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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NORTH DAKOTA 

FARGO DIVISION 
 

kevin l olson, 

plaintiff 

v. 

 

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Carolyn W. Colvin, Acting Commissioner 

 

and 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Jacob J. Lew, Secretary of the Treasury 

 

Defendants 

 

Case No. 3:16-cv-93 

 

plaintiff’s 

 

RESPONSE TO 

 

DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FILED  22-JUN-16 

DOC 9 FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO 

ANSWER OR OTHERWISE RESPOND 

RECEIVED BY PLAINTIFF 

ON 23-JUN-16 2:30 PM CT; AND 

 

TO THE ORDER DOC 11 RECEIVED BY 

PLAINTIFF ON 24-JUN-16 2:00 PM CT 

ENTERED 23-JUN-16 AT 8:53 AM CT 

BY MAGISTRATE JUDGE ALICE R. SENECHAL 

GRANTING SAID MOTION; AND 

 

MOTION FOR EX PARTE RELIEF 
 

COME NOW the plaintiff, with a 1ST Amendment Petition for Redress of Grievances, 

hereby pleads with vehement objection and discourse to the improper listing of Defendants in 

“the parties to the case”, names of the departments heads left off; and unassociated arguments in 

the Motion crafted by United States Acting Assistant Attorney General, Caroline D. Ciraolo for 

the Defendants’ Motion filed 22-Jun-2016 for an Extension of Time to Respond to the 

Complaint; and to the Order by Magistrate Judge Alice R. Senechal Granting Said Motion 

without exception to the surplusage, entered on 23-Jun-2016 at 8:53 AM CT, nominally five and 

a half hours prior to plaintiff even having received the Defendant’s Motion via the United States 

Postal Service, even though it was noted in the Motion that plaintiff “does not unconditionally 

consent”, thus the plaintiff implores Consideration and Relief! 

27-Jun-2016 12:30 PM klo Redlines after delivery to FDCFND around 9:15 AM CT 27-Jun-2017  
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Basis for Imploring Redress of Grievances and Relief: 

1. United States Acting Assistant Attorney General, Caroline D. Ciraolo in the descriptive 

of the Motion includes “United States’”; and in the opening paragraph includes a specific 

sequence of Federal Distinction, “the United States of America1, Footnote (1) The United States 

is the proper party defendant to this action, as this suit seeks to restrain the assessment and 

collection of taxes and to recover a refund of taxes and penalties.  See Dugan v. Rank, 372 U.S. 

609, 620 (1963).”; then she indicates “on behalf of the Department of Treasury2, Footnote (2) 

The Department of Treasury has no capacity to sue or be sued.  See Castleberry v. Alcohol 

Tobacco & Firearms Div., 530 F.2d 672, 673 n.3 (5th Cir. 1976) ("Congress has not constituted 

the Treasury Department or any of its divisions or bureaus as a body corporate and has not 

authorized them to be sued eo noniine.")” and then “and the Social Security Administration, …”.  

2. The plaintiff vehemently argues against the removing of names of departments heads; the 

addition of the United States as a defendant; the claim asserted that the plaintiff’s only basis of 

the suit is “to restrain the assessment and collection of taxes and to recover a refund of taxes and 

penalties”; removal of the Treasury Department as a Defendant; and changing the sequence of 

plaintiff’s listing of defendants. 

3. The plaintiff’s Complaint and the circumstances leading up to and included in the 

plaintiff’s Complaint were presented, should have been considered, and understood to grasp the 

plaintiff’s enslavement, the shackles being the ACA and the Social Security Act being the chains 

and the Commissioner of Social Security being the Slave Master cloaked in the IRS, under the 

Government’s absolute violation of the plaintiff’s Protected Liberty to freely practice plaintiff’s 
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sincere religious beliefs, the Free Exercise Clause, “Congress shall make no law … of religion or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof – reserves the right of American citizens to accept any 

religious belief and engage in religious rituals – promotes a free religious market by precluding 

taxation of religious activities by minority sects.!”; and absolute violation of excessive 

entanglement of Government and Religion, the Establishment Clause, “Congress shall make no 

law respecting an establishment of religion – prohibits government actions that unduly favors 

one religion over another” set acceptable tenet exemption for some religions and tax others as the 

ACA does.  Citations: Cornell University Law School, LII, WEX Library. 

4. Tax evasion is a crime even when that tax is illegal and unconstitutional – plaintiff paid 

the illegal and unconstitutional tax for 2015!  See Nat'l Fed'n of Indep. Bus. v. Sebelius 567 U.S. 

___ (2012); Chief Justice Roberts delivering the opinion in the mandate as a tax section vs. the 

prior commerce penalty section: “If a tax is properly paid, the Government has no power to 

compel or punish individuals subject to it.”, emphasis on “properly paid”; and ACA 

“§5000A(g)(2) SPECIAL RULES.—Notwithstanding any other provision of law—‘‘(A) 

WAIVER OF CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—In the case of any failure by a taxpayer to timely pay 

any penalty imposed by this section, such taxpayer shall not be subject to any criminal 

prosecution or penalty with respect to such failure.”, emphasis on “timely pay”, it says nothing to 

the event of “not paying”, “timely pay” with income tax filing, as it has its own Line Item 

specifically listed on the Income Tax Filing Forms: “not paying” would be a crime!  The 

plaintiff’s Complaint, Relief Item 1 “Injunction against the ACA and FICA for payment of 

penalties and taxes.”, is a mere outcome of the heinous and egregious illegal acts committed 

against the plaintiff by the Scholarly Congresspersons who voted for the ACA, of whom many 
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are lawyers; the imam who signed the ACA into law, a supposed constitutional lawyer; the task 

master assigned in the ACA, First Defendant listed by the plaintiff in the Complaint; the other 

task masters, the Second defendant listed in the complaint, and other defendants later included 

herein, and future case arguments; and maybe even the clerics of the code: emphasis, see Title 

18, U.S.C., Section 241; Conspiracy Against Rights: “This statute makes it unlawful for two or 

more persons to conspire to injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate any person of any state, 

territory or district in the free exercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege secured to him/her 

by the Constitution or the laws of the United States, (or because of his/her having exercised the 

same).”: punitive section makes their crimes felonious: “ignorantia legis non excusat” applies! 

5. The specific sequence of defendants, and claim asserted by United States Acting 

Assistant Attorney General, Caroline D. Ciraolo that the plaintiff “seeks to restrain the 

assessment and collection of taxes and to recover a refund of taxes and penalties”, are an 

egregious and absolute misrepresentation of the plaintiff’s Complaint lili’asbab alttalia: 

5.a) The Basis for Jurisdiction of the plaintiff’s Complaint is a Federal Question related to the 

Free Exercise Clause and the plaintiff’s Protected Liberty to freely discern and implement 

without interference by others his sincere beliefs; and the Establishment Clause restricting the 

relationship between Government and Religion, both Guaranteed by the First Amendment of the 

United States Constitution.  The circumstances and facts leading up to the plaintiff’s filing of 

Complaint 3:16-cv-93 are specified to in the Statement of Claim in the plaintiff’s Complaint, 

which precedes the Relief, and originate from the PATIENT PROTECTION AND 

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT, the ACA, and the plaintiff’s seeking a “Religious Exemption” to 
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that Act.  On failing, due to plaintiff’s lesser age, to even be eligible to apply for a Religious 

Exemption in April of 2014, though one was not required, the plaintiff was faced with a variety 

of cascading actions and decisions: 

5.a)1) First, beginning in May 2014 Petitioning the plaintiff’s Congresspersons and other 

Congressional Leaders for a Redress of grievances, which is also protected and allowed by the 

First Amendment to the United States Constitution, with the ACA,.  North Dakota Democrat 

Senator Heidi Heitkamp was the only one to respond, and she stated, “Senate ethics rules 

prohibit me from becoming involved in legal matters or offering tax or legal advice. You may 

wish to consult legal counsel about the applicability of the exemption to your situation.” 

5.a)2) Second, Mid-January of 2015, Petition the President of the United States for a Redress of 

grievances with the ACA.  The President responded, “The bottom line is that we are 

implementing the Affordable Care Act, not repealing it.  I’ll work with anybody to improve this 

law, and I’ll listen to good ideas.”  So the plaintiff’s desire to freely exercise the plaintiff’s 

religious beliefs and practices per the Freedom of Religion of the First Amendment of the United 

States Constitution is not a good idea in President Obama’s mind, even though his public rhetoric 

is for the very protection of Religious Freedoms: emphasis for all muslims, even those who hate 

us and our United States of America and the Republic for which it Stands! 

5.a)3) Third, One last reach out in Late-September 2015, Telephone Contact to the Taxpayer 

Advocate Service, Tax Law Section for applicability of plaintiff’s religious beliefs and practices 

to the exemptions allowed under that ACA.  “Connection was made with a Ms. Hermanson 

#1000843072”: Plaintiff indicated to Ms. Hermanson that “Not a traditional religion; No 



3:16-cv-93 Pg. 6 of 19 Plaintiff’s Response to Defendants Motion Doc 9 & Judicial Order Doc 11 

 

 

Insurance for 10 yrs, Medical, Life, or Retirement, other than the ones forced upon the plaintiff 

by the Government, IE. By the Social Security Act.  It is a religion and age issue.  Looking at 

filing a criminal complaint.”  Ms. Hermanson replied, “Could not find any exemption for 

plaintiff.  She indicated that plaintiff was headed down the right path with filing a criminal 

complaint.  And Congress did not do a good job in considering the exemptions area of the law.” 

5.a)4) Fourth, Early October 2015 file a Criminal Complaint against the Actors, the 

Congresspersons who voted for the ACA, and the President who signed the ACA per the U.S. 

DOJ Website CIVIL RIGHTS VIOLATION – Criminal: Contact your local FBI field office to 

report incidents of: Excessive force or other Constitutional violations by persons acting as law 

enforcement officials or public officials [public officials include the Congress, and the President: 

https://www.irs.gov/government-entities/federal-state-local-governments/classification-of-

elected-and-appointed-officials]; Force or threats to interfere with the exercise of religious 

beliefs and destruction, defacing, or damage of religious property” emphasis on “or threats”.  

“You may also mail a written copy of the complaint and materials you submitted to the FBI to 

the Criminal Section at US Department of Justice, 950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Civil Rights 

Division, Criminal Section - PHB, Washington, DC 20530”.  Both were done as indicated in 

plaintiff’s Complaint: the plaintiff was left in an oubliette of darkness! 

5.a)5) Fifth, Early March of 2016, Purchase health insurance in violation of plaintiff’s religious 

beliefs and practices or pay the illegal tax, “the mandate for a ‘shared responsibility payment’”. 

5.a)6) Ante-Haec, all along the plaintiff’s journey to this day the plaintiff reached out for help 

but as a non-jew-christian-muslim-et-al received only turned backs! 
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5.a)7) Seventh, Versus the plaintiff violating plaintiff’s religious beliefs and practices and being 

subject to the AUTHORITY of the plaintiff’s GOD, the plaintiff chose to comply with the zakat–

of the ACA, “pay the due share of your wealth for the welfare of others”, thus the “the mandate 

for a ‘shared responsibility payment’” is not the primary cause of action, or even the cause of 

action, it is only an effect of  the ACA’s illegal and egregious violations of the Free Exercise 

Clause, and the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment or the United States Constitution! 

5.a)8) Eighth, End of April 2016, File a Complaint with the Federal District Court having 

governance over the plaintiff’s area of residency, and there now exists Case 3:16-cv-93.  The 

Complaint was structured in accordance with the format for a Complaint with the Basis for 

Jurisdiction being a Federal Question: Section I containing The Parties to the Complaint; Section 

II Basis of Jurisdiction listing the specific laws in specific order of implication, noting that the 

IRS Code is not listed, because the plaintiff has no issue paying taxes that have no association of 

any kind with any religion; Section III Statement of Claim identifying the first criminal actor, 

Commissioner of Social Security, and detailing the specific entanglement of the laws listed and 

use of coercion to force compliance; Section IV Relief, the plaintiff being an engineer, plaintiff 

sequenced the Relief following the Statement of Claim in the Complaint in a critical path 

schedule format because of the likelihood of a long protracted case, defendant already delaying 

before starting, versus on the basis of order of jurisdiction as the Acting Assistant Attorney 

General, Caroline D. Ciraolo wants to claim in Footnote 1 of her Motion for the Defendants.  By 

the way, President Obama said, “I wish the country had fewer lawyers and more engineers.”; and 

Section V Certification and Closing: If the DOJ and Judiciary believes the plaintiff’s 

Certification of the plaintiff’s Complaint and discourse herein is False then charge the plaintiff 

of 
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with Insurrection and Treason and put the plaintiff to Death, for imam obama has also said, “ … 

if my notion of faith is no better or worse than yours, and my notions of truth and goodness and 

beauty are as true and good and beautiful as yours – then how can we ever hope to form a society 

that coheres? … in the end laws are just words on a page – words that are sometimes malleable, 

opaque, as dependent on context and trust as they are in a story or poem or promise to someone, 

words whose meanings are subject to erosion, sometimes collapsing in the blink of an eye.  And 

just as I recognize the comfort offered by the strict constructionist, so I see a certain appeal to 

this shattering of myth, to the temptation to believe that the constitutional text doesn’t constrain 

us much at all, so that we are free to assert our own values unencumbered by fidelity to stodgy 

traditions of a distant past. It’s the freedom of the relativist, the rule breaker, … the freedom of 

the apostate. [apostate: a person who renounces political belief or principle]”!  So President 

obama doesn’t believe in our Constitution as part of our Supreme Law of the Land – or the 

Declaration of Independence!  Treason?  Citations: his book, “AUDACITY of HOPE”, Chap. 3. 

5.b) The plaintiff believes that the defendants have no defense against plaintiff’s Claim of 

violations of the plaintiff’s Protected Liberty to freely practice plaintiff’s sincere religious 

beliefs, and thus they seek to sight the Claim against a different defendant and with a different 

primary basis, allowing them to either further protract the case or attempt to have it summarily 

dismissed on what they believe could be an arguable defensive position of taxation in this critical 

Presidential election year, emphasis here on the DOJ’s and the FBI’s absolute failure [habens 

historia: http://www.pogo.org/our-work/reports/2014/hundreds-of-justice-attorneys-violated-

standards.html] to respond et al to the Criminal Complaint filed by the plaintiff specifically 

related to Violations of Civil Rights by public officials, per the DOJ’s own filing requirements, 
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filed in this case nominally seven months prior to filing of the plaintiff’s Complaint 3:16-cv-93 

when neither the Congresspersons nor the President have absolute immunity from criminal 

violations of a citizens Civil Rights, see Tenney v. Brandhove, 341 U.S. 367, 376 (1951) “This 

Court has not hesitated to sustain the rights of private individuals when it found Congress was 

acting outside its legislative role.” Its outside of Congress’ Role to Control the Freedom of 

Religion, that’s the absolute purpose of the Establishment Clause and Title 18 supra; and Nixon 

v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731, 749 (1982) “In exercising the functions of his office, the head of an 

Executive Department, keeping within the limits of his authority, …” it is not within the limits of 

the President’s authority at the present time to violate a citizen’s Civil Rights. 

5.c) As to the defendants in the Complaint and the order of the defendants the following 

excessive entanglement of spiders and flies is presented: the ACA and its tax resides under the 

authority of the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, not listed as a defendant, why, 

because in the “Religious Exemption” Section of the ACA (Complaint Exhibit 3 Page 1) the 

authority for determination of Religious Exemption is relinquished to Section 1402(g)1 of the 

Internal Revenue Code, (Complaint Exhibit 3 Page 2), wherein there is a specific and absolute 

relinquishing of IRS authority and assignment of that absolute authority to the Commissioner of 

Social Security for determination of Religious Exemption from the ACA, thus the Commissioner 

of Social Security also becomes an Officer of Internal Revenue Services, under the umbrella of 

the IRS and subject to the oversight of the Commissioner of the IRS, which then both are under 

the umbrella of the U.S. Department of Treasury and subject to the oversight of the Secretary of 

the Treasury.  Thus the Commissioner of Social Security becomes the first Government Officer 

to invade the plaintiff’s Protected Liberty to freely practice his sincere religious beliefs.  It is also 

Complaint filed end of April 2016 – it is now 2 months later so now 9 months 
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noted here with emphasis that the Commissioner of Social Security, the Commissioner of the 

IRS, and Secretary of the Treasury take an oath to support and defend the Constitution as 

required by Article VI of the Constitution, furthermore with emphasis under CFR Title 5 

Administrative Personnel Chapter XVI OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS §2635.101 Basic 

obligation of public service, “(a) Public service is a public trust. Each employee has a 

responsibility to the United States Government and its citizens to place loyalty to the 

Constitution, laws and ethical principles above private gain. To ensure that every citizen can 

have complete confidence in the integrity of the Federal Government, each employee shall 

respect and adhere to the principles of ethical conduct set forth in this section, as well as the 

implementing standards contained in this part and in supplemental agency regulations.”  [habens 

historia: http://www.pogo , supra] The importance of this, emphasis on Amendment 1 of the 

Constitution, is that the Commissioner of Social Security having taken an oath to become the 

Commissioner of the Social Security has a First Level obligation to citizens to support and 

defend the Constitution; a Second Level of responsibility to citizens to support and defend the 

Constitution and to his employees to ensure their conformance to the Constitution; a Third Level 

of responsibility to citizens as an acting Officer of the IRS to conformance to the Constitution; 

and a Fourth Level of responsibility to citizens as an acting Second Tier Officer of the 

Department of Treasury.  Thus the Commissioner of Social Security being the first Government 

Officer encountered as to the violations of the plaintiff’s Protected Liberty to freely practice his 

sincere religious beliefs becomes the first defendant in this case; in addition the Commissioner of 

Social Security acting as an Officer of the IRS becomes an acting employee in the service of the 

IRS and thus the Commissioner of the IRS should have been included as the second defendant; 
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and in addition the Commissioner of the Social Security acting as an Officer of the IRS becomes 

a Second Tier Officer of the Treasury Department and thus the Secretary of the Treasury should 

have been the third defendant vs the second defendant, all having obligations to ensure that they, 

themselves, and Officers, and employees under the their oversight are to support and defend the 

Constitution, emphasis again on Amendment 1 of the Constitution.  Talk about excessive 

entanglement of Government and Religion, this is extreme excessive entanglement of 

Government inside Government inside Government of Government, by Government, for 

Government an absolute cobwebbery entanglement of spiders and flies: no wonder nothing 

seems to get done in Washington, D.C. other than making laws that violate the Constitution! 

6. The plaintiff with the following justification seeks to have the Department of Justice as a 

whole with additional specific application to Attorney General Lynch and the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation as a whole with additional specific application to Mr. James B. Comey, Director of 

the FBI, and Mr. Richard T. Thornton, Special Agent In Charge, FBI Minneapolis Division 

added to the plaintiff’s case as part of the Relief as an additional item, “Item 8)” for liability for 

Irreparable Injury and Punitive or Exemplary Damages for responsibility for the egregious 

violations of failing to protect and defend the Constitution, and the plaintiff and the plaintiff’s 

Protected Liberty to freely practice his sincere religious beliefs from Government Actors by 

failing to investigate and act on the plaintiff’s Criminal Complaint filed pursuant to the DOJ’s 

very own requirements.  See Mitchell v. Forsyth, 472 U.S. 511, 521 (1985) (Attorney General 

absolutely immune when performing prosecutorial, but not investigative, duties), because DOJ 

and FBI Officers take an oath to support and defend the Constitution as required by Article VI of 

the Constitution and under CFR Title 5 Administrative Personnel Chapter XVI OFFICE OF 
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GOVERNMENT ETHICS §2635.101 Basic obligation of public service, (a) “Public service is a 

public trust. Each employee has a responsibility to the United States Government and its citizens 

… to place loyalty to the Constitution, laws and ethical principles …,” which officers of both the 

DOJ and FBI failed to do regarding the plaintiff and the plaintiff’s criminal complaint. 

7. In response to Item 5 and 6 of the DOJ’s MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO 

ANSWER OR OTHERWISE RESPOND the plaintiff has serious concerns about the “diligent 

efforts” and true motives of the DOJ’s Motion considering: 

7.a) this being a Critical Presidential and Congressional election year with the ongoing invasion 

of Fundamental Sunni Islamic Code Fighters into our United States, protected by President 

Obama because of Freedom of Religion; this case having direct major criminal implications on 

the Democrats in Congress and the associated Democrat Appointees in the Executive Branch vs 

minor criminal implications on the Republicans; and the winner having substantial influence 

over new immigration policy; boarder protection; and over the courts, specifically the Supreme 

Court with Justice Scalia’s passing, R.I.P. Justice Scalia; 

7.b) their failure to investigate, respond to, and take action in the Criminal Complaint filed 

nominally nine seven months ago, supra; 

7.c). their statement in Item 4 of their Motion “… absence of bad faith on the part of the party 

seeking relief or prejudice to the adverse party”, the plaintiff believes that some of the 

“prejudice” of an egregious nature has already been shown supra, and more will be shown with 

“bad faith” outlined in the next item of this Response, and arguments yet to be made in favor of 

the plaintiff’s case; 
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7.d) their direct efforts to have the pro se plaintiff stipulate to the Extension of Time without 

presenting or showing any “good cause” first by phone, which the plaintiff declined to do, 

requesting that all requests be in writing allowing email to be used as the form of writing; then in 

their first written communication of that exchange; then ambiguously in their next; and then not 

agreeing to plaintiff’s conditions for granting the Time Extension, though they basically stipulate 

to the plaintiff’s conditions in Item 5 of their Motion, emphasis on their words and phrases “the 

broad constitutional issues raised in the Complaint.”, See [Plaintiff Footnote 1] detailed 

exchange Mr. Smith and plaintiff for Time Extension and for validation of this assertion; and 

7.e) their efforts to change who the proper defendant is in Item 1 of their Motion and shifting the 

claim from one of Violation of Protected Liberties, which the plaintiff believes they cannot 

defended, to one of Taxation, which has, who knows, how many angles of defense considering 

their efforts in Nat'l Fed'n of Indep. Bus. v. Sebelius 567 U.S. ___ (2012) to first have “the 

mandate for a ‘shared responsibility payment’” categorized as a “penalty” under Congress’ 

Powers to control commerce, which was rejected by SCOTUS, and on that failure, shifting “the 

mandate for a “shared responsibility payment’” to Congress’ Powers to tax, which was approved 

by SCOTUS. 

7.e)1) However, the SCOTUS ruling of “the mandate for a ‘shared responsibility payment’” as a 

tax does not apply in the plaintiff’s case, see Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963); “The door 

of the Free Exercise Clause stands tightly closed against any governmental regulation of 

religious beliefs as such. Government may neither compel affirmation of a repugnant belief, nor 

penalize or discriminate against individuals or groups because they hold religious views 
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abhorrent to the authorities, nor employ the taxing power to inhibit the dissemination of 

particular religious views. … It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of religion and 

expression may be infringed by the denial of or placing of conditions upon a benefit or privilege. 

[Footnote 6] For example, in Flemming v. Nestor, 363 U. S. 603, 363 U. S. 611, the Court 

recognized with respect to Federal Social Security benefits that "[t]he interest of a covered 

employee under the Act is of sufficient substance to fall within the protection from arbitrary 

governmental action afforded by the Due Process Clause."”; 

7.e)2) also as stipulated to by SCOTUS on their website: “The Judiciary plays a very important 

role in our constitutional system of government. First, it is where citizens, such as the plaintiff, 

come to for Justice.”  But it is not to act as a substitute for poorly written Statutes, for there is a 

Non-Delegation Doctrine in the Constitution, however one only need consider the surplusage 

used in No. 14–114, DAVID KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA BURWELL, ET AL., 

25-Jun-2015 by Chief Justice Roberts in delivering the opinion of the Court to be concerned!, 

“Second, due to its power of judicial review, it plays an essential role in ensuring that each 

branch of government recognizes the limits of its own power.” As is the Federal Question basis 

for the plaintiff’s Complaint 3:16-cv-93 and all the Relief sought. “Third, it protects civil rights 

and liberties by striking down laws that violate the Constitution.” One of the reliefs the plaintiff 

is looking for to protect the plaintiff’s Liberty, and that of all other citizens’ Liberty from the 

overreach of power in the ACA et al by part of Congress, and the President. “Finally, it sets 

appropriate limits on democratic government by ensuring that popular majorities cannot pass 

laws that harm and/or take undue advantage of unpopular minorities. In essence, it serves to 

ensure that the changing views of a majority do not undermine the fundamental values common 
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to all Americans, i.e., freedom of speech, freedom of religion, and due process of law.”  More of 

the protection the plaintiff seeks from the Judiciary!  Citation:  About the Supreme Court, Role, 

@http://www.uscourts .gov/about-federal-courts/educational-resources/about-educational-

outreach/activity-resources/about.  Some phrases changed in the first item and comments 

inserted in “italic” so that as the plaintiff understands it, this role and the powers actually 

extend to all courts of the Federal Judiciary, with the Supreme Court “as the highest court in the 

land, it is the court of last resort for those looking for justice.”; and 

7.e)3) application of the “Lemon Test”, both the ACA and the Social Security Act fail all or 

some of the three test questions for determining if the Act has excessive entanglement with 

religion and  violates the Establishment Clause, and failure of one means failure of the test and 

the Act is Unconstitutional, or at least the section of the Act in question. 

8. The plaintiff is a good and faithful citizen of our United States of America and the Republic 

for which it Stands, and therefore the plaintiff does not seek to put our United States at undue 

risk and impose the arresting of around half of our Congress and our President for felonious 

criminal activity relative to their actions violating the plaintiff’s Protected Liberty to freely 

practice plaintiff’s sincere religious beliefs, see United States Constitution Article I Section. 6: 

… “They shall in all Cases, except Treason, Felony and Breach of the Peace, be privileged from 

Arrest during their Attendance at the Session of their respective Houses, and in going to and 

returning from the same; and for any Speech or Debate in either House, they shall not be 

questioned in any other Place.”; United States Constitution Article II Section. 4: “The President, 

Vice President and all civil Officers of the United States, shall be removed from Office on 
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Impeachment for, and Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and 

Misdemeanors.”, emphasis, nothing about not being arrested;  and Title 18, U.S.C., Section 241; 

Conspiracy Against Rights “This statute makes it unlawful for two or more persons to conspire 

to injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate any person of any state, territory or district in the free 

exercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege secured to him/her by the Constitution or the laws 

of the United States, (or because of his/her having exercised the same).” making their actions 

felonious and them subject to arrest, even in light of the severe irreparable harm that the plaintiff 

has suffered and continues to suffer every day since early 2014 relative to the violations of the 

plaintiff’s Protected Liberty to freely practice plaintiff’s sincere religious beliefs, and therefore 

asks the Judiciary to rule in the plaintiff’s favor ex parte for plaintiff’s particularized case, on 

Complaint Relief Item 2 “Religious Exemption for the ACA and FICA [Social Security Act] and 

Item 3 “Compensatory Damages with interest only”, and thus Relief Item 1, DOJ’s argument that 

the Relief plaintiff seeks is to “restrain the assessment and collection of taxes” is rendered mute, 

and the case can proceed relative Relief Items 4 – 7 and now including a new item, Item 8.  See 

Flemming v. Nestor, 363 U.S. 603 (1960); Related to the Social Security Act; “It is thus apparent 

that, though the governing criterion may be readily stated, each case has turned on its own highly 

particularized context.”, the plaintiff argues, that the Laws and stare decisis supra et al, that the 

plaintiff has reviewed, considered, summarized, and is prepared to vehemently continue to argue 

relative to the highly particularized context of plaintiff’s case, are explicitly supportive of 

plaintiff’s Complaint, with emphasis on  all the Relief that plaintiff now and will seek! 

WHEREFORE, plaintiff was given no opportunity to provide a response to the Defendant’s 

Motion because of Magistrate Judge Alice R. Senechal’s expediency in granting said Motion 
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prior to plaintiff having even received the said Motion supra, giving the Defendants’ 50% more 

time to respond to the plaintiff’s Complaint, again the plaintiff respectfully requests this Court 

grant the Relief Items 2 & 3 from plaintiff’s Complaint ex parte, See Bivens v. Six Unknown 

Fed. Narcotics Agents, 403 U.S. 388 (1971); Mr. Justice Brennan delivered the opinion of the 

Court: “And ‘where federally protected rights have been invaded, it has been the rule from the 

beginning that courts will be alert to adjust their remedies so as to grant the necessary relief.’ …‘ 

In such cases, there is no safety for the citizen, except in the protection of the judicial tribunals, 

for rights which have been invaded by the officers of the government, professing to act in its 

name. There remains to him but the alternative of resistance, which may amount to crime.”!  The 

plaintiff has no other objections to extending the response time for the Defendant’s to reply to 

plaintiff’s  Complaint by 30 days to and including 27-Jul-2016, other than it be the one and only 

extension of time for the defendants to respond to the plaintiff’s complaint. 

Dated 27-Jun-2016. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

kevin l olson 

 

[Plaintiff Footnote 1] detailed exchange Mr. Smith and plaintiff for Time Extension: 

A. 20-Jun-2016, at 2:54 PM CT length 35 Seconds Telephone call exchange between CASEY S. 

SMITH, Trial Attorney, Tax Division U.S. Department of Justice, and plaintiff: 

A.a) Smith indicated he was with DOJ, and indicated he was planning to file for a time extension 

and asked for consent. 

A.b) plaintiff indicated to allow for documentation of all communication it is to be in writing and 

email can be used as the written form of communication. 
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A.c) Smith confirmed email and then asked if plaintiff again, if plaintiff would consent by phone 

to the 30 day time extension. 

A.d) plaintiff indicated that plaintiff would respond only in writing. 

B. From: Smith, Casey S. (TAX) [mailto:Casey.S.Smith@usdoj.gov]; Sent: Monday, June 20, 

2016 4:06 PM CT To: olsonkevin@live.com Subject: Olson v. Social Security Administration et 

al. - 16-cv-93 (D.N.D.): Dear Mr. Olson: As I explained to you on the telephone earlier today, I 

represent the United States in the above-referenced case.  I plan on filing a motion for extension 

of time with the Court, and I am writing to inquire whether you consent to a 30-day extension of 

time to and including July 27, 2016, for the United States to answer or otherwise move with 

respect to the complaint.  Please let me know by the end of the day tomorrow, June 21, 2016, if 

you consent to the relief sought. Sincerely yours, Casey S. Smith 

C. From: Kevin Olson [mailto:olsonkevin@live.com] Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 5:00 PM CT 

To: Smith, Casey S. (TAX) Subject: RE: Olson v. Social Security Administration et al. - 16-cv-

93 (D.N.D.): Dear Mr. Smith: There is no explanation for good cause in your email for why the 

Government is compelled to ask for the time extension at this late of hour.  Please provide me 

with substantiating information and details for good cause as to why the Government is in need 

of an extension, and why I should consider consenting to the relief sought at this late of hour. 

Thank you!  Respectfully, kevin l olson 

D. From: Smith, Casey S. (TAX) [mailto:Casey.S.Smith@usdoj.gov] Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 

2016 8:15 AM CT To: Kevin Olson olsonkevin@live.com Subject: RE: Olson v. Social Security 

Administration et al. - 16-cv-93 (D.N.D.) Dear Mr. Olson: We need additional time to prepare a 

cogent and accurate response to the complaint.  This motion is not made for the purpose of delay.  

No other deadlines have been set in this case and this motion is the first request for an extension 

of this deadline. Sincerely yours, Casey S. Smith 

E. From: Kevin Olson [mailto:olsonkevin@live.com] Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 9:47 AM CT 

To: Smith, Casey S. (TAX) Subject: RE: Olson v. Social Security Administration et al. - 16-cv-

93 (D.N.D.): Dear Mr. Smith: I thought our First Amendment Protections and Freedoms were 

very clear, they are being strongly and highly touted in public these days by politicians on both 

sides of the isle and by the Administration; and considering the expediency and aggressiveness 

that the DOJ exercised in going after North Carolina on the transgender bathroom issue related to 

Civil Rights; and the fact that the DOJ and FBI have been in possession of my Criminal 

Complaint relating to my case for 270 days without a response; and now late in the day with 90% 

of your response time gone, you ask for an extension of 30 days, or 50% more time, to prepare a 

cogent and accurate response to my complaint, already having three times as much time as a 

non-government party, I am somewhat perplexed.  However, because of the Constitutional 

Foundational Basis of the Establishment Clause and the Free Exercise Clause, and in the Spirit of 

compromise and fair play for both of us to prepare cogent and accurate arguments I offer the 

mailto:Casey.S.Smith@usdoj.gov
mailto:olsonkevin@live.com
mailto:olsonkevin@live.com
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following:  Grant me relief to fully amend my complaint in my case with my response arguments 

to include the cobwebbery of interlocking laws and stare decisis that relate to our First 

Amendment Rights and the ACA and from the limit on pages allowed for arguments and 

responses attaching this email correspondence to your motion for response time extension and I 

will consent relief to you for this one and only extension of response time to my complaint of 30 

days to and including 27-Jul-2016. Respectfully, kevin l olson 

F. From: Smith, Casey S. (TAX) [mailto:Casey.S.Smith@usdoj.gov] Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 

2016 3:32 PM CT To: Kevin Olson olsonkevin@live.com Subject: RE: Olson v. Social Security 

Administration et al. - 16-cv-93 (D.N.D.): Dear Mr. Olson: Thank you for your e-mail.  We 

cannot agree to the terms listed in your response. Sincerely yours, Casey S. Smith 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE: 

 

I hereby certify that on this 27nd day of June, 2016, I, 
 

 
kevin l olson, pro se plaintiff 

 

Hand Delivered the foregoing document to: 

 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

QUENTIN N. BURDICK U.S. COURTHOUSE 

655 1ST AVENUE NORTH, SUITE 130 

FARGO, ND 58102-4932 

 

and caused a copy to be mailed by U.S. regular mail, postage prepaid, to the following: 

MR. CHRIS MYERS, U.S. ATTORNEY 
DISTRICT OF NORTH DAKOTA 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK U.S. COURTHOUSE 
U.S. ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
655 FIRST AVENUE NORTH, SUITE 250 
FARGO, ND 58102-4932 

MS. LORETTA E. LYNCH 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
950 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW 
WASHINGTON, DC 20530-0001 
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ACTING COMMISSIONER 
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 
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MR. JACOB J. LEW 
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
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