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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA

United States of America, File No. 16€v-02547 (SRN/LIB)

Plaintiff,
MEMORANDUM OPINION AND
V. ORDER ADOPTING REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATION
William J. Mooney, Joni T. Mooney,
and Harbor Holdings, Mid -Atlantic
Trustees and Administrators,

Defendans.

Michael R Pah| U.S. Departmenof Justice Tax Division PO Box 7238 Ben Franklin
Station,Washington, DC 20044or Plaintiff.

William J. Mooney and Joni T. Moongpro se, 409 6th Avenue Northwestittle Falls,
MN 56345

SUSAN RICHARD NELSON, United States District Judge

This matter comes before the Court on the Answer and Objg¢@inection”)
[Doc. No. 147 filed by Defendants William J. Mooney and Joni T. Moonegllectively
“the Mooney’) to Magistrate Judge Leo |. Brisbois’s Report and Recommenddita
April 19, 2018 (“R&R of April 19, 2018") [Doc. No. 146]In the R&R, the magistrate
judge recommended that the Motion for Summary Judgibma. No. 119] filed bythe
United States of America (“Plaintiffye grantedFor the reasons set forth below, aftelea
novo review, this Court overrules the Mooney®bjection, adpts the R&R in its entirety

and grants Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment
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l. BACKGROUND

The facts and lengthy procedural history of this case have been thoroughly and
accurately stated in several Orders of this Court and of the magistrate jBage.d,
Order of Nov. 7, 2016 [Doc. No. 36]; Mem. Op. & Order of May 31, 2017 [Doc. No. 78].)
Therefore, this Court, like the magistrate judge, recites the facts here only to the extent
necessary to contextualize and rule on the Mooneys’ Objection.

A. Factual Background

Very briefly stated, on July 28, 2016, Plaintiff initiated this action against the
Mooneys “to reduce federal tax and penalty assessments to judgment and enforce federal
tax liens on property located in this district.” (Compl. [Doc. Naat 1.)Before reciting the
facts, however, this Court notes tleaten at this stage of thiigation, only Plaintiff has
filed admissible evidence regarding the Mooneys’ tax liability and the Mooneys’ history of
ownership of the property at issudmong other documents, Plaintiff has fildde sworn
declarations of Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) Revenue Officers Richard Wallin
(“Wallin Decl.”) [Doc. No. 123] and Shawn M. Kennedy (“*Kennedy Decl.”) [Doc. No.
122]. Plaintiff has also file€ertifications of Assessments and Payments that provide the
transactional history of the relevant tax yea®se Exs. 1-15to Pl.’s Opp’n to Defs.” Mot.
Summ. J[Doc. No. 108]. In the absence @fny evidence offered by the Moondgscall
into question the veracity of these documents, combined withptesumption of

correctness that tax assessnt@uments enjoygee, e.9., N.S Sate Univ. v. United Sates,

! Throughout this Ordergitations to theseexhibits will simply indicate the exhibit
numbere.g., Exs. £5.



255 F.3d 599, 603 (8th Cir. 2001his Court considers the Mooneys’ tard civil penalty
liability as set forth in Sections I.A.1 and I.A.2 to be undispéted
1. The Mooneys Tax Liability

William Mooney owes federal income taxes for the 2002, 2003, 2004, 2013, and
2014 tax years, and Joni Moonayes federal income taxes fible 2002, 2003, 2013, and
2014 tax yeargSee Exs. 15.)In 2002 and 2003, the Mooneys filed joint tax returns, which
the IRS later audited. (Wallin Ded.4.) This auditdemonstratedhat the Mooney$ad
failed to report some taxable income and consequently owed additional taxes, plus interest
and penalties(William Mooney Test., Ex. 2% Wallin Decl.[Doc. No. 1231] at 4445,
Exs. 12) As of June 9, 2016, the Mooneys’ tax liability, including income taxes, interest,
and penalties for those two years had an unpaid balance of $24,065.4&-26xs

For the 2004 tax year, William Mooney did not file a federal income tax return, but
the IRS recreated hiset income for that year, assesse@$aand sent him notice of the tax
assessmerdnd thepenaltiesmposed. (Vallin Decl. 1 5; Notice of DeficiencyEx. 35to
Wallin Decl.[Doc. No. 1233].) As of June 9, 2016, William Moon®&ytax liability for the
2004 taxyear wasp30,546.41(Ex. 3.)

For the2013 and 2014ax yearsthe Mooneysgain filed joint €deral income tax
returns. (Wallin Decl] 7.) The IRS assessed taxes for those yessedon the Mooneys’
selfreported incomeld.; see also Exs. 45.) Thefederal income tax, penalties, and interest

for those two tax yeammaintained an unpaid balance of $3,13&6®f June 9, 201¢See

2 As more fully explained belowalthough the Mooneys certainly dispute the
government’degal authority to collect taxes, they do not meaningfully call into question
the accuracyfahe assessments or of any of the documents filed by Plaintiff.
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Exs. 45.))

In all, as of January 1, 2018, the assessments made against William Mooney,
including federal income taxemterest, angenaltiesfor the tax years of 22004 and
2013-2014 maintaine@ balance of $63,355.21. (Kennedy D#&cb.) Likewise as ofthat
same date,he assessmentsade against Joni Mooney, again including federal income
taxes, interest, and penalties for the 2Q0P®3 and 2012014 tax yearsnaintainedan
unpaid balance of $30,240.11d.(f 7.) Additional interest continues to accrue on these
debts ata rate spedied by federal law. Id. 1 5, 7) Moreover, as shown in the IRS
transcripts of account, notices of the aforementioned assessments and demands for payment
were sent to the Mooneydd( 1 5, 7) However, despite these notices and demands for
payment, thdlooneys have failed to pay what they owe the IREf({ 5, 9.)

2. The Mooneys’ Civil Penalty Liability

In 2009, the Mooneys filed federal income tax returns for the-20M8 tax years
(Wallin Decl. § 6.)A delegate of the Secretary of the Treasury deeatledf thesetax
returnsto befrivolous, so a penalty was assessed for each of the submitted tax r&taxns. (
Returns & Penalty Approval FormBxs. 36-34 to Wallin Decl.[Doc. No. 1232].) As of
January 1, 2018, ihpenalty assessmeagainst WilliamMooneyhad an unpaid balance of
$37,907.70 and thepenalty assessment against Joni Mooney had an unpaid balance of
$37,630.81. (Kenney Decfif 9, 11.) The IRS again sent the Mooneys notices of these

assessments as well as demands for paymbemht${ (10, 12see also Exs. 6-15.)



3. The Property at Issue

It is undisputed that in February of 1982 Mooneys acquireby deed a property
located at 409 6th Avenue Northwest, Little Falls, Minnesota. (William Mooney Dep.
(“Mooney Dep.”) [Doc. No. 124€] at13.)® It is also undisputed that the Mooneysaéily
owned this property until 20041d( at 21; Quit Claim Deed, Ex. 16 to Wallin Decl.
(“Deed”) [Doc. No. 1231] at 1) In 2004, however, William Mooney purported to transfer
the propertyto the HarboHoldingsTrust, a “Pure Trust” thavascreated in September of
that year (See Trust Documents, Ex. 25 to Wallin Decl. [Doc. No. 4Q3at 16-20.) A
“Memorandum of Trust” purports to narR®naldOttaviano andviichael Balice as trustees
for the HarbomHoldings Trust and William Mooney as the General &fgen.(Id. at 17.)

On October 4, 2004, Williarklooneypurported taive, or‘exchang¢ the Property
to the Harbor Holdings Trusta a “Certificate of Exchange(ld. at 20.) This Certificate,
however,does not provide details of what William Mooney received in return for the
property; it simply stateghat “the exchanger [William Mooney] will hold no legal or
beneficial title or interest in the property exchanged hereto, and that this exchange is
complete and absolute and the exchanger undesstatce will have no right to the assets
until the Trust ends in 25 years or the Trustees sooner dissolve thé @ameAt his
deposition, William Mooney testified that he received “Certificates” with no monetary value
in “exchange for the property.” (Mooney Dep. at 1Bhen on November 1, 2004, the

Mooneys signed a quitclaim deed purportedly conveyimg property to“Harbor

® Citations to Wiliam Mooney deposition reference thedeposition’s internal
pagination.



Holdings’, Mid-Atlantic Trustees and Administrators, Truste®&édat 1.) This quitclaim
deed states that the “sale prazeother consideration given for this property was $500.00 or
less.” (d.) The Morrison County tax assessment for the property that same year indicated
that the estimated market value of the property wag2@6®0. (Property Tax Assessment,
Ex. 17 to Wallin Decl[Doc. No. 1231] at 2)

Despite this purported conveyance, William Mooney testified thafideneyshave
at all timescontinua to live in the property without paying rent. (Mooney Dep. a) 18
Although the Mooneys do not pay rent, William Mooriesther testified that they pay
somemaintenance and utility costs and perform upkeep on the property, including yardwork
andsnow removal.I@l. at 18,25-27.)

B. Procedural Posture

From the time Plaintiffnitiated this actionand as this Court has described in several
of its prior Orders, the Mooneyhave engaged inwhat may be described as an
unconventional respongde this litigation. To begin with, Defendant WillianMooney,
although not a lawyer authorized to practice law in the State of Minnesota or to appear
before this Court, has attempted to represent not only himself but his wife and Harbor
Holdings. GeeJan. 30, 2017 Order [Doc. No. 4t]4.) The Mooneylsave also filed more
than two dozen affidavits, exhibits, motions, and notices with names such as “Lawful Notice
of Fault in Dishonor” and “Affidavit of ‘Friend of a Friend’ and “Constitutional Consul’.”
(Id. at 4-7.) These documents have generally provennmsponsive to the Complaint and

not in keeping with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and accordingly have been nearly

universally stricken from the record by the magistrate judgee Jan. 30, 2017 Order; Nov.
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7, 2016 Order [Doc. No. 36].MagistrateJudge Brisbois has also repeatedly reminded the
Mooneys that a noAawyer may not represent a thiparty in court. $ee, e.g., Jan. 30,
2017 Order.)

Because Defendant Harbor Holdings had failed to plead or otherwise properly
defend the actier-despite repeated orders of this Court to de-B@intiff moved for an
entry of default as to that defendant on February 2, 208¢.Request for Entry of Defatul
[Doc. No. 48].) Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(b)(1), the Clerk of Court
duly entered default four days lateBed Clerk’s Entry of Default [Doc. No. 50].)

On February 15, 2017, the Moorsefjled a Motion for Dismissal with Prejudice
[Doc. No. 51] This Court adopted the magistrate judge’s R&R [Doc. No. 74], and denied
the Mooneys’ Motion. $ee Order of May 31, 2017 Adopting R&R [Doc. No. 3B
Relevant here, this Court rejected the Moonegshtention that the Court lacked
jurisdiction over this actior-argumentf$ounded orthe secalled “sovereign citizen” theory
of law and history—and heldhat it had subject matter jurisdiction as a matter of (kdvat
7.)

On August 22, 201 7the Mooneydiled a Motion for Summary Judgment with
Prejudice [Doc. No83]. In their Motion, the Mooneys raised the same “sovereign citizen”
jurisdictional arguments that they had previously raisethér Motion to Dismiss, and
which this Court and the magistrgtelge addressed and rejecte@e€ R&R of Nov. 2,

2017 [Doc. No. 112]at 5-8.) And of significance here, the Mooneys further argued that
they should be granted summary judgment because they “have not consented to these

Proceedings,”efs.” Mem.Supp.Sunm. J.[Doc. No. 84] T 5, and because Plaintiff had
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failed to “show the relevant controlling statutes supporting [its] claims” that thexdéfso
are liable for a “1040 tax,”id. 1 22). This Court referred the Mooneys’ Motido the
magistrate judgesee Order of Aug24, 2017 [Doc. No. 103]), who then recommended that
this Court deny the MooneyMotion, (see R&R of Nov. 2, 201). The R&R which this
Court later adoptenh its entirety (see Order of Feb. 15, 2018 [Doc. Nb43)), rejected the
Mooneys’ claims, reasoning tha(l) the Mooneys’ jurisdictional arguments had been
previously rejected by this Court and were thus barred by thefléve-case doctrirne(2)
thatthe Mooneys*lack of consent” argumentsere without a legal basis; and (3) that their
“1040 tax’ arguments were similarly wholly without legal merit, as they were grounded on
a misunderstandingf the Counts asserted in the ComplaiR&R of Nov. 2, 2017 at-55,

8-9, 12-13).

On January 10,8, Plaintiff filed theMotion for Summary Judgment currently
under considerationPlaintiff seek to reduce to judgmenthe federal income tax
assessments and penalty assessments against the Mooneys; a judicial detetimanation
Harbor Holdings is their nomineeor, in the alternative, thahe Mooneys fraudulently
conveyed their personal residence to Harbor Holdings; and to enforce federal tax liens on
the Mooneys’ personal residenaad order the sale of the property so that Plaintiff can
apply the proceeds to the Mooneys’ federal tax dée¢.Kl.'s Mem. Supp. Summ. [Doc.

No. 121].) In an Order dated January 12, 2018, the magistrate judge diredvéabtieys
to file a responseo Plaintiff's Motion. (See Order of Jan. 12, 201foc. No. 127].)
However, rather than filing a substantive response, the Moagsis filed the same

“meaninglessand routinely rejected tax protestolocuments advancing the same
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unmeritorious argumentiat this Court has rejected iis prior Orders(R&R of Apr. 19,
2018at 18)

Turning to Plaintiff's substantive arguments, the magistrate jéidgefound “that
the federal income tax liability [and federal tax penalty liability] assessments against [the
Mooneys] should be reduced to judgmentd. @t 7,8.) Citing controlling Eighth Circuit
precedent, the magistrate judge reasoned that tax assessnasi@dy the IRS are
“presumed correct,” and thdhe taxpayer bears the burden of proving, by a preponderance
of the evidence, that the assessment is erroneddsat(5 (quotingN.D. Sate Univ. v.
United Sates, 255 F.3d 599, 603 (8th Cir. 2001).) The magistrate judge noted that the
Mooneys havefailed toprofferany admissible evidence to rebut or dispute the assessments
presented by [Plaintiff],{id. at 7, 8), and found that Plaintiff had presented the necessary
evidence “demonstrating it is entitlemjudgment in the present cdsgg. at 6.

With respect to the enforcementtbk federal tax liensthe magistrate judge found
that these liens were enforceable onNfaoneys’ Little Fallsproperty notwithstandinthe
Mooneys’purported conveyance of the property to Harbor Holdings. Analyzing the factors
considered by Minnesota courts to determine nominee status, the magistrat®yudge
that evidence in the record amply showed that “Harbor Holdings holdp]tbperty asa
mere nominee of [th®ooneys]’ (Id. at 13) Specifically the magistrate judge found that:
(1) “Harbor Holdings paid no consideration .as. part of the purported conveyance of the
Property from [the Mooneys] to Harbor Holdirig&d.); (2) that the Mooneys’ tax labilities
arose before the purported transfer of phaperty, (d. at 14); (3) that there was a close

relationship between William Mooney and Harbor Holdingd, &t 14-15);, (4) that the
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evidence strongly indicated that the Mooney®rcised dominion and control over the
property, {d.); and (5) that the Mooneys continued to enjoy the propeady,a{ 16).
Weighing all of these factors, the magistrate judge foundsthmamary judgmenn favor of
Plaintiff was warranted on the issue of whether Harbor Holdings holds the property merely
as the Mooneys’ nominedd() In light of its ®nclusion,the magistrate judge found that
Plaintiff was entitled to a forced sale of the property, andiegbroceeds of the sale should
be paid to Plaintiff “to satisfy or partially satisfy the recommended judgmeiatvar of
[Plaintiff] on [the Mooneys]’ federal income tax and civil penalty liabilitied’ &t 18.f

On May 1, 2018, the Mooneys fil¢deir Objection tdhe R&R. As more thoroughly
discussed below, the Mooneys regrettalgigtinue to assert the same meritless tax protestor
arguments that this Court and the magistrate judge have thoroughly addressed and rejected.
Accordingly, and because this Court fully agrees with the magistrate judge’s R&R,

Court will overrule the Mooneys’ Objection and adth@ R&R in its entirety.

Il. DISCUSSION
A. Standard of Review
Upon issuance of an R&R, a party may “serve andsplecificwritten objections to

the proposed findings and recommendations.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b)(2). “The objections

*“[lln an abundance of caution,” tineagistrate judge also analyzed ttecuments that

the Mooneydiled in response to Plaintiff’'s Motion. The magistrate judge found not only
that the arguments advanced by the documewtse barred by the lavof-the-case
doctrine, but that “th[ose] exact arguménés well as‘numerous variations . . . have
routinely and correctly been repeatedly rejected by the Eighth Circuit as ‘meritless;’
‘absurd,” and ‘entirely frivolous.” (R&Rof Apr. 19, 2018 aR2 (citations omitted) see
alsoid. at18-24.)
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should specify the portion of the magistrate judge’s [R&R] to which objections are made
and provide a basis for those objectionstayer v. Walvatne, No. 07cv-1958 (JRT/RLE),
2008 WL 4527774, at *2 (D. Minn. Sept. 28, 2008). Objections which are not specific but
merely parrot arguments already presented to and considered by the magistrate judge are not
entitled tode novo review. Dunnigan v. Fed. Home Loan Mortg. Corp., No. 15cv-2626
(SRN/JSM), 2017 WL 825200, at *3 (D. Minn. Mar. 2, 2017) (citubgshak v. Minnesota,
No. 1Xcv-473 (JRT/IJSM), 2012 WL 928251, at *2 (D. Minn. Mar. 19, 2012)).
Furthermore, when presenting arguments to a magistrate judge, parties must put forth “not
only their ‘best shot’ but all of their shotsRidenour v. Boehringer Ingelheim Pharm., Inc.,
679 F.3d 1062, 1067 (8th Cir. 2012) (quotations and citations omitted). Thus, a party
cannot, in his objections to an R&R, raise arguments that were not clearly presented to the
magistrate judge.Hammann v. 1-800 Ideas.com, Inc., 455 F. Supp. 2d 942, 9448 (D.
Minn. 2006).Pursuant to statute, this Court reviesesnovo any portion of the magistrate
judge’sR&R to which specift objections are made, and “may accept, reject, or modify, in
whole or in part, the findings or recommendations” contained inRE&&. 28 U.S.C. §
636(b)(1)(C);seeaso Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b); D. Minn. LR 72.2(b)(3)

B. Analysis

In their Objectionthe Moongs set forth ten reasons why this Court should decline
to adopt the R&R. They contend) thatthe assseanents against them were made without
their consent; (2)hatthe Treasury cannot do assessments on “1040;tg83ghat neither
this Court nor the IRS has jurisdiction in these proceedingthdtithe Court and the IRS’s

“refus[al]” to show why they have jurisdiction in this case is “a clear violation of Due
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Process and ground for an appgeé) thatPlaintiff and the IRS “halve] refused to proeid
the statute written by Congress which makes the [Mooneys] liable for incorh¢aathat
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment should have been submitted before October 15,
2017 per the magistrate judge’s scheduling order; (7) that this Court has allowed the
magistrate judge to issue an R&R “when [tleoney$ specifically said [they] did not
consent to a magistrate judg#éyus“derfying] [their] right to a judg&in violation oftheir
due process rights; (8hat “case law is a violation of the cditstion because the
constitutional provisions only permit congress to make [@vd] not the courts;” (9}hat
their due process rights have been further violated because “[n]o clear and convincing
evidence given by testimony under oath with the penalty of perjury and subject to cross
examination has beengsentetiand thattheir rights toa“Jury Trial ha[ve] been violated;”
and (10Xxhatthis Court “has denied [their] right to subrogation.” (Defs.” Obj—t)L

In essence, the Mooneys’ objections d@ngrouped intosix primary categories
First,the Mooneys assdtat they did not consent to these proceedings or to the assessment
of taxes. Secondhey contendhat the Treasyrlacks statutoryauthority to collectaxes
Third, they arguehat neither the IRS nor this Court hpsisdiction Fourth,they contend
that this Courtacks authority to make law or tefer motions to a magistrate juddefth,
they allegehat this Court is violating their rights to due processtaradtrial by jury.And
finally, they assert that Plaintiff violated the pretrial schedulnaigio

At the outset, this Court notes that the first three of the Mooneys’ contentions have
been thoroughly and repeatedly addressed and rejegtéuils Court and the magistrate

judgethroughout these proceedingshis Court has time after timmdvisedthe Mooneys
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that the lawof-thecase doctrinebars them from continuing toadvancethe same
unmeritoriousargumentsthat have already beearjected by this Court Although the
Moonegys remain undeterred, this Court will not address those arguments any fkdher.
the reasos already explained elsewheréhe Mooneys’ arguments about consent,
jurisdiction, and the impropriety/illegality ¢fie IRS assessiri@040 taxes” are overruled.

The next of the Mooneys’ contentiernshatthis Court lacks authority ttmake law
or to refer motions to a magistrate judgare patentlyrivolous and do not merit a lengthy
discussionSee, e.g., Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137, 1771803)(“It is emphatically the
province and duty of the judicial department to say what the ld)y 28 U.S.C
8636b)(1)(B) (“a judge may also designate a magistrate judge to conduct hearings,
including evidentiary hearings, and to submit to a judge of the court profpodied)s of
fact and recommendations for the disposition, by a judge of the court, of any motion
excepted in subparagraph (A) . .”). Similarly, the Mooneys’ fifth contentieathat this
Court has violated their rights to due process and to a triairysy-is without legal merit.
The Mooneys have failed to articulate any guecess violationsgnd it is beyond question
thatthis Court may properly grant summary judgment beforeitritde movant shows that
there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as
a matter of law.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(3Jprrissv. BNSF Ry. Co., 817 F.3d 1104, 1107 (8th
Cir. 2016) As clearly explained by the magistrate judge, Plaintiff has submitted substantial
evidence to show the Mooneys’ tax and civil penalty liability and why the federal tax liens

should attach to the Mooneys’ residence.
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Finally, this Court finds no basis in fact for the Mooneys’ contention that Plaintiff
violated thepretrial scheduling ordeby not filing its Motion for Summary Judgment by
October 15, 2017. Contrary to the Mooneys’ assestitime pretrial scheduling order
merely directed thparties tacontact this Court no later than October 15, 2017 to schedule a
hearing for a dispositive motiorsge Pretrial Sched. Order of Apr. 7, 2017 [Doc. No. 72] at
5.) The schedulingorder clearly contemplated that the motion hearing, and therefore the
filing of motion papersmay notoccuruntil after that date, warning the parties that “at least
two to three months advance notice is necessary to place a dispositive motion on the
calendar.” [d.) And in any event, a schedulirggderviolation is not grounds for outright
denial of a summary judgment motion.

In conclusion, after de novo review of all the files, records, and proceedings herein,
this Court fully agrees with the magistrate judge that summary judgment is warranted in
favor of Plaintiff. Accordingly, this Court overrules the Mooneys’ Objectind adopts the

R&R in its entirety.

.  ORDER
Based on the foregoing, and all the files, records, and proceedings hErksn,
HEREBY ORDERED that:
1. The Objection to the magistrateugge’s April 19, 2018 Report and
Recommendatiofiled by Joni T. MooneyandWilliam J. Mooney[Doc.
No. 147] iSOVERRULED;

2. The CourtADOPTS the Report and Recommendation [Doc. 844 in
its entirety; and
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3. Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment [Doc. No. J19GRANTED:

a. The Clerk of CourSHALL ENTER JUDGMENT against William
J. Mooney and in favor of the Unites States in the amount of
$101,262.91, plus statutory interest, penalties, and additions accruing
after January 1, 2018, until judgment is paid for William J. Mooney's
federal income tax debts ftire tax years 2002, 2003, 2004, 2013, and
2014, and for William J. Mooney’s frivolotfging penalties for tax
years 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008;

b. The Clerk of CourtSHALL ENTER JUDGMENT against Joni T.
Mooney and in favor of the Unites States in the amount of $67,870.92,
plus statutory interest, penalties, and additions accruing after January
1, 2018, until judgment is paid for Joni T. Mooney’s federal income
tax debts for the tax years 2002, 2003, 2013, and 2014, and for Joni T.
Mooney’s frivolousfiling penalties for tax years 2004, 2005, 2006,
2007, and 2008.

c. The United States has valid and subsisting federal tax liens on all
property and rights to property of William J. Mooney and Joni T.
Mooney, and may enforce its liens against William J. Mooney and
Joni T. Mooney's property to attempt to satisfy those federal tax
liabilities. Specifically, the Unites States’ federal tax liens attach to
William J. Mooney and Joni T. Mooney’s real property locatediOsx
6th Avenue Northwest, Little Falls, Minnesota, within this judicial
district and more particularly described as: Lots 9, 10, 11, 12, and
13, all in Block 11 of Thayer's Addition to the City of Little Falls,
according to the plat thereof, and situated in Morrison, County,
Minnesota (the “Property”).

d. The United States is authorized to enforce its federal tax liens against
William J. Mooney and Joni T. Mooney's interest in the Property, so
that the proceeds of the sale of the Property may be distributed to the
United States to be applied to Wililam J. Mooney and Joni T.
Mooney's outstanding federal income tax liabilities.

e. The United States shall be authorized to sell the Property subject to
further Order of this Court.

f. Defendant Harbor Holdings has no property interest in the Property.
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g. The proceeds of any sale shall be distributed to the United States to be
applied to William J. Mooney and Joni T. Mooney's outstanding
federal tax liabilities.

LET JUDGMENT BE ENTERED ACCORDINGLY.

Dated:May 15, 2018 s/Susan Richard Nelson
SUSAN RICHARD NELSON
United States District Judge
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