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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; 
 

et al. (See Doc. #14, #15, #16, and #21) 
 

Defendants 

Case No. 3:16-cv-93 

 

plaintiff’s 

 

RESPONSE TO DOC. #23 

 

DOJ’S RESPONSE FILED  22-AUG-16 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION TO 

SUBSTITUTE AND TO DISMISS 

THE COMPLAINT AND THE  

"SUPPLEMENTAL PLEADING" 

DATED JUNE 27, 2016 

 

 

 

COME NOW I, the plaintiff, once more with my 1ST Amendment Petition for Redress of 

Grievances with the ACA relative to my 1ST Amendment Religious Freedom and those who 

discriminate against me and seek my Crucifixion. 

For now, the DOJ attempts to slay me once again with their sword of “Sovereign 

Immunity” where no “Sovereign Immunity” exists; accuses me that I have ignored binding 

precedent that they have presented, and wants my Doc. #21 and all its attachments tossed out for 

exceeding page limits.  Though the DOJ, themselves, failed to address my precedent about 

“Sovereign Immunity” before they brought it up, in that I argued that “Absolute Immunity” does 

not apply in my case because my case deals with “Ministerial Duties of Oath” v. “Discretionary 

Duties of Office” Doc. #14 & #15 § 5.b) and they were Ordered to reply to these by Judge 

Senechal in Doc. #16.  And so I was forced again to argue it at length in Doc 21 1ST ACE 
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Plaintiffs 1ST Arguments Collective Explanatory 08Aug2016 Section 2.3. with 8 pages this time 

for the DOJ white washed it 35 times in their Answer of Doc. #17 & #18. 

“Religious Freedom” has “broad constitutional issues” that were raised in my Complaint 

Doc. #1; my email exchange with Mr. Casey for his request for a Time Extension to Answer, see 

Plaintiff Footnote 1.E. bottom of page 18 top of 19 Doc. #14 & #15 which was stipulated to by 

the DOJ in Item 5 of their request for a Time Extension to Answer, Doc. #9; Footnote 1.E. again 

connected removing of page limits to these “broad constitutional issues”; and once again the 

DOJ failed to address this even so Ordered to reply by Judge Senechal in Doc. #16. 

Thus my various documents have pulled in additional sections of our Constitution and 

other laws, and will again herein, and the pages have mounted. 

However, I vehemently plead with this Judiciary that I am fighting for my Life, Liberty, 

and Happiness in a particularized Constitutional Foundational Depth in my Case that I have not 

found in any other Case Law except Dread Scott when he entered the Supreme Court a Free Man 

and left as a slave.  I’m trying to enter the Judiciary as a Religious Slave and Leave a Free Man! 

The other ones even remotely similar that I have found have all favored my side, the 

Plaintiff over the Government.  The DOJ today is even fighting for the plaintiff in such a case 

with much lower Constitutional Foundational basis in the law over zoning but are claiming First 

Amendment Religious discrimination, See Exhibit 27 Doc 21 EXHIBIT 27 US v Bensalem 

Township PA Zoning for Mosque 21Jul2016. 
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I presented legal interpretations of our First Amendment Rights and some of these other 

cases in my Response Doc. #14 & #15 to the DOJ’s Request for Time Extension Doc. #9 

wherein they made unassociated arguments “PRESENTING MATTERS OUTSIDE THE 

PLEADING” for a Time Extension.  The DOJ once again failed to consider “ignored” these 

precedent setting underpinnings for my case even though they were so ordered to respond by 

Judge Senechal in Doc. #16.  And the DOJ also failed to address the implications of Title 18, 

U.S.C., Section 241; Conspiracy Against Rights that I raised in my Response Doc. #14 & #15! 

This will be my last Document Submitted and I leave it in the hands of the Judiciary to 

decide in my favor or grant me a trial as also requested in prior Documents. 

Our Founding Fathers conceived of me facing such Absolute Despotism before our 

Federal Government, “But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the 

same Object evinces a design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their 

duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.”, and 

that is how far reaching my case is because the Democrats have usurped our Constitution starting 

with their KKK attacking the Republican Reconstruction after the Civil War, and I am now 

asking those rooted in this evil party to be removed from office. 

Thomas Jefferson orated that when such Mischief occurs that those in charge of the 

Government must be bound by the Chains of the Constitution.  So In my first memorandum, 

Attachment 1 of Doc. #21, 1ST MOP Plaintiff Leads With A Tree Structure Of US S LAW, in 

support of my Case I went back to the Chains of the Constitution and in 5 single spaced pages 

showed that Welfare Laws such as the ACA and SSA are unconstitutional, and wouldn’t you 
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know it just before the civil war, a Democrat, President Pierce vetoed a similar welfare law 

because of its Absolute Violation of our Constitution and the avalanche of Absolute Destruction 

of US2 that it would lead to.  This is presented in detail in various parts and attachments of Doc. 

#21.  And once again the DOJ does not want to address this or any of the other precedent setting 

arguments presented in any of my documents. 

My case is about the Constitutional Foundational “Religious Freedom” of each citizen!!!! 

I have already presented in my Documents to the Judiciary and the DOJ et al this 

Constitutional Foundational basis of “Religious Freedom”, also known as a “Liberty”, also 

known as an “unalienable Right”, and that it resides in the Foundation of Our Nation’s 

Declaration of Independence; Our Constitution; and Our Bill of Rights.  And there is legal 

precedent after precedent after precedent that I have argued that support the “Free Nature” of 

“Religious Freedom”, and here is one more. 

Congress Stipulated to the Constitutional Foundational basis of “Religious Freedom” in 

22 U.S. Code Chapter 73 - INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT (IRFA) (1998) 

with an EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY on 16-Oct-2015,  Section 209 of the International 

Religious Freedom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6436) is amended by striking “September 30, 2015” 

and inserting “September 30, 2019”. § 6401. Findings; policy (a) Findings: Congress makes the 

following findings: (1) The right to freedom of religion undergirds the very origin and 

existence of the United States. Many of our Nation’s founders fled religious persecution 

abroad, cherishing in their hearts and minds the ideal of religious freedom. They 

established in law, as a fundamental right and as a pillar of our Nation, the right to freedom 
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of religion. From its birth to this day, the United States has prized this legacy of religious 

freedom and honored this heritage by standing for religious freedom and offering refuge to those 

suffering religious persecution; et al, and (b) Policy: It shall be the policy of the United States, as 

follows: (1) To condemn violations of religious freedom, and to promote, and to assist other 

governments in the promotion of, the fundamental right to freedom of religion; (3) To be 

vigorous and flexible, reflecting both the unwavering commitment of the United States to 

religious freedom ….; et al.  See EXHIBIT 31 attachment to Doc. #24 submitted to the Court 

23-Aug-2016  3:30 PM CT.  The Supreme Court Stipulated to this: See Doc. #14 & #15 7.e)2) 

(27-Jun-2016), and they did again in Sherbert v. Verner and Flemming v. Nester Doc. #14 & #15 

7.e)1): Noting, the DOJ failed to reply to these as Ordered by Doc. #16; the DOJ did not reply to 

them in their Answer Doc. #17 & #18; and the DOJ did not reply to them in their Doc. #23. 

“RELIGIOUS FREEDOM” 

“A FEDERALLY PROTECTED RIGHT PRE AND POST DATING THE ACA” 

So I ask this Judiciary to consider my claim that I do have standing to challenge the 

religious exemption of ACA with the meaning of “They established in law” with my previous 

documents and my following arguments; and request an Order for dismissal of all the DOJ’s 

Motions; and an Order of award of all the Relief I Seek or lets go to Trial!!!! 

“They established in law”: Our Founding Fathers did with the Legal Documents of The 

Declaration of Independence, Our Constitution, and Our Bill of Rights. 

1. The Declaration of Independence: 
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1.1. “to assume among the powers of the earth, the separate and equal station to which the 

Laws of Nature and of Nature's God entitle them”; 

1.1.1. Emphasis on “separate and equal station” and “freedom of religion undergirds the 

very origin and existence of the United States”: no crown, no king, no queen, no government 

is to rule over US2 ever again as long as our Republic Stands. 

1.1.2. Rejection of “Sovereign Immunity” was the Driving Force for Freedom and Declaring 

Independence from the Crown, and Establishing our Republic Governance and our Liberties! 

1.2. “We hold these truths to be self-evident,” … “that they are endowed by their Creator with 

certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” 

1.2.1. Emphasis on “endowed by their Creator”: GOD not government!! 

1.2.2. Emphasis on “certain unalienable Rights”: Rights never be touched or taken away!! 

1.2.3. Emphasis on “Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness”: Belief in any creator you want, 

and pursuit of them, and life in Happiness: as long as you don’t interfere with anyone else’s 

pursuit of their creator, life, or Happiness!! 

1.3. “That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just 

powers from the consent of the governed,” 

1.3.1. Rejection of “Sovereign Immunity” a second time!! 

1.4. “We, therefore, the Representatives of the united States of America, in General Congress, 

Assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude [morally correct 
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behavior and thinking] of our intentions, do, in the Name, and by Authority of the good People 

of these Colonies, solemnly publish and declare, That these United Colonies are, and of Right 

ought to be Free and Independent States; that they are Absolved from all Allegiance to the 

British Crown, … And for the support of this Declaration, with a firm reliance on the protection 

of divine Providence [the protective CARE of GOD], we mutually pledge to each other our 

Lives, our Fortunes and our sacred Honor.” 

1.4.1. Emphasis on “Authority of the good People of these Colonies”: We the People rule not 

some sovereign immune minister or ministers of government. 

1.4.2. Emphasis on “Absolved from all Allegiance to the British Crown”: “Absolved from rex 

non potest peccare” – “Absolved from the king can do no wrong”!  Rejection of “Sovereign 

Immunity” a third time!!! 

2. Our Constitution that “They” men of “sacred Honor” wrote for US2: 

2.1. “We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union [US2], establish 

Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general 

Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and 

establish this Constitution for the United States of America.” 

2.1.1. Emphasis “establish Justice,”… and “secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and 

our Posterity”: as Stipulated by SCOTUS “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 
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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.” in Bivens.  The Bivens Ruling is not isolated unto 

itself, but is also PRECEDENT SETTING for Federal Court Jurisdiction for all cases of Law and 

Equity arising under the Constitution “for rights which have been invaded by the officers of 

the government”!! 

2.2. Article. I. 

2.2.1. Section. 1. “All legislative Powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the 

United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of Representatives.” 

2.2.1.1. Emphasis on “legislative Powers herein granted”: by the people!  Rejection of 

“Sovereign Immunity” a fourth time!!! 

2.2.2. Section. 9. 

2.2.2.1. § 3 “No Bill of Attainder or ex post facto Law shall be passed.” 

2.2.2.1.1. The ACA is a “Bill of Attainder” for it imposes the islamic zakat tax for non-

participation because of religious beliefs and practices or penalizes with a loss of SSA benefits if 

an individual should be so titled with the “Nobility” of “Religiously Exempt”!  

2.2.2.1.2. The ACA is also an “ex post facto Law” twice: 1) because it comes long after “They 

established in law, as a fundamental right and as a pillar of our Nation, the right to freedom 

of religion”, & 2) it comes after the establishment of my spiritual beliefs and practices of being 

born ANEW from GOD, HIMSELF, FREE FROM ALL RELIGION!!!!!!! 
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2.2.2.2. Last § No Title of Nobility shall be granted by the United States: 

2.2.2.2.1. Rejection of “Sovereign Immunity” a fifth time!!!!  This time for both the Federal 

Government and Federal Government Selected Citizens!!  See previous item, thus the ACA 

violates this paragraph of our Constitution also. 

2.3. “Article. V. The Congress, whenever two thirds of both Houses shall deem it necessary, 

shall propose Amendments to this Constitution, or, on the Application of the Legislatures of two 

thirds of the several States, shall call a Convention for proposing Amendments, which, in either 

Case, shall be valid to all Intents and Purposes, as Part of this Constitution, when ratified by the 

Legislatures of three fourths of the several States, or by Conventions in three fourths thereof, as 

the one or the other Mode of Ratification may be proposed by the Congress; … .” 

2.3.1. There is only one way to modify the Foundational Basis of our Constitutional Law and 

that is by “Amendments”. 

2.3.1. I found no such “Amendments” allowing for the testing of citizens relative to their 

religious disposition.   A matter of fact it is just the opposite: “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.’” 

2.4. “Article. VI. 

2.4.1. § 2 “This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in 

Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the Authority of the 
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United States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in every State shall be 

bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to the Contrary 

notwithstanding.”   

2.4.1.1. Emphasis on “Pursuance thereof”: the act of pursuing; especially: a carrying out or 

into effect: PROSECUTION <in pursuance of his duties> Merriam-Webster Dictionary. 

2.4.1.2. The ACA violates our Constitution and so do those in Congress who voted for it; the 

president who signed it; and those who support and/or protect it by violating their “Ministerial 

Duties” as “bound by Oath or Affirmation” to “support and defend” our Constitution! 

2.4.2. § 3 “The Senators and Representatives before mentioned, and the Members of the several 

State Legislatures, and all executive and judicial Officers, both of the United States and of the 

several States, shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support this Constitution; but no 

religious Test shall ever be required as a Qualification to any Office or public Trust under 

the United States.” 

2.4.2.1. Emphasis on “no religious Test shall ever be required as a Qualification to any … 

public Trust under the United States.” 

2.4.2.2. The ACA is a public Trust under the United States for it mandates that “every person 

needs to have health coverage or make a shared responsibility payment or be Religiously 

Exempt”.  Thus the ACA is applying a religious Test and thus violates another part of our 

Constitution. 

3. Our Bill of Rights that “They” men of “sacred Honor” wrote for US2 
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3.1. Amendment I “Congress shall make NO LAW respecting an establishment of religion, or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or 

the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress 

of grievances.” 

3.1.1. And we’re back to my Federal Questions of the ACA violating this Constitutional 

Foundational Legal Precedent of “FREEDOM OF RELIGION” in our Constitution, and my 

right to “REDRESS” the government for these violations. 

3.1.2. To throw my Constitutional Foundational Case out because of some arbitrary number of 

pages ex post facto violation of my redress of grievances would just be more Absolute 

Despotism.  I should have not paid the ACA’s satanic zakat tax and I would have been before the 

Federal Judiciary a long time ago!!  Where is the Protection of Law and Equity in that?? 

4. “They established in law”: CONGRESS and the PRESIDENT with the IRFA (1998) with 

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY to 30-Sep-2019 protections for my “fundamental right to 

freedom of religion” Emphasis “NO” “imposed fines” or “registration”! 

4.1. See Exhibit 31 Doc. #24! 

5. My Last Arguments and Response to Mr. Casey Smith for my case before Settlement or Trial: 

5.1. I will make these last Arguments for my case, but I’m not going to argue all that I have 

argued already for my case in all my Case Documents, I will leave that up to the Judiciary to 

Decide with Law and Equity! 
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5.2. I could venture a guess, and I already have, why the DOJ has chosen to attack me and my 

complaint the way they have, but after these arguments for my case and here on out I will leave 

that up to the Judiciary also until my trial if one is even needed after the Judiciary gives full and 

equitable consideration to all my Proof and Arguments in all my Documents. 

5.3. The DOJ filed for a Time Extension on 22-Jun-2016 Doc. #9 wherein they made 

unassociated arguments “PRESENTING MATTERS OUTSIDE THE PLEADING”; I responded 

to the DOJ’s Request for a Time Extension because of this with Doc. #14 & #15; which the 

Judiciary Classified as a Supplement to my Complaint and so Ordered the Defendants to 

Respond to it by 27-Jul-2016 Doc. #16; the DOJ filed their Answer to my Complaint on 27-Jul-

2016 Doc. #17 & #18, however they failed to address many parts of my Complaint Doc. #1 and 

any of the Supplements to my Complaint from Doc. #14 & #15 even though they were so order 

to do so, and in their Answer they Asserted for a Motion of Dismissal based on  Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure; TITLE III. PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS; Rule 12. Defenses and Objections: 

(b) (1) lack of subject-matter jurisdiction; (2) lack of personal jurisdiction; (5) insufficient 

service of process; and (6) failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

5.3.1. I here now note under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; TITLE III. PLEADINGS AND 

MOTIONS; Rule 12. Defenses and Objections: (d) RESULT OF PRESENTING MATTERS 

OUTSIDE THE PLEADINGS. [As I noted supra by the DOJ in their Doc. #9 and they again did 

in Doc. #17 & #18 their Answer to my Complaint] If, on a motion under Rule 12(b)(6) or 12(c), 

matters outside the pleadings are presented to and not excluded by the court, [noting the court 

has not excluded such matters in my case] the motion must be treated as one for summary 

judgment under Rule 56. All parties must be given a reasonable opportunity to present all 
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the material that is pertinent to the motion. See Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 

570 (2007) (at motion to dismiss stage, plaintiff must allege sufficient facts to render claim 

plausible).  Noting it says, “must” – “at present time” not “must have” – “previously”!  I also 

have 300+ current news articles since filing my Complaint that are supportive of my case and all 

the evidence presented and all the arguments made that I’m am holding for trial if one is 

required. 

5.3.1.1. Also I do not memorize engineering equations, standards, or specifications, but try to 

remember where they’re at so when I need them I can go look them up, but it these legal 

arguments, versus flipping back and forth, I found it more efficient for me to repeat in my 

written documents previous related items so that I don’t have to flip back and forth.  It seems 

much easier for me and will make it easier for me at my trial if one is required. 

5.3.2. I filed my Response to the DOJ’s Answer to my Complaint Doc. #17 & 18 on 08-Aug-

2016 Doc. #21 Stating “COME NOW, I, the plaintiff, with my ARGUMENTS and MOTIONS 

for my case, for under the Federal Courts Electronic Generic Outline Form for Federal Question 

Complaints under the “Statement of Claim” Section it states: “Write a short and plain statement 

of the claim.  Do not make legal arguments” and included all my legal arguments and material 

that were pertinent at that time to my case Doc. #21 with 29 Attachments; on 16-Aug-2016 I 

filed  Addendum No. 1 to Doc. #21 see Doc. #22 and included by Reference the IRFA and 

excerpts from some Annual Reports; and on 23-Aug-2016 I hand delivered Addendum No. 2 to 

Doc. #21 wherein I addressed the DOJ’s Claim for “insufficient service of process” and attached 

EXHIBIT 31 22 U.S. Code Chapter 73 - INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT 
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(IRFA) annotated with my arguments for my case, and picked up a copy of Doc. #23 another 

filing by the DOJ.  The following is a summary of attachments to Doc. #21 and purpose: 

5.3.2.1. Attachment 1: 1ST Arguments Collective Explanatory: (67 Pages 12 font double spaced) 

– wherein the Document Descriptive it was noted that Exhibits 1 -5 were part of my Complaint, 

the DOJ seems to be confused in their Doc. #23 on the numbering of my Exhibits in Doc. #21.  

This Document contains my First Arguments for my case referencing my other Documents and 

were not included in my complaint as directed in the Generic Federal Questions Complaint form; 

and my Response to the DOJ’s Answer Documents Doc. #17 & #18.  

5.3.2.2. Attachments 2-4: 3 MOPs (5, 25, 117 Pages respectfully 147 Pages 12 font single 

spaced): Memorandums of Plaintiff, Shortest to Longest, in support of my Complaint and my 

Case Arguments, with the 1ST MOP showing that Welfare Laws are unconstitutional.  The 2ND 

MOP is a Brief of my Case.  The 3RD MOP a summary of all the “Broad Constitutional” issues 

in my case: these three documents I dated and signed. 

5.3.2.3. Considering there were 6 Issues of Federal Questions and & 7 Relief Items in Doc. #1, 

which has grown to at least 11 Issues and 9 Relief Items and allowing 40 pages for each that is 

800 pages not counting Exhibits.  Additionally considering that my Proof of sincere spiritual 

beliefs constitutes 1050 pages of exhibits I feel that I am in compliance with the page number 

limits.  And once again all parties in my case agreed to the “Broad Constitutional Issues”! 

5.3.2.4. Attachments 5-9: Exhibits 6-10 (1050 Pages single spaced) Proof of sincere spiritual 

beliefs and practices as noted in my Complaint Doc. #1!  Legal Precedent requires that a person 

have sincere beliefs, however, legal precedent also says that the validity of what a person 
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believes cannot be questioned.  Doc 21 EXHIBIT 9 of GOD 20Feb2016 is 550+ Pages with 

around 20 pages being referenced.  Doc 21 EXHIBIT 10 PPC NATURES MEND The Book by 

kevin l olson 2014 is 450- pages with around 10 pages being referenced.  No need to read the 

either of the books in their entirety!!!! 

5.3.2.5. Attachment 10: Exhibit 11 (92 Pages single spaced): Proof of all my attempts to Redress 

my Grievances with the ACA to the Government and seeking from the IRS Legal Department if 

I was even eligible for an Exemption.  I was not, so there was no purpose in applying for one.  

Apparently the Government through the ACA now deems a person seeking a Religious Emption, 

Guilty and they have to prove themselves innocent, because I have to pay the islamic zakat tax 

and then fight not to have paid it, which violates one of the most sacred principles in our 

American Criminal Justice System, that of “Presumption of Innocence”!  That’s why Liberties 

are Liberties for they are never to be taxed!  I should not have paid it and become a criminal in 

the eyes of the U.S. Government, but I would not have SINNED against my GOD!! 

5.3.2.6. Attachments 11-14: Exhibits 12-15 (30, 43, 5, 8 Pages respectfully 86 Pages single 

spaced): Supporting stare decisis and arguments for my First and Fourteenth Amendment Claims 

in my Complaint.  

5.3.2.7. Attachment 15: Exhibit 16 (85 Pages): Proof of the Criminal Complaint I filed that I 

claimed I filed in my Complaint Doc. #1.  Allows has proof for my specific religious practices! 

5.3.2.8. Attachment 16: Exhibit 17 (101 Pages single spaced): Supporting stare decisis and 

arguments for my proof that the Compensatory Damages I seek in my Complaint Relief Item 3 
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are my property and not General Funds to be used by the Federal Government as they see fit; and 

also the unconstitutionality of both the ACA and the SSA. 

5.3.2.9. Attachments 17-22: Exhibits 18-23 (1, 14, 17 Pages respectfully 32 Pages Single 

Spaced): Supporting stare decisis and arguments for my Punitive and Exemplary Relief against 

the DOJ, FBI, and their personnel; Congresspersons; and the President. 

5.3.2.10. Attachments 23-25: Exhibits 24-26 (35, 52, 21 Pages respectfully 108 Pages Single 

Spaced): 2012 and 2015 SCOTUS ACA Cases supporting my arguments against the ACA, and 

the Islamic Zakat Tax exhibit for specific religious entanglement of the ACA with sharia law, 

noting that Zakat percentages are aligned with the ACA penalty percentages.  The two beasts are 

too much alike to be considered different and separate breeds. 

5.3.2.11. Attachment 26: Exhibit 27 (22 Pages Single Spaced): Supporting Case showing the 

Discrimination of the DOJ in favor of islam and against me, which adds to the Justification of 

Monetary, and Punitive and Exemplary Damages against the DOJ: there are other similar cases. 

5.3.2.11.1. If a defense of “Sovereign Immunity” is allowed regarding the “Failure of Ministerial 

Duties” to “Uphold and Protect” our “Constitution” then our END has ARRIVED as foretold by 

President Pierce in 1854 when he vetoed a Federal Welfare Act. 

5.3.2.11.2. If the DOJ and Federal Executive and Legislative Branches are allowed to sit upon 

the throne of “Sovereign Immunity” then they must also allow State and Local Governments to 

do the same USC Article IV Section. 4. “The United States shall guarantee to every State in this 

Union a Republican Form of Government, and shall protect each of them against Invasion; and 
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on Application of the Legislature, or of the Executive (when the Legislature cannot be 

convened), against domestic Violence.”, thus if my cases is tossed so should every other case the 

DOJ has against State and Local Governments for exercising their Constitutional Governance!! 

5.3.2.12. Attachment 27: Exhibit 28 (9 Pages Single Spaced): Supporting Document showing the 

Habitual Nature of the Executive Department to violate their Constitutional and Legal duties and 

Protect Americans, 4 Dead in Benghazi, which adds to the Justification of Monetary, and 

Punitive and Exemplary Damages against the Congresspersons, the President et al. 

5.3.2.13. Attachment 28: Exhibit 29 (6 Pages Single Spaced): Proof for additional Compensatory 

Damages for Fees and Expenses associated with fighting for my “FREEDOM OF RELIGION”!! 

5.3.2.14. Attachment 29: Exhibit 30 (2 Pages Single Spaced): Proof that I actually paid to 

exercise my spiritual beliefs and practices as claimed in my Complaint Doc. #1, and versus only 

“alleges” by the DOJ in Doc. #18. 

6. Now for the DOJ’s Doc. #23 filed 22-Aud-2016: UNITED STATES' REPLY IN SUPPORT 

OF ITS MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE AND TO DISMISS THE COMPLAINT AND THE 

"SUPPLEMENTAL PLEADING" DATED JUNE 27, 2016. 

6.1. The DOJ argues for the same Motions for Dismissal they did in Doc. #17 & #18, but doesn’t 

countermand any of my arguments from any of my Documents; and now Mr. Casey wants to 

respond to my Supplemental Pleading of 27-Jun-2016 Doc. #14 & #15, wherein their Answer of 

27-Jul-2016 Doc. #17 & #18 they failed to do so even though they were Ordered to do so, supra! 

6.1.1. I again will leave this up to the Judiciary to sort out! 
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6.2. And the DOJ argues more in their Doc. #23 with broad brushes and huge swipes!! 

6.3. On August 8, 2016, Olson filed an opposition to the United States' [SSA-DOT/DOJ] motion 

to dismiss, which consists of over 1900 pages of memoranda and other documents.' But Olson 

failed to meaningfully rebut any grounds for dismissal of his suit and ignored binding precedent. 

6.3.1. I believe I provided a meaningful rebuttal to the DOJ’s Answer Doc. #17 & #18, or why 

else would Mr. Casey Smith now go back and respond to something they failed to respond to 

when they had been so Ordered to respond it by 27-Jul-2016, and not my Doc. #21?? 

6.3.2. As my case is a “Federal Questions Case” related to the Constitutionality of the ACA 

relative to interfering with my “Freedom of Religion” there are only two binding precedents to 

modify the Constitution and they are: 1) Congress making laws to support it; and 2) modifying it 

by Amendment both listed in the Constitution and detailed and argued supra and in my other 

Documents.  At this present time the Congress has made a law “IRFA” to protect “Freedom of 

Religion” and reauthorized it post the ACA; and has not “Amended” the Constitution to allow 

for Taxation of “Freedom of Religion”, thus both of these conditions defeat the intrusion of the 

ACA into “Freedom of Religion”, because the ACA tries to supersede both of these with 

excessive entanglement, registration, and penalties. 

6.4. The DOJ continues to argue past precedence for the FICA/SECA as transferable precedence 

to the ACA, “Courts have uniformly upheld the constitutionality of religious accommodation 

statutes, including the same religious exemptions that Olson challenges here. See, e.g., United 

States v. Lee, 455 U.S. 252, 260-61 (1982) (rejecting a Free Exercise Clause challenge to the 

FICA/SECA” and three other cases. 
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6.4.1. The ACA and SSA are completely difference types of Laws, which is why I have all my 

Grievances with the ACA.  I have stated all along that the SSA is secondary, because the ACA 

takes away SSA benefits if I secure a “Religious Exemption”.  The big difference between the 

ACA and the SSA being the SSA is a tax for a future return of money to the person taxed, where 

the ACA is a tax for not purchasing health insurance for protection from some future event that 

may never come into play with no recovery of any future money, and if you don’t play you pay.  

The ACA is a Bill of Attainder and is Unconstitutional. 

6.5. The DOJ brings into their arguments Liberty Univ., Inc. v. Lew, 733 F.3d 72, 101-02 (4th 

Cir. 2013) (concluding that the ACA religious exemption did not violate the Establishment 

Clause or Fifth Amendment equal protection rights).  This case also involves two individuals, so 

let’s look at some of the other things from this case that also bring into play the NFIB Case, my 

Exhibit 25 of my case.  As I have claimed every case hinges on its particularized content and so 

should mine. 

6.5.1. In NFIB, however, the Supreme Court made clear that the Anti-Injunction Act (AIA) does 

not apply to every exaction that functions as a tax or even to every exaction that passes muster as 

a tax for constitutional purposes. 

6.5.1. So both the Liberty case and the NFIB case are supportive for my case being Adjudicated. 

6.5.2. The Supreme Court has expressly held that a person [singular] subject to the individual 

mandate can bring a pre-enforcement suit challenging that provision. 



3:16-cv-93 Pg. 20 of 27 Plaintiff’s Response to DOJs Answer and Motions Doc 23 
 

 

6.5.2.1. Thus my post-enforcement, payment, suit should also be meet the muster to be 

considered and Adjudicated. 

6.5.3. Thus, we conclude that the individual plaintiffs have standing to challenge the individual 

mandate. We therefore proceed to the merits. 

6.5.3.1. Just what I have been asking for in my Case. 

6.5.4. The Supreme Court has defined a tax as a “pecuniary [MONEY] burden laid upon 

individuals or property for the purpose of supporting the government,” 

6.5.4.1. This is one of my issues and Questions with the ACA, its tax is not a tax supporting the 

government of the United States, but is for supporting individuals through unconstitutional 

Welfare Laws.  See Doc 21 1ST MOP Plaintiff Leads With A Tree Structure Of US S LAW. 

6.5.5. But because the individual mandate exaction easily passed taxing power muster, the Court 

refrained from delving deeper into that issue. NFIB Id. at 2600 (“[T]he shared responsibility 

payment’s practical characteristics pass muster as a tax under our narrowest interpretations 

of the taxing power. Because the tax at hand is within even those strict limits, we need not here 

decide the precise point at which an exaction becomes so punitive that the taxing power does not 

authorize it.” (internal citation omitted)). 

6.5.5.1. The particularized content of other issues outside the scope of this case are in my case.  

Thus my case should be considered for its particularized content and merits. 

6.5.6. A neutral law of general applicability thus does not violate the Free Exercise Clause. The 

Act is just such a law. It has no object that “infringe[s] upon or restrict[s] practices because of 
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their religious motivation,” id. at 533 (emphasis added), and imposes no “burden[] only on 

conduct motivated by religious belief,” id. at 543 (emphasis added). 

6.5.6.1. I have argued that for the particularized context of my case that the ACA does impose a 

burden on my conduct motivated by my spiritual beliefs, were precedent has set my spiritual 

beliefs and practices equal to religious beliefs as protected by the First Amendment if my beliefs 

and practices are sincere, which is presented and argued in my other Documents. 

6.5.7. Unlike the ordinances struck down in Lukumi, the Act does not set apart any particular 

religious group. See 508 U.S. at 535-38. The Act therefore does not violate the Free Exercise 

Clause. 

6.5.7.1. I argue here and have argued that the ACA actually sets apart two religious groups, the 

“Old Order Amish” and “Islamic Sharia Law” and therefore does violate my Free Exercise and 

the Establishment Clause. 

6.5.8. Permissible benevolence morphs into impermissible sponsorship only when the “proposed 

accommodation singles out a particular religious sect for special treatment.” Bd. of Educ. of 

Kiryas Joel Vill. Sch. Dist. v. Grumet, 512 U.S. 687, 706-07 (1994). Thus, a court applies strict 

scrutiny only to statutes that “make[] explicit and deliberate distinctions between different 

religious organizations.” Larson v. Valente, 456 U.S. 228, 246-47 & n.23 (1982). 

6.5.8.1. I argue here and have argued that the ACA actually sets apart two religious groups, the 

“Old Order Amish” and “Islamic Sharia Law” and therefore has excessive entanglement. 
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6.6. Then the DOJ ends prior to making their conclusion “At this stage of the litigation, the Court 

should not rely on exhibits 63 through 304 in ruling on the United States' Motion to Dismiss. The 

United States objects to these exhibits on the basis that they are hearsay and irrelevant. The 

Court should dismiss Olson's complaint without considering these supplemental exhibits.” 

6.6.1. “hearsay and irrelevant” a broad sweeping heinous and egregious judgment on my 

spiritual beliefs and practices of “Religious Freedoms”; the factual “Correspondence of 

Redress”; the factual “Stare Decisis Precedent”; and the factual “Habitual Nature of the DOJ and 

their minister imam obama to protect islam and not others” that I have presented.  And that again 

is why I have provided so many supporting Arguments and Documents for Proof of everything 

that I summarized without arguments in my Complaint Doc. #1. 

6.6.1.1. Again I must ask, “Did the DOJ completely read and fully consider any of my 

Documents?” 

6.6.2. DOJ’s Footnote 3. Olson does not identify any exhibits marked 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5. Olson 

submits five other documents prior to these exhibits, however, which may explain the lack of 

sequential order. 

6.6.2.1. Why is it that Mr. Casey Smith has made this a personal attack on me?  First with 

claiming I was confused about FICA/SECA in his Doc. #17 & #18 when it was corrected in my 

Doc. #14 & #15, [oh, that’s right he must not have read Doc. #14, #15 or #16] and here now he 

attacks my sequencing of Exhibits, but when you look at the whole of my Case Documents all 

the Exhibits are Numbered Sequentially.  Now I wonder, did he even read my Complaint Doc. 

#1? 
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6.6.2.2. Again I have to ask, “Did the Mr. Smith read any of my Documents???” for he flipped-

flopped the Structure and Construction of my Complaint Doc. #1 arguing the SSA before the 

ACA; failed to respond to the Order of Doc. #16 in their Answer Doc. #17 & #18; and failed to 

read the Descriptive of my First Attachment to Doc. #21 because it specifically stated in the 

Document Descriptive “1ST ARGUMENTS COLLECTIVE EXPLANATORY (1ST ACE) FOR 

PLAINTIFF’S CASE SUPPORTED BY FEDERAL QUESTIONS COMPLAINT (DOC. #1) 

WITH EXHIBITS 1 - 5; RESPONSE/MOTION (DOC. #14 & #15); THREE 

MEMORANDUMS (1ST MOP, 2ND MOP, & 3RD MOP); AND EXHIBITS 6 - 30” 

6.6.3. DOJ’s Footnote 4. Although Exhibits 12, 13, 15, 19, 20 purportedly include Olson's 

arguments, they should be excluded from the Court's consideration to the extent that they attempt 

to provide evidence extraneous [irrelevant or unrelated to the subject being dealt with] to the 

complaint. 

6.6.3.1. Emphasis on Mr. Smith’s own words, “purportedly”, as in not read, which seems to be 

another habitual thing done by those in the Legislative and Executive Branches of Federal 

Government, so it must be “hearsay”, “extraneous” and “irrelevant”!! 

6.6.3.2. I said I wasn’t a lawyer, and Mr. Smith tries to constrain me because of this, can’t say I 

ever much cared for lawyers either, but I think I finally figured out the difference between 

lawyers and engineers: lawyers love to shovel “SHIT”, and engineers love to take “SHIT” apart 

and make it better or at least keep it properly functioning as with our Constitution in my Case. 

6.7. I HOPE my case makes things better for all of US2: Truly Free Liberties & Less Taxes!!!! 
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7. Again, I leave it up to the Judiciary to consider all of my Documents, from my Complaint to 

and through this one with Law and Equity for my Federal Questions and Relief arising under our 

Constitution related to the ACA and “RELIGIOUS FREEDOM”; and all those who have 

Discriminated against me relative to my Constitutionally Guaranteed and Protected Liberties! 

8. In concluding, considering all of the above; a detailed review of the previous Documents that 

the DOJ has filed in my case; the 90 days it took to the DOJ to file their first Answer; a detailed 

review of the DOJ’s Doc. #23 where again they try to slay me with their sword of “Sovereign 

Immunity” where no “Sovereign Immunity” exists; a detailed review again of my Documents; 

and the closely comparative conjunctive case of Exhibit 27 and that the DOJ is treating me with 

absolute heinous egregiousness and that plaintiff with absolute kid gloves I argue that the DOJ’s 

actions in my case now fall under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure › TITLE VII. JUDGMENT, 

Rule 56. (h) AFFIDAVIT OR DECLARATION SUBMITTED IN BAD FAITH. If satisfied that an affidavit 

or declaration under this rule is submitted in bad faith or solely for delay, the court — after 

notice and a reasonable time to respond — may order the submitting party to pay the other party 

the reasonable expenses, including attorney’s fees, it incurred as a result. An offending party or 

attorney may also be held in contempt or subjected to other appropriate sanctions, and thus more 

Justification for all the Relief I seek from them and their Masters, and my Fees and Expenses of 

Exhibit 29 and those accrued since 08-Aug-2016. 

8.1. One last Federal Question for this Judiciary to consider in Law and Equity!! 

9.0. In closing I ask this Judiciary for an Order Closing these Pleadings and an Order for all my 

Relief plus and an additional amount of $23,233.07 added to Exhibit 29; or an Order for my 

“Religious Exemption” from the ACA and my “Compensatory Damages” of Complaint Relief 
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Item 3 Doc. #1 and Doc. #21 Exhibit 29 plus an additional amount of $23,233.07.  See Next 

Page for added cost basis. 

Dated 25-Aug-2016. 

Most Sincerely and Respectfully Submitted and Requested, 

 

kevin l olson 
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Date Description DsXwks IN Out HOURS Rate Value

8-Aug-16 Finalizing PAAM 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

8-Aug-16 File Clean Up and Organize 14:00 18:00 4:00 $200.00 $800.00

8-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 20:00 22:00 2:00 $400.00 $800.00

9-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

9-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 14:00 18:00 4:00 $200.00 $800.00

10-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

10-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 14:00 18:00 4:00 $200.00 $800.00

10-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 18:00 22:00 4:00 $400.00 $1,600.00

11-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

11-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 14:00 18:00 4:00 $200.00 $800.00

12-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

12-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 14:00 18:00 4:00 $200.00 $800.00

13-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

13-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 14:00 15:00 1:00 $200.00 $200.00

14-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 5:00 7:00 2:00 $16,000.00 $32,000.00

15-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

15-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 14:00 18:00 4:00 $200.00 $800.00

15-Aug-16 Begin Reviewing PAAM for Addendum ?? 18:00 22:00 4:00 $400.00 $1,600.00

16-Aug-16 Prepare & File Addundum No. 1; Case Clean Up; and Org 6:00 14:00 8:00 $100.00 $800.00

17-Aug-16 Review PAAM; Update Schedule; Exhibit 31 Research 8:00 18:40 10:40 $100.00 $1,066.67

18-Aug-16 Review PAAM; Update Schedule; Exhibit 31 Research 7:30 8:45 1:15 $100.00 $125.00

18-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Research 13:30 16:40 3:10 $100.00 $316.67

19-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Research 5:00 9:30 4:30 $100.00 $450.00

19-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Research and Produce 11:00 18:30 7:30 $100.00 $750.00

19-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Produce 18:30 20:30 2:00 $200.00 $400.00

20-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Produce 4:00 7:15 3:15 $100.00 $325.00

20-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Produce 8:45 11:30 2:45 $100.00 $275.00

20-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Produce 15:00 19:00 4:00 $100.00 $400.00

21-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Produce 8:30 10:30 2:00 $16,000.00 $32,000.00

22-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Finalize and Review 4:30 7:00 2:30 $100.00 $250.00

22-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Finalize and Review 9:00 13:00 4:00 $100.00 $400.00

22-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Finalize and Review 15:00 20:30 5:30 $100.00 $550.00

22-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Finalize and Review 20:30 21:30 1:00 $200.00 $200.00

23-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Final Review and Check 5:00 7:00 2:00 $100.00 $200.00

23-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Final Review and Check 8:00 12:00 4:00 $100.00 $400.00

23-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Final Review and Check 13:30 17:00 3:30 $100.00 $350.00

23-Aug-16 Exhibit 31 Final Review and Check 20:00 22:00 2:00 $100.00 $200.00

24-Aug-16 Working on Reply to DOJ Response 22-Aug-2016 2:00 14:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

24-Aug-16 Working on Reply to DOJ Response 22-Aug-2016 14:00 18:00 4:00 $200.00 $800.00

25-Aug-16 Working on Reply to DOJ Response 22-Aug-2016 2:45 14:45 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

26-Aug-16 Working on Reply to DOJ Response 22-Aug-2017 & File 14:45 17:00 2:15 $200.00 $450.00

27-Aug-16 Project Clean Up 4:00 16:00 12:00 $100.00 $1,200.00

Correction on Exhibit 29 Time Filed at 3.1667 to 3.1025 ($70,788.67)

Total Labor Value $22,919.67

8-Aug-16 Post Office - Mail Doc. #21  Lump Sum Estimate Correction ($18.72)

16-Aug-16 Mileage to Court to Deliver Complaint 11 $0.54 $5.94

16-Aug-16 Post Office - Mail Add No. 1 of PAAM $1.88

16-Aug-16 Copies of Addendum No. 1 to PAAM with 2 redlines 40 $0.50 $20.00

19-Aug-16 Copies Working/Review Docs Exhibit 31 40 $0.50 $20.00

23-Aug-16 Mileage to Court to Deliver Complaint 12 $0.54 $6.48

23-Aug-16 Copies of Addendum No. 2 to DOC. #21 and Exhibit 31. 365 $0.50 $182.50

23-Aug-16 Post Office - Mail Add No. 2 of Doc. #21 $13.84

23-Aug-16 Copies of Doc. #23 $3.00

25-Aug-16 Mileage to Court to Deliver Complaint 12 $0.54 $6.48

25-Aug-16 Reply to DOJs Doc. #23 to DOC. #21 with 2 redlines 130 $0.50 $65.00

25-Aug-16 Post Office - Mail Add No. 1 of PAAM $7.00

Subtotal Reimbursable $313.40

Accumulated Total $23,233.07

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

Plaintiff's Fees and Expenses for Redress of Grievances with the ACA post Filing Doc. # 21

NOTES: (1)  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE: 

 

I hereby certify that on this 25th day of August, 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 

 

MS. CAROLYN W. COLVIN 

ACTING COMMISSIONER 

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

1100 WEST HIGH RISE 

6401 SECURITY BLVD 

BALTIMORE, MD 21235 

 

MR. JACOB J. LEW 

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

1500 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW 

WASHINGTON, DC 20220 

 


