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US V BENSALEM TOWNSHIP PA ZONING FOR MOSQUE 21JUL2016 
 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 16 3938:  21-Jul-2016 JUSTICE DEPARTMENT FILES SUIT AGAINST BENSALEM 

TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA, OVER DENIAL OF ZONING APPROVAL FOR MOSQUE EXHIBIT 27 
 

The following AFP, Agence France-Presse, article on the evening of 21-Jul-2016 initiated search 
for discovery of  Case 2:14-cv-06955-MMB Document 1 Filed 12/08/14, which eventually lead 
to the discovery of the above CIVIL ACTION NO. 16 3938 with a Certified Copy Annotated 
Included Below. 

Bensalem Muslims Say Township Won’t Let Them Build a Mosque 

And so they’ve filed a federal lawsuit. 

BY VICTOR FIORILLO  |  DECEMBER 10, 2014 AT 11:46 AM  
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Bensalem has its fair share of churches and other houses of worship. The Bucks County 

township of 60,000 has Catholic churches, Protestant churches, synagogues, a Jehovah’s 

Witness Kingdom Hall, and a Buddhist Temple. And there are two Hindu temples under 

development. But if you’re a Bensalem Muslim, you’re out of luck, because Bensalem 

doesn’t have a mosque. Instead, local Muslims meet once a week for Friday prayers inside a 

rented fire hall. 

The Bensalem Masjid, a religious organization with some 200 families in its congregation, 

wants to change that but says that Bensalem Township and its Zoning Hearing Board 

haven’t exactly rolled out the red carpet for its proposed mosque (rendering above) on the 

3800 block of Hulmeville Road, which has several other houses of worship within a one-

mile radius. And now the group has filed a lawsuit (below) against the township and the 

board in federal court. 

The group has been looking for property for its mosque since 2008. And due to zoning 

regulations in Bensalem, you can’t just erect a mosque — or any other house of worship 

— wherever you want. 

The Bensalem Masjid says that it tried to buy existing houses of worship, which would 

already be zoned correctly, but none were interested in selling. It put in bids on other 

properly zoned parcels, but those bids were rejected or went unanswered. Finally, the group 

found a 4.58-acre, three-parcel stretch of property on Hulmeville Road that would be 

perfect for its needs — big enough for a cafeteria, a school, and all of the other facilities they 

wanted to bring to the Muslims in the area — but the group of properties weren’t zoned for 

house-of-worship use. And so, the Bensalem Masjid went before the zoning board to try to 

get a variance. 

In February, the board expressed certain concerns about the project, and so the group 

changed its physical plans, eliminating a proposed basement and cafeteria. Another hearing 

was held. And another. And another. In total, six hearings were held, making the process 

one of the longest — if not the longest zoning hearing process — in Bensalem’s history. 

Board members questioned the Masjid about parking and traffic. One board member 

expressed concern that the mosque would bring in Muslims from New Jersey and nearby 

Philadelphia. 
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Community members were invited to air their concerns about the project. One suggested 

that unlike a church or synagogue, the mosque wouldn’t bring the same kind of benefit to 

the overall community that a synagogue or church would bring. 

The fears of another community member who spoke were a little more clear: 

…mosques have patterns and the pattern of mosques has been that when they — when the 

congregants outgrow the mosque, they spill out on to the streets. And what they do is they 

— they block — pull up blockades and they bring out their rugs, and they put them down on 

the street, and they do their prayers out on the streets. I have a video of this if you would 

like to see to back it up, in several cities around the world … What they do is they put up 

their barricades and they lay their carpets down on the street and they pray. And it takes 

them 45 minutes. It draws a lot of people, and it creates problems for the businesses on that 

street because they cannot do commerce because nobody can get in or out of their stores. 

The Masjid brought in at least 10 expert witnesses to testify on its behalf — from a civil 

engineer and traffic experts to an Islamic theologian — but the board still said no. And the 

group contends that the same board granted variances to other nearby religious 

organizations similarly restricted by the zoning laws. The variance obtained in April to build 

a Hindu temple on the site of a restaurant was reportedly not met with significant objection. 

So is this Islamophobia at work? 

“We can’t see into their hearts, so we judge them by their conduct,” says Ryan Tack-Hooper, 

the Masjid’s attorney from the Philadelphia chapter of the Council on American-Islamic 

Relations, who suggests that the board’s concerns over traffic and parking were unfounded 

and that the board didn’t make an issue out of traffic and parking for others houses of 

worship in the area. “It’s very clear that they treated this case differently than they treated 

other faith centers. There’s definitely some prejudice at work here.” 

In its lawsuit, the Masjid accuses Bensalem and the board of violating laws regarding 

religious land use, Pennsylvania’s Municipal Planning Code and Religious Freedom 

Protection Act, and the group’s First and Fourteenth Amendment rights. 

The zoning board’s attorney could not be reached for comment, and an attorney 

representing the township did not immediately return a call seeking comment. One board 

member, realtor Joanne Redding, hung up on us when we tried to ask her about the 

mosque. 
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Read more at http://www.phillymag.com/news/2014/12/10/bensalem-mosque-

masjid/#UkL3uy9pVg11pcHZ.99 
 

[E27-klo-IA-1: THE FOLLOWING IS THE DOJ’s PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMPLAINT (CERTIFIED COPY) 

FILED 21-Jul-2016 annotated by me (klo):  Note: the Unity-Faith Website appears when you 

google Bensalem Masjid (Bensalem Masjid may or may not be the same as Unity-Faith, but in 

the descriptive of the website Unity-Faith it matches the descriptive in this suit relative to 

Bensalem Masjid) as of 7:40 AM CT 22-Jul-2016, and it appears they have settled on a new 

property of at a different location. Bensalem Township is located 18 miles Northeast of 

Philadelphia, PA: google travel 18 miles, time 25 minutes.  Considering this close proximity it is 

classified as a heavily developed and populated area with limited development vs rural Fargo, 

ND.  Some of this is noted in the case complaint.  It is further noted from the Unity-Faith 

website that the new location is across from a christian life center: thus the new location is in a 

like use area.] 

[E27-klo-IA-2: So the purpose of this suit appears to be strictly for the purposes of punishing 

Bensalem Township and their governing of their congested local community.] 

[E27-klo-IA-3: And yet for me and my Criminal Complaint, the DOJ and the FBI gave me zero 

consideration and left me in an oubliette of darkness, and now in my Federal Question Case 

they are trying to manipulate it into a question of taxation vs Constitutional Liberty.] 

Home » Office of Public Affairs 

JUSTICE NEWS 

Department of Justice 

Office of Public Affairs 

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Thursday, July 21, 2016 

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT FILES SUIT AGAINST BENSALEM TOWNSHIP, 

PENNSYLVANIA, OVER DENIAL OF ZONING APPROVAL FOR MOSQUE 

The Justice Department announced today that it has filed a lawsuit against Bensalem Township, 

Pennsylvania, alleging that the township violated the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons 

Act of 2000 (RLUIPA) when it denied zoning approval to allow the Bensalem Masjid to build a mosque on 

three adjoining parcels of land in the township. 

https://www.justice.gov/
https://www.justice.gov/opa
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The complaint, filed in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, alleges that Bensalem Township’s denial of a 

variance imposed a substantial burden on the Bensalem Masjid’s religious exercise, treated the Bensalem 

Masjid less favorably than the township treats nonreligious assemblies and discriminated against the 

Bensalem Masjid on the basis of religion.  According to allegations in the complaint, the township 

placed unreasonable limitations on religious assemblies through its land use regulations.  The complaint 

also alleges that the township only permits places of worship in one district without a variance or rezoning 

by the township and that no properties were available in that district when the Bensalem Masjid acquired 

the property. 

“Our Constitution protects the rights of religious communities to build places of worship free from 

unlawful interference and unnecessary barriers,” said Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General Vanita 

Gupta, head of the Justice Department’s Civil Rights Division.  “The Department of Justice will continue 

to challenge unjustified local zoning actions around the country when they encroach upon this important 

civil right.” 

[E27-klo-IA-4: I argue, that “Our Constitution protects the rights of religious individuals to_ 

worship free from unlawful interference and unnecessary barriers”, “worship”: honor with 

religious rites as in Free Exercise of my spiritual beliefs and practices!] 

[E27-klo-IA-5: I argue, that the DOJ has ignored my Criminal Complaint, then it has flogged me 

and my Liberty of Free Exercise of spiritual beliefs and practices with congressional taxation 

authority.] 

[E27-klo-IA-6: I argue, that this case and how the DOJ is supporting it STANDING next to mine 

and how the DOJ has contorted mine displays a clear heinous, egregious, and hideous portrait 

of Federal Executive Department Discrimination by the DOJ of the most extreme degree!!  And 

considering that my last name is Olson vs Masjid or Majeed, and I’m from Fargo, North Dakota 

its not hard to figure out who or what I am!  26-Jul-2016 @ 3:20 PM CT DOJ Attorney Jennifer E. 

McAllister would not answer a question about the religion of Sameena Shina Majeed, DOJ Chief 

on this case.] 

[E27-klo-IA-7: I argue, my only sanctuary and hope comes from Bivens: "In such cases, there is 

no safety for the citizen, except in the protection of the judicial tribunals, for rights which have 

been invaded [or evaded: avoid, especially by cleverness or trickery] 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."  If I don’t pay the islamic socio-economic zakat tax of 

the ACA and I don’t have health insurance I become a criminal.] 
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RLUIPA contains multiple provisions prohibiting religious discrimination and protecting against 

unjustified burdens on religious exercise.  Persons who believe that they have been subjected to religious 

discrimination in land use or zoning may contact the Civil Rights Division’s Housing and Civil 

Enforcement Section at (800) 896-7743. 

More information about RLUIPA, including questions and answers about the law and other documents, 

may be found at http://www.justice.gov/crt/about/hce/rluipaexplain.php. 

Bensalem Township Complaint 

16-853 

Civil Rights Division Civil Rights - Housing and Civil Enforcement 

Topic:  Civil Rights Updated July 21, 2016 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 16 3938 

A TRUE COPY CERTIFIED TO FROM THE RECORD 

DATED: JUL 21 2016 

DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

BENSALEM TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA 

Defendant 

 

COMPLAINT 

The United States of America, by its undersigned attorneys, files this Complaint and alleges: 

Introduction 

1. This is a civil action brought by the United States of America to enforce the Religious Land 

Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000 ("RLUIPA"), 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000cc-2000cc-5, against 

Bensalem Township, Pennsylvania for its unlawful conduct in violation of RLUIP A. 

[E27-klo-IA-8: It is deeply disturbing for me that the DOJ won’t “enforce” my spiritual 

Constitutional Liberties and First Amendment Rights.  It is also deeply painful for me to realize 

that the DOJ will enforce a law from 2000 to protect islam, but won’t enforce a Guaranteed 

https://www.justice.gov/crt/about/hce/rluipaexplain.php
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/878146/download
http://www.justice.gov/crt/
http://www.justice.gov/crt/about/hce/
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Unalienable Right from the foundation of our Republic’s Constitution’s First Amendment of 

Free Exercise Clause to protect me and my spiritual beliefs and Practices!!!!!! 

This makes the actions of the DOJ more hideously egregious and heinous against me and is 

causing me more harm and pain and suffering now because of this case, it is like pouring salt on 

open wounds of the flogging I’m taking from the DOJ, with the fact that the DOJ and their 

investigator, the FBI, completely ignored me and my Criminal Complaint; adding to this even 

more pain and suffering is the fact that for my Federal Question Case the DOJ shifting the case 

from their Civil Rights Section to their Tax Section; and lastly seeking to flog me even more and 

try and force me into Submission and Absolute Despotism they are attempting to change the 

defendants and the case basis in their first Motion for a Time extension!!!!!!!  The DOJ is 

relentless in their flogging of my mind and spirit causing me distress, pain, and suffering and 

physical malady that are Irreparable!!!!!!! 

Further noting that the FBI is a sub-department of the DOJ and they would not even investigate 

my Criminal Complaint.  I guess if you’re not a proponent of islam in line with imam obama the 

Executive Branch of the Federal Government is against you and will ignore you, or shred you 

with flogging if you try to exercise other Constitution Rights such as due process!!!!!!! 

Also noting the names of the DOJ persons who signed this complaint: VANITA GUPTA, Principal 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Civil Rights Division, signing for Loretta E. Lynch, and 
SAMEENA SHINA MAJEED, Chief.  Is Sameena Shina Majeed a muslim: potential conflict of 
interest, even more so when “prays” is used in seek a Court Order. 
 
See PLAINTIFF’S FINAL PLEADINGS 4 FREEDOM 17.10. Commander in Chief, [HE’S CALLED 
COMMANDER IN CHIEF FOR A REASON – THE MOST POWERFUL MAN IN THE WORLD] barack 
hussein obama on his trip home to Kenya, “This is personal for me,” Mr. Obama said, speaking 
at the Global Entrepreneurship Summit on Saturday. “There’s a reason why my name’s Barack 
Hussein Obama!” Is he really a citizen of our United States of America, “that I absolutely and 
entirely renounce and abjure all allegiance and fidelity [faithfulness to a person, cause, or 
belief, demonstrated by continuing loyalty and support] to any … state, or sovereignty, of 
whom or which I have heretofore been a subject or citizen;”?  See Exhibit 20 14TH Amendment 
Section 2 & 3 Annotated for additional constitutional violations of congresspersons that voted 
for the ACA, and the President who signed it.] 
 
[E27-klo-IA-9: I guess it is ok to deny Religious Freedom and Civil Rights to a person with the last 
name “olson”!!!!!!!] 
 
Jurisdiction, Venue, and Parties 

2. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 [me initiating the 

suit] and 1345 [Feds initiating the suit] and 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-2(f). [Land use Statute] 
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3. Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because the actions giving rise to this action 

occurred in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. [Based on my review of 28 USC 1391 Federal 

District Court in Fargo ND is the Venue Proper] 

4. Defendant Bensalem Township ("Bensalem" or "Defendant") is a municipality in 

Bucks County, Pennsylvania. 

(-2-) 

Facts 

Land Use in Bensalem 

5. Bensalem is governed by a mayor and a Council of five members. Bensalem has the authority 

to regulate and restrict the use of land and structures within its borders, including by granting 

and denying requests for zoning variances. 

6. For purposes of RLUIPA, Bensalem constitutes a "government." 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000cc-5( 

4)(A)(i), (ii). 

7. Bensalem's zoning districts and the uses permitted within those districts are codified in the 

Bensalem, PA Code of Ordinances ("Bensalem Code"). Under the Bensalem Code, religious 

institutions are permitted only within the Institutional District. There are only approximately 

thirty-five properties within the Institutional District in Bensalem. To locate outside of the 

Institutional District, religious uses must seek zoning relief from Bensalem. 

8. Non-religious assembly uses are permitted in many of Bensalem's zoning districts, and are 

not limited to the Institutional District. For example, private education institutions, 

"convalescent homes" or "sanitariums," and child, adult, or senior citizen day care centers are 

permitted in the R-A Rural District; municipal buildings and adult or senior citizen day care 

centers, are permitted in the R-11 Residential District; and businesses, professional schools, 

colleges, and universities, are permitted in the BP Business Professional District. 

9. To use a property for a use not permitted in the property's zoning district(s) by the Bensalem 

Code, an entity with a property interest may seek a zoning variance through the Bensalem 

Township Zoning Hearing Board ("the Board"). The Board is appointed by the Council. 

10. Under the Bensalem Code, the Board may grant a zoning variance if an application meets 

the state-wide standard set forth in the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code 

("Pennsylvania Code"), 53 Pa. Stat. § 910.2(a)-(b). Under the Pennsylvania Code's (- 3 -) 

standard, a zoning variance is available where "the zoning ordinance inflict[ s] unnecessary 

hardship upon the applicant." The Pennsylvania Code states that the applicant must 

demonstrate: 
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(1) unique physical characteristics of the property that create an unnecessary hardship; 

(2) that the property cannot be developed according to the zoning ordinance; 

(3) that the applicant did not create the hardship; 

(4) that a variance would not "alter the essential character" of the district, nor impair 

appropriate use of adjacent properties, nor "be detrimental to the public welfare;" and 

(5) that the variance requested is the minimum variance required to provide relief. The Board 

may attach conditions in granting a variance. 

11. Under the Bensalem Code, the Board evaluates variance applications on an individualized, 

case-by-case basis. For purposes of RLUIPA, the variance process is a system of regulations in 

which the township makes an "individualized assessment" regarding the zoning applicant's 

property. 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000cc(a)(2)(A)-(C). 

12. Many religious and non-religious assembly uses have received zoning variances to use 

properties for uses not permitted in their respective zoning districts. For example, all of the 

following entities have received zoning variances to operate as uses not permitted in their 

zoning districts: 

• School Lane Charter School 

• Holy Ghost Preparatory School 

• Corinthian Colleges 

• Gwenedd-Mercy College · 

• Shree Bhaktinidhi, Inc. 

• Samarapan Hindu Temple 

• Mongkoltepmunee Temple 

13. In practice, the Board grants zoning variance applications without strictly applying the 

standard in the Pennsylvania Code. Most religious and non-religious assemblies (- 4 -) that have 

been granted use variances, including those in paragraph 12, did not meet the criteria for a use 

variance in the Pennsylvania Code, because, among other things, they did not demonstrate 

unique physical characteristics of their properties, nor that their properties could not be 

developed according to the zoning ordinance. 

The Bensalem Masjid 
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14. The Bensalem Masjid, Inc. ("the Bensalem Masjid") is a non-profit, Muslim organization 

incorporated and existing under the laws of the State of Pennsylvania. The Bensalem Masjid is a 

"religious assembly or institution," as defined by RLUIPA. 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(2)(b)(l). 

15. According to their Islamic faith, members of the Bensalem Masjid believe that prayer should 

be conducted five times daily in a mosque and should be led by an "imam," a religious leader. 

Their faith places a particular focus on the Friday afternoon prayer service. In accordance with 

their religion, members of the Bensalem Masjid believe that there is value to conducting 

prayers together with a congregation. According to their faith, congregants are required to 

perform ablution, "wudu," before prayers, which requires the washing of hands and feet [et al – 

11 steps to it]. 

16. According to their Islamic faith, members of the Bensalem Masjid believe that a mosque 

must be a deeded property dedicated to God, and that it must include a prayer area that is 

oriented towards Mecca, that is specifically consecrated according to religious tenets, and that 

allows congregants to adhere to Islamic religious practices. A mosque has religiously significant 

architectural elements, such as a dome and a minaret. 

[E27-klo-IA-10: My spiritual beliefs and practices are of ANCIENT OF DAYS2, GOD and TIME, yet 

the DOJ would not defend me against the ACA and its Actors, for adherence to my religious 

practices.  I guess with a last name like “olson” I just don’t qualify!]  

17. According to their Islamic faith, members of the Bensalem Masjid have religious obligations 

beyond prayer. Members of the congregation are required to contribute to "zakat," a financial 

donation for charitable purposes. 

[E27-klo-IA-11: See Exhibit 26 Zakat: it is not just a “financial donation” it is obligatory for many 

islamic sects and can be enforced by islamic military] “Members are also required to raise their 

children in the Islamic faith.”  [Most regions require this, however the tenets of my spiritual 

beliefs do not require this, my tenets give absolute freedom to the individual and GOD, it is 

GOD’S gift of “FREE WILL” after all.] 

(- 5 -) 

18. The Bensalem Masjid does not have a mosque. There is no mosque in Bensalem Township. 

The closest mosque is approximately twenty minutes _away by car, which is too far for many 

members of the Bensalem Masjid to drive for daily prayers. 

[E27-klo-IA-12: 20 minutes in the present time of our nation and the available transportation is 

but a moment in time and a poor argument fact, for it puts you into the heart of Philadelphia, 

PA, supra.  Also, if you read the quran it allows for variances of circumstance of location 

praying, it can done at home, if you can’t do it five times a day its ok, basically it allows the 

individual to do the best they can.  Thus special provisions should not be considered for a 20 
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minute radius.  Considering the actions of fundamental islamic sunni sharia code and their 

warriors the 20 minute radius allows for the potential of small localized islamic sunni militia 

fortifications that puts our Republic and our Liberties at risk, and would be a violation of our 

Constitution of quartering soldiers of an entity that is against our Republic.  Note: an 84 year 

old Priest was killed on 26-Jul-2016 by having his throat cut by one of these soldiers.  Nothing 

on their website indicates an affiliation with a specific sect of islam: why not?]  

19. The Bensalem Masjid currently conducts its Friday afternoon worship in a fire hall located at 

5931 Bensalem Boulevard. The fire hall is leased by Faith Unity, an unaffiliated religious 

organization, which permits the Bensalem Masjid to use the fire hall for this purpose. 

20. Because the fire hall is the only site available to the Bensalem Masjid for religious practice, 

its members are limited in their ability to exercise their religion in a number of ways. The 

Bensalem Masjid does not usually have access to the fire hall for daily prayers, and the fire hall 

is not large enough to accommodate the Bensalem Masjid for large religious events.  

Additionally, the fire hall does not have the facilities necessary to perform "wudu," the ablution 

before prayers. Consequently, members of the Bensalem Masjid are required to lift their feet to 

restroom sinks to wash before prayer. 

21. According to the Bensalem Masjid's beliefs, the fire hall is not a mosque. It is not a deeded 

property dedicated to God; it is not oriented towards Mecca; it is not consecrated; and it does 

not adequately allow for adherence to religious practice. For example, the fire hall does not 

adequately permit the separation of the sexes during worship, and the make-shift partition 

used for this purpose prevents all congregants from viewing the worship leader during prayer 

services. The fire hall also lacks religiously significant elements of Islamic architecture, such as a 

dome and a minaret. Lacking a mosque, the Bensalem Masjid is unable to attract an "imam," or 

worship leader. 

22. The fire hall provides no location for religious activities beyond prayer, including religious 

education, study groups, counseling, or meetings. Lacking a mosque, the Bensalem Masjid is 

hindered in implementing "zakat," or charitable giving. The Bensalem Masjid is also unable to 

conduct religious education, including religious education for their children (- 6 -) The Subject 

Property 

[E27-klo-IA-13: My tenets require no structure, for GOD said to the women at the well “Not on 

this mountain or in Jerusalem, (noting islam has a mosque on the hill of the holy temple site of 

judaism and restricts access to it) shall you worship GOD, for GOD is SPIRIT and in SPIRIT HE 

shall be worshiped!  And that is how I worship GOD!] 

23. Because the Bensalem Masjid cannot fully and adequately practice its religion under these 

circumstances, it began to search for a location to build a mosque within Bensalem Township in 

2008. The Bensalem Masjid looked for an appropriate location for at least five years. As part of 
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its exhaustive search, the Bensalem Masjid worked with real estate agents, sent a letter to all 

existing religious institutions in Bensalem Township in an attempt to purchase a suitable 

property, and seriously evaluated eleven properties for purchase. The Bensalem Masjid made 

every attempt to locate in the Institutional District, where places of worship are permitted by 

right. The Bensalem Masjid was not aware of any property in the Institutional District that was 

available for sale during its search. 

[E27-klo-IA-14: Why wouldn’t they support me in this way??  “Because kevin l olson the 

Bensalem Masjid cannot fully and adequately practice its religion under these circumstances, 

of the ACA’s strict religious exemption qualification requirements so he went to the FBI and DOJ 

for relief”, but they ignored me!!!”]  

24. In or after 2012, the Bensalem Masjid entered a lease with an option contract to purchase 

three adjoining properties located at 3743, 3805, and 3825 Hulmeville Road in Bensalem 

Township ("Subject Property"), with the intent of building a mosque on the Subject Property. 

The Subject Property totals ·over 4.5 acres. A majority of the Subject Property, approximately 

2.93 acres, is zoned in the BP Business and Professional District (approximately 2.93 acres). 

There are no structures on or uses of the parcel in the BP Business and Professional District. 

One parcel of the Subject Property is zoned in the R-A Rural District. This parcel contains a 

single-family home. One parcel of the Subject Property is zoned in the R-11 Residential District. 

This parcel also contains a single-family home. 

25. Religious institutions are not permitted in the BP Business and Professional District, the R-A 

Rural District, or the R-11 Residential District. Non-religious assembly uses are permitted in the 

BP Business and Professional District, the R-A Rural District, and the R-11 Residential District, as 

described above. 

26. Hulmeville Road is classified as a minor urban arterial road. It is lined by a variety of 

commercial, institutional, and residential uses. Proximate to the Subject Property, for (- 7 -) 

example, are a bank, pizzeria, CVS pharmacy, office park, commercial center, gas station, places 

of worship, and schools. There are many zoning districts proximate to the Subject Property on 

Hulmeville road, including G-C General Commercial, H-C 1 Highway Commercial, IN Institutional 

District, and several residential zones. 

The Bensalem Masjid's Variance Application 

27. Under the Bensalem Code, the Bensalem Masjid was required to seek zoning relief from 

Bensalem to use the Subject Property for religious use. In or around 2012, members of the 

Bensalem Masjid met with the mayor of Bensalem Township to express their interest in 

building a mosque in Bensalem Township. The Bensalem Masjid presented two potential 

properties for a mosque, including the Subject Property, to the mayor. The mayor expressed a 
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preference for developing a mosque on the Subject Property, because the location of the 

Subject Property was proximate to commercial uses. 

28. At the suggestion of the mayor, the Bensalem Masjid participated in approximately 

eighteen meetings with the mayor and members of the Council between 2012 and 2013 to 

discuss the proposed mosque. During these meetings, the mayor and members of the Council 

advised the Bensalem Masjid to apply for a use variance, instead of applying for a rezoning of 

the Subject Property. The mayor continued to advise the Bensalem Masjid to pursue a use 

variance rather than a rezoning throughout 2014. 

29. The Bensalem Masjid believed that through a use variance it would be permitted to use the 

Subject Property for a religious assembly, based on its discussions with the Township and on 

the treatment of zoning variance applications for other assembly uses. 

30. On October 24, 2013, the Bensalem Masjid applied to the Bensalem Township Building and 

Planning Department for permission to use the Subject Property for a mosque. Bensalem's 

Township Engineer denied this request on November 19, 2013, on the ground that a mosque is 

a non-permitted use on the Subject Property. The Bensalem Masjid applied to the (- 8 -) Board 

for a use variance on December 17, 2013. The application included a proposal to construct a 

mosque of approximately 27,243 square feet with 143 parking spaces. 

31. The Subject Property would accommodate a mosque that would meet the religious needs of 

the Bensalem Masjid, as described above. The Bensalem Masjid's intended use of the property 

on Hulmeville Road, including the proposed construction of a mosque, constitutes "religious 

exercise" under RLUIPA. 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000cc-5(7)(A)-(B). 

32. A zoning variance application to the Board was a proper mechanism through which to 

request to use the Subject Property for religious purposes. Other religious and nonreligious 

entities in Bensalem Township have obtained variances through this process to engage in 

assembly uses in districts where such uses were not permitted. 

[E27-klo-IA-15: Per the DOJ’s very own website a Criminal Complaint filing was the “proper 

mechanism” for me filing with the FBI and copying the DOJ.  However, they left me in a deep 

dark dungeon trying to suppress me from climbing out of the shackles and chains of the ACA 

and SSA!!  My only way out is through the Judiciary!!!!] 

33. Between February and November 2014, the Board held six hearings on the Bensalem 

Masjid's use variance application. During the hearings, the Bensalem Masjid presented 

testimony, including expert testimony, regarding the need for a zoning variance. The Bensalem 

Masjid described its religious beliefs and the proposed mosque's uses, the nature of its search 

for a suitable property, and the inadequacies of its current worship location. 
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34. The Bensalem Masjid qualified for a use variance under the criteria that Bensalem applied 

to other use variance applications. During these hearings, the Bensalem Masjid presented 

testimony, including expert testimony, demonstrating that it qualified for a zoning variance. 

The Bensalem Masjid explained that the characteristics of the Subject Property were not 

conducive to uses permitted in the relevant zoning districts, because the BP Business 

Professional lot is too narrow and because Hulmeville Road and the surrounding areas are no 

longer appropriate for residential use. The Bensalem Masjid also described the surrounding 

institutional and commercial uses and the commercial nature of Hulmeville Road. 

35. The Bensalem Masjid presented testimony that its mosque would not be detrimental to the 

public welfare. It explained that the parking that it proposed for the mosque (-9-) was adequate 

and, moreover, that its proposed parking exceeded the parking requirements of the Bensalem 

Code. The Bensalem Masjid also described the traffic studies that it conducted on the impacts 

of the proposed mosque, which revealed that a mosque would cause no substantial increase in 

traffic. Further, the Bensalem Masjid showed that traffic from the mosque would be less than 

traffic for uses that would be permitted on the Subject Property under the Bensalem Code. 

Nothing at the hearings indicated that the Bensalem Masjid would alter the essential character 

of the zoning district or impede appropriate development of adjacent properties. 

36. The Board raised concerns during these hearings about the size of the proposed mosque, 

parking, traffic, the uses of the different areas of the mosque, and the possible growth of the 

mosque's membership. The Bensalem Masjid attempted to address these concerns by revising 

its plans for the proposed mosque, including by reducing its size by more than 10,000 square 

feet and by increasing the number of parking spaces to 154. It also offered to hold two Friday 

afternoon prayer services instead of one. 

3 7. Members of the public opposed to the Bensalem Masjid's zoning variance application were 

present at the hearings, and applauded comments that questioned the propriety of a zoning 

variance. Several members of the public who spoke in opposition to the Masjid raised concerns 

that were unrelated to the zoning variance analysis. 

3 8. Members of the Board asked questions outside of the scope of the zoning variance 

application during the hearings, such as whether the Bensalem Masjid's membership would 

increase and whether it would attract members from outside of Bensalem Township. Although 

the Board's solicitor advised the Board that parking concerns were outside of the scope of 

inquiry for the purposes of the zoning variance application before them, members of the Board 

repeatedly questioned whether parking at the proposed mosque would be adequate. 

39. On June 5, 2014, before the second hearing for the Bensalem Masjid, an employee of 

Bensalem approached the Bensalem Masjid's attorney and suggested that the (- 10 -) Bensalem 

Masjid delay its use variance application with the Board, and instead pursue a rezoning through 
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the Council. When this employee met with the Bensalem Masjid's attorney the following day, 

however, the employee indicated that the Bensalem Masjid would be unsuccessful at obtaining 

a rezoning through the Council. 

40. On November 6, 2014, the Board voted four to zero to deny the Bensalem Masjid's zoning 

variance application. The Board issued its Decision and Order memorializing the denial on 

December 5, 2014.- 

41. For purposes of RLUIPA, Bensalem's denial of the variance application constitutes the 

"application" of a "land use regulation" that "limits or restricts a claimant's use or development 

of land." 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-5(5). 

42. Because the Bensalem Masjid did not receive a zoning variance, it cannot construct a 

mosque, and therefore its members cannot engage in their religious practices to the degree 

and in the way they believe they are compelled to do. 

[E27-klo-IA-16: Emphasis on “therefore its members cannot engage in their religious practices 

to the degree and in the way they believe they are compelled to do”, which is identical to my 

argument against the ACA, and secondarily the Social Security Act and the DOJ and FBI wouldn’t 

lift a finger to call me or help me in any way.] 

[E27-klo-IA-17: I argue that this provides an explicit showing that the DOJ discriminates in favor 

of one religion, islam, and against me and my religious beliefs and practices, which is in explicit 

like manor of the ACA’s favoritism for some religions and taxation of others with the application 

of the islamic zakat tax.] 

43. The construction and operation of a mosque on the Subject Property would affect interstate 

commerce in many ways, including by the transfer of funds, the purchase of materials and 

services, and the use of interstate highways. 

[E27-klo-IA-18: Interesting to surplusage “Commerce” into the case, potentially in an effort to 

expand the constitutionally of their complaint against Bensalem Township.  I have reached out 

with surplusage only with specific connection or minor alteration of case content on how it 

supports my case arguments, which is supported by SCOTUS rulings on the ACA, and also to 

show the Habitual Nature of the Criminal Actors to violate our Constitution, this Case just brings 

that fact more to light: 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)] 

44. Under the Bensalem Code, use variance applications for religious and nonreligious 

assemblies are subject to the same procedures to apply for a use variance. However, Bensalem 
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has treated similarly situated use variance applications for religious and non-religious 

assemblies, including those described in paragraph 12, more favorably than it treated the 

Bensalem's Masjid's application throughout the variance process. For example, the Board 

made determinations on many zoning variance applications, including some of those described 

in paragraph 12, in only one hearing, whereas there were six hearings on the Bensalem Masjid's 

application. As another example, the Board asked questions of the Bensalem Masjid that it did 

(- 11 -) not ask of many of these other applicants, including whether its membership would 

increase and whether it would attract members from outside of Bensalem Township. 

[E27-klo-IA-19: I argue that the DOJ and FBI did not give me any specific consideration for my 

Criminal Complaint and have tried to shift my Federal Question Complaint about Constitutional 

Liberties to a case of Taxation versus a case of violation of First Amendment Establishment 

Clause and Free Exercise Clause and Fourteenth Amendment rights of privacy and personal 

autonomy.] 

[E27-klo-IA-20: I further argue that the DOJ by filing this complaint has shown their true colors 

to discriminate “more favorably” towards muslims than non-muslims, and in my case it is 

“complete favorability” for muslims for they protect the islamic zakat tax of the ACA by allowing 

for taxation of my spiritual beliefs and practices while protecting others from the zakat tax.] 

45. Under the Bensalem Code, use variance applications for religious and nonreligious 

assemblies are subject to the same criteria to qualify for a use variance. However, Bensalem has 

treated similarly situated use variance applications for religious and non-religious assemblies, 

including those described in paragraph 12, more favorably in its variance determinations than 

it treated the Bensalem's Masjid's application. Bensalem approved zoning variances for 

similarly situated entities but denied the Bensalem Masjid a zoning variance, even though the 

Bensalem Masjid provided equal or greater evidence to show that it met the requirements for 

a variance, and even though the Bensalem Masjid's requested zoning variance would not have 

had a greater impact than the granted zoning variances of these entities on Bensalem or on the 

Bensalem Code. 

[E27-klo-IA-21: I argue here again the DOJ’s issue of favoritism for muslims and that they are 

absolutely against me: see [E27-klo-IA-19 and E27-klo-IA-20 above] 

[E27-klo-IA-22: I argue that I provided them the “equal or greater evidence” actually the 

greatest evidence possible to make my case for my particularized spiritual beliefs and practices 

in my Criminal Complaint to the FBI copied to the DOJ in accordance with the DOJ’s specific 

requirements for filing a Criminal Complaint and the FBI and DOJ ignored me, and left me in a 

dungeon of darkness.] 

COUNT I 
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RLUIP A - Substantial Burden 

46. The allegations above are hereby incorporated by reference. 

47. Defendant's treatment and denial of the Bensalem Masjid's variance application constitutes 

the imposition or implementation of a land use regulation that imposes a substantial burden on 

the Bensalem Masjid's religious exercise, which burden is not in furtherance of a compelling 

governmental interest and/or is not the least restrictive means of furthering such interest, in 

violation of RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a)(l). 

[E27-klo-IA-23: I argue that the Zakat tax of the ACA, presented in plaintiff’s Response/Motion 

of 27-Jun-2016 “constitutes the imposition or implementation” of a religious tax, note the zakat 

is even specifically called out in this complaint, that it “imposes a substantial burden on” me 

and my spiritual beliefs and practices and “is not in furtherance of a compelling governmental 

interest and/or is not the least restrictive means of furthering such interest” as I have also 

argued in my other case documents.  I have also argued and shown in my Tree Structure of 

US.S.LAW that welfare taxation of any kind for an individual’s or a group of individuals’ welfare 

is unconstitutional.] 

COUNT II 

RLUIPA - Equal Terms 

48. The allegations above are hereby incorporated by reference. 

49. Defendant's treatment of the Bensalem Masjid and its denial of the Bensalem Masjid's 

variance application constitutes the imposition or implementation of a land use (- 12 -) 

regulation that treated, and continues to treat, the Bensalem Masjid on less than equal terms 

with a nonreligious assembly or institution, in violation of RLUIPA, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(l). 

[E27-klo-IA-24: I argue that the DOJ’s claims here edited as follows: {DOJ’s “denial of” kevin l 

olson’s Criminal Complaint and Federal Question of First Amendment Violations of the ACA 

“constitutes the imposition” of our Constitution’s First Amendment Protections “that treated, 

and continues to treat,” kevin l olson “on less than equal terms with a nonreligious assembly or 

institution” and even more so in terms of a religious assembly or institution, islam “in violation” 

of our Constitution’s First Amendments’ Establishment Clause and Free Exercise Clause}, 

applies specifically in like manner to my case!] 

COUNT III 

RLUIPA- Discrimination 

50. The allegations above are hereby incorporated by reference. 
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51. Defendant has treated the Bensalem Masjid and its variance application differently from 

other applications on the basis of religion or religious denomination, in violation of RLUIPA, 42 

U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(2). 

[E27-klo-IA-25: I argue that the DOJ and FBI, “has treated” me and my Complaints “differently 

from other applications on the basis of religion or religious denomination, in violation” of our 

Constitution’s First Amendments’ Establishment Clause and Free Exercise Clause, and the Age 

Discrimination Act of 1975.] 

COUNT IV 

RLUIPA - Unreasonable Limitations 

52. The allegations above are hereby incorporated by reference. 

53. Defendant has placed unreasonable limitations on religious assemblies, institutions, and 

structures, including unreasonable limitations on the Bensalem Masjid, through its land use 

regulations, in violation of RLUIPA 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(b)(3). 

[E27-klo-IA-26: I argue that the Congresspersons who voted for the ACA; the president who 

signed the ACA; and those who continue to support the ACA, including but not limited to the 

Federal Executive Department Heads of the SSA, IRS, Treasury, DOJ, and FBI have “placed 

unreasonable limitations on my religious assemblies, institutions, and tenets in violation of” of 

our Constitutions First Amendments’ Establishment Clause and Free Exercise Clause, and the 

Age Discrimination Act of 1975 and have caused me great “pains and penalties”, and the DOJ’s 

actions of tremendous support in this case just keep my wounds fresh and salted.] 

WHEREFORE, the United States prays that this Court enter an order that: 

[E27-klo-IA-27: I argue that for a Federal Government’s Agency Personnel, Officers of the DOJ, 

that “prays” relative to a court case for specific relief for a specific religion is in and of itself 

violating the Separation of Church and State of the Establishment Clause of our First 

Amendment of our Constitution and further represents a discriminative nature of the DOJ in 

favor of one specific religion, islam, over and above all other religions and non-religions.  See 

United States. v. Seeger, 380 U.S. 163 (1965): “The validity of what he believes cannot be 

questioned. Some theologians, and indeed some examiners, might be tempted to question the 

existence of the registrant’s ‘Supreme Being’ or the truth of his concepts. But these are 

inquiries foreclosed to Government.”, thus the validity of “prays-prayers-praying” so noted in 

writing in a court case are “foreclosed to Government”!] 

1. Declares that Bensalem's policies and practices, as alleged herein, violate RLUIPA; 

[E27-klo-IA-28: I argue in my case that the Federal Government’s policies and practices for 

religious exemption within the ACA violate our Constitution in several areas, however the DOJ 
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or FBI did not respond to my Criminal Complaint filed on 08-Oct-2015, and the DOJ has 

attempted in their Motion for a Time Extension to move the case from a Federal Question Case 

involving Constitutional Liberties to case of defeating taxation.  More flogging supra!!] 

2. Enjoins Bensalem, its officers, employees, agents, successors and all other persons in concert 

or participation with it, from imposing- 

[E27-klo-IA-29: I have argued in the court documents filed as of 27-Jun-2016 and in my case 

documents for the enjoining of the Federal Government’s leaders, Congresspersons, and 

President; Executive Department officers and agents “in concert or participation with it, from 

imposing-”, 

a. substantial burden on the religious exercise of kevin l olson the Bensalem Masjid and its 

members that is not narrowly tailored to further a compelling governmental interest; 

[E27-klo-IA-30: This fits within the context of my case as modified!] 

b. Treating the Bensalem Masjid on less than equal terms with nonreligious assemblies or 

institutions or religious assemblies or institutions; 

(- 13 -) 

[E27-klo-IA-31: This fits within the context of my case as modified!] 

c. Discriminating against kevin l olson Bensalem Masjid and its members on the basis of religion 

or religious denomination. 

[E27-klo-IA-32: This fits within the context of my case as modified!] 

d. Placing unreasonable limitations on kevin l olson Bensalem Masjid and its members and on 

other religious organizations. 

[E27-klo-IA-33: This fits within the context of my case as modified!] 

3. Requires the Federal Government Bensalem, its officers, employees, agents, successors, and 

all other persons in concert or participation with it, to: 

a. Take such actions as may be necessary to restore, as nearly as practicable, kevin l olson 

Bensalem Masjid and its members to the position he they would have been in but for the 

Federal Government’s Bensalem's unlawful conduct, including but not limited to granting such 

approvals as are necessary to allow kevin l olson the Bensalem Masjid to be religiously exempt 

from participating in the ACA and SSA to use the Subject Property as a place of worship; and 

[E27-klo-IA-34: This fits within the context of my case as modified!] 
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b. Take such actions as may be necessary to prevent the recurrence of such unlawful conduct in 

the future, including but not limited to, providing DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE, 

CONSTITUTIONAL, AND BILL OF RIGHTS RLUIP A training to its personnel, establishing 

procedures to address complaints of DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE, CONSTITUTIONAL, AND 

BILL OF RIGHTS RLUIP A violations, and maintaining records and submitting reports relating to 

DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE, CONSTITUTIONAL, AND BILL OF RIGHTS RLUIP A compliance. 

[E27-klo-IA-35: This fits within the context of my case as modified!] 

4. Awards such additional relief as the interests of justice may require, together with the United 

States' costs and disbursements in this action. 

[E27-klo-IA-36: The DOJ seeks unspecified “additional relief”, no doubt in my mind that they will 

use trial case arguments to seek to penalize Bensalem Township with the maximum amount to 

set a precedent for those who even consider any attempt to control any aspect of local or state 

government over islam or any sect of islam, fundamental islamic sharia code is here in US2, 

shahada/sword, muslim profession of faith “there is no god but allah, and muhammad is the 

messenger of allah – supported by the sward!” and he obama, will defend them against US2 

with the sword – power of our Presidency for in his book “AUDACITY of HOPE …” in Chapter 

Seven: Race on Page 261 end of second paragraph, he says,“… and I will stand with them should 

the political winds shift in an ugly direction”, them being fundamental sunni sharia islamic 

coders for they make up 85-90% of islam!  Also, shahada/sword, the white words and symbol 

on the green flag of Saudi Arabia, a horde of fundamental sunni islamic coders.  I see no 

religious message or instrument of war on our Flag!  The first big attack on us was in 1993 with 

the World Trade Center truck bomb, but there have been attacks since at least 1972!  For four 

of the prior years between 1967 and 1971 barack hussein obama lived under the fathering and 

tutelage of his islamic sunni stepfather in islamic Indonesia consisting of 87% sunni muslims 

today.] 

[E27-klo-IA-37: I have argued in my case for specific application of Bivens in my FINAL 

PLEADINGS 4 FREEDOM as restated here: 

Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcotics Agents, 403 U.S. 388 (1971); Mr. Justice Brennan 

delivered the opinion of the Court: 

17.28.1. “An agent acting -- albeit unconstitutionally -- in the name of the United States 

possesses a far greater capacity for harm than an individual trespasser exercising no authority 

other than his own.” 

17.28.1.1. I argue, there are no higher authorities in my case than those who made the law, and 

the person who signed it into law, and they have almost equal but distinct Powers in our 

government, Congress can override a President’s veto. 
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17.28.2. There is only the Federal Judiciary that can hold these two in check relative to the 

harm they cause when they trespass into the Guaranteed Constitutional Protections and 

Freedoms of the individual citizen of our United States of America and the Republic for which it 

Stands.  

17.28.3. “Accordingly, as our cases make clear, the Fourth Amendment operates as a limitation 

upon the exercise of federal power regardless of whether the State in whose jurisdiction that 

power is exercised would prohibit or penalize the identical act if engaged in by a private citizen. 

It guarantees to citizens of the United States the absolute right to be free from unreasonable 

searches and seizures carried out by virtue of federal authority.” 

17.28.4. “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."  

17.28.5. “The mere invocation of federal power by a federal law enforcement official will 

normally render futile any attempt to resist an unlawful entry or arrest by resort to the local 

police; and a claim of authority to enter is likely to unlock the door as well.” 

17.28.6. "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." United States v. Lee, 106 U. S. 196, 106 U. S. 219 (1882). [Footnote 8 - omitted] 

17.29. And here I am before this Judiciary seeking your Protection and Adjusted Remedy for 

Relief: monetary for me in the First item, and for all of us American’s in the second and third 

items. 

17.30. “That damages may be obtained for injuries consequent upon a violation of the Fourth 

Amendment by federal officials should hardly seem a surprising proposition. Historically, 

damages have been regarded as the ordinary remedy for an invasion of personal interests in 

liberty.” See Nixon v. Condon, 286 U. S. 73 (1932) 

17.30.1. I’m am a natural born citizen of our United States and therefore I do not seek to put it 

at undue risk and impose the arresting of around half of our Congress, and but the President 

should be.  I seek monetary damages from all of them; an end to reelection for 

congresspersons; and the resignation of a president as a remedy for the willful and egregious 

neglect they demonstrated relative to their “Ministerial Duties” that they contractually 

obligated themselves to by oath for our protection and the protection of our United States and 

the Republic for which it Stands. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: July 21, 2016 
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