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INTRODUCTION
Pursuant to Rule 8 of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure and Third
Circuit Rule 8, Plaintiff-Appellant Jeffrey Cutler (“Plaintiff”), hereby

moves this court for the entry of an order granting a PERMENENT injunction

that enjoins the enforcement of the voting map constructed by the contractor
of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania and prohibit agents of the government
from reviewing, copying, or disemenatining, any documents, records, computers,
media, tapes or any information obtained by alleged legal or illegal means that
is based on perjured information for Jeffrey Cutler or any others that is mentioned
in the Notice of Appeal including any corporations and related entities. Any
penalty and associated regulations, as applied to Plaintiff’s associates and his
prospective and ongoing court cases.
Plaintiff case 17-2709 is currently being considered by the USCA Third Circuit.
An injunction will preserve the status quo, protect Plaintiffs’
constitutional rights, and not harm the interests of Defendants or the public while
this court resolves the significant legal issues presented by this important case
involving the decison’s remedy and its impact on the constitutional rights of a
private citizen and preserving the integrity of the constitution of Pennsylvania to
not be illegally amended by judges orders in 10 days and create a precedent that

cannot be easily reversed.




PROCEDURAL POSTURE OF THE CASE

Plaintiff, who was acting pro se, filed his Complaint on April 3, 2018.
(Compl. [Doc. No. 139]). Plaintiff has no formal legal education or training,
(Cutler Decl. 99 6, 19 at Ex. 2), and he continues to represent himself through
all phases of this appeal.s

As set forth in the district court’s Memorandum Opinion (Doc. No. 136
[“Mem. Op.”]),s Plaintiff has advanced several claims challenging the remedy of
the voting map constructed by a contractor of the Pennsylvania Supreme Court.
The remedy of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, including claims arising under
the First (Establishment Clause) and Fifth (equal protection) Amendments. (Doc.
No. 143).

As this court recently affirmed, it must “afford a liberal reading to a
complaint filed by é pro se plaintift,” particularly when the plaintiff has no formal
legal training or education. Klayman v. Zuckerberg, 753 F.3d 1354, 1357 (D.C.
Cir. 2014); see also Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007) (“A document filed
pro se is to be liberally construed, and a pro se complaint, however inartfully
pleaded, must be held to less stringent standards than formal pleadings drafted by

lawyers.”) (internal quotations and citations omitted). Indeed, Plaintiff prays that

Consequently, requesting an injunction pending appeal first in the district court
would have been “impracticable.” See Fed. R. App. P. 8(a)(2)(A)(i)(ii); D.C. Cir.
R. 8(a)(1) .

0.



the court carefully considers for purposes of this motion (and the accompanying
appeal) the fact that the underlying causes of action were advanced while Plaintiff
was pro se, and hereby requests that the court liberally construe the claims
presented “so as to do justice.” See Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(e) (“Pleadings must be
construed so as to do justice.”).s
LEGAL STANDARD

When deciding whether to grant the requested injunction, this court will
consider the following factors: “(i) the likelihood that the moving party will prevail
on the merits; (ii) the prospect of irreparable injury to the moving party if relief is
withheld; (iii) the possibility of harm to other parties if relief is granted; and (iv)
the public interest.” D. C. Cir. R. 8(a); see also Winter v. Natural Res. Def.
Council, Inc., 555 U.S. 7, 20 (2008) (same). And as this court stated in Wash.
Metro. Area Transit Comm 'n. v. Holiday Tours, Inc., 559 F.2d 841, 844 (D.C. Cir.
1977):

An order maintaining the status quo is appropriate when a serious
legal question is presented, when little if any harm will befall other
interested persons or the public and when denial of the order would
inflict irreparable injury on the movant. There is substantial equity,
and need for judicial protection, whether or not movant has shown a
mathematical probability of success.

Thus, as set forth further below, an order granting the requested injunction

and thereby maintaining the status quo while this appeal is pending is warranted.




STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. The Affordable Care Act and the Individual Mandate.

In 2010, Congress enacted the Affordable Care Act, Pub. L. No. 111-148,
124 Stat. 119 (2010), amended by Healthcare and Education Reconciliation Act of
2010, Pub. L. No. 111-152, 124 Stat. 1029 (2010), called “Obamacare” as general
verbage. The purpose of the Act was intended to it was alleged it would
“increase the number of Americans covered by health insurance and decrease the
cost of health care.” Nat’l Fed'n of Indep. Bus. v. Sebelius, 132 S. Ct. 2566, 2580
(2012). By enacting the Affordable Care Act, Congress nationalized healthcare
insurance by placing its requirements within federal control.

To accomplish its purpose, the Act requires, inter alia, each “applicable
individual” to purchase and maintain “minimum essential” health insurance
coverage (“individual mandate™).  Individuals who fail to do so must pay a
“penalty.” See 26 U.S.C. § 5000A(b)(1). The mandate was required to take effect
on January 1, 2014. 26 U.S.C. § 5000A(a) (“An applicable individual shall for
each month beginning after 2013 ensure that the individual . . . is covered under
minimum essential coverage for such month.”).

As support for this mandate, Congress made the following factual findings:

By significantly increasing health insurance coverage, the requirement,

together with the other provisions of this Act, will minimize this adverse

selection and broaden the health insurance risk pool to include healthy
individuals, which will lower health insurance premiums. The requirement is
essential to creating effective health insurance markets in which improved

health insurance products that are guaranteed issue and do not exclude
coverage of pre-existing conditions canbesold. . .......... ... ... .. ...
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By significantly increasing health insurance coverage and the size of
purchasing pools, which will increase economies of scale, the
requirement, together with the other provisions of this Act, will
significantly reduce administrative costs and lower health insurance
premiums. The requirement is essential to creating effective health
insurance markets that do not require underwriting and eliminate its
associated administrative costs.

42 U.S.C. § 18091(2)(I) & (J) (emphasis added).

The Act calls the individual mandate “an essential part” of the federal
regulation of health insurance and warns that “the absence of the requirement
would undercut Federal regulation of the health insurance market.” 42 U.S.C.
§18091(2)(H). See Nat'l Fed'n of Indep. Bus., 132 S. Ct. at 2668-76 (Scalia, J.,
Kennedy, J., Thomas, J., Alito, J., dissenting) (concluding that the individual
mandate is not severable).  Consequently, through the universal (and federal)
enforcement of the mandate, Congress sought to ensure that those who are required
to purchase a compliant policy (an “adverse selection”) would at least benefit from
“lower health insurance premiums” and not be further burdened by the inevitably
higher costs associated with purchasing and maintaining the “minimum essential
coverage” required by the Act. See 42 U.S.C. § 18091(2)(I) & (J).

Yet, despite this federal need for universal enforcement of the mandate,
Congress provided certain exemptions, “including one for persons certified as
members of an exempt religion or sect, and for members of a health care sharing
ministry.”7 (Mem. Op. at 2 [citing 26 U.S.C. § S000A(d)(2) (2010)]). Plaintiff does
not qualify for any exemption under the Act. (Cutler Decl. | 5, 26 at Ex. 2).

president



The individual mandate has been repealed by act of congress and signed by the
president

b
B.  “If You Like Your Health Care Plan, You Can Keep It.”

In 2013, President Obama promised the American people that “if you like
your health care plan, you can keep it.” Even today, the President never formally
acknowledged that this was a lie. to the American people that “if you like the
insurance you have, keep it,” stating that “[n]othing in the proposal forces anyone

to change the insurance they have. Period.” See http:/www.whitehouse.gov/health-

care-meeting/proposal/titiei/keepit (last visited on Oct. 10, 2014). (Cutler Decl.

15 at Ex. 2).

To make good on his promise, the President engaged in a series of executive
actions. In November 2013, President Obama announced a “transitional policy”
that would allow Americans whose insurance companies cancelled their health
care coverage to remain in their non-compliant plans. This “transitional policy”
was detailed in a November 14, 2013, letter sent to state insurance commissioners

by the Director of the Center for Consumer Information and Insurance Oversight

(hereinafter “CMS”). (Cutler Decl. q 16, Ex. A, at Ex. 2).

7 The Act also does not apply to so-called “grandfathered” health care plans. See
42 U.S.C. § 18011(a)(2); 26 C.F.R. § 54.9815-1251T; 29 C.F.R. § 2590.715-1251;
45 C.F.R. § 147.140.



In this letter, the Director acknowledged that “[sJome individuals . . . with
health insurance coverage have been notified by their health insurance issuers that
their coverage will soon be terminated. . . . because it would not comply with
certain market reforms that are scheduled to take effect for plan or policy years
starting on or after January 1, 2014.” The letter further states that “[u]nder this
transitional policy, health insurance coverage in the individual or small group
market that is renewed for a policy year starting between January 1, 2014, and
October 1, 2014, and associated group health plans of small businesses, will not be
considered out of compliance” with the Act. (Cutler Decl. § 16, Ex. A, at Ex. 2).

On December 19, 2013, CMS issued another directive, which states, in
relevant part, that “[i]f you have been notified that your policy will not be renewed,
you will be eligible for a hardship exemption and will be able to enroll in
catastrophic coverage. If you believe that the plan options available in the
Marketplace in your area are more expensive than your cancelled health insurance
policy, you will be eligible for catastrophic coverage if it is available in your
area.” (Cutler Decl. 4 17, Ex. B, at Ex. 2) (emphasis added).

On March 5, 2014, CMS confirmed the “transitional policy” previously
announced by the President and further stated, “We have considered the impact of
the transitional policy and will extend our transitional policy for two years—to
policy years beginning on or before October 1, 2016, in the small group and

individual markets.” (Cutler Decl. 4 20-22, Ex. C, at Ex. 2).



On March 5, 2014, CMS confirmed the “transitional policy” previously
announced by the President and further stated, “We have considered the impact of
the transitional policy and will extend our transitional policy for two years—to
policy years beginning on or before October 1, 2016, in the small group and
individual markets.” (Cutler Decl. 49 20-22, Ex. C, at Ex. 2).

Although the Affordable Care Act applies to all citizens, the application of the
“transitional policy” is dependent upon the State in which a citizen resides.
(Cutler Decl. 1 3, 13-18, 20-25, Exs. A-C, at Ex. 2; see also infra sec. II).
This is just one set of lies.

Robert Mueller was the director of the FBI on December 4, 2003 when
Jonathan Luna, was found MURDERED in Lancaster county, Pennsylvania.
Five days after the death James Comey may have been given the number 2
position at the DOJ, to help cover-up the murder. At the time of the MURDER
Andrew McCabe was in charge of the criminal division of the FBI. The FBI
tried to get the coroner of Lancaster, county to call the MURDER a SUICIDE.
Mr. McCabe was fired from the FBI for lies he made on March 16, 2018.
April Brooks made the FALSE statement "There's no evidence to show that he
met his death at the hands of any other individual," Brooks said. "Or that he
had seen or been with any other individual that night. You have naysayers and
you have a divergence of (law enforcement) opinion," she said. "But again, we
turned over every rock. We are confident that there is nothing hanging out
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there to find."<ref>http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-08-29/news/sns-rt-
us-usa-security-fbibre87s0u5-20120829 1 white-collar-crime-drug-gangs-
gang-cases</ref>., even though this contradicts the report of the Lancaster
county coroner. Flora Posteraro was fired
<ref>https://www.ydr.com/story/news/2018/03/13/abc-27-anchor-leaves-
station-says-not-my-choice/421175002/</ref>the same day Jeffrey Cutler
emailed a reminder that on the 10 year anniversary of Luna’s death WHTM
had done a story that mentioned the FBI cover-up
<ref>https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LOXQSptqGKQ</ref>. The
Baltimore Sun reported of the FBI cover-up on the 5 year anniversary of
Luna’s death <ref> http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/maryland/bal-
md.luna30nov30-story.html </ref> On Feb 16, 2018 Jeffrey Cutler mailed the
York County DA a priority mail letter identifying John Bowman as the person
that identified himself as John Morales, matching the aged picture of the
person that killed Christy Mirack shown on the front page of LNP on Nov 2,
2017 and he also violated the Stolen Valor Act of 2013 in the McDonalds
(number 1616) in York county, a federal crime. Jeffrey Cutler believes that
the allowance of the MAP contracted by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
threatens the entire constitution of Pennsylvania and filed an appeal in the

USCA case 18-1816 for case 1:18-cv-00443.
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