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Without waiver of any argument that the Holdover Nooksack Tribal Council “lacks a quorum to 

conduct tribal business” or “take any official action,” 2  the 331 enrolled Noxwsá7aq-ólh-chan 

(Nooksack) Tribal members who are named on the attached Representation List offer this written 

response to the attempt by the Nooksack Holdover Tribal Council to disenroll them.3  Appendix A.  

Most of the Tribal members descend directly from Annie George—they are  the so-called “Nooksack 

306,” first appearing on a February 2013 disenrollment list of 306 Nooksacks; they have been proposed 

for disenrollment since at least February 12, 2013.  Appendix B.  Any or all of the 331 enrolled 

Nooksack Tribal members now appear to be proposed for mass disenrollment,4 through a single ten-

																																																								
1 At this time, the Nooksack Tribal Council is defunct, and unable to convene any meeting or “take any official action . . . 
because of the lack of a quorum.”  Nooksack Bylaws, art. II, § 4; Letter from Lawrence Roberts, Principal Deputy Assistant 
Secretary – Indian Affairs, U.S. Department of the Interior to Robert Kelly, Jr., Nooksack Tribal Chairman (Oct. 17, 2016) 
[hereinafter “Roberts Letter”], at 1.  The Nooksack Tribal Council is herein referred to as “Holdover Tribal Council.” 
2 Roberts Letter, at 1.  
3 We, undersigned counsel, are not prohibited from the practice of law at Nooksack.  In re Gabriel S. Galanda, et al. v. 
Nooksack Tribal Court, Nos. 2016-CI-CL-001 & 002 (Nooksack Ct. App. Sept. 21, 2016)  (restoring Galanda Broadman, 
PLLC’s right to practice law at Nooksack); see also Roberts Letter, at 1 (essentially affirming In re Gabriel S. Galanda, et al. 
and rejecting Resolution No. 16-149 (Oct. 7, 2016), which purported to “revoke any privilege Mr. Galanda, [sic] has or may 
have had, to practice law before the Nooksack Tribal Court(s) or within Nooksack Tribal lands”); see also Roberts v. Kelly, 
12 NICS App. 33, 41 (Nooksack Ct. App. Mar. 18, 2014) (“prohibiting a [person] from being represented at the proceeding 
violates due process” and noting “the right to representation is crucial”) (citing Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 270 (1970); 
Goldberg,  397 U.S. at 267 (holding that the “fundamental requisite of due process of law is the opportunity to be heard,” 
which “would be, in many cases, of little avail if it did not comprehend the right to be heard by counsel”); Id. (an individual 
“must be allowed to retain an attorney if he so desires”).  Also, Mr. Galanda remains Noxwtsí7qen—the traditionally 
appointed “Speaker”—for the 331 Nooksack Tribal Members per Noxwsá7aq-ólh-chan asláq'alhsólh. 
4 It is unclear exactly who is, or how many Nooksack members are, being disenrolled by the Holdover Council on November 
10, 2016.  In February 2012, the Holdover Council proposed to disenroll 306 Nooksack tribal members, several of whom 
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minute teleconference,5 at 10:00 a.m. on November 10, 2016, according to certain one-page Notices of 

Involuntary Disenrollment that the Holdover Tribal Council mailed on October 17, 2016 (“Notices”).6   

The Holdover Tribal Council is once again “fast-tracking the disenrollment process,” now with 

even less—in fact no—regard for the rule of law.  Lomeli v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-APL-2013-002, at 8 

(Nooksack Ct. App. Aug. 27, 2013).  The Nooksack Tribe has “cease[d] to operate under the rule of law  

. . . . and as a result it forfeit[ed] . . . its legal authority to govern the Tribe,” and any “right to demand . . 

. that other sovereign governments deal with it government to government.”  In re Gabriel S. Galanda, 

et al. v. Nooksack Tribal Ct., No. 2016-CI-CL-002, at 1-2 (Nooksack Ct. App., Jul. 25, 2016).  Indeed, 

the United States presently “does not recognize actions taken by the Tribe.”  Roberts Letter, at 1.  More 

generally, “at Nooksack the rule of law is dead.”  In re Gabriel S. Galanda, et al. v. Nooksack Tribal Ct., 

Nos. 2016-CI-CL-001 & 002, at 2 (Nooksack Ct. App. Aug. 15, 2016).  Accordingly, the Notices and 

any related disenrollment proceedings lack legal authority, and any decision resulting therefrom cannot 

and “will not [be] recognize[d]” by the United States “government to government.”  In re Gabriel S. 

Galanda, et al., No. 2016-CI-CL-002 (Nooksack Ct. App. Jul. 25, 2016); Roberts Letter, at 1. 

The Holdover Tribal Council is currently enjoined from conducting any disenrollment activities 

by at least six stay or injunction orders.  Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-007, at n.3 (Nooksack Tribal 

																																																																																																																																																																					
have walked on since.  By February 2016, former Nooksack Tribal Attorney Ray Dodge “announced for the first time that an 
additional 40 voters would be singled out” for disenrollment.  Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-007, at 10 (Nooksack Tribal 
Ct. Feb. 29, 2016).  By March of 2016, the Holdover Council sought to disenroll at least four more Nooksack members.  See 
Gladstone v. Kelly, No. 2016-CI-CL-001, Complaint,  at 2-3 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Apr. 29, 2016) (alleging that four non-306 
pro se plaintiffs “received a Notice of Dual Enrollment and Request for Relinquishment . . . dated March 4, 2016” despite 
being “barred from proceeding with disenrollment”).  It thus appears that the Holdover Tribal Council now targets at 
least 350 Nooksacks for disenrollment.  This Response applies only to those Nooksack Tribal Members who are in fact 
proposed for telephonic disenrollment on or about November 10, 2016 at 10:00 a.m. 
5 See N.T.C. § 63.01.001(H) (setting a “a maximum of ten (10) minutes” for the meeting). 
6 Since Title 63, as cited in the Notices, has not yet been finally approved by the U.S. Department of the Interior Secretary as 
required by Article II, Section 4 of the Nooksack Constitution, this Response need not, and does not, adhere to the 
requirements set forth in N.T.C. § 63.00.004 or otherwise.  The version of Title 63 available at http://nooksacktribe.org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/01/Title-63-Enrollment-Ordinance.pdf (visited on Oct. 28, 2016), to which the Notices direct the 
Nooksack Tribal Members, remains subject to U.S. Department of the Interior Board of Indian Appeals (“IBIA”) proceedings 
and thus without any effect under federal or Nooksack Tribal law.  Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2014-CI-CL-007 (Nooksack Tribal 
Ct. Feb. 26, 2015); see also Roberts v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-003 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Mar. 31, 2014) (citing Roberts v. 
Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-003, at 5 (Nooksack Ct. App. Mar. 18, 2014)); see also generally Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-
007, at 13 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Jan. 26, 2016). 
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Ct. Feb. 29, 2016); Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-APL-001, at 3 (Nooksack Ct. App. Jun. 18, 2016), at 

3; Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-APL-001, at 1 (Nooksack Ct. App. Aug. 29, 2016); Belmont v. Kelly, 

No. 2013-CI-APL-001 (Nooksack Ct. App. Sept. 21, 2016); Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-APL-001 

(Nooksack Ct. App. Sept. 22, 2016); Roberts v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-003 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Feb. 

26, 2015); see also Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-007, at 13 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Jan. 26, 2016) 

(“[T]he procedures for addressing the [dis]enrollment issue are the subject of Plaintiffs’ pending appeal 

to the IBIA.  Unless and until the IBIA decides otherwise, Plaintiffs have a right to address their due 

process concerns in that forum.”).  Therefore, again, the Notices and any related disenrollment 

proceedings lack legal authority, and any decision resulting therefrom cannot and “will not [be] 

recognize[d]” by the United States “government to government.”  In re Gabriel S. Galanda, et al., No. 

2016-CI-CL-002 (Nooksack Ct. App. Jul. 25, 2016); Roberts Letter, at 1. 

The Holdover Tribal Council currently lacks any authority to convene any meetings, transact any 

business or otherwise “take any official action . . . because of the lack of a quorum.”  Nooksack Bylaws, 

Art. II § 4; Roberts Letter.  Therefore, for this reason too, the Notices and any related disenrollment 

proceedings lack legal authority, and any decision resulting therefrom cannot and “will not [be] 

recognize[d]” by the United States “government to government.”  In re Gabriel S. Galanda, et al., No. 

2016-CI-CL-002 (Nooksack Ct. App. Jul. 25, 2016); Roberts Letter, at 1. 

The one-page Notices mailed to some of the Nooksack Tribal Members by the Holdover Tribal 

Council do not state any basis for disenrollment or provide any documentation alleging why they do not 

meet the Nooksack Constitutional requirements under which they were originally enrolled and, 

therefore, fundamentally violate their due process rights.  See Roberts, 12 NICS App. at 39 (“The 

Tribe’s burden of proof carries with it the burden of ‘providing documentation supporting disenrollment 

to the disenrollee establishing why he or she does not meet the Nooksack Constitutional requirements 

under which they were originally enrolled.’”) (citations omitted); Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-
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007, at 12-14 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Feb. 29, 2016) (Plaintiffs “have a right to present their evidence 

regarding enrollment in a setting that comports with the Nooksack Constitution, Nooksack ordinances, 

and ICRA”); see also Prosser v. Butz, 389 F.Supp. 1002 (N.D. Iowa 1974); Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 

U.S. 319 (1976).   

To merely reference a “Notice of Basis of Disenrollment,” circa May 2014, is insufficient, 

Roberts, 12 NICS App. at 39, especially given the Holdover Tribal Council’s ever-changing and “weak” 

position as to why the Nooksack Tribal Members are not properly enrolled Nooksack.  See generally id.; 

Belmont v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-CL-007, at 12-14 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Feb. 29, 2016); Belmont v. Kelly, 

No. 2013-CI-CL-007, at 15 (Nooksack Tribal Ct. Jan. 26, 2016) (“The weak thread running through the 

fabric of Defendants’ arguments, now and throughout the litigation, is the assumption that Plaintiffs are 

not eligible for enrollment.”).7 

Many of the Nooksack Tribal Members have been enrolled Nooksack for over 30 years.  As 

such, the Holdover Tribal Council is estopped from commencing disenrollment proceedings against 

them or otherwise taking any action to disenroll them now.  Alexander v. Confederated Tribes of Grand 

Ronde, No. A-15-008, at 19 (Grand Ronde Ct. App. Aug. 5, 2016) (“The Tribe is estopped [from 

disenrollment] after making an initial enrollment decision 27 years ago, continually enrolling the 

Petitioners/Appellants ever since, and after 27 years of consistently recognizing and stating that these 

people are [tribal] citizens.”); Stoplman v. St. Croix Chippewa Indians of Wis. Tribal Council, No. 16-

CV-500, at 19 (St. Croix Tribal Ct. Aug. 11, 2016) (in reversing the disenrollment of members who 

																																																								
7 The Notices referenced herein, as well as any and all current or prior contents of my enrollment file and any other papers 
submitted by any of the Nooksack Tribal Members, whether by themselves or though counsel of record, in any administrative 
disenrollment or related litigation proceedings, are fully incorporated by reference herein.  The Nooksack Tribal Members 
reserve the right to amend and supplement this Response.  Further, throughout this disenrollment process, the Nooksack 
Holdover Tribal Council has denied the Nooksack Tribal Members access to their “enrolled Nooksack member-deceased 
relatives/ancestors’ enrollment files,” which they need “in order to properly defend against the disenrollment process.”  Letter 
from Gabriel S. Galanda, attorney for tribal members, to Bob Kelly, Chairman, Nooksack Indian Tribe (Apr. 1, 2013). 
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were re-enrolled in 2013, holding that “Tribal governments and their administrative bodies must be 

bound to bring their causes of action in a timely manner”). 

The Holdover Tribal Council apparently seeks to disenroll the Nooksack Tribal Members based 

on “erroneous enrollment.”  See generally Notices (referencing an undated “Notice of Basis of 

Disenrollment,” circa May 2014).  Disenrolling the Nooksack Tribal Members would be 

unconstitutional.   They all satisfy applicable membership criteria.  They are all ¼ Indian and can all 

prove Nooksack ancestry because their common ancestor, Annie George, was Nooksack.  Annie 

George was Nooksack because her father Matsqui George and adoptive mother, at least, were Nooksack.  

See Exhibit A (“Genealogy Chart”); Exhibit B (“Bruce Miller Report”); Exhibit C (“Jay Miller Report”). 

Article II, Section 4 of the Nooksack Constitution clearly states that the “reasons for [loss of 

membership] shall be limited exclusively to failure to meet the requirements set forth for membership in 

this constitution.”  It is therefore unconstitutional to disenroll the Nooksack Tribal Members for 

“erroneous enrollment,” when they meet applicable constitutional membership criteria.8  The Nooksack 

Constitution grants an absolute right to membership to all persons meeting the requirements contained 

therein.  In order to revoke membership, a Tribal Council—to the extent acting “in accordance with the 

Tribe’s Constitution and Bylaws,” which the Holdover Tribal Council is not (Roberts Letter, at 1)—has 

an obligation to prove that the member does not meet the criteria for enrollment at the time of proposed 

disenrollment, period, regardless of the boxes checked on an original enrollment application.9  

																																																								
8 At the time that Resolution No. 13-02 was enacted, the Nooksack Constitution decreed that “[t]he membership of the 
Nooksack Indian Tribe shall consist of . . . [a]ny persons who possess at least one-fourth (1/4) degree Indian blood and who 
can prove Nooksack ancestry to any degree.”  It is irrelevant that this membership criterion arguably no longer exists today as 
a result of a recent Secretarial election at Nooksack, which remains under formal administrative protest and the subject of 
federal court litigation.  See Vartelas v. Holder, 132 S.Ct. 1479, 1486-87 (2012) (“Numerous decisions of this Court repeat 
the classic formulation Justice Story penned for determining when retrospective application of a law would collide with the 
doctrine. It would do so, Story stated, when such application would ‘tak[e] away or impai[r] vested rights acquired under 
existing laws, or creat[e] a new obligation, impos[e] a new duty, or attac[h] a new disability, in respect to transactions or 
considerations already past.’”) (citations omitted; alteration in original).  The Nooksack Tribal Members are, at any rate, 
descendants of an enrolled Nooksack and possess at least ¼ Indian blood.  Const., art. II, § 1(c).   
9 The decision in Terry–Carpenter v. Las Vegas Paiute Tribal Council exemplifies this principle.  Nos. 02-01, 01-02 (Las 
Vegas Paiute Ct. App. 2003).  That case held, in relevant part: 
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Further, the fundamental rights of due process and equal protection of law, each of which are 

guaranteed to the Nooksack Tribal Members in Articles II and IX of the Nooksack Constitution, 

Nooksack Tribal Code Title 63, and otherwise at Nooksack law, including Nooksack Custom Law 

(asláq'alhsólh), have been violated by the Holdover Tribal Council since at least February 12, 2013.   

The Holdover Tribal Council does not possess, and never did posses, the power to initiate 

disenrollment proceedings as per Resolution No. 13-02.  Instead, the Tribal Council has the power to 

enact ordinances to “prescribe rules and regulations governing involuntary loss of membership.”  Const. 

art. II, § 4; see also id. at § 2 (“The Tribal Council shall have the power to enact ordinances in 

conformity with this constitution . . . .”) (emphasis added); id. art. VI, § 1 (delegating specific powers 

to the Tribal Council, none of which is the power to initiate disenrollment proceedings).   

Further, the “base enrollee” requirement in Resolution 13-02 is unconstitutional.  See Lomeli v. 

Kelly, No. 2013-CI-APL-002, at 19 n.24 (Nooksack Ct. App. Jan. 15, 2013) (“The criteria are as follows 

. . . (3) lineal descendants of a person who was enrolled after January 1, 1942 if they possess ¼ Indian 

blood . . .”) (citing Const., art. II, § 1(c))).10  The Nooksack Constitution makes plain: “The reasons for 

[involuntary loss of membership] shall be limited exclusively to failure to meet the requirements set 

forth for membership in this constitution . . . .”  Const., art. II, § 4 (emphasis added).  “Base enrollment” 

																																																																																																																																																																					
 

[Constitutions grant a] right of membership to all persons meeting the requirements contained therein.  It is 
not a right of membership, subject to majority vote of the other members of the Tribe; it is an absolute right 
of membership.  Indian tribes are not social fraternities or sororities in which the right to membership 
depends on the votes and disposition of other members.  They are governments with entitlements to 
citizenship (membership) spelled out, as here, in their governing documents. . . . Any contrary 
interpretation would make the tribal membership of any member . . . subject to vote at any time, 
even thirty years after initial enrollment for example . . . . 
 

Id. at 10-11 (emphasis added); see also Henrickson v. Ho-Chunk Nation Office of Tribal Enrollment, No. SU02-06 (Ho-
Chunk Sup. Ct. Mar. 21, 2003) (although Enrollment Committee claimed to have uncovered evidence that member failed to 
meet the criteria for enrollment at the time she was enrolled, the Court held that the burden on Tribal Council was to prove at 
the time of proposed disenrollment that the member was not entitled to enrollment—not that her original enrollment 
application was insufficient); Stoplman, No. 16-CV-500, at 19 (“Tribal governments and their administrative bodies must be 
bound to bring their causes of action in a timely manner; because an orderly and efficient operation of the tribal government 
requires it.  To do otherwise will cause chaos, mistrust, rivalry, and political in-fighting.”). 
10 The unconstitutionality of the Nooksack Tribal Members’ disenrollment based on the “base enrollee” definition has never 
been decided on the merits. 
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is not set forth as a requirement for membership in the Constitution (see Const., art. II, § 1) and, 

therefore, the proposed disenrollment of the Nooksack Tribal Members on that basis in Tribal Council 

Resolution 13-02 is unconstitutional. 

Many of the Nooksack Tribal Members are also “lineal descendants of a person who was 

enrolled after January 1, 1942 . . .”  Lomeli v. Kelly, No. 2013-CI-APL-002, at 19 n.24 (Nooksack Ct. 

App. Jan. 15, 2013) (citing Const., art. II, § 1(c)).  In other words they are Nooksack by birthright. Cf. 

8 U.S.C. § 1401; Afroyim v. Rusk, 387 U.S. 253, 257 (1967) (“the Government cannot sever its 

relationship to the people by taking away their citizenship” conferred by birth); Alexander v. 

Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde, No. A-15-008, at 20 (Grand Ronde Ct. App. Aug. 5, 2016) 

(“Tribal citizenship is as important as is U.S. citizenship . . .”); Rainer Bauböck, The Three Levels of 

Citizenship Within the European Union, 15 GERMAN L.J. 751, 753 (2014) (a fundamental aspect of law 

in modern states is the “automatic acquisition of citizenship status at birth”).  In that regard, too, Tribal 

Council Resolution 13-02 is unconstitutional. 

In addition, this disenrollment was commenced against the Nooksack Tribal Members with racial 

animus, because they are of partial Filipino descent.  That is made clear by an April 29, 2013, letter from 

Chairman Kelly, which the Holdover Tribal Council sent only to Nooksack members who are not 

subject to disenrollment.  In that letter, Chairman Kelly—a man who has no Nooksack blood or 

ancestry yet who the Tribe included per the Nooksack asláq'alhsólh (tradition) of kw'ómot 

(adoption)—admitted his despotic attempt to “control [the] cultural identity of the Nooksack 

Tribe.”  He otherwise confirmed that the various decisions of the Holdover Tribal Council since 

February 12, 2013, have been designed to eradicate “large groups or families that [allegedly] have much 

weaker ties to Nooksack than the rest of us who are currently enrolled here.”11  The Holdover Tribal 

																																																								
11 As it turns out, Chairman Kelly and the Holdover Tribal Council we not merely targeting the Nooksack 306. See supra, n. 
4 (detailing efforts to disenroll at least 44 more Nooksacks in 2016, for a present total of at least 350 targeted Nooksacks). 
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Council has violated the Nooksack Tribal Members’ equal protection rights per Article IX of the 

Nooksack Constitution, which fully incorporates by reference the federal Indian Civil Rights Act. 

Beyond the Nooksack Tribal Members’ various procedural objections above:  

The Nooksack Tribal Members satisfy applicable membership criteria.  They are all ¼ 

Indian and all of Nooksack ancestry because each of their ancestor, Annie George, was Nooksack.  

Annie George was Nooksack because her father Matsqui George (also know as George Matsqui 

and George Troukeyemellou) and adoptive mother, at least, were Nooksack.  See Exhibits, A, B, 

C.  Each of the Nooksack Tribal Members is of Nooksack lineal descendancy; each of the 

Nooksack Tribal Members is more than 1/4th Indian blood; each of the Nooksack Tribal Members 

is Nooksack. 

The Holdover Tribal Council has the burden of showing that the Nooksack Tribal Members are 

not Nooksack.  Roberts v. Kelly, 12 NICS App. at 39.  It cannot meet this burden.   

The Holdover Tribal Council once claimed that Matsqui George was a “Canadian Indian[] from 

the Matsqui Band of British Columbia CANADA.”  This is false.  

• Annie George was Nooksack, based on at least the following:  

1. Her father, Matsqui George, was Nooksack as explained below.  

2. Her adoptive mother, Madeline Jobe, was Nooksack.  Bruce Miller Report, 2.  Even if the 

Holdover Tribal Council believes Matsqui George was not Nooksack, Annie George possessed 

Nooksack ancestry through her adoptive mother, Madeline Jobe—through kw'ómot.  Id. at 2-3.  By the 

time Annie George was five years old, her adoptive mother and her father had had children and married.  

Indeed, a Canadian census of 1881 shows then 6-year-old Annie George living in the household of 

Madeline Jobe.  Id. at 3.  After the death of her biological mother, Annie George was considered to be 

the child of Madeline Jobe.  Id.  As the Holdover Tribal Council is aware, kw'ómot (“adoption”) is as 

profound an ancestral connection under Nooksack ways, as birth.  Id.  Indeed, Chairman Kelly is 
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adopted, without having any Nooksack blood or ancestry.  Annie George was treated as Madeline Jobe’s 

daughter.  See Exhibit D (“Tom Schlosser Letter”), at 1 (“George Samson believed Madeline was 

Annie’s mother.  Other witnesses at the probate proceeding, including Mary Thomas and Roy S. George 

agreed with George Samson’s account.”). 

3. Annie George was “from here, in Nooksack” and a descendant of Chief Nooksack.  

Bruce Miller Report, at 3.  

• Matsqui George was Nooksack, based on at least the following: 

1. According to BIA Probate records, he was “Nooksack.”  Jay Miller Report, 6.  In the 

official probate order of the Estate of Louis (Louie) George, his parents are listed as “Matsqui George” 

and “Madeline George.”  See also Exhibit E.12  Next to Matsqui George’s name, he is identified as 

“Nooksack (Unal).”  “Unal” presumably stands for unallotted.  Louis George is identified as Nooksack.  

Id. at 3.  And according to the BIA he took this Nooksack blood from Matsqui George.  Id. at 6.       

2. “The evidence shows that Madeline Jobe (George) and Matsqui George were nooksack.”  

Id. at 2.  

3. “In all, it is my informed professional opinion that because at least Matsqui George was 

Nooksack by blood, his biological daughter, Annie George Mack James, was too.”  Id. at 1. 

4. The fact that there is a place called Matsqui and that Annie George or Matsqui George 

had geographical connections in Canada is irrelevant.  There were Nooksack villages located in Canada.  

Id. at 2.  Nooksack territory “extended into British Columbia on the north.”  Id.  Louisa James George, 

for instance, who is also Nooksack was reported born on the “Matsqui Indian Reserve (Nootsack).”  Id. 

																																																								
12 On February 5, 2013, former Nooksack Tribal Attorney Grett Hurley, acting on behalf of the Holdover Tribal Council, was 
aware of an official, United States Bureau of Indian Affairs probate order of the Estate of Louis (Louie) George, listing 
“Matsqui George” as his father, and clearly identifying Matsqui George as “Nooksack.”  Exhibit E.  The Nooksack Tribal 
Members take Nooksack blood from Matsqui George, by way of his daughter Annie George.  Based on this February 5, 2013 
email, which was never disclosed by the Holdover Tribal Council, disenrollment proceedings should have never commenced 
against any of the Nooksack Tribal Members. Chairman Kelly admitted as much on August 30, 2013, when he admitted: “I 
know I should fill the gym up so we could all talk because I know that’s what needs to happen.” He also admitted that “the 
Tribal Council has the ‘option of adopting all 300 people into the Tribe.’” Kw'ómot remains a solution. 
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at 3.  The international border is an arbitrary line drawn and memorialized into non-Indian law by 

European settlers, and this border does not and cannot define who is and who is not Nooksack. 

• The Holdover Tribal Council lacks proof for their libel; it has no competent evidence that 

that Matsqui George and Madeline Jobe were not Nooksack.  The sole material set forth in support of 

the Holdover Tribal Council’s accusations are that George Matsqui was referred to as “Chief of the 

Masqui Tribe” (12/25/1863); “Chief of Matsqui” (12/14/1875); and “chief of the Matsqui” (12/16/1875). 

But the Holdover Tribal Council cannot rebut the evidence showing, officially, according to the 

United States in 1972, that Matsqui George was “Nooksack.”  The Holdover Tribal Council cannot rebut 

the expert opinion regarding oral and cultural history that Matsqui George was Nooksack.  And the 

Holdover Tribal Council cannot rebut the evidence Madeline Jobe’s father, Jobe was one of six 

Nooksack homesteaders prior to the Indian Homestead Act of 18.  Bruce Miller Report, at 2.  Most 

critically, the Holdover Tribal Council has never argued, shown, proven, or suggested that Matsqui 

George’s name, or his role as a chief, means that he is not Nooksack.  Indeed, the only proof shows that 

he is in fact Nooksack.  There is no proof anywhere that anything regarding “Matsqui” meant that 

Matsqui George was exclusively part of another tribe or non-Nooksack.  Indeed, all the evidence shows 

the opposite: Matsqui George was Nooksack.   

In turn, so was Annie George, and so are the Nooksack Tribal Members.  Accordingly, the 

disenrollment process that has been carried out against them since at least February 12, 2013, should 

stop today.  It must be dismissed with prejudice. 
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Submitted this 31st day of October, 2016. 

 

 

_______________________ 
Gabriel S. Galanda  
Noxwtsí7qen 
Anthony S. Broadman  
Ryan D. Dreveskracht 
Attorneys at Law 
GALANDA BROADMAN, PLLC 
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