June 8, 1954 on the:

“FOUREENTH day of NOVEMBER in the year of our Lord one thousand

nine hundred and FIFTY-EIGHT and the Independence of the United States

the one hundred and EIGHTY-THIRD.”

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-68/pdf/STATUTE-68-Pg239.pdf
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c. “All provisions of the act admitting Alaska to the Union which reserves rights
or powers to the United States as those prescribing the terms or conditions of
the grants of lands or other property, are consented to fully by this state
[Alaska] and its people.” [Emphasis added]

Alaska State Constitution, Article XII, Section 13

The rights and the prescribing of the terms or conditions of grants of land

or other property by “United States Homestead Land Patents” are located

on the face of “Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129”:

“TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same [tract], together with
all the rights, privileges, immunities, and appurtenances,
of whatsoever nature, thereunto belonging, unto the said claimant
[Mathilda Katherine Streed] and to the heirs and assigns
of the said claimant [Esther Katherine Epperly] forever …”
[Emphasis added]

and within the “Alaska Statehood Act” (Public Law 85–508, 72 Stat. 339)

at “Section 6(a)” and “Section 6(b)”:

“Provided, That nothing herein contained shall affect any valid existing
claim, location, or entry under the laws of the United States, whether
for homestead, mineral, right-of-way, or other purpose whatsoever,
or shall affect the rights of any such owner, claimant, locator,
or entryman to the full use and enjoyment of the land so occupied.”
[Emphasis added].

As the State of Alaska and its people have consented to said terms

and conditions of the grant of “United States Homestead Land Patent

No. 1188129, the State of Alaska and its municipal corporations

have surrendered its “rights” and “powers” to assess

“Ad Valorem Property Taxes” upon the “Estates” of the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5.”

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/ak_statehood.asp
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/ak_statehood.asp
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The power to “tax” must be surrendered for it is the power to destroy.

(see U.S. Supreme Court ruling of McCulloch v. Maryland,

17 U.S. 316 (1819)).  It is an absurdity in law that the U.S. Congress may

grant a “State” of the “Union” the authority to destroy the “Contracts” of

which “The United States of America” entered into with the “Claimants”

(or the “heirs” and “assignees” of the “Claimants”) of a “United States

Homestead Land Patent.”

2. CBJ Ordinance 15.05.020 - Assessment of property.

“All taxable property in the City and Borough shall be assessed uniformly
within classifications and at its full and true value in money as of January 1 of
the assessment year.”

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary of the “Immunity Clauses”
of “Article XII,” “Section 12” and “Section 13” of the “Alaska State Constitution”;

What is the “classification” of the “Estate” of US Survey 3260, Lot 5?

(a) If this Superior Court finds that the “Estate” is in ownership of

the “Claimant,” (or with the “heir” and “assignee” of the “Claimant,”

Esther Katherine Epperly), the “Estate” should be classified as “private,”

not “commercial.” No part of the “Estate” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260,

Lot 5” is being used for commercial purposes.

(b) If the “Estate” of US Survey 3260, Lot 5 is found to be in ownership of

the government of “The United States of America,” then the classification

should be “government.”

(c) If the “Estate” of US Survey 3260, Lot 5 is found to have been divided into

two (2) or more “Estates,” one of which is in the ownership of

the government of “The United States of America” and the other

in ownership of the “Claimant” (or the “heir” and “assignee” of the “Claimant”),

the classification becomes “vague” for purposes of “taxation.”  How does

http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
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an “Assessor” make a uniformity valuation of the “Estates” of “tracts”

of “United States Homesteads” when the “Estates” are divided into unknown

portions is anyone’s guess.  The “Assessor” must take into account that

one is the “Mineral Estate” of “Public Lands” of the government

of The United States of America” (having an unknown identified minerals

and unknown value of the deposit of said minerals), and the other being

the “Private Estate” of the “Claimant” (or the “heirs” and “assignees” of

the “Claimant”).

(d) If it is found that the “United States Bureau of Land Management” has taken

possession of the whole “Estate” of the “tract” of US Survey 3260, Lot 5

in the name of “The United States of America” by expanding

the reserved “Mineral Estate” to include, not only the “mineral deposits”

“in the land,” but to include also the “mineral deposits” which

are located upon the “surface of the land” (as stated within

an “BLM Administrative Declaration of Finding,” /12 [an “Agency Finding” that

was upheld by “Courts” of the “The United States of America.” / 13 ]),

then where is the authority for the State of Alaska and

its municipal corporations to assign a “tax liability” of an assessment of

an “Ad Valorem Property Tax” upon Esther Katherine Epperly?

As the “United States Bureau of Land Management” has declared

that “Sand and Gravel” [and “Clay”] (which is always found within the “dirt”

(soil) of the land in one form or another) is a “Mineral Deposit” that is

in ownership of “The United States of America” /14 {and with the “Congress”

of The United States of America proclaiming by an “Act of Law”

(“43 U.S. Code § 270–12”) that The United States of America has authority

12/ See “Exhibit ‘C’”.

13/ See “Exhibit ‘D’” through “Exhibit ‘F’”.

14 / See “Minerals Defined” and ownership thereof. (“69 Stat. 367;” “Public Law 167, Chapter 375”
[July 23, 1955]).

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'C'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'D'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'F'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/us/title-43-public-lands/43-usc-sect-270-12.html
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-69/pdf/STATUTE-69-Pg367.pdf
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to take possession of the surface of the land with, or without, compensation

to the “Claimant” (or the “heirs” and “assignees” of the “Claimant”)

in its interest of extraction of “Minerals”}, then the only interest that

the “Claimant” (or the “heir” and “assigns” of the “Claimant”) may have

in the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” is the “Possessory Interest” use of

the “Public Lands” of The United States of America.  What “classification”

is to be made of the “Possessory Interest” of “Public Lands”

of “The United States of America”?  The Plaintiffs have no idea.

3. CBJ Ordinance 15.05.100 - Determination of full and true value.

“Property shall be assessed at its full and true value in money, as of January 1 of
the assessment year.  In determining the full and true value of property in money,
the person making the return, or the assessor, as the case may be, shall not
adopt a lower or different standard of value because the same is to serve as a
basis of taxation, nor shall the assessor adopt as a criterion of value the price for
which the property would sell at auction, or at a forced sale, either separately or
in the aggregate with all of the property in the taxing district, but the assessor
shall value the property at a sum which the assessor believes it is fairly worth in
money at the time of assessment.”

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary of the “Immunity Clauses” of “Article XII,”
“Section 12,” and “Section 13” of the “Alaska State Constitution”;

(a) In regard to the “tract” of US Survey 3260, Lot 5 as conveyed

by “United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129,” are we talking

about the “full and true value in money” of the “Mineral Estate” of

the government of The United States of America or are we talking about

the “full and true value in money” of the “Private Estate” of the “Claimant”

(or the “heirs” and “assignees” of the “Claimant”), or are we talking about

both “Estates,” one of which is in ownership of The United States of America

and the other that is in ownership of the “Claimant” (or the “heirs”

and “assignees” of the “Claimant”)?

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
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(b) Is the “value” of “property” of the “Public Mineral Estate” of the government

of “The United States of America” the same as the “value” of “property”

of the “Private Estate” of a “Claimant” (or the “heirs” and “assignees”

of the “Claimant”) to which “taxes” is to be assessed?  If not, how does

an “Assessor” fulfill the requirements of the law when assessing

“Ad Valorem Property Taxes” to the “Estates” of the “tract”

of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5”?

(c) How do you define the word “property” as used

in “CBJ Ordinance 15.05.100”? Is it the whole “tract,”

as with “US Survey 3260, Lot 5,” or is it the individual “Estates” of

a ”tract” of land?

4. Alaska Statute 29.45.300 - Tax Liability.

“(a) The owner of assessed personal property is personally liable for the amount of
taxes assessed against the property. The tax, together with penalty and interest,
may be collected in a personal action brought in the name of the municipality.

“(b) Property taxes, together with penalty and interest, are a lien upon the property
assessed, and the lien is prior and paramount to all other liens or encumbrances
against the property.”

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary of the “Immunity Clauses” of “Article XII,”
“Section 12,” and “Section 13” of the “Alaska State Constitution”;

This “Alaska Statute of 29.45.300” raises the question: “Who is (are) the “owner(s)”

of “personal property” of the “Estate(s)” of US Survey 3260, Lot 5 to which said

“assessed taxes” may have been levied upon and made “liable” for the amount

of “taxes” due (with “penalties” and “interest”) as assessed”?

http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
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As there may be more than one (1) “Estate” to which may be owned by more than

one (1) “Owner” leaves this “Section” of Alaska Statute 29.45.300 to be “vague” and

thus “void” for there are no definitions provided for the word “owner” as that word is

used in the “Statute.”

The Defendant, Robin Potter (in assessing an “Ad Valorem Property Tax” upon

the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5”) did not make any attempts to separate what is

two (2) “Estates” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” (after she was

duly “notified” within several “letters” of the Defendant, Gordon Warren Epperly,

that two (2) “Estates” existed).  As Defendant, Robin Potter refused to separate

the “Estates,” the “Ad Valorem Property Tax” which was assessed upon that portion

of the “Estate” that is in ownership of the government of “The United States

of America” has been assigned to Esther Katherine Epperly for payment.

Said demand for payment of the “taxes” due for the “Mineral Estate”

of “The United States of America” has been expressly “rejected” and not accepted.

What we see in Defendant, Robin Potter’s refusal to correct

the “Administrative Record” and “Tax Billing” is a willful act of “deception” / 15

and “extortion.” /16

15/ “AS 11.46.180. Theft By Deception. - (a) A person commits theft by deception if, with intent to deprive
another of property or to appropriate property of another to oneself or a third person, the person obtains
the property of another by deception.”

16/ “AS 11.41.520. Extortion – (a) A person commits the crime of extortion if the person obtains the property
of another by threatening or suggesting that either that person or another may (4) take or withhold action
as a public servant or cause a public servant to take or withhold action;” … “(d) In this section,
"property of another" means property in which a person has an interest that the defendant is not
privileged to infringe, …”.
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5. Ak. Const., Art IX, Sec. 5 – Interest in government property

“Private leaseholds, contracts, or interest in land or property owned or held by
the United States, the State, or its political subdivisions, shall be taxable to the extent
of the interest.”

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary of the “Immunity Clauses” of “Article XII,”
“Section 12,” and “Section 13” of the “Alaska State Constitution”;

a. The City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) “Ad Valorem Property Tax Bill” is an

assessment of taxes upon “Appurtenances” of the land that has been

identified by the CBJ Assessor, Mrs. Robbin Potter, as “Buildings.”

These “Appurtenances” are the “Possessory Interest” of the Claimant,

Mathilda Katherine Streed, (or the “heirs” and “assigns” of the “Claimant”)

as proclaimed on the face of “United States Homestead Land Patent

No. 1188129.”  The “heir” and / or “assign” of the “Claimant,”  is the Plaintiff,

Esther Katherine Epperly.

Note: Under normal circumstances, a “Possessory Interest” to
a government granted “Homestead” would be a taxable interest of
the State of Alaska, but that taxable interest only exists if that
“Possessory Interest” was granted after January 3, 1959, the date
that the State of Alaska was admitted into the Union of States.

The “Possessory Interest” of the lands of “United States Homestead
Land Patent No. 1188129” was acquired by the “Claimant,”
Mathilda Katherine Streed, on November 14, 1958, a date
that Alaska was a “Territorial” possession of The United States
of America.  Those “Possessory Interests” were granted as an issue
of “immunity” forever via “Contractual Agreement” as entered into
between the U.S. Congress and the “Claimants” (or the “heirs”
and “assignees” of the “Claimants”) of “United States Homestead
Patented Lands.” This “immunity” (to which includes
implementation of “taxes”) is not an issue of “exemptions” that may

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
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cease to exist upon the creation of a “State” from
the “Territorial Property” of “The United States of America,” nor is it
an issue of “exemptions” that may be granted or rescinded at
the whim of government of any State.

b. All “Homestead Entry Laws” /17 have “qualification clauses” for those who

would like to be an “Applicant” for a “Homestead” of The United States

of America.  One of those “qualifications” declared is that an “Applicant” must

be a “citizen of the United States,” a status of “citizenship” that was created

by the government of The United States of America via the ratification of

an “Amendment” to the “U.S. Constitution,” the “Fourteenth Amendment”:

a) As the “Claimant” of “United States Homestead Land Patent
No. 1188129” is a “citizen of the United States”; and

b) As the “Claimants” of “United States Homestead Land Patents” have
been granted “privileges,” “rights,” and “immunities” in the use
of “appurtenances” of whatsoever nature upon the “Estate” of
reserved “Public Lands” of The United States of America as founded
upon the “tracts” conveyed by “United States Homestead Land
Patent No. 1188129”; and

c) As this authority for the U.S. Congress to grant such “privileges,”
“rights,” and “immunities” is with “Section One” /18 in conjunction
with “Section Five” / 19 of the “Fourteenth Amendment” to
the “Constitution” for The United States of America; and

17/ see 52 Stat. 609 (An Act To Provide For The Purchase of Public Lands For Home And Other Sites);
59 Stat. 467 (An Act to Amend 52 Stat. 609); 68 Stat. 239 (An Act To Provide For The Purchase
Of Public Lands).

18 / “All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof,
are citizens of the United States …”  [Emphasis added].

19/ “The Congress shall have the power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the provisions of this article.”

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=52&page=609
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=52&page=609
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=59&page=467
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=68&page=239
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d) As the “States” of the “Union” (including the State of Alaska)
is “Barred” by “Section One” of the “Fourteenth Amendment” to
the “Constitution” for The United States of America to make
or enforce any “law” which shall abridge the “privileges,”
or “immunities” of the “Claimants” as “citizens of the United States”;
and

e) As “Article IX” of the “Bill of Rights” to the “U.S. Constitution” declares
that the granted “rights” as enumerated in the “Constitution”
[e.g. “Fourteenth Amendment”] shall not be construed to deny
or disparage others retained by the people; and

f) As these reserved “privileges,” “rights,” and “immunities” are
the stated “clause immunities” of “Alaska State Constitution,”
“Article XII,” “Section 12,” and “Section 13”; and

g) As the power to “tax” is the power to “destroy,” the “Estate(s)”
(or the “Possessor Interest” of the “Estate(s)”) of the “tract”
of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” is / are the “Estate(s)” that
has / have the status of “immunity” under “Alaska State
Constitution,” “Article XII,” “Section 12,” and “Section 13” to
be assessed “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” of the State of Alaska
and its municipal corporations; and

h) Therefore, the “Ad Valorem Property Tax” billing as presented
to “ESTHER K EPPERLY” is “Void” and without effect as
a matter of “Constitutional Law” of the “State of Alaska” and
of “The United States of America” and with the “Public Laws” of
the “U.S. Congress.”

Civil Rights
“Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage,

of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected,
any citizen of the United States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the
deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws,
shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper
proceeding for redress, except that in any action brought against a judicial officer for an
act or omission taken in such officer’s judicial capacity, injunctive relief shall not be
granted unless a declaratory decree was violated or declaratory relief was unavailable.

http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
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For the purposes of this section, any Act of Congress applicable exclusively to
the District of Columbia shall be considered to be a statute of the District of Columbia.”

42 USC 1983

Defendant Robin Potter

Defendant, Robin Potter was instructed within a letter dated July 5, 2017 /21

to correct the name in which she used on the “Ad Valorem Property Tax” billing

to reflect the lawful “Christian” name of “Esther Katherine Epperly,” a request

which she refused to do.  As Robin Potter refused to correct the name of

the recipient of the “Ad Valorem Property Tax” billing, her criminal acts

of “deception” and “extortion” are not an issue of mistake, but have

become “willful” criminal acts.

b) Defendant, Robin Potter, was advised of the facts and law surrounding

the “immunity” status of the “Estate(s)” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5”

and was requested to correct the “Administrative Record” of

the “City and Borough of Juneau” at Juneau, Alaska to reflect

the “immunity” status to “taxation” as provided for by the “immunity clauses”

of “Article XII,” “Section 12,” and “Section 13,” of the “Constitution” for

20/ see “Video” on “Creation of the Birth Certificate Trust” at: [http://tinyurl.com/yay2stcd].

21/ see “Exhibit ‘H’” entitled: “Misdirected Ad Valorem Property Tax Billing”

a) The conversion of the lawful “Christian” name of “Esther Katherine Epperly”

into a fiction of law that represents a taxable “Trust” of

a “Corporate Persona” /20 with the use of all upper case lettering and

abbreviation into a “legal fiction” having the name of “ESTHER K EPPERLY”

(as used on the face of an “Ad Valorem Property Tax” billing) is a criminal act

of “deception” which is being used to execute the crime of “extortion.”

Such acts of “deception” is expressly “rejected” and the “legal fiction” name

of “ESTHER K EPPERLY” is not accepted.

http://tinyurl.com/yay2stcd
http://tinyurl.com/yay2stcd
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'H'.pdf
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
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the “State of Alaska,” a request to which Defendant, Robin Potter refused

to do.

The “act” of refusing to correct an “Administrative Record” is a willful

commission of the criminal act of “deception” which leads to the criminal act

of “extortion.”  As this commission of “criminal acts” were committed under

“colorable laws” of the “State of Alaska” and “colorable ordinances” of

the “City and Borough of Juneau,” they are “criminal acts” which

brings Defendant, Robin Potter, within the jurisdiction of “42 USC 1983.”

Defendant  Bud C. Cribley

a) On or about June 12, 2017, the Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly, did file

a “Complaint” with the “United States Bureau of Land Management” (“BLM”) for

the District of Alaska presenting questions of “law” and “facts” regarding

the “Estates” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5.”

This “Complaint” of the Epperlys was supposed to be submitted for review

by qualified personal that had “delegated authority” of the “U.S. Secretary” of

the “United States Department of Interior” to represent the “legal affairs”

of the “Agency” of “BLM.” The “Complaint” of Gordon Warren Epperly

never reached any “Land Law Examiner” of “BLM” which had

the “delegated authority” to make examinations of “Complaints” and issue

forth “Rulings” on behalf of the “U.S. Secretary” of the “United States

Department of Interior” for it was intercepted by Defendant, Bud C. Cribley.

b) Defendant, Bud C. Cribley (acting as the “State Director” for the “United States

Bureau of Land Management” for the “District of Alaska”) did issue forth

a “Letter” dated July 3, 2017 dismissing Epperly’s “Complaint” /22 declaring:

“The United States granted the land at issue by Patent No. 1188129.
When land is conveyed out of federal ownership, the United States has

22/ See “Exhibit  ‘G’” - Bud C. Cribley’s “Letter of Response”

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'G'.pdf
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no role in the issues raised in your letters and will not intercede on
your behalf.”

c) This statement, as applied to the “tract” of US Survey 3260, Lot 5, is not true.

If this “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” is used for any purposes other than

what “Homestead Public Law 390, Chapter 270” (“68 Stat. 239”) authorizes,

the U.S. Congress has reserved (expressly or impliedly) on behalf

of “The United States of America” to exercise authority to repossess the “tract”:

[Section 1]  “…. Which the Secretary may classify as chiefly valuable for
residence, recreation, business, or community site purposes, .....

[Section 4]  “Any employee of the Department of the Interior, stationed
in Alaska, notwithstanding such employment, may, in the discretion of
the Secretary, purchase or lease under this Act one tract for residence
or recreation purposes in the Territory of Alaska: Provided, however,
That any conveyance by the Secretary to such employee shall contain
a provision under which said tract shall revert to the United States if used,
…. for other than residential or recreation purposes.”  [Emphasis added]

See also the wording of “Section 6(i)” of the “Alaska Statehood Act”

(“Public Law 85–508,” “72 Stat. 339”) wherein the “U.S. Congress” has

declared the “reservation of minerals” in regard to the conveyance of land into

private ownership from the lands conveyed to the “State of Alaska” by

provisions of the "Alaska Statehood Act”:

“(i) All grants made or confirmed under this Act shall include mineral
deposits. The grants of mineral lands to the State of Alaska under
subsections (a) and (b) of this section are made upon the express
condition that all sales, grants, deeds, or patents for any of the mineral
lands so granted shall be subject to and contain reservation to the State
of all of the minerals in the lands so sold, granted, deeded, or patented,
together with the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same.
Mineral deposits in such lands shall be subject to lease by the State as
the State legislature may direct: Provided, That any lands or minerals
hereafter disposed of contrary to the provisions of this section shall be
forfeited to the United States by appropriate proceedings instituted by

http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/ak_statehood.asp
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/ak_statehood.asp
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/ak_statehood.asp
http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=68&page=239
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the Attorney General for that purpose in the United States District Court
for the District of Alaska.” /23 [Emphasis added].

Furthermore, the “U.S. Congress” has declared on the face of “United States

Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129” that the “minerals” which may

be located within “Estate” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” and

are declared to be “owned” by the government of “The United States

of America” as “Public Lands” of the “United States,” is further evidence

that Defendant, Bud C. Cribley has made perjured /24 false statements.

d) Defendant, Bud C. Cribley (acting as the “State Director” for the “United States

Bureau of Land Management” for the “District of Alaska”) did have in

his possession the “Complaint” of the Epperlys wherein he was “noticed” that

the “Assessor” for the “City and Borough of Juneau” (“CBJ”)

at “Juneau, Alaska” did make an “Assessment” of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes”

upon the whole “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” (which included

the “Mineral Estate” of “The United States of America”) and assigned

the “payment” of that “tax liability” to the Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly.

e) As Defendant, Bud C. Cribley did remain “silent” and acted

through the criminal act of “deception,” Mr. Cribley did refuse

to notify the “CBJ Assessor” of the “error” leaving the Plaintiff,

Esther Katherine Epperly, with the “liability” of “payment,” for not only what may

be her share of the “Property Tax Assessment,” but also with the payment of

the “liability” of the “Property Tax Assessment” that is due on

the “Mineral Estate” of the government of “The United States of America.”

23/ A Side Comment - This is a statement that “Alaska” has no land of its own and thus it is not a “State”
of the “Union.” No other “Statehood Act” of any Continental forty-eight (48) “States,” including
the “State of Hawaii,” does such a provision exist within their “Statehood Acts.”

24/ There is an understanding that when an “Official” of the government of “The United States of America”
in writing a letter to a member of the general public, there is an implied understanding that such letters
are presented under “Oath” to the truthfulness of the contents of the letter.  This implied understanding
is with the “Oath of Office” which Defendant Bud C. Cribley was required to submit himself
to under “5 U.S. Code § 3331” – [http://tinyurl.com/zqxnx64].

http://tinyurl.com/zqxnx64
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
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This criminal act of “deception” has led to the criminal act of “extortion”

which brings Defendant, Bud C. Cribley into the jurisdiction of

the “Civil Rights” law of “42 USC 1983” and “Public Law 91–452” (84 Stat. 922)

known as the “Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act” [“RICO”].

JUDICIAL  REMEDIES

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Gordon Warren Epperly in his capacity of “Coverture”

by marriage to his wife, Esther Katherine Epperly, who is a listed “Plaintiff” of

this “Complaint,” hereby moves the “Judicial Officer” of this “Superior Court” for

the “State of Alaska” to grant the Plaintiffs the following relief:

1. Under the authority of Alaska Statute A.S. 22.10.020(g) (Declaration of Rights):

“(g) In case of an actual controversy in the state, the superior court, upon the filing
of an appropriate pleading, may declare the rights and legal relations of
an interested party seeking the declaration, whether or not further relief is
or could be sought.  The declaration has the force and effect of a final judgment
or decree and is reviewable as such. Further necessary or proper relief based
on a declaratory judgment or decree may be granted, after reasonable notice
and hearing, against an adverse party whose rights have been determined by
the judgment.”

a. Declare the “Statutes” of the “State of Alaska” (as those “Statutes” are being

applied to the assessment of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” upon

the “Estates” of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5”) to be “vague” and

void for not expressly stating and defining how those “taxes” are to

be assigned and apportioned to individual “Estates” of a “tract” and

identifying those whom is “liable” for payment of those “taxes” when one

or more of those “Estates” may be in ownership of the government, such as

“The United States of America.”

http://uscode.house.gov/statviewer.htm?volume=84&page=922
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/1983
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b. Declare the “Ordnances” of the “City and Borough of Juneau”

(as those “Ordnances” are being applied to the assessment

of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” upon the “Estates” of the “tract”

of US Survey 3260, Lot 5”) to be “vague” and void for not expressly stating

and defining how those “taxes” are to be assigned and apportioned

to individual “Estates” of a “tract” and to whom is “liable” for payment of

those “taxes” when one or more of those “Estates” may be in ownership of

the government, such as “The United States of America.”

NOTE: This described situation of “taxation” is not limited to
the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” for all “tracts” of “land” which
went into private ownership before the “statehood” of “Alaska”
are all founded upon “United States Homestead Land Patents,”
“Land Patents” which have printed on their “face” a statement
that a “reservation of ownership” of the “Mineral Estate” of
those “tracts” are reserved in the name of “The United States
of America.” Those “Mineral Estates” are identified by
the “U.S. Secretary” of the “United States Department of Interior”
as being “Public Lands” of the “United States.”

c. Declare that the “Estate” of the Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly,

and the “Estate” of the “United States of America” to have the status

of “immunity” from assessment of “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” of

the “State of Alaska” and its municipal corporation, the “City and Borough

of Juneau.”

This status of “tax immunity” for the “Estate” of Esther Katherine Epperly is

with the “immunity clauses” of “Article XII,” “Section 12,” and “Section 13”

of the “Constitution” for the “State of Alaska” and with “Section 1”

of the “Fourteenth Amendment” to the “U.S. Constitution” for: “No state shall

make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of

citizens of the United States …” which “Ad Valorem Property Taxes” do by

the very nature of the “tax.”

http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
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The “State of Alaska” and its people are “bound” by the “U.S. Constitution,

Fourteenth Amendment” and provisions of the “Alaska Statehood Act”

to recognize and observe the “rights,” “privileges,” and “immunities”

of “citizens of the United States,” as granted by the U.S. Congress

in regard to the grant of unlimited use of “appurtenances” over the “Estate”

of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” by the “Claimant” (or the “heir”

and/or “assignee” of the “Claimant”) of “United States Homestead Land

Patent No. 1188129.”

These grants of “rights,” “privileges,” and “immunities” are found within

several “United States Homestead Public Laws” of “The United States

of America” and within the “Alaska Statehood Act.”  The “State of Alaska”

and its municipal corporation, the “City and Borough of Juneau,”

are without lawful authority to destroy those “rights,” “privileges,”

and “immunities,” with its powers of “taxation.”

The “Claimant” of “United States Homestead Land Patent No. 1188129”

is Mathilda Katherine Streed, who is the grandmother of the Plaintiff,

Esther Katherine Epperly. As the “heir” and / or “assignee” of

the “Claimant,” Esther Katherine Epperly is the “owner” of an “Estate”

of the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” which has a location address

of “10440 Glacier Highway” at “Juneau, Alaska.”

The “tax immunity” of the “Estate” of the government of “The United States

of America” is with the “U.S. Constitution” and with “International Law.”

(see “McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. 316” (1819)).

d. Declare that the “Estate” of the Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly to have

the status of “immunity” from being regulated with “Zoning Ordinances”

of the “City and Borough of Juneau.”  This authority is found

within “Alaska Statehood Act” (Public Law 85–508, 72 Stat. 339)

at “Section 6(a)” and “Section 6(b)”:

http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
http://www.usa-the-republic.com/jurisprudentia/Epperly_vs_Potter_and_Cribley/Plaintiffs/Exhibits/Complaint/Exhibit%20'B'.pdf
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
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“That nothing herein contained shall affect any valid existing claim,
location, or entry under the laws of the United States, whether for
homestead, mineral, right-of-way, or other purpose whatsoever,
or shall affect the rights of any such owner, claimant, locator,
or entryman to the full use and enjoyment of the land so occupied.”

and as mandated within the “immunity clauses” of “Article XII,” “Section 12,”

and “Section 13” of the “Constitution” for the “State of Alaska” and within

the “immunity clause” of “Section 1” of the “Fourteenth Amendment” to

the “Constitution” for “The United States of America.” The “State of Alaska”

and its people have consented to the terms and conditions of the provisions

of the “Act” admitting “Alaska” into the “Union.”

e. The Plaintiffs moves the “Court” to “stay” any “payments” which may be due

on the assessment of “Ad Valorem Property Tax” upon the “Estates” of

the “tract” of “US Survey 3260, Lot 5” pending the “Ruling” of this “Court.”

If payment has been made, the “Court” is moved to issue forth

a “Court Order” instructing the Defendant, Robin Potter (as the “Assessor”

for the “City and Borough of Juneau”) to reimburse any “moneys” paid if

the “Court” finds that the “Estate” of the Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly,

to be with “immunity” from “taxation.”

2. In regard to the “trespass” of “Civil Rights” of the “Plaintiffs” by the “Defendants,”

the Plaintiffs moves the “Court” to assess a “token” value of “damages” in

the amount of “Ten Dollars and Zero Cents” ($10.00) on each “Defendant” under

the authority of 42 USC 1983.  The “Defendants” did act in conspiracy to

extort “funds” from the Plaintiff, Esther Katherine Epperly via criminal acts

of “deception.”

3. The Plaintiffs moves the “Court” for reimbursement of “Court Expenses.”

The Plaintiffs “waives” their rights to “Attorney Fees” which may have accumulated

with the preparation of this “Complaint.”

http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-13.html
http://codes.findlaw.com/ak/the-constitution-of-the-state-of-alaska/ak-const-art-12-sect-12.html
https://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/amendmentxiv
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/1983
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As the “Defendants” are government employees, any “Attorney Fees” and “funds”

for “payment of damages” are paid from the “Public Treasuries” of

those governments.  It is not the “Taxpayers” that trespassed upon the “rights,”

“privileges,” and “immunities” of the “Plaintiffs” and they are not the ones that

should have their “Property” taken by force of the “taxation powers” of those

governments only to be redistributed to “Plaintiffs” by “Court Orders” of a “Judge.”

It is not the desire of the “Plaintiffs” to be “thieves” of the “monies” of the “People.”

DATED this Second day of the month of August in the year of

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

Seal

__________________________________
Gordon Warren Epperly – Plaintiff

Seal

__________________________________
Esther Katherine Epperly – Plaintiff

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

enter69@usa-the-republic.com
Typewritten text
/s/  Esther Katherine Epperly

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

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