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UNITED STATFS DISTRICT COURT FILED BY 1 D.C.
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

m LLIAM :. SCOTT
w
tytjj.ju(t yojjyyjf
. n, 04th. .q'X , .Plaintifr cAsE No.

v. 24-cv-24123-ALTONAGA/Reid

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE IRS W BO NO.
2024-010618

D efendant

SCOTT RESPONSE TO IRS M OTIQN TO DISMISS
and M EM ORANDUM  OF LAW

NOW , COMES, William S. Scott, Cscott'' or first person), to submit his

response to the Internal Revenue Service (tIRS'') December 20, 2024, Motion to

Dismiss riMTD''), filed at ECF No. 18, as follows:

BASIS OF SCOTT'S FORM  211 CLM M

1. All of my Form 211 claims in regard to the review of the m s M TD are deemed to

be true and viewed in the light m ost favorable to m e.

2. Bill & Malinda Gates Foundation, Inc./Trust (the d'Taxpayer') is classified a

public chadty eligible to receive tax exem pt donations and pay no tax on its

income under 26 U.S.C.q 501(c)(3).

3. The classification of Taxpayér as a charity g'ives the public a false sense of

security that the Covid-lg vaccines are m anttfactured and tested within the

gtzidelines of a philanthropic purpose. The contrary is true. The Covid-lg

vaccines were either never tested, or when tested. , hum qns and lab anim als died.

4. An activist organîzation filed an FOIA inquiry to the U. S. Food and Drug

Adminigtration CFDA). The FDA refused to provide the Pfizer vaccine trial
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results. The activist then filed an enforcement action which resulted in a Court

Order to require the FDA to release the Pfizer test results. A review of those

results disclosed that 3% of people tested DIED witllin 3 M onths and 28% were

permanently disabled. Public Health and Medical Professiouals for

Transparency v Food and Drug Administration, USDC ND of Texas, Fort W orth

Division, Case No. 4:21-cv-1058-P, Order of 01/06/2022, Document 35. Taxpayer

knew of these results when it financed and advocated for Covid-lg vaccine

m andates and distribution. Taxpayer intended to d; more harm than good as its

purpose, in addition to profit, wqs to reduce the W orld's population.

5. lts purposes of profit and population reduction are out of the scope of charity

purposes pursuant to 26 U.S.C.j 501(c)(3) and, therefore, its vaccine activities

are subject to taxation as a for-profit business.ln addition, because Taxpayer is

engaged in the production of ineffective and unsafe Covid-lg vaccines, the gzant

of a Rule 12 M otion to Dism iàs is inappropriate for this case.

JUDICTAI, AUTHORITY TO REW EW

6. By Order dated Qctober 25, 2024, this Court, sua sponte, raised the question of

did it have jurisdiction and required Scott to respond to its inquiry. See ECF No.

6. On October 28,. 2024, Scott filed his M emorandum in Response, 2CF No. 7,

which is attached and incorporated herein by reference. ECF No. 6 is Exhibit 1

to ECF No. 7. See Exhibit A.

7. The lRS admits the denial letter sent Scott is a final agency action within the

Administrative Procedures Act ($6APA''), requirement. See 5 U.S.C. jj 702, 704.
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8. The 1RS asserts Scott has a right to appeal to the U. S. Tax Court and, therefore,

the A'PA is unavailable. That position is ihconsistent with the change the 1RS

m ade to its denial letters after the decision in M andy M obley Li Ip Com m issioner

oflnternal Revenue, 22 F. 4th 1014 (D.C. Cir. 2022), cert denied. The IRS denial

letter sent to Scott on September 26, 2024, Exhibit 2 to ECF No. 1, provides no

Notice to Scott of a right of appeal to the U. S. Tax Court. See Exhibit B.

9. The IRS W histleblowel- denial lçtters in use prior to the Li decision provided

Notice to W histleblower Claim ants, like Scott, that they had a right to appeal t;

the U. S. Tax Court. A redacted sample of the letter in use prior to 2022 is

attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit C.

10. Scott believes, and t/erefore asserts, the non-review of his Form 211 claim was

substantially the sdme as the non-review evidenced by the redacted Confidential

W llistleblower Form 211 review form  from another Form  211 W histleblower case

that is attached and incorporated herein by reference. See Exhibit D.

11. Scott fuzther contends the dismissal sent to him with the explanation ftno tax

was collected'' is inadequate becquse it fails to demonstrate a good faith effort

and adherence to lRS procedures. Stone t; Comm'r oflnternal Revenue, 86 F. 4th

1320, 1329 (11th Cir. 2023, cert dcnïcd.

lz.rlahose procedures include review pursuant to Section 76236$.4 26 C.F.R. jj

301.7623-3(19(1:, (c)(7) - (c)(8) (defining and differentiating rejections from denial

determ inations where the IRS Reither did not proceed based on the inform ation

provided . . . or did not collect proceeds''). They also provide that an IRS
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inform ant should be extensively interviewed and kept infdrm ed as to the

development of the submitted information to assist the 1RS in its investigation.

13.The IRS failed to intervîew Scott o:r allow him to supplement his Form 211 with

additional information to overcome any objections the 1RS may have and

othezwise support his claims before issuing its denial.

14. The M TD is silent on Scott's assertion that only an Article I1I U. S. District

Court can resolve charitable pm pose definition disputes under 26 U.S.C. j

501(c)(3). Zcrgon v. Valente, 456 U. S. 228, (1982).

15.The 5 U.S.C. j 702 provides the United States may be named as a defendant in

any such action, and a judgment or decree may be entezed against the United

States provided, that any mandatory or injunctive decree shall specify the

Federal officer or officers (by name or by title), and their successors in office,

personally responsible for com pliance. Accordingly, I will seek written consent

from the IRS o)r alternatively, flle a M otion for Leave to Amend my appeal to add

the 1RS Com missione: by title as a party.

l6.Rather than a burden, it will be within the IRS normal scope of business to

cozect vaccine damage information from Scott's Form 211, review the

information Taxpayer supplies, and, thereafter, enforce tax collectioh.

17. The United States Government (<USG'') through its membersllip in the W orld

Health Organization and its sponsored Nltional Tnstitute of H ea1th and others,

participated in the developm ent of the Covid-lg vaccines with the Taxpayer.
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18.The Defendant has exercised bad faith irl its refusal to investigate Taxpayer's

Covid-lg vaccine business to cover-up potential U SG liability.

ARGU M ENT

The laèk of Tax Court jurisdiction in Li v. Commissioner, 22 F.4th 1014, 1017

(D.C- Cir. 2022) was because the 1RS found the Fol-m 211 submission to be Hvague

and speculativd', By contrast, the IRS denial in this case for ano tax collected''was

crhffrcry and capricious subject to review under APA 5 U. S. C. q 706(2)(A). See

Brown v. Blue Cross and Blue Shield ofAlabama, 898 F.2d 1556 (11th Cir.1990)

where the coul't reviewed the fqcts to fâsllion an appropriate remedy.

The 1RS correctly states Glf a plaintiff is adversely affected b.y the action of a

federal agency, the APA provides for judicial review of ddfinal agency action for which

there is no otller adequate remedy in a court.'' 5 U.S.C. jâ 702, 704., see also Bowen

v. Massachuqetts, 487 U.S. 879, 903 (1988)(the U. S. District Court has jurisdiction

to review governm ent action that is alleged to breach the duty the Federal agency

owed to the aggrieved partyl.'' 487 U. S. at 893. For purposes of that decision,

Scott is an aggrieved party as he has been denied the opportunity for an award.

The Bowen Court further zuled that the 1976 amendment to 5 702 was an

important part of a major piece of legislation designed to remove ''techriical''

obstacles to access the Federal courts. Footnote 22: Scc H .R .ReP. No. 94-1656, pp.

3, 23 (1976) (H.R.Rep.); S.ReP. at 2, 22 (same). 487 U. S. at 896.

The Suprem e Court has echoed that theme by noting that the Administrative

Procedure Act's 'generous review provisions' m ust be given a dhospitable
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interpretation.'' Abbott Laboratories 5. Gardnen 387 U. S. 136, 140-4141967)

(footnote omitted). Bowen 487 U. S. at 904.

The question whether the District Colzrt had the power to enter the order it

clid iIA Bowen is governed by the plain language of 5 U.S.C. j 706. lt seems perfectly

clear that, as ''the reviewing court,'' the District Court had the authority to ''hold

unlawful and set aside agency action'' that it found to be ''not in accordance with

law.'' As long as it had jurisdiction under j 702 to review the disallowance order of

the Secretary, it also had the authority to grant the complete relief authorized by j

706. Neither fhe APA nor any of our cases required the Com't of Appeals to split

this case into two parts. Bowen 487 U. S. at 911.

The IRS claims the Tax Court continues to be available citing Citizens Jor

Responsibility Js Ethics in Washington !p. DOJ, 846 F.3d 1235, 1245 (D.C. Cir.

zol7ltquoting El Rio Santa Cruz Neighborhöod Health Center v. HHS, 396 F.3d

1265, 1270 (D.C. Cir. 2005)); Bowen, 487 U.S. at 903. This argument is inapplicable

because the CCA DC has taken all W histleblower denial appeal rights away from

the Tax Court. Therefore, the APA claim filed in the US District Court where

Claimant resides is the appropriate jurisdiction and venue. Mandy Mobley Li v

Commissioner oflnternal lbtinuc, 22 F. 4th 1014 (D.C. Cir. 2022), ccrf denied.

The IRs cites Heckler v Chauey, 470 U. S. 821, 830 (1985) for the proposition:

Sfqf the statttte authorizing agency action provides Rno meaningful standard against

which to judge the agency's exercise of discretion,'' APA review is precluded.''''

N though thede m ay be no provision of the IRC to provide a Rmeaningflll standard''

6
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for review of the IRS'S decisions and the agency has full authority to determine how

to best marshal its resources and personnel to carz'y out its delegated resom ces, this

Couzt has jurisdiction to review those claims. M assachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497

(2007)(Wltile it lzzcy be true that regulating lnotor-vehicle emissions will not by itself

reverse global warming, it by no means follows that we lack jm isdiction to decide

whether EPA has a duty to take steps to slow or reduce it.)

The charitable organization is obligated to prove it qualifies to be tax exem pt.

Larson v. Valente, 456 U. S. 228, (1982)).

The IRS cites Citizens for Responsibility (Q; Ethics CCREW') v. FEC CFedercî

Election Commission') , 993 F.3d 880, 888 (D.C. Cir. 2021) (quoting Citizens Jor

Responsibility 4 Ethics in Gcs/zfngào?z r. FEC Ccommission on Hope''), 892 F.3d

434, 439 (D.C. Cir. 2018)) for the assertion that (sic federal) agencies have the

presumptive discretion to bring, or not bring, civil enforcem ent suits consistent wîth

Article 11 of the United States Constitution. Azticle H's Vesting Clause ofers the

Executive Branch the exclusive pow er to m ake enforcem ent decisions without the '

threat of challenges to its discretion. The passage of the APA did not alter the

extensive body of case 1aw on Executive Branch discretion under the Vesting

Clause. Id. at 887 'tciting Heckler, 470 U.S. at 832).

Al1 presum ptions are rebùttable. A s explained in the next paragraph and

elsewhere in this response, this Court has jurisdiction to review if the 1RS has failed

to reasonably review m y claim s.

' 'z
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The 1RS claim of fscretion is too broad for application to this case. The issue

in CREW  was what election violation would be prosecuted against a defendant that

was out of business. The FEC elected to bring no action. The FEC justihed that

exercise of discretion by a thirty-two-page statement of reasons. The FEC that

''given the age of the activity and the fact that the organization (sic New Models)

appears no longer active, proceeding further wottld not be an appropriate use of

#EC resources.'' J.A. 133 n.139; scc also J.A. 109 & n.32 - noting that New M odels

Niquidated, terminated, dissolved, or otherwise ceased operations'' as of 2015)(the

CREW case was originally bzought in 2018).

In this case, Taxpayer continues to operate its for-profit business and no

justification was provided by the IRS other than çéno tax I/Jcs collectedb'. that is

inadequate justification for the denial of Scott's Form 211 claim in the face of the

collateral health and death damages to the public. The facts justify the strip of

charity status from  Taxpayer and collection of tax for its for-profit vaccine business.

Thîs appeal îs for a reward from collected proceeds rather than damages

against the United States and the principal claim is for a m andamus to compel the

lRS to perform its cluty to use its best efforts to collect tax evenly f'rom all taxpayers

under the IRC. j 702 of the APA is a waiver of sovereign immunity to accomphsh

those results in this case.

As for the applicability of j t02 to confer jurisdiction, the Li cert denied action

made the Tax Court unavailable for review of a11 W histleblower denials.

8
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Scott's Response to the 10-25-24 Order attached and incorporased herein as

Exhibit A identify cases for claims for damages which held the US had not waived

sovereign immtmity. Lane !p. Pena, 518 U.S. 187, 192 (1996) cited by the 1RS MTD

is simply another in that series of damages cases that is not applicable to this case

because Scott's claims are for the IRS to collect tax for the benefit of the sovezeign

rather than a claim for dam ages or benefits to be paid by the sovereign.

Neither Norvell t). Secretary of f/ze Treasury, 821 F. App'x 853, 854 (8th Cir.

2020) nor Reid v. IRS, No. 21 12087, 2021 U.S. App. LEXIS 37408, at *6 (11th Cir.

Dec. 17, 2021) (per curiam) are apphcable because Scott has no right to appeal to

any court, including the U. S. Tax Court, and, therefore, he has a right under the

APA to appeal to this Court. That right is specifically provided in the APA. See 5

U.S.C. jq 702, 704.

Because the lRS denial letter was sent less than three months after Scott had

filed his Form 211, Scott believes, and therefore asserts, the 1RS took no action in

regazrd to his claim. Absolutely, the lRS did not contact Scott or tell him what

action, if any, it took to attem pt to collect the tax Scott claim s the Taxpayer owes.

The Federal A1l W rits Act grants US District courts the authority to issue

writs, including M andamus, to help them carry out their duties. The law is codified

in U.S.C. Title 28 j 16!1.

9
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated in Scott's Form 211, his appeal at ECF 1, and in this

Response, including attached Exhibit A, this Com't has jm isdiction to consider the

merits of this appeal and the atlthority to gzant the rem edy requested.

Respectfully subm itted,

W illiam S. Scott, pro se
1065 SW  8th Street, # 1977
M iam i, FL 33130

(908) 219-2323
O4wm scott@comcast.net
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CERTIFICATE OF COM PLIANCE

l certify that the foregoing document complies with the font approved by the

Court in Local Rule 5.1(a)(4). This document, including footnotes, has been

prepared in Century Schoolbook lz-point font.

W illiam S. Scott
1065 SW  8t11 Street, # 1977
M iam i, FL 33130
(908) 219-2323
O4wmscott@comcast.net

CERTIFICATE OF SERW CE

l hereby certify that on January 6, 2025, l filed a hard copy of the foregoing

Scott Response and M emorandum of Law with the Clerk of the Court which will be

posted on Pacer to serve a copy upon the attorney for the IRS, M ATTHEW  L.

PAEFFGEN, Trial Attorney U.S. Department of Justsce, Tax Division, by electronic

notice of the filing.

W illiam S. Scott
1065 SW  8tX Street, # 1977
M iami, FL 33130
(908) 219-2323
O4wmscott@comcast.net
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN D ISTRICT OF FLO RIDA

FILED BY D
.C,

021 2 8 2221
ANGELA E. NOBLEC
LERK U S DISI C'E
s. n. ql:z it.k. - MIAMIMQLLDUW S

.SCOTT

Plaintiff CASE NO.
24-cv-24123-ALTONAGA/ReidV.

. 
*

INTERNAL REVENU: SERVICE IRS W BO NO.
2024-010618

Defendant

SCOTT M EM O M NDUM  IN RESPONSE TO ORDER OF 10-25-24

NOW , COM ES, William S. Scott, CScott''), to submit his response to the

Court's Order attached as Exhibit 1, as followy:

INTRODUCTION

Recently, the Unïted States Court of Appeals foz' the Distz-ict of Collzmbia,

CUS CCA DC Cir'') l'ttled that the Tax Court lacked jurisdiction under 26 U.S.C j

7623 to resolve IRS denials of whkstleblowet clnim s m ade with little or no IRS

investigation. These imm ediate 1RS denials with little or no investigation are

called threslm ld denials.

The D C Circtzit rlzling held that the whistleblower statute authorized the Tax

Court to resolve am otm t of wM stleblower award disputes only. It had no authol-ity

to review thresltold deniuls. M trze  M obley Li v Cozzzzzlïsslzzcr of Internal Revenue,

22 F. 4th 1014 O .C. Cir. 2022), cert ddnïcti

The Li deèision left Scott with no right to appeal to the Tax Court because his

1RS denial was also a threshold denial.

X 4X. '
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Accordingly, Scott appealed his denial to tlzis Court under the Administrative

Procedures Act, jj 551-559. On review, Scott's claim to this Court includes 5 U.S.C. j704
. I

which provides for judicial review of a M a1 agency action tffor which there is no

other adequate reme4y in a court'' and 5 U. S. C. 5 U.S.C. b706 which provides for

the scope of the review and deG es the rem edies available.

scott also contends that llis case concezns the ecope of a charitablepurpose

issue tm der 26 U.S.C. j 501(c)(3) that can only be resolved by an Article l1I District

Court. That section degnes charitable purpose to be in its generally accepted legal sense.

Scott asserts that the Bill & M alinda Gates Foundation/Trust's CoW d-lg

vaccine fundïng, production, distribution and sale was an ordinary for-prolt

business venture kather than a tax-exempt charitablepurpose. It knew tests

produced lab nnim al deaths which put Taxpayer on notice that the CoW d-lg

vaccines would (lo m ore harm than good. Alternatively, Scott contends Taxpayer

either conducted no fests or lzid the results of tests that dem onstrated that Covid-lg

vaccines did not prevent the vaccinated fz'om getting or transm itting Covid-lg.

1. Standard of this Court's Review

The United States atzd its agencies are im, m une 9om suit unless Congress

Rtm equivocally'' waives that imm tm ity by statute. See Lehman v. Nakshian, 453

U.S. 156, 160-62, 10 1 S. Ct. 2698, 69 L. Ed. 2d. 548 (1981)(was the clnlmant under

The Age Discrimination in Emplom ent Act of 1967 entitled to a jury trial to

determine benelts). And. the terms of Ithe governmenfs) consent to be sue; in any

com t (lesne that court's jurisdiction to entertnin the suit.'' United States v.
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Sherwood, 312 U.S. 584, 586, 61 S. Ct. 767, 85 L. Ed. 1058 (lg4lltreview of a (NY

State judgment awar; of damages against the US govermnent). The Supreme

Court has said that Ra waiver of sovereign imm unity is to be strictly construed, in

terms of its scope, in favor of the sovereign.'' Dep't OJA?-??zJ I?. Blue Fox, Inc., 525

U.S. 255, 261, 119 S. Ct. 687, 142 L. Ed. 2d 718 (lgggltcontractor clnim for payment

&om the U.S. Dept of Army).

The above cases and others like them are not applicable to tllis case because

Scott's clnims are for the 1RS to collect tax for the benest of the sovereign rather

than a dnim for dam ages or benests to be paid by the sovereign.

The assertion that the IRS would eventually have collected the taxes due

from  Taxpayer without the need for Scott's Foz.m 211 is not applicable because the

IRS took no action &om 2009 to collect fzom Taxphyer prior to Scott's flliqg and,

aftez- the Mling, the IRS elected to deny Scott's clnim .

The IRS decision to deny Scott's claim is contrr y to its obligation to use its

best eforts to uniform ly collect tax from all taxpayers under the US Tax Code. As

discussed below, this Com t has jurisdiction to review Scott's dnim of the breach of

that duty and to determine the scope of charitablepurpose under 26 U.S.C. j

501(c)(3) .

II. Discussion of Cases Cited by the Court

A. Fitzgerald v. Seaboard Sys. A.A., Itbc., 760 F.2d 1249, 1251 (11th Cir.

1985) is not ap' phcable b:cause the question in that case was did the trial court have

3
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diversity jm isdiction. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction in thiy case

because the Defendant is a.n agency of the United States 'Government (GUSG'').

B. Smith v. GTE Corp., 236 F.3d 1292, 1299 (11th Cir. 2001) W as

dism issed with the following explanation:RW e vacate the district court's order and

remand with directions that the case be dismissed on the grounds that federal

courts lack subject matter jurisdiction over this state law case because thez'e îs an

insl'fficient nmount in controversy for diversity jurisdiction to exist, and there is no

federal law question in the complnint for federal question jmisdiction to exist.''

That rllling is also not applicable because there is no diversity question in

this case. This case concerns the alleged failuz'e of a Fedetal Defendant to perfol'm

pursuant to Federal law.

Scott pleaded in his Form 211 that Taxpayer owes tax for the yeaz's 2009

forward and that the Taxpayer ftm ded, m a keted antl sold Covid-lg vaccines it

represente: were testedibr eGcacy and. satbty that wexe never so tested by

Taxpayer.

Scott further argued in his appeal to this Court that the 2023-year total tax-

exempt revenue reported on lRS form 990-PF by Taxpayer wms $6,840,102,370.

Scott contends that no jurisdictional amount is applicable, but if one were

applicable, one year of tax collected will fa:r exceed the jurisdictional amotmt.

C. In Meidinger v. Comm't o/fzàfcnztd! Revenue, 662 F. App'x 774, 776

(11th Cil' 2016) the court noted that the z'ecord shows that M eidinger .appealed the

delzial of his Form 211 application to the U . S. TM  Court and took an appeal of that

4
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denial to the United States Court of Appeals for the Distzict of Columbia, CUS CCA

DC Ci.r'')

Both courts agree; that he wms not due to receive an awardo as the IRS ditl

not collect any proceeds as a result of the inform ation he provided.

M eidinger then flled an additional appeal to the U. S. District Court for the

M iddle District of Florida. That Com't dism issed his appeal tfbecause M eidinger

was relitigating what had previously been dçcided.'' The 11th Cir appeals court then

ruled that the Florida District Court decision was not an abuse of discretion.

Scott asserts it is signiâcmzt that the question of proper judicial discretion

rem ained alive after an appeal to the Tax Court was denied and nm rmance of that

. denial by the US CCA D C Cir.

Note 1 i.n the M eidinger 11th Circuit opinion, is instructive:

2 . . we conclude f/ztz/ appellatejuriàdiction exïsà,s to review Pzc district
courf's decisions involved in appeals ?zumèered 16-10071 and 15-1546.

Fm ther, the M eidinger appellate court rlzled:

<tW e review a district court's denial of injunctive relief for abuse of
discretion, the com t's underl/ng lndings of fact for clear errot and its
conclusions of law tfe novo. Common Ccmse/Gcorg/ t7. Billups, 554 F.
3d 1340, 1349 (11G Ci'r. 2009).

D. Stone v. Comm 'r o/Wzfcr?ztz! Revenue, 86 F 4G 1320, 1329, (11th Ciz'.

2023), cert (O zfett concerhs a.n appeal to the U. S. District Court for the Southern

District of Florida after two Tax Court denials without the whistleblower having

m ade an appeal of either of those decisions.

5
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After the flrst Tax Couzt denial tmder the lRS Whistleblower statute, 26 j

7623419, had become flnal, the Stone W histleblowers moved fol' the Tax Court to

reconsider under the Admlnistrative Procedures Act (the <tAPA''). The TM  Cotu't

rttled the APA dees not expand its authority.The Tax Court explained that the

central issue was rtwhether the IRS collected proceeds as a result of adm inistrative

or judidal action using the whistleblower information, not whether it could have or

shottld have.''

Again, the Stone W histleblowexs did not appeal the second adverse TM  Cöurt

decision.

Aftet the two dismissals before the TM  Court, the Stone W histleblowers

appealed to the US. District Court for the Southem  District of Florida. The district

com t dismissed the Sfonc' complnint without prejudice for lack of subject-matter

jurisdiction. lt ruled that the appellants had an adequate remedy in the TM  Court

that barred the apphcation of the APA'S waiver of sovereign im muG ty pursuant to

5 U.S.C. j 704.

The Sàolzc 11th Cil.' (lecision i: not applicable to this case because Scott has no

other z'emedy in any couz't available by virtue of the Li decision cited above.

Scott asserts his right to bring this action under APA j 551-559 (including

701-704, 706) to this court to review the reasonableness of the IRS threslmld tfc/z?W,f

of his clna'm and to interpretate the scope of charitablepurpose under 26 U. S. b

501(c)(3) is what Congress expected the APA to provide.

6
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Alternatively, Scott asserts it is the duty pf this Coul.t to compel the review of

his Fol'm 2 11 in accordance with IRS procedures.Those procedures have been

published., in part, in the Stone, et al, 11th Cir opizzion. Speciscally:

tfrlahe IRS W histleblower Oo ce referred the clnim s to the IRS' Large
Business and International Division CLB&I'') for audit. lv1r. Stone and
lvfa!k Carroll provided supplem ental docum entation to the LB&I
Division, including inform ation on the nam ed taxpayer bnnk sponsors
of the various REM ICS that they clnim ed failed to com ply with the
statutory requirem ents. LB&l personnel reviewed the wM stleblowet
clnim s and, on August 28, 2012, internally determ ined that these
clnim s could have fr -reaching imphcations beyond the entities
idenM ed by 1VIr. Stone and Ml'. Carroll. lndeed, after reviewing the
M orm ation provided in the wllistleblowez claim s, an 1RS auditing
em ployee wrote that the WREIVIIC IPG has reviewed the inform ation
and determined it llas mqritz'' and recommended that a sample of the
identG ed taxpayers be examined.''

After the IRS investigation in Stone determined that the infotm ation was

correct, the IR$ demonstrated bad faith by its refusal to iqterview Sfo?zc and to

m ake any attem pt to collect the m assive am ount of tax due.

The Stone, et 2, denial opinions demonstxate that equal treatment under the

IRS tax code for every America taxpayer was not sew ed. To cite Stone as authority

for proper IRS and Couz't z'eview would be contraz'y to the duty for equal treatm ent

the IRS and Article III Courts al'e obligated to provide.

The facts of tlzis case are substantially stronger than the reasons for the

appeals m ade by Sto''te, et al. 'Phis is Scott's initial appeal of the lRS denial. The

issues concexn the welfaxe of all of hum anity and the only entity to be negatively

im pacted by the IRS going forwalid wottld be the Taxpayer. The IRS also refused to

intezview Scott or allow him to submit additional infoxm ation.
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rl'he collateral benelt to proper IRS enforcem ent and this Court's review

under 5 U. S. C. j 706 will be the obligation of Taxpayer to attempt to justify that

its population reducdon efol'ts aze charitablepurposes tmder 26 U.S.C. b 501(c)(3).

The Sfo?ze 11th Ci'r com t ruled that the U. S. Suprem e Court hms repeatedly

recognized ttthat a.n agenc/s decision not to prosecute or enforce, whethçr tllrough

civil or criminal process, is a decision generally com mitted to an agency's absolute

discretion.'' Heckler v Càtrze-y, 470 U.S. 82J, 105 S. Ct. 1649, 84 L. Ed. 2d 714

(1985).

That quote is too broad for application in this case.The issue in H eckler was

what poison wotlld be used to kill convicted felons while tM s case concerns the use

of tax-exempt m oney to develop a poison to kill innocent people. The Heckler

decision tuled there were no limits on the agency disqretion in that case and,

therefore, the poison selected was within the agency discrqtion.

The IRS has no authority to classify the production of inefective Covid- 19

vaccines u own by Taxpayer to cause m ore hnvm than good to be a charitable

purpose, To the contrary, Taxpayez''s effort is a for prost business opezation. The

clm ritablepurpose issues raised in this cmse az'e to be z'esolved â: legal clazo cations

by this court.

111. Taxpayer Crim es Against Hum u ity

The BG  and M elinda Gates Foundation/Trust has been operating a for-prost

Covid-lg vaccine business since 2009 under their clnim that the gross revenues am

not subject to tax because of a 501(c)(3) tax exemption. Their clnim is bogus

8
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because their purpose in ftm ding of Covid-lg vaccines is to earn profts and

popttlation l'eduction. See Scott's Appeal flled as ECF 1.

For prost business and population reduction do not qualify as q cltaritable

purposes. Once the IRS collects slxm cient evidence to assert the Cod d-lg vaccines

do not qualify as a charitablepurpose, the burden of proof then shifts to Taxpayer to

prove the Covid-lg vaccines do qunlify or, alternatively, it m ust sepam te its

chal-itable receipts and deductions fl'om the for-proât Covid- 19 activities or,

alternatively, be taxed at corporate rates on its > oss receipts.

Rather than a burden, it will be within the IRS norm al scope of business to

collect vaccine dam age inform ation from Scott's Fozkm  211, review the inform ation

Taxpayer supplies, and., thereafter, enforce tax collection.

1V. Court Supervision of IRS Actions

The United States Government (USG''I through its membelship in the W orld

Hèalth Orgnnization and its sponsored National Institute of H ealth and others,

participated i.n the developm ent of the Covid-lg vaccines with the Taxpayer.

Although Taxpayer and others have used their best efforts to obfuscate the

all-deaths statistics and evidence of the genez'al health decline of the W orld,

including the U .S. population, additional fhcts of the CoW dlg vaccine deaths and

health dam age becom e available every day. See Scott's Form 2 11 ECF 1.

Scott l'equests this Couz't to supelvise the collection of that evidence.

V. Authority for M andam us

The APA proviies at 5 U. S. C. b 706:

9
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<<To the extent necessary to decision and when presented., the reviewing
court shall decid.e all relevant questions of law, interpret constitutional
and statutory provisions, and. determ ine the m eaG ng or applicability
of the term s of an agèncy action. The reviewing court shall-
(1) Compel agency action unlawfully withheld or tmreasonably

delayed.: and.
(2)hold ulzlawfttl and set aside agency action, M dings, and conclusions
found to be-
(A)
arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in
àccordance with law;
(B)
contraz'y to constitutional right, power, privilege, ot im munity;
(C)
in excess of statutory jul-isdiction, authority, or limitations, or short of
statutory right;
(D)
without observance of procedure reqttired by law;
(E)
unsupported by substantial evidence in a case subject to secdons 556
and 557 of t'hiq title or otherwise reviewed on the record of an agency
hearing provided by statute; or
(F)
tmwatranted. by the facts to the extent that the facts are subject to
trial d.e novo by the reviewing court.

In m nking the foregoing determinations, the court shall review the
whole vecord or those patts of it cited by a party, and due account shall
be taken of the rule of prejudidal error.

(Pub. L. 89-554,, Sept. 6, 1966, 80 Stat. 393.)

Scott requests tlliq Court to accept jurisdiction and, thereafter, to retnin

supervision of the IRS proceedings. lf left u supervisedo the IR S wi'll operate in

secret at its own pace. 'I'he record of this case is expected to produce evidence that

will bring the distribudon of the Covid-lg vaccines to a halt. The public deserves

that efibrt.

'rhe U.S. District Court for the W estel.n District of Louisiana issued

a permanent injunction enjoining the United States Depattment of Justice CDOT'I

10
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9om imposing or enforcing its impact requirem ents under Title W  of the Civil

Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d Cntle W '') in the State of Louisiana. State of

Zoufsftpztz u. US Snrfron,mc?zftz! Protection Agency, et al., N o. 2:23-0V-00692, 2024

W L 3904868, at *1 (W .D. La. Aug. 22, 2024).

Federal Judge James D. Cain Jr. enjoinetl the EPA and DOJ, among other

prties, 9om imposing or eeordng: (1) Title W  disparate impact reqttirements

agninst any entity in the State, or m andating com pliance with title W  as a

condition of Tfpast, existing, or future awards of financial asaistance'' to any entity in

the State; and (2) Title W -based requirements that have not been ratG ed by the

President and aa?e not contnined within EPA'S Title W  regulations.

The Federal All W l-its Act gzants US District courts the authority to issue

writs, including M andam us, to help them carry out their duties. The law is codiGed

in U.S.C. Title 28, Section 1651.

For the reasons stated in Scott's Form 211, his appeal at ECF 1, and i.n tllis

Response, this Court has jurisdiètion to consider the merits of this appeal and the

authority to g'rant the rem edy requested.

Respectfully subm itted,

W illinm Sum ner Scott, pro se
1065 SW  8th Street, # 1977
M iam i, FL 33130

(908) 219-2323
o4wm scott@com cast.net

11
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
for the

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLO RIDA
Mjami, Florida

W ILLIAM  S. SCOTT

Petitioner

V

INTERNAL REVENUE SERW CE
)

Respondent )
' 

/

Case No. 1:24-cv-24123-CM A

CERTIH CATE OF SERW CE

On the 28, day of October 2024, the undersigned hereby certG es that he flled
a hard copy with the Court Clerk antl served a hard copy of the foregoing
M em orandum in Response to the Court Order of 10-24-24 upon the Intel'nal
Revenue Setvice, W histleblower Oo ce - ICE, M /S 4110, 1973 N. R/ on Wllite
Road, Ogden, UT 84404; and to the United States Attorney for the Southern
District of Florida, 99 N .E. 4G Street, M iami, FL 33132; and to the Attotney
General of the United States, 950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW , W ashington, D.C.
20530-0001 by Flst Class M ail, postage paid.

W illinm Sum ner Scott, Pro Se
1065 SW  8th Street, Suite 1977
M iam i, FL 33130

(908) 2 19-2323
o4wm scott@com cast.net
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UM TED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLOW DA

CASE NO. 24-24123-CIW ALTONAGA/Rqid

W ILLIAM  S. SCOTT,

Plaintiftl

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,

Defendant.

ORDER

'tHIS CAUSE came before the Court J'lftz sponte.

:<A federal court not only has the power but also the obligation at any tim e to inquire into

jurisdiction wheneverthe possibility thatjurisdiction does not exist arises.'' Fitzgeraldv. Seaboard

,S#5.. R.R., f??c., 760 F.2d 1249, 1251 (11th Cir. 1985) (titations omitted). Put differently, it is the

Court's responsibility to ltzealously (eqnsure that jurisdiction exists over a case, and (it) should

itself raise the question of subject matter jurisdiction at any point in the litigation where a doubt

aboutjurisdiction arises.'' Smith v. GTE Cotp., 236 F.3d 1292, 1299 (1 1th Cir. 2001) (alterations

added; citation omitted).

On October 24, 2024, Plaintiftl W illiam S. Scott Sled a Complaint EECF No. 1q, seeking

t1a mandatory injunction directed to rDefendant) lntemal Revenue Service to conduct a proper'and

full investigation of Plaintiff'sq Form 21 1(whistleblowerq claims.''(1d. 7 (alterations addedl).

The Court may not have the jurisdiction to do so.

First, the Court simply Cllackls) authority to grant the requested injunctive relief.''

Meidinger v. Comm 'r oflnternal Sevcnz/e, 662 F. App'x 774, 776 (1 1th Cir. 2016) (alteration

Es I
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Case 1:24-cv-24123-CMA Document 6 Entered On FLSD Docket 10/25/2024 Page 2 Of 2

CASE N0. 24-24123-C1V-ALTONAGA/Reid

added). K'Nothing in'' the statute goveming awards to IR.S whistleblowers, 26 U.S.C. section

7623*), ç'confersjurisdiction on the district court to review determinations made by (Defendant's)

Whistleblower's OfficerE.p'' Id. (alterations addedl).

Second, even interpreting Plaintiff s claims as an Administrative Procedure Act challenge

does not resolve the Court's concems. (See Compl. ! 5 (Plaintiff Relected to file this (aqppeal in

this Court pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Esic) Act, 5 U.S.C.' (sections) 551-559.''

(alterations addedll; see also 5 U.S.C. j 706. Defendanfs. alleged denial of Plaintiff's

whistleblower claims was ttcommitted to the agency's discretion by lawr) and fis) therefore

presumptively unreviewable.'' Stone v. Comm 'l- t//fn/cr/?l/ Revenue, 86 F.4th 1320, 1329 (1 1th

Cir. 2023) (alterations added). As a result, the Court again is faced with the conclusion that it

ttlacklsl subject-malerjuisdicti'on.'' Id. (alteration added).

Because it is unclear that the Court has sùbject matterjurisdiction over this action, it is

ORDERED that Plaintiff shall 5le a memorandum addressing the Court's subject matter

jurisdiction by October 30, 2024. Failure to do so will result in dismissal of the case without

prejudice and without further notice.

DONE AND ORDERED in M iami, Florida, this 25th day of October, 2024.

' 

,
. 

,ôo.z.k)4. 4z
CECHM  M . ALTONAGA
CH V F UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

cc: Plaiqtiff

2
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Depadment of the Treasury
Internal Rpvenue Service

Whistleblower OfficelRS

Date: '
September 26, 2024

coptact telephone number:
' (801) 620-2169
contactAddress:

lntemal Revenue Service
Whistleblower Omce - ICE
M/S 4110
1973 N Rulon White Blvd
Ogden, UT 84404

W D LIAM  S SCOW
1065 SW  8D  S'IREET SUITE 1977
M tAu  FL 33130-3601

Re: Claim Nnmberts): 2024-010618

Dear W illinm .s Scott

Final Determination under Internal Revenue Code (lRCI Section 7623(a) - Denial

W e have considered your applicauon for an award dated M ay 24, 2024. Under 1RC Scction 7623, an award m ay
be yaid only if the information provided remllts in the collection of tax, genalties, interest, additions to taxo ork
addltional amounts based on the infommtion prowded. In this case, the mformation you provided did not result
in the collection of any proceeds. Thereforea you are not eligible for an award.

Althoug,h the hzformation you submitted did not qualify for an awàrd, thank you for your intereM in the
adminiskation of the intemal revenue laws.

If you have any furfher quesions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact the W lzistleblower Oo ce at the
contact tdephone Iiumber listed above.

Sincerely,

/s/ Teresa Homola

W histleblower Oftice

rw.:
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W HISTLEBLOW ER OF FICE

DEPARTMENT OF THETREASURY
l NI TE R N A L R E V E N U E S E R V T C E
W  A S 1$ l N G TO N . D . C . 2 0 2 24

- .z,?

Re ' Claim Numbertsl: - -''' 
. .# .

0..,-
lXe have consfdered your appffcatfon for an a'.hzafd Zated 03/29?2021 . Under tntfrnal
Revenue Code section 7623. an awzard may be paid only if the infocm atfoo prclvidsd
resuits in the collection of tax. penapties. interest, additfons to tzx. or additional amoucts
based on the informatfon provfded. ln thfs case. tf7e fnformatàon yOu pl-ovided dicl not
result in the collection of any proceeds. Therefore, you are not eligible for an award.

Although the informatlon you submitted did not qualify for ao award, thank you
for your interest in the adrninistration of tl3e ilnternal revenue Iaws.

This letter is a final determ ination for purposes of filing a petition wfth the United
States Tax Court. If you disagree with this determination, you have 30 days
from the date of this Ietter to tile a petition with the Tax Court. lnformation about
filing a petition can be found on the Tax Court's website.

lf you have any further questions regarding this letter, please feel free to
contact the W histleblower Office at 801-620-2169.

Sincerely,

1s! Tresa W illlams for

W histleblower Office

CC :

Xx i
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Confidential Evaluation Report on Claim for Award
Glaim number t

%'6:
h
:

This document and aIl related files are ''Sensitive but Unclassifled'' (SBU) and must alw4ys be kept under the personal observation
of an authorized IRS employee or Iocked in a container.

Keep aII whlstleblower information in a separate double-sealed envelope. Do not include any whistleblower infcrmation or reference to
the existence of a whislleblower in the examination/ nvestlgation case file.
Note that a narralive is required for alI ''yes, answe' . Enter the narrative in the tields provided, which expand to fit what is entered.

Refer to the Form 1 1369 Instructlons (found in the butttm at the top of the' page) and lf.lc-o-efllp-n, 76..2..Q. Irea-t-Bqasw-rli)l .7 (f.z..;'l and
lRM 25.2.1.

1. Name of individua! Whistleblower (WB) 2. WB's Taxpayer ldentification Number

3. Name of Oxpayer who committed alleged violation

4. Taxpayer's address (lbcludl'ng zip code)

5. Taxpayer ldentification Numberts) 6. Tax Vears addressed in this report

l
7. Tax pears still under consideration relevant to this claim

N/A

8 Are olher taxpayers included on thls Form 11369 w1th the same dlsposltion ' F''lx Yes U-I No
TaxpayerTaxpayer Claim Ntlmber Yearls)ldentification

Name lit' app/fcaàle) AddressedNumber

9. Are there other Felevant taxpayers lo thls claim not being included In this Form 11369 I--I Yes Xx No
10. Describe the whistleblower's present/former relationship with the taxpayer and any relevant taxpayers listed above
The Whistleblower does not describe his relationship with the organization.

1# claïm was surveved or. declïned - skin to Section 13

lf claim was transferred or reassicned - skip lo Section 14

14. Examined/lnvestigated Claims fcheck on one of the options :elow lo get the requîred gtleltftms)
U-1 Examination (to be completed by SBSE, LB&l and TEGE examiners)
F-I Criminal Investigation (to be completed by Criminal lnvesthation)
t--l Collection (to be completed bypersonnel involved with collection actions)

52. Whistleblower's contributions (to be completed for ell claims except ,orley/tf or declined claims.) Check ''No%' if not l ves xo
applicable. Complete tlle narrative field lhat will appear directly beneath each question answered ''Yes''

A. Did the whistleblower identify specific areats) of non-ceompliance or potential issues F-1 j 1-7
B. Did the information provided by tllc whistleblower Iead to modifications in the audit or investigalion plan, such as n n
expanding the scope of tbe audit or investigation

Form 11369 (Rev. 6-2019) catalog Number 248538 publish-no-irs-gov Department of the Treasue - Internal Revenue sewice
- j (jj.a

T- s m
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Page 2 of 3

f 2. Whistleblower's Onlributions (contlnuedj (t() be mrrlp/efedfor a// dal'tns except sukeyedor dec/fhelcfafmsl CheckK n if no! applicable. Complde the narrative tield that Will eppear dlrectly beneath each question answered Wesn Y0S NONO

C. Did the whistleblower identify issuets) not common to this type.of taxpayer j'-l I'-I
( D. DId the Service use the information provlded W the Whistleblower to develop specific Information Document Ll F7

Requests (IDR), Ieads, or other înquiries
E. Did the Service use the information provided by the whistleblower to validate the completeness and accuracy of the' her inquiries V U'1responsels) to IDRS or ol

F. Did the wbistleblower provide information that would not have been obtained through general audit or investigative n n
tcchniques

G. Was the whistleblower debriefed? If uYes,'' attach copy of a11 debriefing notes and recorded intewiews I'-I I'-I
H. Did the whistleblower provide assistance during tbe audit or investigation r-1 U-I

i1. Did the whistleblower identify connections between transactions. or parties to transactions, that enabled the Service N O
to better understand the tax implications

.>
J. Dîd lhe whistleblower provide relevant technical or legal analysis that saved tbe lRS work and resources 1-l I--I
K. Did the whistleblower Identify sources that provlded information that was relevant or helpful in ldentlfying the
taxpayer's Iiability or assets that would not have been Identlfied tilrough other soufces of information cr through I'-I 1-1
general investigative techniques

L. Did the whislleblower identify assets lhat could be used to pay the taxpayer's liability that would not have been I j-j u
identlsed through other sources or general investigative techniques

M. Did the whistleblower assisl in obtaining the cooparation of olbers who provîded ipformation ralavant lo the N X
taxpayer's Iiability or assets that would not have been idenlified through other sources of information

N. Did the information provided have an impac! on the behavior of the taxpayer (such as a change in subsequent year I
rpturrl posftfonsl? Check hNou 5f unknown

. . --. ----..------ --. ----. .- - .. . I

0. Did the whistleblower testify in a criminal and/or civil proceeding against the taxpayer Ul I--I
P. Did the whistleblower help identify other parties involved in the same or similar transactions by providing specific
identifying information or by identifying a source for lhat information (such as a promotcr or a transaction particlpant I--1 U-1
who had knowledge of others)

Q. Do you have any additional feedback on how 1he whistleblowqr information was used during the invesEgation that 1n n
wasn't covered in the questions above ; 4 i
R. Did the whistleblower parlicipate in or contribute to the actions, transactions or events (undodying acts) that Icd to N O
the underpaymenl of tax or violation of intemal revenue laws

S. Did the whistleblower directly or indirectly profit from the underpayment of tax or tax noncompliance identified F-I U-I
T. Did some or all of the Informatlon provided by the whistleblower come from any of tbe following public sources; a
judiclal or ndministralive hearing: a government report, hearlng, audit or investsgatlon; or tt!e news medla

U. Did the whistleblower withhold documents or other available information that could hpve contributed to the
examination investigation or other actionl ,

V. Did tbe whistleblower delay informjng !he lRS after Iearning the relevant facts? (If Nes, '' fdenfffy whethvr #7e delay ( u r-j
adversely afîected 1/1e IRS% ability to pursue and action or issue) l!

W. Did the whistleblower for the whistleblower's legal representatîve, fr any) negatively affect the IRS'S ability to pursue
the actiopts'). fnr example by disclosing 1he exkstence or scope oL an enforcement activity

X. Dld the whlstleblower provide false or mlsleading information or qtherwise vlolate the penalty of perjurv requirements
of section 7623(b)(6)(C) or 9301.7823-1 (c)(3)

Y. Did the whistleblower for the whistleblower's laga/ representative. ff any) violate instructions provided by the IRS? (lf
''Ybs, > identify w/lgl/ler the violation caused the IRS to expend additional resotlrces)

Z. Did the whistleblower (ur the whistlenlower's legal representative. if any) violate the terms of a cnntract entered into n n
with the 1RS pursuant lo j301.6103(n:2 . .

Skio to Sipnatures

To be completed for a1I claims not examined/investigated.

Form 11369 (nev. 6-2019) catalog NumberzgasaB publish-no-irs-gov Department of t:e Treasufy - Internal Revenue sewîce
2 oj3
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43. Was thls claim suweyed or declined ' Ux Yes f'-l No
A. Select the box 1he best describes your position

Z SME/PSP Z Groppfream Manager IZ Revenue Agentrfflcer or Spectal Agent
B, Select the reason that most describes the reason the whistleblower claim was suweyed or declined

Z ne allegalions did not conlain a specific or credible tax issue
Z The allegations ware purely speculative în nature
U-1 The statute was expired

IZ The statute was too shorl to begin an examination
1--1 ne adjuslment potenlial was de minimus
R) Other (explain below)
No nclionablc issucx.

C. State the basis fnr the reason above (sea fnsfmctf/ns)
The NVhistleblower alleges the organization was organizcd on fi-audulent grmmds as was fakx.
Evidence presenled consisls of a u-ri. tten narratiq-e. In this nttrrative it was slated lhat FEXI,A 'wwtts plannîng a : drill'' around the dale
t1f llle event. A seaL'cll of the Intet-aet did not t-eveal auy credible lillk to sttch a documenk.
Claim denjed: No actionable Esues.

D. Are additional years/entities related to the whistleblower jnformation currenlly open that are not included in 1-7 Yes I-lx No
tbis Form 11369? If ''Yes,'' include an explanation of the tax years, stams, and why those years/entities are
being closed separately

54. Was the claim kansferrçd or reassigneu 1-7 Yes l-lx No
15. Signatures (electronlc signatures are acceptable)
Name (print) Office symbols Form preparer's slgnature trequfredl Date

Dk.it...l h' <' cnrd Ky Sl..'r. rll : 1. ' 
orj 11 lxlval;I'lxe 2J.!!Jrt:;tp) 17 17 efttf

Name (pn'nt) Office symbols Approvin ofscial's sigpattpre (required) Date
llilztuktlj wlgnrll l<à stvrNit 1) rdznn ) ''D.9x 7211:c9.15 (7 ii 2! 23!4yI

Form 11369 (Rev. &20Jg) catalog NumberzggsaB publish-no-îrs.qov Department of the Treasury - lnteràal Revenue service
3 of 3
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