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In its motion the government argues that the prior per curiam opinion misconstrues the1

grounds for denial of jurisdiction over motions to quash IRS summonses and otherwise2

misunderstands the roles of 26 U.S.C. §§ 7210 and 7604 in the comprej
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providing the taxpayer an opportunity to comply with the court’s order; or 3) if an IRS summons1

is enforced by a court order, the court may punish disobedience of the IRS summons even if the2

taxpayer complies with the court’
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446.  1

On its present motion, the government presses the claim that Congress has, in the2
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Oklahoma Operating Co. v. Love, 1920, 252 U.S. 331, 336-337, 401
S. Ct. 338, 64 L. Ed. 596, comes into play; we see no reason why2
that principle should not be applicable to a summons, disobedience3



3 The holding in Donaldson that third parties do not have an absolute right to intervene in
enforcement proceedings is not to the contrary–that holding was, of course, superceded by
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In our view, this provides a reasonable, non-Draconian, solution to the problem we noted1

in Colton
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