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IRS REFORM: LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE
NATIONAL TAXPAYER ADVOCATE

FRIDAY, MAY 19, 2017

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 8:59 a.m., in Room
1100, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Vern Buchanan
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding.

[The advisory announcing the hearing follows:]

o))



Chairman Buchanan Announces Hearing with the National
Taxpayer Advocate

House Ways and Means Oversight Subcommittee Chairman Vern Buchanan (R-FL) announced
today that the Subcommittee will hold a hearing entitled “IRS Reform: Lessons Learned from the
National Taxpayer Advocate.” The hearing will provide input on reforms that can be made to
the agency based on the experience of the Taxpayer Advocate Service, an independent office
which helps taxpayers resolve problems with the IRS. The hearing will take place on Friday,
May 19, 2017 in 1100 Longworth House Office Building, beginning at 9:00 AM.

In view of the limited time to hear witnesses, oral testimony at this hearing will be from invited
witnesses only. However, any individual or organization may submit a written statement for
consideration by the Committee and for inclusion in the printed record of the hearing.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS:

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit written comments for the
hearing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page of the Committee website
and complete the informational forms. From the Committee homepage,
http://waysandmeans.house.gov, select “Hearings.” Select the hearing for which you would like
to make a submission, and click on the link entitled, “Click here to provide a submission for the
record.” Once you have followed the online instructions, submit all requested information.
ATTACH your submission as a Word document, in compliance with the formatting requirements
listed below, by the close of business on Friday, June 2, 2017. For questions, or if you
encounter technical problems, please call (202) 225-3625.

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS:

The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record. As
always, submissions will be included in the record according to the discretion of the Committee.
The Committee will not alter the content of your submission, but we reserve the right to format it
according to our guidelines. Any submission provided to the Committee by a witness, any
materials submitted for the printed record, and any written comments in response to a request for
written comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission not in
compliance with these guidelines will not be printed, but will be maintained in the Committee
files for review and use by the Committee.



All submissions and supplementary materials must be submitted in a single document via email,
provided in Word format and must not exceed a total of 10 pages. Witnesses and submitters are
advised that the Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing
record.

All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons and/or organizations on whose behalf
the witness appears. The name, company, address, telephone, and fax numbers of each witness
must be included in the body of the email. Please exclude any personal identifiable information
in the attached submission.

Failure to follow the formatting requirements may result in the exclusion of a submission. All
submissions for the record are final.

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities. If you are in
need of special accommodations, please call 202-225-1721 or 202-226-3411 TTD/TTY in
advance of the event (four business days notice is requested). Questions with regard to special
accommodation needs in general (including availability of Committee materials in alternative
formats) may be directed to the Committee as noted above.

Note; All Committee advisories and news releases are available at
http://www.waysandmeans.house. gov/

Chairman BUCHANAN. The Subcommittee will come to order.

Welcome to the Ways and Means Oversight Subcommittee hear-
ing on IRS Reforms: Lessons Learned from the National Taxpayer
Advocate.

It has been nearly 20 years since Congress seriously considered
reforms to the IRS. I am hopeful that as we embark on a renewed
effort to improve the agency that we can work hand-in-hand with
Members on both sides of the aisle. Working together, I am con-
fident that we can find common ground and make progress.

I think it is important to emphasize that our efforts to reform the
IRS should not be seen as a punishment or a criticism of the aver-
age agency employee; instead, they are a recognition that the IRS’s
mission is very important. Every government entity, just like pri-
vate companies, can benefit from a thorough review and some
thoughtful, long-term planning and action. And that is what we are
here for today.

I have a business background. I started my own business many
years ago, and my experience tells me that we always need to look
for ways to improve. Continuous improvement has been part of my
philosophy over a lot of years. We always find a way to get better
and more efficient.

When evaluating any entity- government or business- I always
ask myself the reason for improving, but the big goal is to have
continuous improvement, I think, as your organization has done so
over the years.

The task before us today is to ask the tough questions and look
for solutions. This work is important because taxpayers need to be
able to trust the entity administering the Tax Code. Ninety-eight
percent of our tax revenues come to the IRS voluntarily. Only 2
percent is collected through the IRS enforcement action.
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Trust is a key component of voluntary compliance. The Taxpayer
Bill of Rights contains the right to quality service, and I think that
is one of our biggest focuses as second on the list. An IRS publica-
tion describes the right as the right to receive prompt, courteous,
and professional assistance in taxpayer dealings with the IRS. As
we consider reforms to the IRS, we should keep this right, as well
as well as the other nine in mind.

I look forward to working with the Ranking Member, Mr. Lewis,
and other Members of the Committee, to make the IRS a 21st cen-
tury agency.

I want to thank our witness, Ms. Olson, for being here today. She
has been a champion for taxpayers for many years, and her insight
on this topic will be valuable. I look forward to her testimony.

I now yield to the distinguished Ranking Member, Mr. Lewis, for
the purposes of an opening statement.

Mr. LEWIS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much
for holding this hearing with the National Taxpayer Advocate.

And T want to thank Ms. Olson for being here and for her many
years of service.

I would also like to thank our Members for being here. I know
for some of us, this is a little early.

Chairman BUCHANAN. I agree.

Mr. LEWIS. But we are here.

Mr. Chairman, we must approach the important matter of re-
forming and improving the Internal Revenue Service with a great
deal of care. We must remain focused on doing what is right, and
what is just for the interests of every American taxpayer. If we
stay on a bipartisan path together, we help the IRS become a
model of success for constituent services.

The IRS is a large and complex organization that has suffered
from a lack of resources for many years. Congress cut the agency’s
budget by almost $1 billion since 2010. These cuts hurt and harm
taxpayer services and tax compliance.

And the IRS needs technology, infrastructure, and employees to
provide secure, quality customer service. For these reasons, respon-
sible reform must include strong, robust funding. As we study the
IRS structure and service, we must also consider how much the
world has changed since Congress last acted on this matter.

Over the last 20 years, smartphones and internet access created
opportunities for some and barriers for others. Both taxpayers and
those who serve them struggle with increased identity theft, fraud,
and scams. Unfortunately, certain programs, like private debt col-
lection, which have been tried and repeatedly failed, just lead to
more confusion.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we agree on the importance of an
agency that would provide taxpayers with greater access to cus-
tomer service online, over the phone, and in person. I believe we
can help build a tax administration system that will take advan-
Eage of new technology, while enhancing the security of taxpayer

ata.

I believe that we must do better, and that if we work together,
we can do better. I look forward to hearing from the National Tax-
payer Advocate today, and learning more from her experience with
taxpayers and the agency.
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And again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing
today. And thank you for your service. I yield back.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Lewis. And I look for-
ward to working with you on the IRS reforms.

Without objections, other Members’ opening statements will be
made part of the record.

Today’s witness panel includes one expert, Nina Olson, the Na-
tional Taxpayer Advocate for Taxpayer Advocate Services at the
IRS. And I did mention to her earlier, I met with a group of CPAs
from Florida, and your organization was well thought of.

And also last week, preparers that are here in Washington, I
asked them about your organization, and they gave you high
marks. I don’t want you to get a big head, but the point is, we do
believe in continuous improvement.

Ms. Olson, we appreciate you being here today. The sub-
committee will receive your written statement, which will be made
part of the formal hearing record. You now have five minutes to de-
liver your oral remarks. You may begin when you are ready. Thank
you.

STATEMENT OF NINA E. OLSON, NATIONAL TAXPAYER
ADVOCATE

Ms. OLSON. Chairman Buchanan, Ranking Member Lewis, and
Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to testify
today regarding the operations of the Internal Revenue Service,
and to offer some suggestions to improve the responsiveness of the
agency to U.S. taxpayers.

It has been nearly two decades since Congress last reviewed and
updated the laws governing IRS operations. A lot has changed dur-
ing that time, and tax administration would benefit from a fresh
review of those laws.

In my written statement, I make the following points: First, re-
forms to IRS operations will be most successful if Congress consults
widely on its proposals, engages IRS employees and external stake-
holders, and provides the IRS with adequate funding to succeed.

Second, sound tax administration should be predicated on
foundational principles, and the most important principle is respect
for taxpayer rights. Not only is respecting the rights of the tax-
payers who pay our Nation’s bills the right thing to do, but there
is significant empirical data that suggests building trust with tax-
payers, which requires respecting their rights, enhances voluntary
compliance as well.

In 2015, Congress codified the provisions of the Taxpayer Bill of
Rights, or TBOR, as part of a provision requiring that the Commis-
sioner ensure IRS employees receive training and act in accord
with those rights. The challenge now is to ensure that TBOR is not
merely aspirational, but is incorporated into the very ethos of the
IRS, and explicitly into its business practices.

I believe a clear statement that taxpayers actually have the 10
fundamental TBOR rights would provide a stronger foundation for
effective tax administration. And, therefore, I recommend that Con-
gress enact the Taxpayer Bill of Rights as a freestanding provision
in the Internal Revenue Code.
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Third, to become an effective 21st century tax administration,
the IRS must place greater emphasis on taxpayer service. In my
view, there is no conflict whatsoever between providing high-qual-
ity taxpayer service and taking actions to ensure tax compliance,
particularly on the part of persons actively seeking to evade tax.
It should not be an either/or proposition.

But to create an environment that encourages taxpayer trust and
confidence, the IRS must change its culture from one that is en-
forcement-oriented to one that is service-oriented.

Of the IRS’s current appropriated budget of $11.2 billion, 43 per-
cent is allocated to enforcement, while only 4 percent—I repeat,
only 4 percent—is allocated to taxpayer outreach and education ac-
tivities.

According to IRS data, the agency dedicates only 98 employees
to conduct outreach and education to the roughly 62 million small
business and self-employed taxpayers, and only 376 employees to
conduct outreach and education to the 125 million wage and invest-
ment taxpayers. Meanwhile, the IRS has over 3,000 revenue offi-
cers who collect field collection activity, and over 8,800 revenue
agents who conduct field audits.

In RRA 98, Congress directed the IRS to restate its mission to
place a greater emphasis on serving the public and meeting tax-
payers’ needs. In response, the IRS adopted the following mission
statement: “Provide America’s taxpayers top-quality service by
helping them understand and meet their tax responsibilities and by
applying the tax law with integrity and fairness to all.”

In 2009, with no public discussion or notice to Congress or to my-
self, the IRS quietly changed its mission statement to read, “and
enforce the tax law with integrity and fairness to all.” This shift
in tone and emphasis from “applying” to “enforcing” the law sug-
gests IRS leadership disagreed with the congressional directive and
decided to place greater emphasis on enforcement in the mission
statement.

Accordingly, I recommend that Congress require the IRS to re-
vise its mission statement to reemphasize a noncoercive approach
to tax administration and explicitly affirm the role of taxpayer
rights as a guiding principle for tax administration.

Fourth, Congress has passed three important taxpayer rights
bills, including RRA 98. And in my testimony, I highlight provi-
sions that IRS has—that Congress has enacted, that the IRS has
either not implemented, defined away through writ guidance, or
only done a partial job.

Fifth, RRA 98 joint oversight hearings would give Congress bet-
ter insight into the IRS strategic and operational plans, promote
dialogue between Congress, IRS, and interested stakeholders, and
help ensure the tax writing and appropriations committees coordi-
nate their expectations and approaches toward the IRS operations.

Thank you for this opportunity, and I look forward to answering
any questions.

[The prepared statement of Nina Olson follows:]
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Chairman Buchanan, Ranking Member Lewis, and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for inviting me to testify today regarding the operations of the Internal
Revenue Service and to offer some suggestions to improve the responsiveness of the
agency to U.S. taxpayers.'

In a summary of its blueprint, A Better Way, the House Republicans’ Tax Reform Task
Force describes “A Service First IRS,” noting that “[a] simpler, fairer tax code will require
a simpler, fairer IRS with one mission: Put the taxpayers first.”

| am delighted this subcommittee is planning to take a hard look at IRS priorities and
operations. Between 1988 and 1998, Congress passed three significant pieces of
legislation to improve tax administration and strengthen taxpayer rights.® It has now
been nearly two decades since the final of those bills was enacted, and tax
administration has changed in many ways. Perhaps the most significant changes are
the increasing use of automation by the IRS and the increasing use of the Internet and
other digital services by taxpayers. During this time, we have also had a chance to
assess the impact of the changes made by the landmark IRS Restructuring and Reform
Act of 1998 (RRA 98). Most have stood the test of time well, but some require
tweaking.

In my testimony today, | will make the following points:
1. Reforms to IRS operations will be most successful if Congress consults widely on
its proposals, engages IRS employees, and provides the IRS with adequate
funding.

2. Sound tax administration should be predicated on foundational principles, and
the most important principle is respect for taxpayer rights.

! The views expressed herein are solely those of the National Taxpayer Advocate. The National
Taxpayer Advocate is appointed by the Secretary of the Treasury and reports to the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue. However, the National Taxpayer Advocate presents an independent taxpayer
perspective that does not necessarily reflect the position of the IRS, the Treasury Department, or the
Office of Management and Budget. Congressional testimony requested from the National Taxpayer
Advocate is not submitted to the IRS, the Treasury Department, or the Office of Management and Budget
for prior approval. However, we are providing courtesy copies of this statement to both the IRS and the
Treasury Department.

? House Republicans’ Tax Reform Task Force, A Better Way for Tax Reform,
http:/fabetterway. speaker.qov/_assets/pdf/ABetter\Way-Tax-Snapshot.pdf.

3 see Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue Act, Pub. L. No. 100-647, § 6226, 102 Stat. 3342, 3730
(1988) (containing the "Omnibus Taxpayer Bill of Rights,” also known as TBOR 1); Taxpayer Bill of
Rights 2, Pub. L. No. 104-168, 110 Stat. 1452 (19986 (also known as TBOR 2); Internal Revenue Service
Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998, Pub. L. No, 105-206, 112 Stat. 685, 726 (1998) (Title Il is known
as “Taxpayer Bill of Rights IlI" or TBOR 3).
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. To become an effective 21°! century tax administration, the IRS must place

greater emphasis on taxpayer service.

. The IRS has not implemented, has narrowly interpreted, or has not effectively

implemented many taxpayer protections enacted by Congress.

. RRA 98-style “joint oversight hearings” would give Congress better insight into

the IRS's strategic and operational plans, promote dialogue among Congress,
the IRS and interested stakeholders, and help ensure the tax-writing and
appropriations committees coordinate their expectations and approaches toward
IRS operations.

. Lastly, | summarize key provisions in the Blueprint and offer some suggestions

for the subcommittee to consider as it converts the Blueprint's concepts into
more detailed proposals.

General Observations: Reforms to IRS Operations Will Be Most Successful
if Congress Consults Widely on Its Proposals, Engages IRS Employees,
and Provides the IRS with Adequate Funding.

The Blueprint, by its nature, is a general document. It is not clear yet what specific
changes its authors contemplate or how far-reaching the changes may be. As one who
participated in the crafting of RRA 98 as an outside practitioner and who witnessed
much of its implementation after | became the National Taxpayer Advocate, | offer three
threshold observations:

Significant Changes Should Be Thoroughly Vetted. The IRS is a large and
complex agency, and as such, well-intentioned proposals can often have
unintended consequences. Therefore, it is important to vet significant changes
thoroughly before implementing them. Leading up to RRA 98, for example,
Congress created an independent commission to review the then-existing
practices of the IRS and recommend ways to modernize the agency's efficiency
and productivity while improving taxpayer services.® The commission, led by
then-Senator Bob Kerrey and then-Congressman Rob Portman, was bicameral
and bipartisan, and it employed significant professional staff. The commission
spent a full year studying IRS operations and developing its recommendations.
Among other things, the commission interviewed more than 500 individuals,
worked closely with the Treasury Department and the IRS to gain a
comprehensive understanding of IRS operations, and held 12 days of public
hearings.

After the commission completed its work in June 1997, the House Ways and

# Report of the National Commission on Restructuring the Internal Revenue Service, A Vision for a New
IRS (June 25, 1997), hitp:/iwww.house.gov/natcommirs/report1.pdf.
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.

Means and Senate Finance committees held numerous hearings of their own
before eventually passing the legislation. | am not advocating for an undertaking
of that magnitude. But | do think it's important that the tax-writing committees
take the time to talk with Treasury and IRS officials and outside stakeholders and
to study IRS operations carefully before enacting legislation that would make
major changes to the agency. Such consultations will maximize the chances for
success while minimizing the risks of unintended consequences.

« Employee Morale Affects Performance. The performance of the IRS as an
agency is dependent on the performance of its workforce. The agency's roughly
83,000 employees do everything from interacting personally with taxpayers, to
writing tax forms and instructions, to programing computer code.” It is therefore
essential that they be engaged and fully committed to their jobs. Because of
several well publicized incidents over the last few years, the IRS has been a
widely criticized agency, and many IRS employees feel besieged. Morale is low.
| am concerned that a congressional review of IRS operations with an eye toward
reforming parts of the agency may be interpreted as further disparagement.

In fact, it should not be interpreted in that way. Congress has an essential and
constructive role to play in reviewing and updating the laws that enable effective
tax administration. That can be good for employees as well as taxpayers. Based
on conversations with Chairman Buchanan and the majority and minority staffs, |
believe the subcommittee plans to work in a bipartisan manner to improve tax
administration. | encourage Members to speak with sensitivity and avoid
furthering the perception of many IRS employees that IRS reforms would be a
“punishment” of sorts.

« High Quality Taxpayer Service Cannot Be Achieved Without Adequate
Funding. Each year, the IRS receives more than 100 million telephone calls,
roughly five million taxpayer visits in its Taxpayer Assistance Centers (TACs),
and some ten million pieces of correspondence from taxpayers responding to
proposed tax adjustment notices.® To fulfill the “Service First” objective, the IRS
requires sufficient funding to hire and train enough employees to respond to each
of these contacts and to modernize its technology systems so that employees

* IRS, 2016 Data Book at 68 (Table 31). This count includes total full-time, part-time, and seasonal
personnel employed by the IRS during FY 2016. The number of full-time-equivalent positions used to
conduct IRS operations was approximately 78,000 during FY 2016 and 76,000 as of the end of FY 2016.
Id. at 67 (Table 30).

% IRS, Joint Operations Center, Snapshot Reports: Enterprise Snapshot, IRS Enterprise Total (final week
of each fiscal year for FY 2008 through FY 2016) (showing telephone call volumes exceeding 100 million
in every year); IRS Wage & Investment Division, Business Performance Review 7 (1% Quarter - FY 2017,
Feb. 9, 2017) (showing 5.6 million visits in FY 2015 and 4.5 million visits in FY 2018); IRS, Joint
Operations Center, Adjustments Inventory Reports: July-September Fiscal Year Comparison (FY 2007
through FY 2016) (showing annual taxpayer correspondence volumes regarding potential adjustments
has ranged from a low of 7.3 million letters to a high of 11.8 million letters and has averaged around ten
million per year).
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have access to complete and accurate information when they are communicating
with taxpayers. Since fiscal year (FY) 2010, we estimate the IRS's annual
appropriation has been cut by nearly 20 percent on an inflation-adjusted basis.”
At the same time, the agency has faced an increasing volume of tax returns, the
requirement to implement the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act®and a
surge in stolen identity refund fraud. High quality taxpayer service cannot be
provided on the cheap. If we want the IRS to provide better service, we have to
recognize it will require the resources to do so.

For purposes of today's hearing, | will keep my observations and recommendations very
general. Since | became the National Taxpayer Advocate in 2001, | have made more
than 100 legislative recommendations in my annual reports to Congress, many of which
have been introduced in bills sponsored by Members of Congress. Some have been
designed to fill gaps in RRA 98 or to update taxpayer protections. | would be happy to
discuss some of the specific proposals | believe would improve tax administration in
response to your questions today or with the committee’s staff in the coming months.

. Sound Tax Administration Should Be Predicated on Foundational
Principles — and the Most Important Principle Is Respect for Taxpayer
Rights.

| believe it is important to build organizations based on foundational goals and
principles. In the case of a tax collection agency, the overriding foundational goal is to
maximize voluntary tax compliance. Voluntary compliance is far preferable to enforced
compliance because audits are expensive on a per-return basis and often don’t even
uncover much of the noncompliance on a tax return.

In working toward the foundational goal of maximizing voluntary tax compliance, |
believe the most important foundational principle is respect for taxpayer rights.
Taxpayer rights deserve priority emphasis for two reasons. First, it is simply the right
thing to do. | think of the requirement to pay taxes as a “social contract” of sorts
between the government and its taxpayers. Taxpayers agree to pay a percentage of
their annual incomes to the government for the common good, and in exchange, the
government agrees to make the process as fair and burden-free as possible.

Second, there is empirical data that suggests building trust with taxpayers — which
requires respecting their rights — enhances voluntary compliance. In 2012, my office

"IRs funding is down in dollar terms by 7.5 percent since FY 2010. In FY 2010, the agency’s
appropriated budget stood at $12.1 billion. For FY 2018, its budget was $11.2 billion. Based on the
Consumer Price Index measure of inflation, costs have risen by 12 percent over the same period. Bureau
of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index — Urban (CPI-U) (reflecting inflation from March 2010 through
March 2017). Thus, the inflation-adjusted reduction is nearly 20 percent. There are multiple measures of
inflation, so the use of a different measure may produce slightly different results.

¢ Pub. L. No. 111-148, 124 Stat. 119 (2010).
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conducted a significant research study to try to tease out factors that influence tax
compliance (or non-compliance). The study focused on sole proprietors, because IRS
“tax gap” studies have shown sole proprietors are responsible for the largest single
portion of unreported income. This was the first study that has attempted to link an
individual's responses to survey questions to the IRS’s estimates of the individual's tax
compliance on filed tax returns. The study found that trust played an important role in
tax compliance. More specifically, a taxpayer's self-reported level of trust in
government, the tax laws, and the IRS correlated with the taxpayer’s level of tax
compliance.” The study suggests that gaining the trust of U.S. taxpayers is not only
good government, but it makes for effective tax collection as well.

In 2014, the IRS took a significant step toward acknowledging the value of taxpayer
rights. It adopted the Taxpager Bill of Rights (TBOR) — something | had been
recommending since 2007." These rights include (1) the right to be informed; (2) the
right to quality service; (3) the right to pay no more than the correct amount of tax;

(4) the right to challenge the IRS'’s position and be heard; (5) the right to appeal an IRS
decision in an independent forum; (6) the right to finality; (7) the right to privacy; (8) the
right to conﬁdentiatit}r (9) the right to retain representation; and (10) the right to a fair
and just tax system.

In 2015, Congress codified these ten rights as part of a provision requiring that the
Commissioner ensure IRS employees receive training and act in accord with them.”
These were very important developments. The challenge now is to ensure the TBOR is
not merely aspirational but is incorporated into the very ethos of the IRS — and explicitly
into its business practices.

In our Annual Report to Congress, we now publish a Taxpayer Rights Assessment
based on per‘!cun‘nance measures that | believe help show how well the IRS is complying
with the TBOR.™ These measures are organized under each of the ten TBOR rights.

In many cases, the performance measures | identify currently exist, and where they do,
we have included data. In other cases, we identify measures we believe the IRS can
and should start to track. The intent of this assessment is to give the IRS as well as

® National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, at 1-70 (Research Study: Factors
Influencing Voluntary Compliance by S Small Businesses: Preliminary Survey Results)

" See National Taxpayer Advocate 2007 Annual Report to Congress 4?3—439 (Legislative
Recommendation: Taxpayer Bill of Rights and De Minimis “Apology” P ); see also National
Taxpayer Advocate 2013 Annual Report to Congress 5-19 (Most Senous Problem: Taxpayer Rights: The
IRS Should Adopt a Taxpayer Bill of Rights as a Framework for Effective Tax Administration).

"' See IRS, Taxpayer Bill of Rights, https://www.irs.qovitaxpayer-bill-of-rights.

"2 see Consolidated Appropriations Act, 20186, Pub. L. No. 114-113, Division Q, § 401(a), 129 Stat. 2242,
3117 (2015) (codified at IRC § 7803(a)(3)).

' See National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress 42-47 (Taxpayer Rights
Assessment: RS Performance Measures and Data Relating to Taxpayer Rights),

hitps:taxpayeradvocate.irs. goviMedia/Default/Documents/2016-
ARC/ARC16 Volumel TaxpayerRightsAssessment.pdf.
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Congress and the tax community more information regarding the IRS’s performance.
Some of the measures can be refined, but ultimately, | believe it would be helpful to
incorporate some of these measures into IRS executive and senior manager
performance plans so that IRS managers are evaluated, in part, on their efforts to
uphold taxpayer rights.

One important point to note is that U.S. taxpayers already have a significant number of
statutory protections as a result of legislation enacted by Congress. Initially, | viewed
the TBOR primarily as a vehicle for making those rights clearer. As | have watched the
rollout of the TBOR and have had an opportunity to reflect on its impact and its role in
sound tax administration, however, | have come to believe that the tax system would
benefit from placing greater emphasis on the ten TBOR rights and using them as a
foundational document for tax administration.

In that regard, a significant limitation of the statutory provision reciting the ten TBOR
provisions is that it does not use the term “Taxpayer Bill of Rights” and it does not
explicitly state that taxpayers have any of these rights. By its terms, the provision
requires only that the Commissioner “ensure that employees of the Internal Revenue
Service are familiar with and act in accord with taxpayer rights.‘”‘ This leaves the
practical impact of the provision murky. If a taxpayer were to assert that the IRS had
violated one of the TBOR rights, it is open to question whether a court would find the
rights are legally cognizable.

| was not a party to the conversations that gave rise to this provision. My guess is the
IRS expressed concern that if the law provided that taxpayers possess these rights, it is
not clear how courts would interpret them and it could make it harder for the IRS to win
cases. If that was an expressed concern, | find it unpersuasive. Courts are regularly
called upon to interpret general provisions, and they do so by balancing competing
interests. For example, there are many provisions that are phrased in general terms in
the Bill of Rights in the U.S. Constitution. Yet the courts have shown they are quite
capable of defining the parameters of those rights. The courts have held, for example,
that the First Amendment right to free speech does not extend to falsely shouting “fire”
in a crowded movie theater, or to spreading knowingly false and defamatory information
about another individual, or to publishing obscene material.*®

As with the Bill of Rights, some of the TBOR provisions are more general than others.
For example, the courts would initially have to decide how to interpret the “Right to
Quality Service” and what a violation of that right would mean. But that does not mean
courts are incapable of doing so. A court might rule that the fact a taxpayer had to call

" IRC § 7803(a)(3).

' See, e.g., Schenck v. United States, 249 U.S. 47, 52 (1919) ("The most stringent protection of free
speech would not protect a man in falsely shouting fire in a theatre”); Garrison v. Louisiana, 378 U.S. 64,
75 (1964) ("[T]he knowingly false statement and the false statement made with reckless disregard of the
truth do not enjoy constitutional protection"); Roth v. United States, 354 U.S. 476 (1957) (concluding that
obscene material is not protected by the First Amendment).
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the IRS several times and wait for an extended period on hold would not affect the
outcome of a case, yet it would consider the “Right to Quality Service” as relevant if a
taxpayer can demonstrate that he called and spoke to an IRS employee and the
employee put notes in the file promising to take actions that the IRS never ended up
taking. As with any new law, there would be an initial period of some uncertainty as
courts begin to interpret it. And if the IRS loses a few cases because it has violated the
TBOR, the agency would realize immediately that it has to modify its procedures to
ensure the violations do not continue.' In other words, it would promote accountability.
Ultimately, | believe a clear statement that taxpayers have the ten fundamental TBOR
rights would provide a stronger foundation for effective tax administration, and | am
confident the courts would interpret those rights in a manner that is fair and reasonable.
To assist them, the tax-writing committees could provide guidance in the accompanying
committee reports.

Accordingly, | recommend that Congress:

« Enact the Taxpayer Bill of Rights as a freestanding provision in the Internal
Revenue Code.

« In addition, or in lieu of the above recommendation if Congress decides not to go
that far, direct the IRS to incorporate the foundational role of the TBOR into its
mission statement and structure its programs around the core principle of respect
for taxpayer rights.

ll. To Become an Effective 21%' Century Tax Administration, the IRS Must
Place Greater Emphasis on Taxpayer Service.

As noted above, one of the rights included in the Taxpayer Bill of Rights is “The Right to
Quality Senvice."" This right warrants additional discussion because it is central to
taxpayers’ experiences in dealing with the IRS.

| note at the outset that | believe IRS compliance activities, including audits and other
authorized compliance measures, are central to effective tax administration. In my
view, there is no conflict whatsoever between providing high quality taxpayer service
and taking steps to ensure tax compliance, particularly on the part of persons actively

"% It is also worth noting that the percentage of dispuled cases that ends up in the U.S. Tax Court is low.
In FY 2018, fewer than two percent of individual taxpayers who received a statutory notice of deficiency
or a Collection Due Process notice filed a petition in the Tax Court. IRS, Compliance Data Warehouse,
IRS Notice Delivery System.

'" The IRS describes the “Right to Quality Service” as follows: “Taxpayers have the right to receive
prompt, courteous, and professional assistance in their dealings with the IRS, to be spoken to in a way
they can easily understand, to receive clear and easily understandable communications from the IRS,
and to have a way to file complaints about inadequate service.” For additional detail, see
https:/taxpayeradvocate.irs.govitaxpayer-rights/right-2.
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seeking to evade tax. It is not an “either/or” proposition. Although beyond the scope of
my testimony today, | have made many recommendations in the past to improve IRS
compliance programs.'®

Last year, the Taxpayer Advocate Service (TAS) and | personally embarked on an
extraordinary endeavor to actively engage with the taxpayers we serve. As announced
in my 2015 Annual Report to Congress, in which we analyzed the IRS's “Future State”
vision, | traveled the country and held 12 Public Forums on Taxpayer Needs and
Preferences.'® Together with Members of Congress, including Congressmen Roskam,
Serrano, Meadows, Renacci, Becerra, and Doggett and Senators Grassley and Cardin,
| heard directly from taxpayers and their representatives about the challenges they face
in complying with the tax laws and dealing with the IRS.? TAS also held “Future State”
focus groups of tax return preparers and practitioners at the IRS Tax Forums.?' And we
engaged every TAS office in meetings about the “Future State” because TAS typically
assists between 200,000 and 250,000 taxpayers a year in resolving their Eroblems with
the IRS, so our employees see first-hand the challenges taxpayers face.?

We also conducted a nationwide survey of U.S. taxpayers to hear directly what they
need in the way of taxpayer service.? Finally, my immediate staff identified significant
research on topics that have relevance for tax administration, including approaches to
voluntary compliance, worldwide taxpayer service, alternative dispute resolution,
taxpayer rights, fraud detection, online accounts, and the impact of geographic

'® See, e.g., National Taxpayer Advocate 2011 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, at 63-90 (An Analysis
of the IRS Examination Strategy: Suggestions to Maximize Compliance, Improve Credibility, and Respect
Taxpayer Rights); National Taxpayer Advocate 2010 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, at 39-70 (An
Analysis of the IRS Collection Strategy: Suggestions to Increase Revenue, Improve Taxpayer Service,
and Further the IRS Mission).

' See National Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress xv. National Taxpayer Advocate
Public Forums were held in the following locations: Washington, DC (Feb. 23, 2016); Glen Ellyn, IL
(Mar. 9, 2016 with Congressman Roskamy); Bronx, NY (Mar. 18, 2016 with Congressman Serrano),
Hendersonville, NC (Apr. 4, 2016 with Congressman Meadows), Harrisburg, PA (Apr. 8, 2016); Red
Oak, IA (May 5, 2016 with Senator Grassley); Baltimore, MD (May 13, 2016 with Senator Cardin);
Washington, DC (May 17, 2018); Parma, OH (Aug. 16, 2018 with Congressman Renacci); Portland, OR
(Aug. 18, 2018); Los Angeles, CA (Aug. 22, 2016 with Congressman Becerra); and San Antonia, TX
(Aug. 30, 2016 with Congressman Doggett).

 For information about and full transcripts from the National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forums, see
https:/itaxpayeradvocate.irs.gov/ipublic-forums.

! TAS Communications and Liaison, 2016 IRS Nationwide Tax Forums TAS Focus Group Report:
Preparers' Thoughts About IRS's Proposed Future State (Oct. 2016),
https:/ftaxpayeradvocate.irs.gov/Media/Default/Documents/ResearchStudies/2016 _TaxForum FutureStat
e FocusGroup Report.pdf.

2 For the results of the discussions with TAS employees, see hitps:/itaxpayeradvocate.irs.gov/public-
forums.

* see National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, at 1-30 (Research Study:
Taxpayers’ Varying Abilities and Attitudes Toward IRS Taxpayer Service: The Effect of IRS Service
Delivery Choices on Different Demographic Groups).
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presence and focus. We expanded our searches beyond the tax literature to
psychology, behavioral economics, organizational theory, network theory, marketing,
and other disciplines. These literature reviews are published in volume 3 of the National
Taxpayer Advocate's 2016 Annual Report to Congress.

Last year’s “learning tour” culminated in a Special Focus section of my most recent
Annual Report to Congress, in which | set forth my observations and recommendations
to help the IRS become a taxpayer-centric 21% century tax administration.?* | am
submitting the Special Focus section as Exhibit A to this statement. It identified the
following areas of tax administration that require particular attention to meet the needs
of U.S. taxpayers:

IRS Budget and Oversight. To fairly, effectively, and efficiently administer the tax
system, the IRS must receive increased funding, but such funding should be tied
to additional congressional oversight of IRS strategic and operational plans.

IRS Culture: To create an environment that encourages taxpayer trust and
confidence, the IRS must change its culture from one that is enforcement-
oriented to one that is service-oriented.

IRS Mission Statement: To ensure the IRS recruits, hires, and trains employees
with the appropriate skill sets, the IRS must revise its mission statement to
explicitly acknowledge the IRS’s dual mission of collecting revenue and
disbursing benefits, as well as the foundational role of the Taxpayer Bill of Rights.

Understanding Taxpayer Needs and Preferences: To ensure that the IRS
designs its Current and Future State initiatives based on actual taxpayer needs
and preferences, the IRS must actively and directly engage with the taxpayer
populations it serves as well as undertake a robust research agenda that furthers
an understanding of taxpayer compliance.

Grossly Outdated Technology and Infrastructure: To enable the IRS to meet the
major technology improvements required for a 21* century tax administration,
even as it fulfills current operational technology demands, the IRS must articulate
a clear strategy that will reassure Congress and taxpayers the funding will be
well-spent.

Office of the Taxpayer Advocate: To protect taxpayer rights and ensure a fair
and just tax system, Congress should take steps to strengthen the Taxpayer
Advocate Service.

* National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress 1-41 (Special Focus: IRS Future State:
The National Taxpayer Advocate's Vision for a Taxpayer-Centric 21 Century Tax Administration),
hitps://taxpayeradvocate.irs.gov/Media/Default/Documents/2016-

ARC/ARC16 Volumel SpecialFocus.pdf.
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One important takeaway that emerged from the Public Forms is the strong preference
expressed by many taxpayers and practitioners for the opportunity to speak with an IRS
employee directly and for the opportunity to meet with an IRS employee face-to-face for
certain kinds of interactions.

Yet these preferences run directly counter to the IRS’s continuing efforts to automate
more and more of its activities and to make personal interaction less accessible. Part of
this trend is attributable to funding limitations in recent years, but much of it began
before the funding reductions. In addition, the IRS’s priorities make it appear that
contrary to taking a “Service First” approach toward tax administration, it often appears
to follow an “Enforcement First” approach.

To create an environment that encourages taxpayer trust and confidence, the IRS must
change its culture from one that is enforcement-oriented to one that is service-oriented.
Of the IRS’s current appropriated budget of $11.2 billion, 43 percent is allocated to
enforcement, while only four percent is allocated to taxpayer outreach and education
activities.?® In 2014, the IRS ceased all tax return preparation in its Taxpayer
Assistance Centers, sharply curtailed the scope of tax-law questions it would answer
during the filing season on its telephone lines and in its TACs, and stopped answering
any tax-law questions at all after April 15.

The TACs, which were previously known as “walk-in sites,” moved to an “appointment-
only” system this year. | previously recommended the IRS offer appointments by
request as an option. However, the IRS's new policy against accepting walk-in
taxpayers has led to considerable taxpayer frustration and a failure to meet taxpayer
needs. Many — if not most — taxpayers have no way of knowing the IRS is no longer
accepting walk-ins, so some taxpayers travel considerable distances only to be sent
home. The IRS cites customer satisfaction surveys to suggest taxpayers are pleased
with the appointment-only approach. But these surveys are misleading because they
are only administered to taxpayers who have been served. They do not reflect the
opinions of taxpayers who are turned away. The IRS has reduced the number of TACs
from 401 to 376 since 2011.%% In addition, 22 TACs have no staff, while 95 have only

* Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016, Pub. L. No. 114-113, 129 Stat. 2242 (2015); U.S. Department
of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service FY 2017 Budget-in-Brief 1,
https:fwww.irs.govipub/newsroom/IRS%20F Y %202017%20B|B.pdf (showing that the Taxpayer Services
appropriation (showing that only about $630 million of the Taxpayer Services account is allocated to “Pre-
filing Taxpayer Assistance and Education”). The IRS includes about $173 million in Taxpayer Advocate
Case Processing, which generally does not constitute pre-filing taxpayer assistance or education, in that
$630 million total. After backing out Taxpayer Advocate Case Processing, the Pre-filing Taxpayer
Assistance and Education budget is about $457 million out of total IRS appropriations of about $11.235
billion, or four percent. Thirty-three percent of the IRS budget is allocated to the Operations Support
account, which is used to support program activities, and three percent is allocated for Business Systems
Modernization.

% In 2011, the IRS operated 401 TACs. IRS response to TAS information request (Dec. 23, 2014). As of

December 31, 2018, the IRS operated 376 TACs, a reduction of six percent. IRS response to TAS fact
check (Dec. 20, 2018).
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one amplm.r(-ge,27 and the IRS is considering closing a significant number of additional
TACs through FY 2018.

Twelve states have no Appeals Officers stationed within their boundaries,?® and 14
states have no IRS liaisons to Small Business and Self-Employed taxpayers.<” In fact,
according to IRS data, the agency dedicates only 98 employees to conduct outreach
and education to the roughly 62 million Small Business and Self-Employed taxpayers
(i.e., taxpayers who are self-employed or own small businesses), and only 376
employees to conduct outreach and education to the nearly 125 million Wage and
Investment taxpayers (i.e., taxpayers who are classified as “employees”). Meanwhile,
the IRS has over 3,000 revenue officers (who conduct field collection activities) and
over 8,800 revenue agents (who conduct field audit activities).

Figure 1: Locations with Specified Employees in the Last Pay Period of the Fiscal Year

Number of Locations, Employees, or

Visitors | 2011 2012 2013

IRS Offices (Cities) 523 510 499
Appeals Officers (AOs) 1120 | 1,058 | 958 | 881 | 795 | 739
Revenue Officers (ROs) 4,402 | 4,035 | 3,703 | 3441 | 3,191 | 3,072
Eevenue Agents (RAs_) - | 11,959 11.258 | 10,502 | 9,776 | 9,090 | 8,871
IStakeholdar Liaison Outreach Employees bkl 123 119 110 105 98

Stakehoh:ler Partnershlps. Education and 522 475 a4 205 386 365
Communication Outreach Employees [

Taxpayer Assistance Centers (TACs) 401 401 398 382 378 376
TAC Service Reps 1639 | 1515 | 1484 | 1520 | 1,423 | 1,267

Despite this imbalance, the IRS budget request for FY 2017 sought an increase of 7.2
percent in enforcement funding, as compared with an increase of just 3.1 percent in
taxpayer services funding. " This proposal to increase enforcement funding by more
than twice the rate of taxpayer services funding was made against a backdrop in which

7 |RS response to TAS fact check (Dec. 20, 2016).

% The 12 states that lack a permanent Appeals Officer are Alaska, Arkansas, Delaware, |daho, Kansas,
Montana, North Dakota, New Mexico, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming. There is
also no Appeals Office in the territory of Puerto Rico, IRS Office of Appeals response to TAS information
request (June 6, 2016).

¥ The 14 states are Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky, Mississippi, Montana, North Dakota, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. There is also no
liaison in the District of Columbia. IRS response to TAS fact check (Dec. 15, 2016); IRS Human
Resources Reporting Center, Report of Small Business/Self-Employed (SB/SE) Job Series 0526,
Stakeholder Liaison Field Employees as of the week ending October 1, 2016 (Dec. 1, 2018).

* IRS response to TAS fact check (Dec. 16, 2016).
*|RS FY 2017 Budget-in-Brief, at 1, https://www.irs.gov/pub/newsroom/IRS%20F Y %202017%20BIB.pdf.
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the agency has been unable to meet basic taxpayer needs. Among calls routed to its
telephone assistors, the IRS was able to answer only 38 percent in FY 2015 and 53
percentin FY 2016, and taxpayers who managed to get through to the IRS were kept
on hold for an average of 30 minutes and 18 minutes, respectively, in those years.

During the recently concluded 2017 filing season, although the IRS achieved a much
higher level of service (LOS) on general assistor calls, it was only able to answer 40
percent of about 2.7 million calls received on its Installment Agreement/Balance Due
line.* That is down 47 percent from the same period last year. The hold time for
taxpayers who actually got through on the line was up even more significantly — from 11
minutes last year to 47 minutes this 3.;ear,34 To be clear: The 2.7 million calls to this line
during the filing season generally came from taxpayers who owe money to the IRS and
are trying to make payment arrangements — precisely the sorts of calls most private
businesses are eager to receive and pick up quickly. Yet the IRS did not answer 60
percent of these calls, and it made the other 40 percent of callers wait 47 minutes to get
through.

There is no doubt that funding constraints have contributed to reduced service levels,
but the IRS in a variety of ways signals to its employees — and taxpayers — that it
disproportionately values enforcement. For example, the IRS every year posts annual
“Enforcement and Service Results” on its website.*® This generally consists of about
seven pages of enforcement data (including audit rates for individuals and business
entities, enforcement dollars assessed, enforcement dollars collected, liens filed, levies
issued, and criminal indictments and convictions), with a single page of taxpayer service
data tacked on at the end. There is a lot of truth to the well-known adage, “you get what
you measure.” The fact that the word “Enforcement” comes first and is much more
heavily emphasized makes a statement to the public — and to the IRS's own

employees — about agency priorities.

Congress has previously expressed concern about the IRS'’s focus on enforcement at
the expense of service. In RRA 98, Congress directed the IRS to “restate its mission to
place a greater emphasis on serving the public and meeting taxpayers’ needs."”® In
response, the IRS adopted the following mission statement: “Provide America's
taxpayers top quality service by helping them understand and meet their tax

*2|Rs, Joint Operations Center, Snapshot Reports: Enterprise Snapshot (week ending Sept. 30, 2016)
(showing both FY 2015 and FY 2016 toll-free telephone performance statistics).

* See IRS, Joint Operations Center, Snapshot Reports: Product Line Detail: Instaliment
Agreement/Balance Due (week ending April 22, 2017).

1.

**|RS, Fiscal Year 2016 Enforcement and Service Results,
https:/iwww.irs gov/PUP/newsroom/fy 2016 enforcement and service results pdf.

* |RS Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998, Pub. L. No. 105-206, Title I, § 1002, 112 Stat. 685, 690
(1988).
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responsibilities and by applying the tax law with integrity and fairness to all.”*’

(Emphasis added.) In 2009 — with no public discussion or notice to Congress — the IRS
quietly changed its mission statement to read: “Provide America's taxpayers top quality
service by helping them understand and meet their tax responsibilities and enforce the
tax law with integrity and fairness to all.”*® (Emphasis added.) This shift in tone and
emphasis — from applying the law to enforcing the law — suggests the IRS leadership
disagreed with the Congressional directive and decided to place greater emphasis on
“enforcement” in its mission statement.>®

As | stated abowve, it should be emphasized that service and enforcement should not be
treated as an “either/or” proposition. The IRS, like any tax administrator, should have
one overriding goal - to increase tax compliance, and particularly voluntary tax
compliance. That means, for example, that part of every compliance touch should
involve talking with the taxpayer and making sure the taxpayer understands what he or
she did wrong so he or she is less likely to do it again. Indeed, if the IRS engages with
taxpayers in this way, it might even learn where it is wrong itself. Regardless, there is
substantial research and documentary evidence that show a service-oriented approach
toward tax administration is effective and efficient, and maximizes long-term voluntary
compliance. Moreover, the TBOR provides U.S. taxpagers with, among other things,
the right to challenge the IRS’s position and be heard.™ The last part of that right is
critical. It is not enough simply for taxpayers to be able to object; the IRS must listen.
This right is fundamental to procedural due process.

Al this is not to say that IRS employees don't care about taxpayer service, nor am |
saying the IRS is “just” focused on enforcement. But | do believe that IRS employees
and the taxpaying public often see things quite differently. Often, the IRS doesn't
clearly see how it is presenting itself to the public. For example, as part of the process
of developing the IRS's “Future State” vision, each of the four IRS Business Operating
Divisions (or BODs) began by developing its own Concept of Operations (CONOPS)

*TIRM 1.1.1.1 (Mar. 1, 2006).
*IRM 1.1.1.2 (June 2, 2015),

* | have also recommended a second change to the IRS mission statement. The IRS as structured today
is not just a revenue collection agency. It is also a benefits administrator. Congress has given the IRS
responsibility for disbursing funds through refundable tax credits like the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) and the Additional Child Tax Credit, through non-refundable benefits like the child tax credit and
child and dependent care credit, through a host of other permanent provisions in the tax code, and
through one-time or limited-time tax benefits like Economic Stimulus Payments and the First-Time
Homebuyer Credit. Although many of these benefits are disbursed to different types of taxpayers (both
individual and business), there is a lot of attention focused on those paid out to low income taxpayers. |
discuss the issue of improper payments later in this statement, but | note here that for the IRS to fulfill its
role of benefits administrator properly, it needs to recognize it is dealing with different taxpayer
populations, and doing so requires different skill sets and different employee training. Because the
mission statement drives strategic plans and organizational goals, | have recommended that the IRS
mission statement be modified to recognize the IRS'’s dual roles as revenue collector and benefits
administrator.

“IRC § 7803(a)(3).
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and an accompanying “taxpayer vignette” to illustrate how its vision of the “Future State”
will work. Notably, each BOD's vignette shows the IRS contacting a taxpayer to
conduct an audit or otherwise challenge a taxpayer’s return, and in every case, the
vignette shows the taxpayer ultimately conceding the IRS is correct and consenting to
the IRS's proposed adjustment. At best, these vignettes reveal a lack of sensitivity as ta
how external stakeholders (such as taxpayers) will perceive them. At worst, they
suggest to the taxPaying public that the IRS believes it is always right and the taxpayer
is always wrong.*

Accordingly, | recommend that the IRS:

* Revise its mission statement to re-emphasize a non-coercive approach to tax
administration and explicitly affirm the role of the Taxpayer Bill of Rights as the
guiding principle for tax administration.

IV.  The IRS Has Not Implemented, Has Narrowly Interpreted, or Has Not
Effectively Implemented Many Taxpayer Protections Enacted by Congress.

As noted above, Congress passed several laws between 1988 and 1998 establishing
taxpayer protections. TAS has analyzed actions the IRS took in response to these
directives, particularly those enacted as part of RRA 98.42 TAS found that the IRS did
not implement, narrowly interpreted, or did not effectively implement many of them, as
summarized in the following list of select provisions.

In some cases, the IRS may have made a reasonable policy call in deciding not to
implement a directive or to interpret it as it did. But particularly if Congress decides to
implement far-reaching IRS reforms, it is important to understand how the IRS has
implemented similar legislation in the past. Although there is significant overlap among
the categories, the IRS’s progress can be categorized, as follows:

Directives Not Implemented

* Provide taxpayers with reasonable advanced notice of contact with third parties
and periodic reports. RRA 98 § 3417 (codified at IRC § 7602(c)) generally
requires the IRS to provide “reasonable notice in advance to the taxpayer” before
contacting a third party with respect to the determination or collection of a tax

“14| find it funny that in both scenarios, there’s more taxes. | think that reflects the idea that this model is
about the IRS finding new ways to use technology for their benefit, and not for taxpayer purposes.”
Statement of Audience Member, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 39 (Aug. 18, 2016),
https./ftaxpayeradvocate.irs.goviMedia/DefaulttDocuments/PublicForums/PortlandOR_Transcript 081816
.pdf. “I'm a CPA, and I've been practicing for 35 years... [T]he examples here - both end up resolving in
more tax being owed - is like, ‘We were right, you were wrong, pay us the money.” Id. at 55-56,

“ RRA 98, Pub. L. No. 105-206, 112 Stat. 685 (1998). In this section, | also discuss one item from the
Tax Reform Act of 1976, Pub. L. No. 94-455, § 1206(b), 90 Stat. 1520, 1703 (1976).
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liability. It also requires the IRS to “periodically provide to a taxpayer a record of
persons [third parties] contacted.” According to the preamble of a regulation
promulgated under IRC § 7602(c), contrary to the statutory directive, the IRS will
not “pericdically” provide the taxpayer a list of its third party contacts.® In
addition, the IRS believes it satisfies the reasonable notice requirement by
including boilerplate language in a widely-distributed publication, Pubiication 1,
Your Rights as a Taxpayer, which it uses as an all-purpose stuffer,

Publication 1 says, “we sometimes talk with other persons if we need information
that you have been unable to provide, or to verify information...."*> The IRS does
not use a tailored notice that is designed to be effective in obtalnlng information
that would obviate the need to contact third parties. If the notice were designed
to be effective, it would inform the taxpayer of the specific information the IRS
would seek from third parties in his or her case if not provided by the taxpayer
first.

* Provide Congress with complexity reports. RRA 98 § 4022(a) requires the IRS
Commissioner to report to Congress each year on the sources of complexity in
tax administration and on ways to reduce it. The IRS produced two complexrty
reports, which highlighted issues that Congress ultimately addressed
However, the IRS has not issued a complexity report since 2002.47

Directives Narrowly Interpreted

» Have employees obtain supervisory approval of penalties. RRA 98 § 3306(a)
(codified at IRC § 6751(b)) generally requires that no accuracy-related penalty
can be assessed “unless the initial determination of such assessment is
personally approved (in writing) by the immediate supervisor...” except for
penalties “automatically calculated through electronic means.” The IRS believes
the exception for “automatically calculated” penalties is so broad that it covers
the negligence penalty when applied by a computer, even though a negligence
determination requires more than a mere calculation.*® In cases where

1D 9028, 67 Fed. Reg. 77,419, 77,420 (Dec. 18, 2002) (stating the Treasury Department has
“determined that the issuance of periodic reports may result in harm to third parties and, accordingly, has
determined that periodic reports should not be issued.").

* See National Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress 123 (Mast Serious Problem: :Rs
??md Party Contact Procedurss Do Not Follow the Law and May Ul Iy D ge Taxpay
B and Reputafion:

“IRS Pub. 1, at 2 {Dec. 2014).

* gee National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 102 (Most Serious Problem: The
IRS Does Not Report on Tax Commex:.!y as Required by .LaW) For the two complexity reports, see IRS
Pub. 4105, Report from the Cc issioner of the | Service on Tax Law Complexity
(June 5, 2000 and Sept. 20, 2002).

*7 See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 102.

* See National Taxpayer Advocate 2007 Annual Report to Congress 275-286 (Most Serious Problem:
The Accuracy-Related Penalty in the Automated Underreporter Units), National Taxpayer Advocate 2014
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supervisory approval is required, the IRS has argued that the approval can be
obtained long after an employee first proposes the assessment, J:;olentially even
after the taxpayer petitions the Tax Court to review the penalty.*

e Have employees obtain supervisory approval of Notice of Federal Tax Lien
(NFTL) filings. RRA 98 § 3421 requires the IRS to adopt procedures requiring
that an employee’s determination to file an NFTL be approved by a supervisor
“where appropriate,” and under which appropriate disciplinary action would be
taken when approval is not obtained. The IRS has rarely deemed it “appropriate”
to require such approval because it has made virtually no adjustments to its
procedures along these lines.*® Instead, the IRS has required employees to
obtain managerial approval if they determine not to file an NFTL (or defer filing it)
in many circumstances.”' Further, the IRS never established appropriate
disciplinary actions for employees who fail to secure a supervisor's approval to
file an NFTL when such approval is required (i.e., Revenue Officers below the
level of GS-9).%

« Assign one IRS employee to handle a taxpayer's matter until it is closed.
RRA 98 § 3705(b) requires the IRS "to the extent practicable and if advanta-
geous to the taxpayer” to assign one IRS employee to handle a taxpayer's matter
until it is resolved. However, the Correspondence Examination program, through
which about three-quarters of individual taxpayer audits are conducted,® has no
way to determine when a taxpayer should have one employee assigned to

Annual Report to Congress 404-10 (Legislative Recommendation: Amend IRC § 6751(b) to Require IRS
Employees to Seek Managerial Approval Before Assessing the Accuracy Related Penalty Attributable to
Negligence under IRC § 6662(b)(1)). See also Service Center Advice 200211040 (Jan. 30, 2002)
(explaining how attorneys at the IRS Office of Chief Counsel reached this conclusion).

“ See Graev v. Comm’r, 147 T.C. No. 16 (2016). The Second Circuit has recently rejected the IRS's
narrow view, See Chaiv. Comm’, 851 F.3d 190 (2d Cir. 2017) (holding IRC § 6751(b)(1) requires written
approval of an IRS employee's initial penalty determination before the IRS issues a notice of deficiency
(or files an answer) asserting penalties). In light of the holding in Chai, the government filed a motion to
vacate the decision in Graev, which the Tax Court granted.

0 See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 225, 226 (Most Serious Problem:
The IRS's Administrative Approval Process for Notices of Federal Tax Lien Circumvents Key Taxpayer
Protections in RRA 98); National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 398, 400
(Legislative Recommendation: Require Managerial Approval Prior to Filing a Notice of Federal Tax Lien in
Certain Situations).

! See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 398, 400.
52
Id.

S nFy 2016, the IRS conducted 1,034,955 individual audits. Of that total, 721,233 were conducted by
correspondence (76 percent) and 243,722 were field audits (24 percent). IRS, Fiscal Year 2016
Enforcement and Service Results,

httpswww.irs gov/PUPInewsroom/fy 2016 enforcement and service results pdf.
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handle the exam.** For example, it does not ask taxpayers if they would like one
employee to handle their cases. Rather, IRS systems automatically route a
taxpayer’s call to the next available examiner — who may not be the one
currently working on the case.®® This approach is highly inefficient, resulting in
multiple callbacks and downstream re-work, and it undermines employee
accountability for IRS audits.

+ Allow taxpayers to speak to a live person who can help. RRA 98 § 3705(d)
requires the IRS to make a live person available on helplines in “appropriate
circumstances,” and for that person to direct the taxpayer to an employee who
can help.® The IRS has repeatedly declined to answer TAS's inquiries about
whether it considers the phone lines for local offices (i.e., the lines required by
RRA 98 § 3709 to be listed in the phone book)“ to be “helplines” for the purpose
of this requirement.™ A live person does not answer these lines, and callers
cannot leave a message.*®

Directives Not Effectively Implemented

« Explain the reasons for disallowing taxpayers’ refund claims. RRA 98 § 3505(a)
(currently codified at IRC § 6402(1)) requires the IRS to “provide taxpayers with
an explanation” of the reason for disallowing their refund claims. TAS pulled a
sample of 100 Letters 105C, Statutory Notice of Claim Disallowance, and
determined that 92 of them did not provide an adequate explanation.®

* See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 134, (Most Serious Problem: The
IRS Has Overlooked the Congressional Mandate to Assign a Specific Employee to Correspondt
Examination Cases, Thereby Harming Taxpayers).

** Government Accountability Office (GAO), GAO-14-479, IRS Correspondence Audits: Better
Management Could Improve Tax Compliance and Reduce Taxpayer Burden 9 (June 2014),
hitp:/fwww.gao.gov/assets/670/663840.pdf.

* RRA 98 § 3705(d) requires the IRS to “provide, in appropriate circumstances, on telephone helplines of
the Internal Revenue Service an option for any taxpayer to talk to an Internal Revenue Service employee
during normal business hours. The person shall direct phone questions of the taxpayer to other Internal
Revenue Service personnel who can provide assistance to the taxpayer.” Pub. L. No. 105-208,

§ 3705(d), 112 Stat. €85, 777 (1998).

“ RRA 98 § 3709 requires that the IRS “provide that the local telephone numbers and addresses of
Internal Revenue Service offices located in any particular area be listed in a telephone book for that
area.” Pub. L. No. 105-206, § 3709, 112 Stat. 685, 779 (1998).

* gee National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 123 (Most Serious Problem:
Taxpayers Are Unable to Navigate the IRS and Reach the Right Person to Resolve Their Tax Issues).
See also National Taxpayer Advocate 2008 Annual Report to Congress 114 (Most Serious Problem:
Navigating the IRS).

* See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 123 (Most Serious Prablem:
Taxpayers Are Unable to Navigate the IRS and Reach the Right Person to Resolve Their Tax Issues).

% See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 172, 177 (Most Serious Problem:
Refund Disallowance Notices Do Not Provide Adequate Explanations).
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« Explain alleged math errors on taxpayers’ returns. In 1976, when Congress
enacted legislation granting the IRS's request to expand its authority to
summarily assess not just math errors, but also clerical errors (e.g., inconsistent
entries), it included a key taxpayer protection.’' The legislation (currently
codified at IRC § 6213(b)(1)) requires that each math error notice “set forth the
error alleged and an explanation thereof.” Legislative history provided examples
of the type of explanations it expected the IRS to provide, such as: “You entered
six dependents on line x but listed a total of seven dependents on line Gg We are
using six. If there is one more, please provide corrected information.”

Although four decades have passed since Congress required the IRS to provide
an explanation, the IRS’s math error notices are still not as clear as the examples
Congress provided. A typical math error notice might say:

We refigured your tax on page 2 of your tax return using the tax
table, tax rate schedules, or capital gains tax computations.
Because of an error on another part of your tax return we were
unable to compute your tax on Form 8615, Tax for Certain Children
Who Have Investment Income.®®

Without a clear explanation of the alleged error, it is difficult for taxpayers to
determine what, specifically, the IRS is proposing to change on their returns and
whether they should accept the adjustment or request a correction.

+ [Include employee contact information on manually generated correspondence.
RRA 98 § 3705(a) requires the IRS to include an employee’s name, telephone
number, and unique employee identifying number in any “manually generated
correspondence.” However, employees frequently send letters that do not
include their contact information, even when they have worked the case or
customized the letter for the specific taxpayer.™ When the correspondence does

% Pub. L. No. 94-455, § 1206(b), 90 Stat. 1520, 1703 (1876).

* See H.R. Rep. No. 94-658, at 291 (1976). See also Joint Committee on Taxation, JCS-33-76,
at 371-374, Assessments in Case of Mathematical or Clerical Errors (sec. 1206 of the Act and sec. 6213
of the Code) (Dec. 29, 1976).

% IRM Exhibit 3.12.3-2 (Jan. 1, 2017) (TPNC 220). See also National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual
Report to Congress 163, 167 (Most Serious Problem: The IRS Does Not Clearly Explain Math Error
Adjustments, Making It Difficult for Taxpayers to Understand and Exercise Their Rights). For additional
concerns about the IRS’s proposal to expand its math error authority, see National Taxpayer Advocate
2015 Annual Report to Congress 329 (Legislative Recommendation: Authorize the IRS to Summarily
Assess Math and “Correctable” Errors Only in Appropriate Circumstances).

® See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 145 (Most Serious Problem: The
IRS’s Failure to Include Employee Contact Information on Audit Notices Impedes Case Resolution and
Erodes Employee Accountability). See afso National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to
Congress (Legislative Recommendation: Codify § 3705(a)(1) of RRA 98, Define “Manually Generated,”
and Require Contact Information on Certain Notices in All Cases).
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include a name, it is often so generic as to be meaningless (e.g., Tax Examiner),
or is the name of the director of a unit who would not be knowledgeable about
the specific case.®® Similarly, the phone number often included on the
correspondence is the IRS's main toll-free number, rather than the direct number
of the employee working the case.®® The failure to include the contact
information of the person responsible for working the case undermines
accountability and de-humanizes tax administration.

s Include Local Taxpayer Advocate (LTA) contact information on statutory notices
of deficiency. RRA 98 § 1102(b) (codified at IRC § 6212(a)) requires that
statutory notices of deficiency include notice of “the taxpayer’s right to contact a
local office of the taxpayer advocate and the location and phone number of the
appropriate office.” (Emphasis added.) The conference report to RRA 98 also
contemplated the IRS would “publish the taxpayer’s right to contact the local
Taxpayer Advocate on the statutory notice of deficiency.”®’ However, the IRS
buries this information in a stuffer notice that lists contact information for all LTA
offices, rather than just the appropriate one.®® According to focus group
participants, stuffers usually end up in the trash if they are even taken out of the
envelope.®® The IRS spends about $47,000 to print these stuffers each year.”
Thus, listing the “appropriate office” on the face of the letter would save printing
costs and, more importantly, help taxpayers contact TAS for assistance in
avoiding unnecessary litigation.

* Use a balancing test in Collection Due Process (CDP) hearings to ensure
collection is no more intrusive than necessary. When a taxpayer appeals an IRS
collection action by timely requesting a CDP hearing, RRA 98 § 3401 (codified in
part at IRC § 6330(c)(3)) requires the IRS's Appeals function to consider
“whether any proposed collection action balances the need for the efficient
collection of taxes with the legitimate concern of the person that any collection

% See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 145 (Most Serious Problem: The
IRS’s Failure to Include Employee Contact Information on Audit Notices Impedes Case Resolution and
Erodes Employee Accountability).

 jg.
" H.R. Rep. No. 105-599, at 215 (1998) (Conf. Rep.).

% See IRS Notice 1214, Helpful Contacts for Your “Notice of Deficiency” (March 2017). See also National
Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 237 (Most Serious Problem: Statutory Notices of
Deficiency Do Not Include Local Taxpayer Advocate Office Contact Information on the Face of the
Notice), National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress (Legislative Recommendation:
Revise IRC § 6212 to Require the IRS to Place Taxpayer Advocate Service Contact Information on the
Face of the Statutory Netice of Deficiency and Include Low Income Taxpayer Clinic Information with
Notices Impacting that Population).

% TAS, 2011 IRS Nationwide Tax Forums TAS Focus Group Report: Publication 1 - Taxpayer Rights,
26-27 (2011).

" TAS estimate (Oct. 14, 2016) (based on 3.5 million copies at a cost of $0.0134 each).
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action be no more intrusive than nl.s‘c.a‘ssary_"?1 If properly applied, this balancing
test should give taxpayers confidence that the hearing is fair. A TAS review of
applicable CDP procedures and case law revealed that the IRS Office of Appeals
lacks detailed and specific procedures for how employees should balance these
considerations, is not properly considering the legitimate concerns of taxpayers
regarding the intrusiveness of the proposed collection action, and is often using
pro forma statements (without elaboration or proper analysis) that the balancing
test has been performed.” Thus, Appeals gives taxpayers the impression that it
is simply “rubber stamping” prior determinations made by collection employees or
automated systems.”

« RS front-line technical experts should advise Congress about the administrability
of pending tax legislation. RRA 98 § 4021 states the tax-writing committees in
Congress should hear from “front-line technical experts” at the IRS with respect
to the “administrability” of pending amendments to the tax code. When
legislation is crafted with smooth tax administration in mind, and is informed by
discussions with the front-line employees who may have to explain it to
taxpayers, it is likely to be simpler, less burdensome, more taxpayer-focused,
and easier to administer. When asked by TAS, however, the IRS could not
identify any front-line technical expert(s) who had ever been consulted about the
administrability of pending amendments.

* Reorganize the IRS so that units serve particular groups of taxpayers. RRA 98
§ 1001(a) directed the IRS to establish "organizational units serving particular
groups of taxpayers with similar needs.” While the IRS’s units are named after
groups of taxpayers (e.g., the Small Business/Self-Employed Division), the IRS is
largely organized around IRS-centric processes and functions.”™ As a result, no
unit at the IRS can be held accountable for a particular taxpayer segment's
overall satisfaction with the IRS or voluntary tax compliance.

™" See also H.R. Rep. No. 105-599, at 263 (1998) (Conf. Rep.); S. Rep. No. 105-174, at 68 (1998) (stating
that “a proposed collection action should not be approved solely because the IRS shows that it has
followed appropriate procedures.”).

™ gee National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 185, 188 (Most Serious Problem:
The IRS Needs Specific Procedures for Performing the Collection Due Process Balancing Test fo
Enhance Taxpayer Protections).

" See, e.g., Budish v. Comm'r, T.C. Memo. 2014-239; Eichler v. Comm', 143 T.C. 30 (2014); Isley v.
Comm’r, 141 T.C. 349 (2013); Crosswhite v. Comm'r, T.C. Memo. 2014-179; Lofgren Trucking Service,
Inc. v. United States, 508 F. Supp. 2d 734 (D. Minn. 2007).

™ See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 108 (Most Serious Problem: The
IRS Has No Process to Ensure Front-Line Technical Experts Discuss Legisiation with the Tax Writing
Committees, as Requested by Congress).

™ See, e.g., National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress (Most Serious Problem: The
IRS's Functional Structure Is Better at Implementing Procedures than Understanding and Serving
Specific Customer Segments, as Contemplated by RRA 98); National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual
Report to Congress 31 (Most Serious Problem: The Lack of a Cross-Functional Geographic Footprint
Impedes the IRS's Ability to Improve Voluntary Compliance and Effectively Address Noncompliance).
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e Restate the IRS mission to emphasize service. RRA 98 § 1002 directed the IRS
to “restate its mission to place a greater emphasis on serving the public and
meeting taxpayers’ needs.” In 2009, as pointed out above, the IRS added the
word “enforce” to its mission, even though enforcement had not even been part
of its mission statement before RRA 98.7

* Make appeals officers regularly available in each state. RRA 98 § 3465(b)
requires the IRS Commissioner to “ensure that an appeals officer is regularly
available within each State.” However, appeals officers are not regularly
available in at least 12 states, and the IRS has been making it more difficult for
taxpayers to obtain face-to-face conferences with them.””

V. RRA 98-Style “Joint Oversight Hearings"” Would Give Congress Better
Insight into the IRS’s Strategic and Operational Plans, Promote Dialogue
Among Congress, the IRS and Interested Stakeholders, and Help Ensure
the Tax-Writing and Appropriations Committees Coordinate Their
Expectations and Approaches Toward IRS Operations.

Congress has a significant role to play in ensuring that the IRS has adequate resources
to do its job and that it allocates those resources wisely. Appropriate oversight and
greater transparency increase taxpayer trust in the tax agency and the tax system. As
part of the reorganization mandated by Congress in RRA 98, Congress held joint annual
hearings, over five years, to review the IRS strategic plan.’”” The hearing participants
included three members (two from the majority and one from the minority) from each of
the congressional committees with jurisdiction over the IRS — Senate Finance,
Appropriations, and Governmental Affairs, and House Ways and Means,
Appropriations, and Governmental Reform and Oversight. The hearings were to cover
the following topics:

1. IRS progress in meeting its objectives under its strategic and business plans;
2. IRS progress in improving taxpayer service and compliance;

'® See National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress 15 (Special Focus: RS Mission).

" See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 46 (Most Serious Problem: The IRS
Lacks a Permanent Appeals Presence in 12 States and Puerto Rico, Thereby Making It Difficult for Some
Taxpayers to Obtain Timely and Equitable Face-to-Face Hearings with an Appeals Officer or Settlement
Officer in Each State), National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 311 (Legislative
Recommendation: Require that Appeals Have at Least One Appeals Officer and Seitlement Officer
Located and Permanently Available Within Every State, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico). See
also IRM 8.6.1 (Oct. 1, 2016) (noting that a material change adopted with this IRM revision is “to reflect
that most conferences in Appeals are conducted by telephone and to make that the default method.”).

" Pub. L. No. 105-208, § 4001 (enacting IRC § 8021(f)) and § 4002 (amending IRC § 8022), 112 Stat.
685, 783-784 (1998).
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3. IRS progress on technology modernization; and

4. The annual filing season.”

| recommend that Congress reinstitute these joint oversight hearings on a permanent
basis. By doing so, Congress would provide the IRS with the opportunity to articulate,
with specificity, its need for additional resources and its plans for applying them. By
hearing from both the IRS and outside experts — including tax professional
organizations, business representatives, Low Income Taxpayer Clinics, and behavioral
scientists — Congress will better understand the challenges that both the IRS and
taxpayers face. It can then make informed decisions about the level and general
application of resources necessary for the IRS to provide U.S. taxpayers with a 21
century tax administration that they can trust and admire.

In addition, joint oversight hearings require the staffs of the oversight committees to
work together in planning the hearings and engaging in necessary follow-up actions.
That was valuable during the five years after the passage of RRA 98, and it would be
extremely helpful again now. | believe it is particularly important for the tax-writing and
appropriations committees to work together to establish IRS priorities and ensure the
agency is funded consistent with those priorities. For example, taxpayers would not be
well served — and the IRS would be placed in an impossible position — if the tax-writing
committees mark up legislation to require the IRS to place more emphasis on taxpayer
service while the appropriations committees provide disproportionate funding for IRS
enforcement activities. Deciding on agency priorities and funding them appropriately
would better enable the IRS to comply with Congress's directives.

Accordingly, | recommend that Congress:

+ Reinstate the joint review of the IRS strategic plans and budget provided for
under IRC §§ 8021(f) and 8022.

+ Require the IRS to submit a comprehensive “Future State” plan that describes in
detail its vision for a 21* century IRS, including an explanation of how this vision
meets the needs and preferences of different U.S. taxpayer segments as well as
a description of the challenges and obstacles the IRS faces in achieving this
“Future State,” including funding needs.

" HR. Rep. No. 105-364, at 84-85 (1997). The IRS Restructuring Commission earlier recommended
that Congress create a joint committee on IRS administration, which would conduct joint hearings on
similar topics. Report of the National Commission on Restructuring the Internal Revenue Service, A
Vision for a New IRS 11 (June 25, 1997).
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VI.  General Observations Regarding House Republicans’ Blueprint Proposal

The tax reform blueprint released in June 2016, A Better Way, includes proposals to
reform tgoe IRS in a manner that focuses first and foremost on improved customer
service.

The Blueprint identifies four categories of problems at the IRS: (1) poor customer
service levels; (2) civil asset forfeiture policies that unnecessarily harm law-abiding

citizens; (3) excessive improper payments in certain benefits programs, particularly the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC); and (4) outdated IT systems. | offer some general
observations about each:

.

Customer Service - In thinking about ways to improve customer service, |
encourage the subcommittee to focus not merely on improving the percentage of
calls the IRS answers, but also to think about the range of services we want the
tax administrator to provide. In my view, the IRS should offer both competent
personal service options and a robust and secure online account system. To cite
one example, | believe it is a central function of a tax administration agency to
help taxpayers understand what the law requires of them. Yet the IRS today
answers only “basic” tax-law questions during the filing season, and it does not
answer any tax-law questions at all during the other 82 months of the year.

To me, this is a “poster child” example of where taxpayer service is falling short.
Both to reduce taxpayer burden and improve compliance, the IRS should answer
most tax-law questions through all of its service-delivery channels — in its
Taxpayer Assistance Centers, on its toll-free lines, and by email. Itis true, as
some have noted, that the IRS should not get to the point of offering “tax
planning advice.” But it has a long, long way to go before it gets close to that
line. Moreover, instead of centralizing its operations in a small number of
campuses and closing TACs, the IRS should maintain a more robust presence in
local communities. In these and other ways, the quality of customer service can
be dramatically improved.

Civil Asset Forfeiture Policies — | share the concern of many Members that the
IRS Criminal Investigation function (Cl) should generally pursue only illegal-
source structuring violations and should not threaten taxpayers with the
possibility of criminal prosecution as a way to get them to agree to accept
excessive civil penalties. | am glad the IRS has decided it generally will no
longer pursue legal-source structuring cases. However, the practice of holding
out the possibility of criminal prosecution to maximize leverage in the civil context

* House Republicans’ Tax Reform Task Force, A Better Way: Our Vision for a Confident America
(June 2016), hitp://abetterway.speaker.qgov.
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is not limited to structuring cases. In a wide range of Offshore Voluntary
Disclosure Program cases, taxpayers felt the penalties were excessive and
considered “opting out,” but were too frightened to do so because there was a
risk the government could pursue criminal charges. Except in egregious cases,
no taxpayer should be placed in a situation where he or she has to make
decisions about how to handle an IRS audit under the threat of incarceration.

An additional concern | expressed relates to the application of the Taxpayer Bill
of Rights to IRS employees working in Cl. Cl has taken the position that the
TBOR only applies to cases it investigates under the tax code (Title 26 of the
U.S. Code) and not to cases it pursues under other titles of the U.S. Code. |
disagree. As discussed above, the law requires the Commissioner to “ensure
that employees of the Internal Revenue Service are familiar with and act in
accord with taxpayer rights.” Cl employees are “IRS employees,” and there is no
carve-out in the law either for Cl employees or for IRS employees pursuing cases
under titles of the U.S. Code other than Title 26. Moreover, it is often impossible
at the beginning of a structuring or similar investigation to know whether
investigators ultimately will bring charges of unreported income under Title 26.
Therefore, | encourage Congress to clarify that all IRS employees must act in
accord with taxpayer rights in all facets of their work, except in explicitly-stated
extraordinary circumstances.

+ Improper Payments — The EITC is a program that historically has enjoyed broad
bipartisan support, yet the relatively high improper payments rate raises
concerns. | offer two observations here. First, for context, my office has
computed the total costs of running each of the federal government's major
social benefits programs.®' For most social benefits programs, the government
incurs significant up-front costs to make eligibility determinations before making
payments, but having done that, the improper payments rate is low. The EITC is
exactly the reverse. Because the government does not require pre-payment
eligibility verification for the EITC, up-front costs are not incurred, yet for that
reason, the improper payments rate is relatively high. When you look at the
combination of up-front administrative costs and improper payments, it turns out
the overall costs of the EITC program are in the middle of the pack of social
benefits programs.

" National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress 325, 354-357 (Legislative
Recommendation: Tax Reform: Restructure the Eamed Income Tax Credit and Related Family Status
Provisions to Improve Compliance and Minimize Taxpayer Burden).
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Second, there are important steps Congress can take to lower the improper
payments rate. In my 2016 Annual Report to Congress, | presented a detailed
proposal to reform the so-called “family status” provisions in the tax code.®? | am
submitting this proposal as Exhibit B to this statement. Part of my proposal is
designed to reduce the EITC improper payments rate. As structured today, a
certain amount of EITC is paid solely based on a worker's wages, and the
amount is then increased based on family size. In part, | recommend breaking
the EITC into two separate components — a Worker Credit and a Family Credit.
For reasons | detail in my report, | believe that approach would both simplify
compliance burdens for taxpayers and substantially reduce the improper
payments rate. | would be happy to discuss this issue in more detail today or at
a future hearing focused specifically on reducing EITC improper payments.

« Outdated Information Technology (IT) Systems — There is no doubt that
outdated technology systems substantially limit the IRS's efficiency and make it
more difficult for the agency to meet taxpayers’ needs. An adequately funded,
staffed, and skilled IT function underpins all core tax administration activities,
including taxpayer service, prompt refund issuance, selection and assignment of
compliance work, and protection of taxpayers and the public from refund fraud
and identity theft. Of particular note, the IRS currently possesses the two oldest
information sgrstem databases, each nearly six decades old, in the entire federal
government.*

The IRS has identified 63 separate case management systems to include in an
“enterprise case management” (ECM) project. The age, number, and lack of
integration across these systems cause waste and delay, and make it difficult for
IRS employees, including TAS employees, to perform their jobs efficiently and
provide quality service to taxpayers. This causes frustration for taxpayers and
IRS employees alike.

The IRS's current case management system structure requires employees to
retrieve data from many systems manually, which requires maintaining both
paper and electronic records. Employees transcribe or otherwise import
information from paper and other systems into their own case management
systems, and ship, mail, or fax an estimated hundreds of thousands, if not
millions, of case management files and supporting documents annually within or
between business functions for activities such as case work, quality review, and

% National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress 325-357 (Legislative Recommendation:
Tax Reform: Restructure the Eamed Income Tax Credit and Related Family Status Provisions fo Improve
Compliance and Minimize Taxpayer Burden),
htips:/taxpayeradvocate.irs.goviMedia/DefaulttDocuments/2016-

ARC/ARC16 Volumel LR 02 TaxReform.pdf.

5 See GAO, GAD-16-468, Information Technology: Federal Agencies Need to Address Aging Legacy
Systems (May 2016) (discussing aging IT systems throughout the government and listing the IRS's
Individual Master File (IMF) and Business Master File (BMF) as the two oldest investments or systems at
56 years old each).
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responses to the Office of Appeals and the Office of Chief Counsel.

To ameliorate these problems, ECM requires a significant investment of both
time and money to promote productivity and efficiency gains, and to improve
taxpayer service. Indeed, success of the ECM project is critical to establishing
online accounts that effectively serve taxpayers and their representatives. | am
encouraged by the IRS’s most recent approach to ECM, including the addition of
new leadership and the search for the appropriate ECM platform. However, | am
frustrated that the process has been so drawn out. To improve IRS operations,
IT systems are a top priority and will continue to be so for the foreseeable future.

After identifying the above-mentioned problems, the Blueprint proposes to rebuild the
IRS by creating three major units focused on the following: (1) families and individuals;
(2) businesses; and (3) dispute resolution through an independent “small claims court”
that “will allow routine disputes to be resolved more quickly, so that small businesses no
longer spend more in legal fees to resolve a dispute with the IRS than the amount of tax
that was at stake.”

An independent dispute resolution mechanism is central to effective tax
administration.®® However, | encourage you to proceed with care. In my view, the IRS
Office of Appeals was intended to provide exactly that mechanism. Unfortunately, it is
falling short. There is a widespread perception that the Office of Appeals is not truly
independent. Contributing to that perception, the IRS sometimes includes Appeals’
leadership in policy discussions regarding enforcement policies. Moreover, when the
IRS publishes its annual Enforcement and Service Results, it breaks down
“Enforcement Revenue Collected” into four categories: Collection, Examination,
Appeals, and Document Matching. When the IRS itself classifies revenue raised
through decisions made by supposedly independent Appeals Officers as “enforcement
revenue,” it sends an ominous message to taxpayers about independence. For context,
the IRS does not classify revenue collected through decisions of the U.S. Tax Court as
“enforcement revenue.”

For a dispute resolution function to work for taxpayers, it is also important that the
procedures be sufficiently flexible so that unsophisticated taxpayers can use them
without having to hire representatives. It is also important that taxpayers have the
ability to meet with the decision-maker face-to-face. The Office of Appeals’ procedures
are not perceived as sufficiently user-friendly, and Appeals has been making it

™ House Republicans’ Tax Reform Task Force, A Better Way: Our Vision for a Confident America
(June 2016), hitp://abetterway.speaker.gov.

% The U.S. Tax Court does an admirable job of providing a dispute resolution forum for taxpayers — both
individuals and small businesses. Moreover, the Tax Court holds its trial sessions at dozens of locations
around the country, Thus, unlike when dealing with the Office of Appeals, every taxpayer receives the
opportunity for a face-to-face trial in a nearby city. However, there is considerable time and expense
involved when litigating cases in court, and it is critical that there be an effective administrative dispute
resolution process to minimize the cases that require judicial involvement.
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increasingly difficult for taxpayers to obtain face-to-face hearings — in part, as noted
above, because the Office of Appeals no longer has any Appeals Officers in 12 states.

The Blueprint suggests it is important for small businesses to have access to an
independent dispute resolution function. | agree entirely but also note it is important for
individual taxpayers to have similar access. There is much that can be done to make
this vision a reality, but | would suggest it may not be necessary to create a new
function. By whatever name it is called, the independent dispute resolution function will
be fulfilling the role that the Office of Appeals is designed to fulfill today. | see little
benefit in creating a second dispute resolution function. In my view, it would be simplest
to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the Office of Appeals and make whatever
changes are deemed appropriate to strengthen its independence and improve its
accessibility.

Lastly, and in general terms, | want to emphasize that | strongly support a “Service First”
approach to tax administration. For the reasons | have described, | believe that
approach is not only the right approach to take for taxpayers, but it is the best approach
for maximizing revenue collection as well.

VIl. Conclusion

It has been nearly two decades since Congress last reviewed and updated the laws
governing IRS operations. Much has changed during that time, and tax administration
would benefit from a fresh review of those laws.

In my view, respect for taxpayer rights should serve as the foundation for effective tax
administration. One important taxpayer right is “The Right to Quality Service.” That
right requires meeting the needs and preferences of U.S. taxpayers in their attempts to
comply with the tax laws. While the use of slogans sometimes oversimplifies complex
issues, | generally share the view that the IRS should emphasize “Service First.”

At present, service levels stand at unacceptably low levels. Part of the explanation is
lack of adequate funding, but there are many ways in which service levels had been
declining before the agency's funding levels were reduced. To a large degree, this has
been and remains a question of agency priorities.

The “Special Focus” section in my 2016 Annual Report to Congress presents my
perspective on the steps the IRS should take to become a taxpayer-centric 21% century
tax administration. | have tried to summarize some of my concerns and
recommendations in this statement.

| would be happy to try to answer any questions you have today, and | would be happy
to work with you in the coming months as you develop a more detailed plan to improve
the responsiveness of the IRS to address the needs and preferences of U.S. taxpayers.
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SPECIAL FOCUS
IRS FUTURE STATE: The National Taxpayer Advocate’s Vision for a
Taxpayer-Centric 21st Century Tax Administration

Taxpayer Advocate Service — 2016 Annual Report to Congress — Volume One

INTRODUCTION

In the 2015 Annual Report to Congress (ARC), the National Taxpayer Advocate identified the IRS's
plans for its “Future State” as the number one most serious problem facing taxpayers.! Among other
things, she cited concerns abour the [RS’s lack of transparency with taxpayers and Congress abour :hv:
plans; the move away from p P i and pli in faver of imp
electronic “self-service;” and the reliance on private third parties to provide for-fee assistance for core tax

administration services previously provided by the IRS for free, thereby increasing taxpayer costs for the
“privilege” of paying their taxes.

The IRS has partially add | the National Taxpayer Advocate’s concerns. For example, almost
immediately after the issuance of the Annual Rq)nr[ o (_,angrtss, the IRS created a webpage on irs.gov
dedicated to the “Future State” and uploaded * The IRS Commissioner also
made clear in congressional resti and elsewhere thar the IRS did not intend o eliminate phone
or in-person assistance.” M . during the Nationwide Tax Forums this summer, the IRS held a

presentation on the “Future State,” attended by over 2,200 practiti and pre and also s

a suggestion booth.*

These steps, however commendable, have not fully addressed the core of the National Taxpayer Advocate’s
concerns, namely, that the IRS has failed to adequately study and incorporate into its “Future State” plans
the needs and preferences of Unired Stares taxpayers — an incredibly diverse and complex population. In
a budger environment in which the IRS has seen its annual appropriation decreased by abour 19 percent

on an inflati djusted basis, it is tempring and even und, dable for the IRS ro try ro move raxpayers

National Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress 313 (Most Serious Problem; Taxpayer Service: The IRS Has
Developed a Comprehensive “Future State” Plan That Aims to Transform the Way It interacts With Taxpayers, But its Plan May
Leave Critical Taxpayer Needs and Preferences Unmet).

IRS, hitps:/ Swww.irs.gov/ uac/ newsroom/irs-future-state (last visited Dec. 20, 2016).

“As we improve the online experience, we understand the responsibility we have to serve the needs of all taxpayers, whatever
their age, income, or location. We recognize there will always be taxpayers who do not have access to the intermet, or who
simply prefer not to conduct their transactions with the IRS online. The IRS remains committed to prnwdmg the services these
taxpayers need, We do not intend to curtail the ability of taxpayers to deal with us by phone or in person.” Tax Return Filing
Season: Hearing Before the H. SUUCO-"UH on Oversight, Comm. on Ways and Means, 114th Cong. (Apr. 19, 2016) (written

0 Can the IRS Protect Taxpayers' Personal

t of John Kosk . C Intemal Revenue Service). See

Information? Hearing Behre the H. Stiby an and Technok Co
Cong. (Apr. 14, 2{}}61 of John , G Internal Revenue Service), hitps://waw.irs, gowudc

written-

. on Science, Space and Technology, 114th

e r-Hoski bﬂ‘l'uml'lr house-science-Space-and 3

protecting-taxpayerinformation, and John A Koskinen, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Address Before the National Press
Club {Mar. 24, 2018). hitps:/ /www.irs.gov/ uac/ March-24-2016-C Koskinen-Speech-to-National-Press-Club.
10,723 practitioners and preparers attended the IRS Nationwide Tax Forums. Of those, 2,263 attended the presentation “IRS
Future State Initiative” at five Tax Forums in 2018. Email from IRS Office of Online Services to TAS (Dec. 13, 2016).
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ta less costly methods of communication, or channels, including digital self-service options.” But as tax
administrators throughour the world have learned, and as the Narional Taxpayer Advocare discusses in
this annual report, many of these shifts are only superficially less costly.® This is so because even the best-
designed digital envi cannot ace date the sheer complexity of the tax code and the limitless
variery of taxg  lives and ei This ined iearion, coupled with auramared
impersonal and often harmful IRS actions, can alienare the taxpayer population and over time may
undermine compliance. Even if there is no negative compliance impact (which the National Taxpayer

Advocate does not believe), it is not a recipe for good government if a large portion of U5, axpayers
li d from and di of the one g agency they interact with ar least annually
throughout their adult lives.

Ficid £

For these reasons, and given her statutory role as “an independent voice for the

taxpayer within the IRS," in this Special Focus, the National Taxpayer Advocate has

... even the best-designed artempred o idenrify and make recommendarions ro address the challenges the IRS

digital environment cannot faces to become a 21st century, taxpayer-centric tax
accommodate the sheer
complexity of the tax code
and the limitless variety

rator. The first and most
obvious is the compelling need for tax reform. In our first legislative recommendation,
Simplify the Internal Revenue Code Now, we describe in detail the burdens the current,
hideously complex Code imposes on taxpayers and the IR5 alike. But suffice it to

say here that a Code consisting of four million words® and requiring six billion hours

of taxpayers’ lives and of taxpayer time when meeting their filing requirements” is simply too complex 1o
circumstances. administer well. Add to that the fact that the federal government “spends” more

maoney through the tax code each year than it spends to fund the entire federal

In FY 2040, the agency's appropriated budget stood at $12.1 billion. For FY 20186, its budget was $11.2 billion, a reduction
of nearly eight percent over the sixyear peried. Inflation over the same period is estimated at nearly 11 percent. See
Office of Management and Budget, Fiscal Year 2016 Budget of the U.S. Government, Historical Tables (230-31), Table 10.1,
https:/ /www.whitehouse gov,/sites,/default/files/omb,/budget/fy2016/ assets/ hist.pdf (showing Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
and yearioyear increases in the GOP)L  In addition, the IRS has had to the statutory of the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act and the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act during this time, causing a further drain on its
TesSOurCes.
See Most Serious Problem: Worldwide Taxpayer Service: The (RS Has Not Adopted “Best-in-Class” Taxpayer Service Despite
Facing Mary of the Same C ges as Other Tax i and Literature Review: Taxpayer Service in Other Countries,
vol. 3, infra.
National Commission on Restructuring the Internal Revenue Service, A Vislon for a New IRS 48 (June 25, 1997),
To determine the number of words in the Internal Revenue Cede (IRC), TAS downloaded Title 26 of the U.S. Code (ie., the IRC)
from the website of the U.S. House of Representatives, hitp://uscode house gov. We copied the file inte Microsoft Word, and
used the *word count” feature to compute the nuember of words. The online version of Title 26 we used was current through
December 12, 2016. In Word, the document ran 10,928 single-spaced pages. The printed code containg certain information
that does not have the effect of law, such as a description of amendments that have been adopted, effective dates, cross
references, and captions.  The word count feature also counts page numbers, the table of contents. and the like, Therefore,
our count somewhat overstates the number of words that are officially considered a part of the tax code, although as a
practical matter, 8 person seaking to determine the law will likely have to read and consider many of these additional words,
including effective dates, cross references, and caplions. Other attempts to detarmine the fength of the Code may have
excluded some or all of these components, but there is no clearly comect methodology to use, and we found no easy way to

i delete inf: from a of this length.
The TAS Research function amved at this estimate by multiplying the number of copies of each form filed for calendar year
2045 by the average amount of time the IRS estimated it took to complete the form. While the IRSs estimates are the
most authoritative available, the amount of time the average taxpayer spends completing a form is difficult to measure with
precision. This TAS estimate may be low becouse It does not take into account all forms and, as noted in the text. it does not
include the amount of time taxpayers spend responding to postfiling notices, i of gollection actions. Conwversely,
the TAS estimate may be high because IRS time estimates have not necessarily kept pace fully with technology improvements
that allow a wider range of precessing activities to be completed via automation

Special Foeus — IRS Future State
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government through the appropriations process."" Clearly, the Internal Revenue Code (IRC) is due for an
overhaul,

In Public Forums, Tax Forum Focus Groups, and TAS Workgroups, two other broad themes emerged.
First, ours is a voluntary compliance system that rests on the cooperation of taxpayers, large and small. It
requires engags with taxg For taxg 10 be engaged, the IRS needs 1o talk ro the raxpayer!
Here is how one TAS employee stared ir: “Sometimes nothing can replace the sound and the tone of a

human voice, especially in a crisis situation. RS must present a human side to the agency to foster and
n

keep voluntary compliance.

The last broad theme is the need for establishing mini dards of and testing for Sompetericy
of federal tax return preparers. The National Taxpayer Ad has long rec ded a prag
oversight regime designed to protect ULS, taxpayers from unserupulous and incompetent return
prep " She rei thar rec dation here, and notes thar withour such standards and

oversight, the entire tax system is ar risk,

In addition to these three foundational themes, there are several other areas of tax administration
requiring attention before the IRS can become a world-class 21st century tax administration. These
challenges include:
= RS Budget and Oversight: To fairly, effectively, and efficiently administer the tax system, the
RS must receive increased funding, but such funding should be tied to additional congressional
oversight of IRS strategic and operational plans;

10 In FY 2016, the rreasury Departrment “tax - 1o more than $1.4 trillion. At the same time,
¥ to less than $1.2 trillion. The federal budget consists of discretionary spending for
govemment upcmuons that Congress sets through annial ions acts and ¥ spending that is established

through eligibility and benefit formulas, such as Soclal Security and Medicare benefits, as well as interest on the fedesal
debt. For FY 2016, appropriated funds totaled about $1.17 villion. See Congressional Budget Office, An Update to the
Budget and Economic Outlook: 2016 to 2026, Table 1-3 {Aug. 2016), hitps://www.cbo.gov/ sites/ default/files/51118-
201608 BudgetProjections.xisx. For a list and description of tax expenditures, see Office of Tax Analysis, U.S. Department
of the Treasury, Tax Expenditures (Sept. 2016}, https://www, Y. enter, tax-policy, D JTaz-
Expenditures-FY2018.pdf. The Joint Committee on Taxation also i i of tax d . There are some
differences in methodology between the Treasury Department’s methodology and the Joint Committee's methodology, and
the Joint Committes’s most recent estimate of tax expenditures for FY 2016 was more than $1.3 trillion — also greatar
than federal appropriations but somewhat less than the Treasury Department’s estimate. See J. Cous. ox Tax's, JCX-
141RA5, Estimates of Federal Tax Expenditures for Fiscal Years 20152019 (Dec. 2015), hitps://www.jct.gov/ publications.
htmiPunc=startdown&|d=4857,

11 TAS, Executive Briefing, Future State Discussion Analysis 41 (Sept. 2016}, Here is more wisdom from TAS employees:

The Future State completely changes the expectations that the taxpaying public can have of the IRS. These taxpayers have
always known they could come to an IRS walk-in office or call the IRS tollfree fine in arder to have their questions answered,
However, this is a change in the basic “contract” between the IRS and the taxpaying public. This means that some
taxpayers will be comfortable and confident in their ability to understand the tax law and meet their obligations, while other
tawpayers will likely feel *left behind™ in the Future State. fd. at 18,

And;
You can’t réplace verbal communication and excel in voluntary compliance, nor customer service. fol al 23,

12 National Taxpayer Advocate Fiscal Year 2015 Objectives Report to Congress 71-78; Natlonal Taxpayer Advocate 2013 Annual
Report to Congress 61-T4 (Most Serious Problem: R of Return Preparers: T and Tax i lon Remains
Yulnerable to Incompetent and Unscrupwlous Return Preparers While the IRS Is Enjoined From Continuing fts Efforts to Effectively
Reguiate Unenrolled Preparers); National Taxpayer Advocate 2008 Annual Report to Congress 41-69 (Most Serious Problem: The
IRS Lacks a Servicewide Return Preparer Strategy); National Taxpayer Advocate 2006 Annual Report to Congress 197-221 (Most
Serious Problem: Oversight of Unenvolled Return Preparers), National Taxpayer Advocate 2004 Annual Report to Congress 67-88
(Most Serious Problem: Oversight of Unenrolled Return Preparers); Mational Taxpayer Advocate 2003 Annual Report to Congress
270-201 (Legislative Recommendation: Federal Tax He[um par U‘W&gflt and C4 i : National Taxpayer Advocate
2002 Annual Report 1o Congress 216-30 (L of Federal Tax Return Preparers).

Taxpayer Advocate Service — 2016 Annual Report to Congress — Volume One 3
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IRS Culture: To create an environment that encourages taxpayer trust and confidence, the IRS
must change its culture from one thar is enforcement-criented to one that is service-oriented;

IRS Mission Statement: To ensure the IRS recruits, hires, and trins employees with the
appropriate skill sers, the IRS must revise its mission to explicitly acknowledge the IRS's
dual mission of collecting revenue and disbursing benefits, as well as the foundational role of the

Taxpayer Bill of Righes;

Understanding Taxpayer Needs and Preferences: To ensure thar the IRS designs its Current
and Future State initiatives based on actual taxpayer needs and preferences, the IRS must actively
and directly engage with the taxpayer populations it serves as well as undertake a robust research
agenda that furthers an und ling of raxpayer compliance beh

Taxpayer Rights and the Future State: To ensure that taxpayer rights, and the Taxpayer Bill

of Rights specifically, are the foundation for tax administration the IRS should undertake a
comprehensive review of key taxpayer rights provisions in the IRC and issue proposed guidance for
lating these provisions to protect taxpayer rights in the digital environment

public ¢
envisioned by the IRS Future State;

Grossly Outdated Technology and Infi ture: To enable the IRS to meet the major
technelogy improvements required for a 21st century tax administration, even as it fulfills cu,

perational technology d s, the IRS must articulare a clear strategy thar will reassure
Congress and taxpayers the funding will be well-spent; and

Office of the Taxpayer Advocate: To protect taxpayer rights and ensure a fair and just rax system,
Congress should ke steps to strengthen the Taxpayer Advocare Service.

The National Taxpayer Advocate has listed the need for additional IRS funding and oversight first because
without adequare funding, mxpayers are being and will be harmed by the “efficiencies” the IRS imposes
to deal with budget reductions. However, she links the IRS need for more funding with the need for
more congressional oversight of the agency’s priorities. Congressional oversight is necessary to ensure that
the IRS appropriately allocates and applies thar funding, and thar raxpayer needs — not just the agency’s
internal needs — are met.

4 Special Focus — IRS Future State
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To achieve the appropriate level and allocation of IRS funding, in the sections thar follow, the National
Taxpayer Advocare identifies and discusses key elements thar must be addressed, including a change in
IRS culture from enforcement-focused to service fiest, We must embed taxpayer rights into every aspect
of the agency’s mission. We must understand how to improve taxpayer morale, including what factors
influence taxpayer compliance behavior and what taxpayers need and prefer in order 1o meet their tax

obligations. Similarly with tax reform — we must und d pliance behavior even as we legislate
tax policy. Otherwise, we will pass laws with which raxpayers cannet comply.

In writing this Special Focus, the Narional Taxpayer Advecate has relied heavily on the wealth of

infi ion obrained throughout 2016 from her 12 Public Forums on Taxpayer Needs and Preferences:
focus groups with practitioners and preparers about the “Future State” held at five Nationwide Tax
Forums; and discussion meetings held with all employees in each office of the Taxpayer Advocate Service
(TAS). All of these materials, including full transcripts of the Public F
at hueps:/fraxg i irs.gov/ public-fe . In addition, we include in Volume 2 of this report the
interim findings of a nationwide taxpayer survey abour their needs and preferences.”* Thus, to an unusual
extent for government, the analysis and recommendations presented here reflect the perspectives of
taxpayers and their representatives, as well as the combined experience of the !
and her employees, whose job it is to advocate for taxpayers.

“orums, arc available to the public

Taxpayer Advocate

13 See Research Study: Taxpayers' Varying Abilities and Attitudes Toward (RS Taxpayer Service: The Effect of IRS Service Delivery
Choices on Different Demographic Groups, vol. 2, infra.

Taxpayer Advocate Service — 2016 Annual Report to Congress — Volume One &
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IRS BUDGET AND OVERSIGHT: To fairly, effectively, and efficiently administer the tax
system, the IRS must receive increased funding, but such funding should be tied to
additional congressional oversight of IRS strategic and operational plans.

Simply put, the IRS cannot function well in the 21st century with the budget it has today. More funding
is paramount — for taxpayer service, for compliance functions, for the agency's enforcement function
(Criminal Investigation), for technology, and for its “support™ operations like securiry and real estate.

The Narional Taxpayer Advocate has served in her pesition for over 15 years, and she has witnessed
firsthand how IRS officers and employees struggle to meet the often competing demands placed on them
by new legislation, congressional priorities, natural and other emergencies, the identity theft epidemic,
and taxpayer needs and preferences. Each year the IRS must deliver a filing season in which it processes
some 150 million individual tax returns and issues over 115 million refunds rotaling over $345 billion,*
while guarding against between $22 and $24 billion in identity theft and refund fraud." At the same
time, it must incorporate new legislative changes — almost 5,900 since 2001, an average of more than
one a day'® — and major new programs like the Affordable Care Act (ACA) and the Foreign Account
Tax Compliance Act (FATCA). Thus, the [RS spreads thin the resources it has, and every decision

1o apply resources in one place means that another area goes begging. Understandably, it focuses on
what it considers its major obligations — the filing season, new legislation, and the area of information
technology and cybersecurity. The consequences of this “big item” focus are that smaller, important,
taxpayer-facing service is reduced or eliminated, including the ity presence of education and
outreach, Taxpayer Assistance Centers (TACs), compliance personnel, and Appeals officers. For example:

= Despite the [RS's increased ability to handle taxpayer calls using automation, the percentage of
calls the IRS answered from taxpayers secking to speak with a telephone assistor dropped from
87 percent to 53 percent between fiscal year (FY) 2004 and FY 2016." Among the callers who got
through, the average time spent waiting on hold increased from just over 2,5 minutes in FY 2004
to nearly 18 minutes in FY 2016, Comparing FY 2004 with FY 2016, the number of calls
the IRS received from taxpayers on its Accounts Management telephone lines increased from 71
million to 104 million, yet the number of calls answered by telephone assistors declined from 36
million te 26 million."”

In 2014, the IRS ccased all tax preparation in the TACs and eliminated post-April 15 tax law

phone and TAC assistance.

® The IRS has also reduced the number of TACs (also known as walk-in sites) from 401 to 376 (six
percent) since 2011.* Additionally, 22 TACs have no staff, and 95 have only one employee.

IRS Pub. 558, IRS Data Book 2015 (Mar. 20161, Tables 2, 7 and B. Figures are for FY 2015,

Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration, Ref. 2015-40-026, Efforts Are Ry 1 i the | d ification of
Fraudutent Tax Returns Involving identity Theft 2 (Ape. 24, 2015}

For an indepth discussion of the need for tax reform and the of this see |

Recommendation: Simpdify the internal Revenue Code Now, infra.

Compare IRS, Joint Operati Center, Repaorts: i {week ending Sept. 30, 2018) with IRS, Joint

Operations Centar, Snapshot Reports: Enterprise Snapshol (week ending Sept. 30, 2004). The Accounts Management
telephone lines (previously known as the Customer Account Services telephone lines) receive the significant majority of
taxpayer calls. However, taxpayer calls to compliance phane lines and certain other categories of calls are excluded from this
total.

id.

Id.

In 2011, the IRS operated 401 TACs. IRS response to TAS information request (Dec.23, 2014). Today the IRS operates 376
TACs, a reduction of six percent. IRS response to TAS fact check (Dec. 20, 2016).

IRS response o TAS fact check (Dec. 20, 2016).

Special Focus — IRS Future State
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= Sixteen states have no Appeals or Settlement Officers present within their boundarics, and 14 states
have no IRS liaisons to Small Busi Self-Employed taxpayers within their boundaries.™

Figure 5.1 shows the reduction in IRS geographic presence and employees between 2011 and 2016,

FIGURE 5.1, Locations With Specified Employees in the Last Pay Period of the Fiscal
Year®

2014

Stakeholder Liaison Out ! 110

Stakeholder Partnerships, Education a.nd
Communication Outreach En'_mlog-..

T:a.n:paygr M_ ance (‘—f;ntf:-.rs L'T.Q_Cs! 401 401 398 382 ara 376
TAC Service Rep: 1639 1515 | 1484 | 1520 | 1423 1267

522 475 444 405 386 365

At the same time, taxpayer returns and forms filed increased between tax year (TY) 2011 and TY 2015.
Ovwerall, filings grew nearly four percent from 234,567,000 in TY 2011 to 243,249,000 in TY 2015.%

We discuss the effects of this reduction in our Most Serious Problems, herein, on the structure of the IRS
and the lack of a inc ities,™

2
B0 F

22 Appeals response to TAS information request (June B, 2016). Puerto Rico lacks an Appeals or Settiement Officer in addition
to the 16 states. IRS response to TAS fact check (Dec. 15, 2016). IRS Human Resources Reporting Center. Report of SB/SE
Job Serles 0526, Stakeholder Liaison Field Empioyees as of the week ending October 1, 2016 (report generated Dec. 1, 2018).
The District of Columbia lacks an IRS liaisen in addition to the 14 states. See Most Sericus Problem: Geographic Focus: The
RS Lacks an Local Presence in C ities, Thereby Limiting Its Ability to Meet the Needs of Specific Taxpayer

ions and Improve Y infra.

23 Figures for Appeals Officers, Revenue Officers, Revenue Agents, Stakeholder Liaison Outreach, SPEC Qutreach, and Taxpayer
Assistance Center (TAC) Service Representatives are from the IRS response to TAS fact check (Dec. 16, 2046). TAC customer
service representative figures are from the IRS Human Resources Reporting Centar, Position Report by Employee Listing for
the ending pay period for FY 2011 to 2016, Nov. 2. 2016. The IRS response to TAS Fact Check (Dec. 16, 2016) showed the
following counts for TAC customer service representative: Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 - 1,977, FY 2012 - 1,839, FY 2013 - 1,775,
Fy 2014 - 1,803, FY 2015 - 1,678, and FY 2016 - 1,477. TAS was unable to replicate the IRS TAC employee figures, TAC
Office figures for FY's 2011-2014 from IRS response to TAS fact check {Dec. 23, 2014). TAC Office figures for FY 2015 from
Wage and tnvestment (WaI) analyst (Dec. 13, 2106). TAC Office figures for FY 2016 from the IRS response to TAS fact check
(Dec. 20, 2016)

24 IRS, Databook Returns Filed Tax Year (TYs) 2011-2015 (Nov. 30, 2016). This total includes individual income tax retums,
business-entity income tax returns, tax retums, tax forms, and certain other retums and forms.,

25 See Most Serious Problems: RS : The IRSs F Structure s Not Wel-suited for identifying and Addressing
What Different Types of Taxpayers Need to Comply, and Geographic Focus: The [RS Lacks an Adequate Local Presence
in Communities, Thereby Limiting its Ability to Meet the Needs of Specific Taxpayer Populations and improve Valuntary
Compfiance, infra. See also Literature Review: phic Consit i for Tax i L vol. 3, infra.

Taxpayer Advocate Service — 2016 Annual Report to Congress — Volume One 7
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Downstream Costs of IRS Budget Cuts Can Outweigh Savings, Increase Taxpayer and IRS
Burden, and Ervode Taxpayer Trust

Far too oftcn, in response to budget constraints, the IRS makes penny-wise, pound-foolish decisions.

For ple, the recently d revised rules about the limited availability of fice-to-face Appeals
conferences, and changes to settlement authority of certain Appeals’ personnel, has led to criticism from
key tax professional groups.™ The Nartional Taxpayer Advocate personally provided several suggestions to
the Chicf of Appeals and other senior Appeals officials thar, if adopred, would address many of Appeals’
concerns about wise use of resources while not vitiating the taxpayer's rights to appeal an [RS decision in
an independent forsm and to a fair and just tax system.” Instead, far from reducing overall costs, Appeals’
proposed procedures will increase costs for both the IRS and the taxpayer by shifting issue resolution

to more exp litigation venues or d to the IRS compli functions or the Taxpayer
Ad Service, i g y rework. Either way, taxpayer confidence in and patience with

the IRS is eroded.

Initiatives designed to save IRS resources are too often focused inward on the IRSs own needs — how it
can gain cost savings in one area so it can reapply them elsewhere. Again, while this is understandable in
the present environment, it is not right. These decisions do not adequately take account of taxpayer needs

and preferences, taxpayer burden, or the downstream costs incurred because raxpayers have not received

the assistance they need.

For example, over the last two years, the IRS has been moving slowly to an appointment-only system

for assistance in the TACs, These locarions were formerly known as “walk-in centers,” bur for all inrents
and purposes, in the 2017 filing season, the IRS will not be accepring “walk-ins.” While the Narional
Taxpayer Advocate has long rec ded the IRS offer taxy the gption of making appointments,
she is opposed to making TACs available exclusively by appoi ** The following testimony from the
National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum in San Antonio illustrates the myopia of this policy:

[S]everal months ago [ had a client that | was assisting to help make sure that he did not get
alien filed. And so from that perspective he had filed a 2014 tax return and underpaid by
several hundred thousand dollars.

Well, he settled that case and came into the money that he needed 1o pay 1o the IRS. 5o 1
said, okay, well, cut me the check made our ro the IRS, folks, of course. And, and [ will go

26 See, eg., Letter from Joan C. Amold, American College of Tax Counsel, to Kirsten Wielobob, Chief Appeals (Oct. 10, 2016}
Coalition for Effective and Efficient Tax Administration, letter to Kirsten Wielobob, Chief Appeals (Dct. 21, 2016); Memorandum
from Kenneth M, Homwitz, Texas Society of Certifbed Public Accountants to Commissioner of Internal Revenue (May 13, 2016)
{Preserving and Improving Access to Face-toFace Appeals Conferences). See also Statement of Jaime Vasgquez, Chamberiain,
Hrdlicka, White, Williams & Aughtry, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 52 (Aug. 30, 2016):

So what I've seen is that cases that don't need to go to [Tax [Clourt can be resolved with the IRS appeals office. And with
the cutback of the number of local IRS appeals officers, what's happening is that people’s cases are getting shipped to IRS
campus offices where they're not getting a face-toface person who can help resolve their case, And you know, as we all
Inow, sometimes when you're dealing with someone face 1o face walking them through the particular records and their life
circumstances, cases tend to be resolved. These are why such things as mediations are so successful.

27  For a detalled discussion of our concerns about the Office of Appeals concept of operations, see Most Serious Problem:
Appeals: The Office of Appeals” to Case Is Neither C Nor Taxpayer Friendly and its “Future
Vision™ Should Incorporate Those Values, infra.

28 See National Taxpayer Advocate 2044 Annual Report to Congress 122-33 (Most Sericus Problem: Access to the IRS: Taxpayers
Are Unable to Navigate the IRS and Reach the Right Person fo Resofve Their Tax Issues); National Taxpayer Advocate Fiscal
Year 2013 Objectives Report to Congress 42-45; National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress 302-18 (Most
Serious Problem: The IRS Lacks a Servicewide Strategy that identifies Effective and Efficient Means of Delivering Face-to-Face
Taxpayer Services),

a Special Focus — IRS Future State
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and walk it into the IRS office. Well, that was just when [ found out that that local office had
just been closed. So there I was with a [$240,000] check and, you know, | was like, you know,
1 made several phone calls. No success.

And after a week of sitting with this $240,000 check, [ was gewing really embarrassed, of
course. No ane wants to sit on that much, you know, money for, for someone else. Finally
got in touch with an IRS revenue officer who put me in touch with the collection officer for
the day who said thar, and who had finally, they could accepr the [$240,000] check. And 1
thought to myself, you know, this is ridiculous.

You know, here | am trying to, you know, help my client getting in compliance with the IRS
and we can't even pay the [R5.”

The Role of Congressional Oversight in Achieving Effective 215t Century Tax Administration
As stated above, the IRS has to make difficult choices every day, and those choices have consequences for

¥ and tax administration. The National Taxpayer Advocare believes there are many things the IRS
can do to apply its resources more effectively, particularly with respect to compliance initiatives (indeed,

the National Taxpayer Advecate publishes over 1,000 pages a year, via her Annual Repons to Congress,
identifying areas for imp and making rec But the simple fact remains, even with
these improvements, the IRS needs more funding. It cannot become a 215t century tax administration
withour adequare support from Congress.

Thar suppert is not just financial. The Narional Taxpayer Advocare believes there is a key

Sometimes nothing

role for congressional ight both as a preli ytoand a quence of additional

funding. This oversight should focus on the effectiveness of IRS serviee and compliance

activities with respect to the 150 million individual taxpayers and ten million business
can replace the taxpayers, especially small businesses and self-employed individuals. Is the IRS availing
sound and the tone itself of the most imp insights of behavioral science?™ For example, during the
of a human voice, first two weeks of January before the 2016 filing season, the National Taxpayer Advocate

especially in a crisis
situation. IRS must
present a human

sent out about 7,100 letters to taxpayers who had claimed the Earned Income Tax Credic
(EITC) on their 2014 returns but whose claims were flagged by the IRS Dependent
Database (DDb) as being highly questionable. The IRS did not audir these taxpayers
because of insufficient resources. The letters were strictly educational and railored to the

side to the agency specific rule “broken” by the txpayer; they were written in a helpful tone and clearly
to foster and keep stated the taxpayer was not under audit. These letters had a statistically significant positive
voluntary compliance. impact on the EITC compliance of this group of taxpayers. Thus, projected against the

population of EITC filers who violated these particular rules, for the cost of a letter and

29

postage, the IRS could prevent $47 million in EITC noncompliance.” TAS is repeating
this rest in the 2017 filing season; in this version, we will be offering some EITC raxpayers

Statement of Jaime Vasguez, Chamberiain, Hrdlicka, White. Williams & Aughtry, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum, 4849
{Aug. 30, 2016}

For & discussion of the application of insights to tax . see Most Serious Problem: Voluntary
Compliance: The IRS Is Overly Focused on So-Called “Enforcement” Revenue and Productivity, and Does Not Make Sufficient
Use of Behavioral Research Insights to Increase Voluntary Tax Compliance, infra. See also Literature Review: Behavioral
Science Lessons for Taxpayer Compliance, vol. 3, infra

For a copy of the letters sent, and a detailed discusaion of this research study, see R h Study: Study of Fiftng
Behavior of Taxpayers Who Claimed Earned Income Tax Credits Apparently in Error and Were Sent an Education Letter from the
National Taxpayer Advocate, vol. 2, infra.
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7
35

10

a dedicared “Extea Help” line in which trained TAS employees will answer taxpayer questions before the
axpayers file their returns.

Nevertheless, the IRS relies on audits as irs primary c e tool for maintaining reporting

compliance — closing nearly 874,000 individual taxpayer audits in FY 2016, with 84 percent of those

through correspondence.”” To und d the effectiveness of this application of resources, we need o
know what percentage of [RS audits result in no change, by type of audit. Research has shown that when
an audit results in no change, the taxpayer is more likely 1o reporr less income in the furure.” Where
there is an assessment, whart percentage of audits are reopened larer as audit reconsiderations, resulting

in unnecessary downstream re-work? OF the audits that result in a Tax Coure case, what percentage are

settled — and why — by IRS Appeals or Chief Counsel employees? How much audit activity results in
future voluntary compliance? Since the point of an audit is not just to assess additional tax but to ensure
that the same errors or positions do not occur again, what percentage of audited taxpayers understand
why the adjustments were made? These are just a few of the questions that overseers should be asking of
the IRS to ensure that current and additional funding is spent wisely and effectively.

As part of the reorganization mandated by Congress in the Internal Revenue Service Restructuring and
Reform Act of 1998 (RRA 98), Congress held joint annual hearings, over five years, to review the IRS
strategic plan.® The hearing participants included three members (two majority and one minority) from
cach of the congressional committees with jurisdiction over the IRS — Senate Finance Appropriations,
and Governmental Affairs; and House Whays and Means Appropriations and Governmental Reform and
Oversight. The hearings were to cover the following ropics:

(1) IRS progress in meeting its objectives under its strategic and business plans;
(2} IRS progress in improving taxpayer service and compliance;
(3) IRS progress on rechnology modernization; and

(4) The annual filing season.*

The National Taxpayer Advocate recommends thar Congress reinstitute this commendable practice. B

holding recurring joint oversight hearings, the IRS will have the oppertunity to articulate, with specificity,
irs need for addirional resources 1nd its p]ans for applying them. Hearing from both the IRS and ourside
expents — including tax profe business rep ives, Low Income Taxpayer

Clinics, and behavioral sc:cnusn — (,Dngrcsﬁ will better understand the challenges that both the IRS and

taxpayers face. It can then make informed decisions about the level and general application of resources
necessary for the IRS ro provide ULS. taxpayers with a 21st century tax administration they can trust and
admire.

IRS, Compliance Data Warehouse, System {AIMS) Closed Case Database.

National Taxpayes Advocate 2045 Annual Report to Cmugr!s&- vol, 2, 6798 (Research Study: Audit Impact Study); National
Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress vol. 2, 27-42 (Research Study: Estimating the Impact of Audits on the
Subsequent Reporting Compliance of Small Business Taxpayers: Prefiminary Results).

Pub. L. No. 105206, § 4001, enacting IRC § 8021(f), and § 4002, amending IRC § 8022, 112 Stat. 685, TA3-84 (1998),

H. Ree, Mo, 105-364, at 84-85 (1997), The Ri turing Ci earlier that Congress create & jeint
committee on IRS administration, which would conduct jo nt hearings on similar topics. Mational Commissicn on Restructuring
the IRS, A Vision for & New [RS 23 (June 15, 1997),
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Recommendations

The Narional Taxpayer Advocare recommends thar Congress:

= Reinstare the joint review of the IRS strategic plans and budger provided for under IRC §§ 8021(f)
d 8022,

® Require the IRS to submit a comprehensive “Future State” plan that describes, in sufficient detail,
its vision for a 21st century IRS, including

explanation of how thar meets the needs and

nd obstacles the IRS

preferences of different ULS. taxpayer segments, and describes the challenges

faces in achieving this "Funure Sta

Provide funding for IRS initiatives that enhance and maintain voluntary compliance, align with
the specific needs and preferences of raxpayers as they aremprt to comply with the rax laws, and
climinare unnecessary downstream re-work.

Taxpayer Advocate Service — 2016 Annual Report to Congress — Volume One
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IRS CULTURE: To create an environment that encourages taxpayer trust and
confidence, the IRS must change its culture from one that is enforcement-oriented to
one that is service-oriented,

In its Snapshot of A Better Wiy for Tax Reform blueprint, the House Republicans Tax Reform Task Force
describes “A Service First IRS,” noting that “[a] simpler, fairer tax code will require a simpler, fairer

IRS with one mission: Pur the taxpayers first.” Congress has addressed this issue before. In the IRS
Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998 (RRA 98), it directed the IRS 1o “restate its mission 1o place a

nygy

greater emphasis on serving the public and meeting taxpayers’ needs.

Yet taday, the IRS's annual appropriation of $11.2 billion allocates 43 percent to Enforcement, with only
21 percent attributable to taxpayer service. OFf the $2.3 billion allocation for Taxpayer Service, 73 percent
is artributable to operational items like receiving and processing tax returns and payments, and only

27 percent is attributable to functions such as outreach and education.® In other words, outreach and
education activities constiture less than six percent of the IRS budger.

1fa rax agency views its primary mission as "enforcing” the tax laws, it will design irs

procedures and apply its resources to “hunt down” those taxy it views as noncompliant.”
It justifies this approach by rationalizing that law-abiding taxp want to know that all
... outreach and taxpayers are paying their fair share. The problem with this approach is that it undermines
education activities the willingness of taxpayers to comply by focusing most of its resources on those who are not
constitute less than willing to comply. Taxpayers who are willing to comply are left without adequate suppon.

six percent of the

In an enforcement-oriented tax agency, if taxpayers don't get the help they need to comply and

IRS budget. they make a mistake, they are treared as if they are tax evaders. This treatment in turn breeds

and increases the risk that the taxpayer who was willing to comply is no longer

ar

39

40

willing to do so. In this way, the underlying assumption by the tax agency that taxpayers will
evade tax becomes a self-fulfilling propesition. The agency ends up converting a compliant
taxpayer into a noncompliant one.*

Whar if the rax agency adopted a different approach roward taxpayers? Whar if it assumed thar taxpayers,
by and large, wanted to abey the law and that the primary mission of the tax agency was to facilitate that
compliance by providing taxpayers with the assistance, education, and clarity they need to meet their

tax obligations? What if we started out accepting that taxpayers will make mistakes and, until proven
otherwise, assume those mistakes are not atributable to a rax evasion motive? This matrers because tax
noencompliance, like most human behavior, is driven by a broad spectrum of factors, from just plain

House Republicans’ Tax Reform Task Force, A Better Way for Tax Reform, hitp://abetterwey.speaker gov/_assets/pdf/

ABetterWay-Tax-Snapshot_pdf.

RRA 98, Pub, L. Mo, 105-206, Title |, § 1002, 112 Stat, 685 (1998),

Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016, Pub. Law 114-113, enacted Dec. 18, 2015, FY 2016 Operating Plan, Integrated

Financial System (IFS),

Sea Written of Pam Qlson, Pri oopers, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 20-22 (Feb. 23,

2016);
Those of you who know me know that I've not been fond of use of the word enforcement when it comes to the IRS because
| thirk enforcing the law is an action that compels people 1o do something and it is not something that has to be visited on
the average taxpayer, The average taxpayer wants to voluntarily comply and we just need to make sure they have the tools
and the resources to do it. They may need advice or assistance but rarely do they need an enforcement action to compel
them to pay their tax or to punish them for failing to do so.

For a discussion of the drivers of volurtary compliance, see Most Serious Problem: Voluntary Compliance: The IRS Is Overly

Focused on So-Cafled | " Revenue and ity, and Does Not Make Suffici Use of R

Insights to Increase Voluntary Tax Compliance, infra,
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This is not to say we should ignore those who are actively evading tax.
Rather, it is to say we should design our tax system around the taxpayers
who are trying to comply, instead of those who are actively trying not to.

carelessness to ignorance to confusion to palemics to avarice. By focusing on the source or reasons for
a taxpayer’s noncompliance, and not just on the end result of the behavior, we have a better chance of
changing the bet

and imp 1K ¢

I c going forward."!
This is not to say we should ignore those who are actively evading tax. Rather, it is to say we should
design our tax system around the taxpayers who are trying to comply, instead of these whe are actively

trying not to.

Bringing About a Cultural Shifi: You Get What You Measure
The National Commission on Restructuring the IRS summarized the agency’s culture in this way:

The culture of IRS is overly risk averse, based on a tradition of valuing checks and controls

over creative approaches to solving problems. In order to evolve into a more taxpayer focused,

responsive organization, a cultural shift must occur ar the IRS. The positives of the culture

are that employees will execure orders and follow dircerions. The negatives are thar the IRS

environment often does not encourage personal or organizational growth, and stifles creativity,

innovation, and quick problem resolution.**
Changing an organization’s culture begins with und ding what drives empl " and officers’
behavior. Basically, you get what you measure. The IRS’s own annual announcement of measures and
successes reflects this enforcement-heavy mentality — enforcement dollars assessed (via liens and levies),
enforcement dollars collected, liens filed, levies issued.* It includes five pages of “enforcement” results
and only one page — six irems — of taxpayer service results. There is no mention of how much in the
way of tax or penalties are abated annually because they were incorrectly or inappropriately assessed, or
how many TAS cases resulted in full or partial relicf, or how many outreach or education events were held
in-p so that IRS employees and officers (including those in the audit and collection functions) could
hear directly about taxpayer concerns. The IRS does not track how many people were turned away from
TACs (formerly known as “walk-in sites™ but now appointment-only). "

41  See Written of Leslis Book, sss0f, Villanova Law School, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 55 (Feb, 23,
2016):
| think, howeves, getting back to trust and how that relates to taxpayers there is no guestion that sanctions alone is really
not the way, a sanclioned based approach is not the only way 1o encourage voluntary compliance. There needs to be an
emphasis on insuring that interactions with taxpayers enhances trust and trust between the taxpayer and the IRS is a two-
wary street but if the taxpayers have an absence of trust in what the IRS is doing it leads to kind of spirals and increases
noncompliance.
42  National Commission on Restructuring the Internal Revenue Service, A Vision for a New IRS 12-13 (June 25, 1997).
43 IRS, Fiscal Year 2015 Enforcement and Service Results, https:/ /www.irs. gov/ uac,) fiscabyear-2015-enforc t-and-
service-results,

44 Since 2014, the National Taxpayer Advocate has published in the Annual Report to Congress a “report card™ on the IRS, listing
measures that would give a sense of whether the IRS is treating taxpayers right. This list of measures is organized under each
of the ten taxpayer dghts stated in the Taxpayer Bill of Rights and could serve as a starting point for a more comprehensive
and balanced set of performance measures. See Taxpayer Rights Assessment: IRS Performance Measures and Data Relating
to Taxpayer Rights, infra,
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If we want IRS employees to
focus on increasing taxpayer
confidence and trust in the tax
system, if we want taxpayer

to feel engaged in the tax
system they are all a part of,
then we need to find ways to
encourage and reward the IRS
workforce for engaging with
the population and viewing
the taxpayer as a partner in
trying to achieve or maintain
voluntary compliance.

1F we want IRS emplayees to focus on increasing taxpayer confidence and
trust in the tax system, if we want taxpayers to feel engaged in the tax system
they are all a part of, then we need to find ways to encourage and reward the
IRS workforce for engaging with the population and viewing the taxpayer as a
partner in trying to achieve or maintain volunrary compliance.

Norwitk ding the ubiquitous use of the rerm “enforcement” throughour IRS
training, guidance (including the Internal Revenue Manual), and testimony,

there is only one true “enforcement” function in the IRS, and that is the
Criminal Investigation funcrion. Every other taxpayer- -fi |ng part ofrhc IRS
is in the business of serving the taxpayer by enc

BINg ¥ comg 2
Yes, there are some employees who utilize tools that compel action, like liens
and levies, But activities such as audits and appeals should be viewed first and
foremost as educational opporiunities, not “enforcement” mechanisms. In

an audir, the IRS can learn abour the chall P face in complying
with the laws, and taxpayers can learn about whar, in the cyes of the IRS, they
reported incorrectly on the return. In some instances, taxpayers can learn that

they can't get away with something they thought they could; on the other hand,

the IRS might just learn thar it was wrong abourt an issue, or actually change irs
position on an aspect of rax law.

As we discuss in the Most Serious Problem about IRS structure herein, the greatest economies for a
service-oriented organization are achieved by op gz as small units that are locared in the proximity of
their customers.® Through strucrural design, performance measures, and, most imporantly, trining that

reinforces engagement with the taxpayer and understanding taxpayer needs and preferences, the IRS can
promote voluntary compliance and become a respected and appreciated federal agency.

Recommendation

The National Taxpayer Advocare recommends that the IRS publish an annual report card on
comprehensive measures that not only show traditional “enforcement” measures but disclose how the
IRS performed in providing assistance and service in meeting taxpayer needs and preferences, as well as
in

casing voluntary compliance over time. These measures, in turn, should form the basis for Executive
performance commitments and assessments.

43  See Written Statement of Elizabeth Atkinson, LeClair Ryan, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 29 (May 13, 2018):
Our tax code Is very, very complicated and it's better for the IRS to be in a position of listening 1o the taxpayer than having
an authoritarian type of regime that not only makes the taxpayer feel like he or she is not being listened to, but sometimes
leads to incorrect results and downstream compliance problems because the person is so turmned off to the tax system by
their experience, they don't feel like complying anynmore.
46 See Most Serious Problem: IRS Structure: The IRS's Functional Structure Is Not Well-Suited for
Different Types of Taxpayers Need to Comply, infra.

fying and A & What
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IRS MISSION STATEMENT: To ensure the IRS recruits, hires, and trains employees
with the appropriate skill sets, the IRS must revise its mission statement to
explicitly acknowledge the IRS's dual mission of collecting revenue and disbursing
benefits, as well as the foundational role of the Taxpayer Bill of Rights.

In RRA 98, Congress directed the IRS to restate its mission statement with an emphasis on taxpayer
service.” Accordingly, the IRS adopted the following mission statement: “Provide America’s taxpayers
top quality service by helping them understand and meert their tax responsibilivies and by applying the
sax law with integrity and fairness to all.™* (Emphasis added.) In 2009, with no public discussion, the

IRS quietly made a profound change to that mission statement, which now reads: “Provide America’s

taxpayers top quality service by helping them understand and meet their tax responsibilities and enforce
the tax law with integrity and fairness to all.” (Emphasis added.) As noted in the preceding discussion of
IRS culture, this shift in tone and emphasis, from “apply” to “enforce,” has significant consequences for
axpayers, and is closely related o the issue of agency culture,

A second problem with the agency’s current mission statement is its failure to acknowledge and

articulate that the 215t century IRS has two specific lines of business: both revenue collector and benefics
administrator. The IRS collects over $3 trillion annually and issues over $403 billion in refunds.** The
Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC), a refundable credit for low and moderate income working families
and individuals, accounts for almost $67 billien in credits paid to 27 million taxpayers.™ The tax code is
increasingly used to promete various social and economic policies through the mechanism of tax credits
and other rax expendi * Taking an enf iented approach to these inh I pl
provisions, instead of one based on problem identification and understanding of the root causes o
noncompliance, can deter digible taxpayers from claiming benefits to which they are entitled under the

Siwibl, 4 di

from g what they did wrong,

law and prevent i

| in its misston the

Instead, by explicitly recognizing the IRS's role as a benefits
IRS will have ro rethink how it conducts major aspects of its work.™ To fulfill this aspect of its mission,
it will have to hire employees whaose skills are better suited for this educational and compliance work.

Thus, for the EITC and other tax provisions specifically targeted to the low income population, the IRS

will have to hire or train employees with skills that are drawn from the social work profession.™* These

4T RRA 98, Pub. L. No, 105206, Title |, § 1002, 112 Stat. 685 (1998),

48 IRM 1.1.1.1 (Mar. 1, 2006).

49 IRS Pub. 558, IRS Data Book 2015 (Mar. 2016}, Table 1. Figures are for FY 2015,

50 RS, About EITC, hitps:/ /www.eitc.irs.gov/ EITC-Central/aboutedtc (last visited Dec. 31, 2016). For Tax Year 2015, 27.3
million taxpayers had claimed $66.9 billion in EITC (after math eror processing, but pror 1 any audit of the tax return), RS,
(& Data . Individual Returns ion File (includes Tax Year 2015 retumns posted as of cycle 47).

51 Fora ion of the ity and lack of these sl create, see Legislative Recommendation: Simpfify
the Internal Revenue Code Now, infra, For recommendations about reforming the EITC and other Family Status provisions. see
Legisiative Recommendation: Tax Reform: Restructure the Earned income Tax Credit and Related Family Status Provisions o
Improve Compliance and Minimize Taxpayer Burden, infra, The National Taxpayer Advocate has previously discussed design
elements that should be considered when running social benefit programs through the tax code. See National Taxpayer
Advocate 2009 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, 75104 {Running Social Programs Through the Tax System).

52 See Statement of Pam Olson, PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 47 {Feb. 23, 2016):

| thirk the mest important thing is for the IRS to fully embrace the multifaceted responsibilities that it has with respect to
both collecting tax as well as administering benefit system and administering lots of other things and making sure that it is
factoring that into how it plans its service.

53 For a detailed discussion of the challenges faced by EITC taxpayers, see Most Serious Problem: Earned Income Tax Credit
{EITC): The Future State’s Refiance on Online Tools Will Harm EITC Taxpayers, infra.
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employees will have the skills not only 1o employ interviewing rechniques that are designed ro elicic
information without fear, but also to focus on educating the raxpayer going forward,

Finally, the IRS mission should explicitly acknowledge that the Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TBOR) underlies
all of its actions. As we discuss larer in this reporr, while the IRS has done a commendable job publicizing
the TBOR to iderabl
ethos of the agency.™ Expl
reassure taxpayers, that the TBOR is a guiding principle for all IRS actions.

it still has ¢ waork to do integrating the TBOR in the life, training, and

t mention in the mission statement would reinforce to 1RS employees, and

Recommendation

The National Taxpayer Advocate recommends that the IRS revise its mission statement to re-emphasize
4 non-coercive approach to tax administration, recognize the IRS's dual roles of revenue collector and
benefits administrator, and explicitly affirm the role of the TBOR as the guiding principle for rax
administration.

54 See Most Serious Probler: Taxpayer Bill of R
infra.

s (TBOR): The IRS Must Do More

corporate the TBOR into lts Operatio
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UNDERSTANDING TAXPAYER NEEDS AND PREFERENCES: To ensure that the IRS
designs its Current and Future State initiatives based on actual taxpayer needs
and preferences, the IRS must actively and directly engage with the taxpayer
populations it serves as well as undertake a robust research agenda that furthers
an understanding of taxpayer compliance.

In 2005, Congress directed the IRS to conduct a comprehensive review of its current portfolio of services
and develop a five-year strategic plan for taxpayer service.” Thar plan, the Taxpayer Assistance Blueprine
(TAB), has since been updated annually, by congressional directive.® Far from being a strategic plan,
the TAB has deteriorated into a list of unrelared iniriatives. Meanwhile, IRS budger cuts and consequent
elimination or radical restructuring of core taxpayer services have increased taxpayer burden and cost.

An understanding of taxpayer needs and preferences is a prerequisite for effective tax administration.” As
Figure 5.2 shows, the IRS and TAS have separately undertaken different surveys attempting to identify
taxpayer needs. The way one asks questions on the surveys, and the very method of conducting the
survey, has consequences for the reliability and usefulness of the data collected. For example, a recent
Pew Research Center analysis of survey techniques concluded thar online-only surveys have a bias againse
African-Americans and Hispanics,"

55 H. Rer. Mo 109-307, at 209 (2005),

56 See S. R, No. 113-80, at 27 (2013); see aiso IRS Pub, 4701, Annual Report to Congress: The Taxpayer Assistance Blueprint
Taxpayer Service Improvements (Mov. 2015), mtpy//core. publish.no.irs.gov/ pubs/pdf/ pd T01-2015-11-00. pdf.

57 See Statement of Leslie Book, Professor, Villanova School of Law, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 27 (Feb, 23, 2016)
| think a fundamental starting point in thinking about service is that the IRS needs to know whom it is serving and the
characteristics and challenges associated with a particular group of taxpayers or parties it is regulating. It sounds easy
enough but knowing the taxpayer actually is a very resource intensive endeavor. An agency fixated on efficiency and
delivering services at lowest possible short term costs without knowing the impact and burdens of its actions may find itself
pushing more serious problems down the road while at the same time jecpardizing taxpayer rights.,

58 Pew Research Center, Evaluating Online Nonprobability Surveys: Vendor Choice Matters; Widespread Errors Found for Estimates
Based on Blacks and Hispanics (May 2, 2016), hitp://www.pewresearch.org/ 2016/ 05/02/evaluating-online-nonprobability-
surveys/, “Online nonprobability survey vendors want to provide samples that are representative of the diversity of the 1.5,
population, but one important question is whether the panelists who are members of racial and ethnic minority groups are
representative of these groups more broadly. This study suggests they are not.” d. at 4,
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FIGURE 5.2, Summary of Taxpayer Surveys

Low Income The Low Income Taxpayer Clinic (LITC) Program provides tax rep-  Telephone Random Digit Dialed 1,143
Taxpayer Clinic  resentation or advice to low income individuals who need help  (RDD) landling and cellphone 934 English
Survey resolving issues with their federal income tax retums. 204 Spanish

TAS multipurpose study to leam more about taxpayers whe are

eligible for help from LITCs. The study gathered information on:

+ eligible taxpayers’ awareness and use of LITC services,

* the types of issues for which they would consider using
clinics,

+ demographic information, and

« other items.

Findings are representative of the low income population

(household income at or below 250% of the poverty level),

inchuding Spanish speakers of this population,

The Taxpayer Tetephone Randem Digit Diaked 1,014 US
Advocate TAS Multi-purpose study to evaluate taxpayer knowledge, (RDD) landline and cellphone General
Service: beliefs, barriers and perception of TAS and the IRS among US Population
Hispanic Hispanics. Hispanics
Survey ages 18 and
older
432 English
582 Spanish
Service TAS Multl-purpose taxpayer survey to explore: Telephone Random Digit Dialed 4,000
Priorities Survey - Taxpayers’ use of IRS services by delivery channels, as well | (RDD) landline and celiphone By mid-
as service users satisfaction and Issue resolution with Nowvember,
services, and willingness to use and importance of delivery 1,910
channels, completed
» Taxpayers’” understanding of their rights and responsibilities 1,106
with IRS landline,
* Intemet use and abilities B804 cell
phene
Taxpayer Multi-purpose taxpayer survey to explore: Online Panel / Phone 3,689
Experl « Taxpayers' and use of IRS services and service {2,986 online
Survey channels, as well as service users satisfaction with services; English;

» Taxpayers' behavior patterns and potential areas for 403 online
improvements based on their pre-filing, filing, and post-filing Spanish;
experiences (includes experience with refunds & notices); 300 Phone
and English}

+ Knowledge of ACA requirements.

One time

One time 2014
Depends on 2016
funding

Annualty 2016

Table continued on next page. »
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Web - First
Strategy
Conjeint

IRS Oversight
Board -
Comprehensive

Taxpayer

Attitude Survey

(CTAS) 2015

Survay of TAC users designed to capture TAC customer
demographic profile, measure overall and service delivery sat-
isfaction. and the extent to which TAC customer service and
performance expectations were met from the taxpayer perspec-
tive. Data from this research endeavor helps Field Assistance
assess and modify its business model,

Conjoint survey aimed at understandng how taxpayers’
preferences shift with changes to senice offerings. This con-
joint survey offers participants different scenarios for services,
with tradeolfs 1o see which oplions are the most important to
participants, The study objectives are to:

« Determing the effect of potential service changes on
preference for TAC and phone.

- Assess baseline preferences for online services and identify
potential methods for Increasing preference for online ser
vices,

« Explore how potential service changes, including the addition
of new online service options, affect taxpayer preference for
higher cost channels, such as TAC and phone,

+ Suggest how the IRS can facilitate a preference shift to web-
first service options.

Telephone survey which captures taxpayers’ tax compliance
attitudes, senvice channel preference, and behaviors (can be
compared to findings from previous surveys)

Paper / Inperson

1,518 in

Used cluster analysis to categorize  FY 2013

TACs. 3 visits (pre-filing. filing,
pastfiling) to each of the 5 dif-
ferent TAC types for a total of 15
visits:
+ High volume, High wait;
+ Medium Volume, High
Qverhead;

+ Medium volume, Low overhead;

* Low Volume, Less compiex;
and

+ Low Volume, Complex Task,

Online Pane|

Random Digit Dialed Telephone -
landline and cell phone

1,604

1,000 -

707 landline,
263 cell
phone

Every year or two | 2015 - 2016
depending on
funding

Annually. Survey 2015
may be discon-

tinued given

the uncertain

status of the IRS
Oversight Board.
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The IRS has heavily relied upon the Web-First Strategy Conjoint Survey to build its onlin
That survey, conducted fully online, is helpful in understanding what taxpayers who are already online are
willing 1o do with regard to online tax administration. Bur the survey ignores those taxpayers who are not
online or who are unwilling to participate in online surveys.”

account.

During the last year, TAS has conducted a survey by telephone (landline and cellphone) of ULS. taxpayers,
including those taxpayers who have used IRS service channels in the recent past.” Although our analysis
is preliminary, TAS is able to report results on particular segments of the individual taxpayer population,
including:

# Nat Low Income taxpayers (taxpayers with total positive income (TPI) above 250 percent of the
federal poverty level);"!

® Low Income taxpayers (taxpayers TPl at or below 250 percent of the federal poverty level);
® Elderly taxpayers (taxpayers age 65 or older); and

e

® Disabled raxpayers (taxp wheo self-identified as having a sigs disabiliry).

The survey findings for these categories of taxpayers, reported below, are statistically representative of all
waxpayers in these categories.™ The importance of the responses of the low income taxpayer population is
particularly significant, since these taxpayers constitute over 46 percent of the individual taxpayers filing
returns in 2016.% TAS conducted this survey entirely by telephone (landline and mobile phone) in order
to ensure it was not biased against taxpayers who were not online or unwilling to answer surveys online.

The study found that Low Income, Senior, and Disabled taxpayers are less likely to have broadband access
and more likely to have no interner access than the Not Low Income taxpayers. More than 33 million
U5, raxpayers have no broadband access at home, including 14 million U.S. taxpayers who have no
internet access at home. Notably, 28.5 percent, 40 percent, and 31.9 percent of the Low Income, Senior,
and Disabled taxpayers, respectively, had no broadband access ar home, significantly limiting their online
actvities.

For a more detailed discussion of our concemns about the RS online account, see Most Serous Problem: Online Accounts:
Research into Taxpayer and Practil Neeads and Is Critical as the IRS Develops an Online Taxpayer Account
System, infra. See also Literature Review: Customer Considerations for Online Accounts Introduction, vol. 3, infra.

See Research Study: Taxpayers' Varying Abilities and Attitudes Toward IRS Taxpayer Service: The Effect of IRS Service Dellvery
Choices on Different Demographic Groups, vol, 2, infra,

Total Positive Income (TP) is calculated by summing the positive values from the following income fields from a taxpayer's
maost recently filed individual tax return: wages; interest: divi ; distribution from par ips, small business corporations,
estates, or trusts: Schedule C net profits; Schedule F net profits; and other ncome such as Schedule D profits and capital
gains distributions. Losses reported for any of these values are treated as zero

For this interim analysis, the confidence interval ranges from +/- 3 percent to 10 percent, depending on the sample size for
each question, with mest questions falling into the +/- range of 5 percent or better. TAS Research expects confidence levels
to improve upon receipt of the complete dats set of 4,000 surveys. For a more detaled discussion of the survey design and
methodology. see Research Study: Taxpayers” Varying Abilities and Attitudes Toward IRS Taxpayer Service: The Effect of IRS
Service Delivery Choices on Different Demographic Groups, vol. 2, infra.

Of the 135.8 million individual taxpayers who had filed TY 2015 indhvidual income tax returns through Cycle 43 of 2016,
nearly 63 million taxpayers (46.2 percent) had TP at or below 250 percent of federal poverty level, These numbers exclude
filers who are claimed as a dependent on ancther tax return. Individual Returns Transaction File for Tax Year 2015 (meturns
processed through October 31, 2016) on the IRS Compliance Data Warehouse.
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The IRS has heavily relied upon the Web-First Strategy Conjoint Survey to
build its online account. That survey, conducted fully online, is helpful in
understanding what taxpayers who are already online are willing to do with
regard to online tax administration. But the survey ignores those taxpayers
who are not online or who are unwilling to participate in online surveys.

FIGURE 5.3%

Taxpayers Witk Broadband Access at Home by Demographic Group
19.0 million
12 millkon
9.8 million 2.9 million .
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FIGURE 5.4%

Taxpayers Without Internet Access at Home by Demographic Group
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The Not Low Income taxpayer group is enline more frequently (from home, work, or elsewhere) than
the vulnerable groups. Almost 19 percent of the combined Low Income, Senior, and Disabled raxpayer
populations said they go online less than once a week or never.

FIGURE 5.5%

Taxpayers Who Access the Internet Less Than
Once a Week, or Not at All, by Demographic Group

11.1 miltion
9.7 million 10.1 million
- . l
Not Low Incame F e ez

Low Income Taxpayers are more likely than Not Low Income taxpayers to access the internet from

libraries or through their smartphones.” Access to IRS online accounts via public computers can create
serious risks to the privacy of taxpayer data. Morcover, taxpayers whose internet access is through their
smartphones report being seriously disadva
our online job applications.™ Other complex
challenges. These findings have significant consequences for a large pan of the raxpayer popula
IRS shifts to online accounts, audits, and communication.

aged in performing asks like uploading resumes and filling
asks such as filing a tax return may also pose similar

n as the

The IRS has published several "vignettes” that depict how different types of raxpayers will interact online
with the [RS of the fu(urc.'” Both the Individual (EI” F( ) taxpayer and the Small Business taxpayer

vignettes o I h or in-work broadband access and fortabl

who are ¢ with

F

online tasks. T] ht. TAS survey findings show thar for large portions of the taxpayer popul

continue to be uncomfortable v pects of online interaction. For example, all of the \‘ulmrah]c
groups (Low Income, Elderly, and Disabled) are less comfortable sending emails on the interner than

the Not Low Income. Similarly, all of the vulnerable groups, particularly Seniors, feel they are less

th man

and Attitudes Toward IRS Taxpayer Service: The Effect of IRS Service Delivery
2, infra,

e Groups, vol

lying data, see id.

it job £
ans to have used their smart)

King onling, for example, these “smartphone onty” s were far more
shone for highly lex tasks, such as filling out a job application
neral, a substantial number of non-broadband adopters indicate that
tivities — such as emailing an employer, or filling out an online

wen relatively basic onli

mwaroom, future-state-and-irs-activities. For
d discussion of the Ilawe" as‘u"'ntn'\s rela\ung to lhe ||||.|v|1ua (EITC) vignette, see Most Serious Problem: Earr ed
e Future State’s Reliance on Online Tools Will Harm EITC Taxpayers, infra,
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More than 33 million U.S.
taxpayers have no broadband
access at home, including

14 million U.S. taxpayers who
have no internet access at
home. Notably, 28.5 percent,
40 percent, and 31.9 percent
of the Low Income, Senior, and
Disabled taxpayers, respectively,
had no broadband access at
home, significantly limiting
their online activities.

skilled than the Not Low Income at doing research on the internet. And
most impaortantly, more than half of the Low Income, Senior, and Disabled
taxpayers stated they did not feel secure sharing personal financial informarion
over the Internet. Indeed, even among the Not Low Income population, over
43 percent of taxpayers said they do not feel secure sharing their personal
financial information over the Internet.

Finally, significant percentages of all taxpayer segments did net feel secure
sharing p | inf with a g agency. Only 38 percent of
the Nor Low Income population, 33 percent of the Low Income, 17 percent
of the Seniors, and 32 percent of Disabled raxpayers were comfortable sharing
personal information with the government. These findings have profound

implications for taxpayers’ willingness to interact with the IRS online in all
but the most rudimentary of actions.

These survey findings were | in testimony and ¢ made
at the Nartional Taxpayer Advocate’s Public Forums on Taxpayer Needs
and Prefe as well as the Focus Groups ar IRS Tax Forums and TAS

Recommendations

employee meetings.™ From all the data and public suggestions, it is clear thar
% 4

an hasis on and provision of in-pe assistance will harm

LS. taxpayers in the 21st century.

To ensure thar both the present and furure states of the IRS serve taxpayers well, the Narional Taxpayer

Advocate recommends that:

# The IRS, in collaboration with the National Taxpayer Advocate, undertake a comprehensive

study of taxpayer needs and preferences by taxpayer segment, utilizing telephone, online, and mail

surveys, focus groups, town halls, public forums, and research studies. These in

ives should

be designed ro solicit taxpayer needs and preferences, and not be biased by the IRS's own desired

direction.

= Congress require the IRS and the National Taxpayer Advocate to jointly report on the results of
this comprehensive study through a re-invigorated TAB,

70 See, e.g., Oral Statement of Susan Diehl, PenServ Plan Services, Inc., National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 18 (Ape. 8,

2046):

What | have cbserved is that the new individual and business taxpayer experience of the future model seemed to provide
little room for personal contact, Granted, this will fit well into the constraints of the budget, but | fear that many will suffer
and suffer greatly. Let's consider retirees who have extremely involved questions, Who will help them? Will this model
result in more unanswered phone calls with no resolution, or a resolution that comes too late leaving the taxpayer in a

penalty situation,

See afso Taxpayer Advocate Service, Executive Briefing: Future State Discussion Analysis 18 (Sept. 2018}
The IRS will be faceless. A taxpayers only interactions with a human at the IRS will be when there is an enforcement-type
action taken with regard to the taxpayer's account. It will leave maey taxpayers without basic services needed to comply
with the tax system, On one hand, the described scenario might decrease calis and staffing during the initial processing but
it could very easily increase calls and staffing after processing because the taxpayer requires clasification of changes and
adjustment to his/her account. We have experienced numercus calls when the bar on the “Where's my refund” application

changes unexpectedly.
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TAXPAYER RIGHTS AND THE FUTURE STATE

Since adopting the National Taxpayer Advocate’s propesed Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TBOR), the RS has
made commendable efforts to inform taxpayers about their rights.™ As we observe later in this report,
hawever, the IRS has a more uneven record in complying with the congressional fite, codified in
Internal Revenue Code (IRC) § 7803(a)(3), 1o educare IRS employees abour the TBOR.™

The Narional Taxpayer Advocate believes thar raxpayer rights, and the TBOR specifically, should be
the foundation for tax administration, including any strategic vision for the future. Yet few documents
pertaining to the Future State that have been made available to the National Taxpayer Advocate address

the TBOR, and those that do only nominally mention it, utilizing a checklist approach at best. None
explains how the proposed Future State design and initiatives will specifically advance the general rights
stated in the TBOR and the specific protections afforded by the IRC.*

At each of the National Taxpayer Advocare’s Public Forums on Taxpayer Needs and Preferences, the
panelists and audience members were provided copies of IRS Future State “vignettes” pertaining 1o
individual and small business taxpayers.”* These vignettes provide the most derailed representation of the
Future State made public to date. As such, they offer insight into how the IRS thinks it will interact with
the taxpayers of the future.

b | serious concerns about the interactions

At every Public Forum, panelists and audience P
fescribed in the vig A threshold concern was that the system the IRS is designing seems 1o be
stacked in the IRS's favor — i.e., in both vignetes, the taxpayer lost; he or she was wrong, Nowhere
did the vignette demanstrate how the taxpayer could prevail in the system of the future. Public Forum

panelists and audience members alike commented on this aspect of the Future State:

I find it funny that in both scenarios, there's more taxes, | think thar reflects the idea that
this model is abour the IRS finding new ways to use technology for their benefit, and not for
taxpayer purposes.”

I'm & CPA, and I've been practicing for 35 years, but my primary reason for coming here, ar
least — I read your year-end report, and even just seeing these future state diagrams here, and
what struck me is there’s an arrogance unfortunarely of the IRS thar they can do this themselves,
and they don’t need any input from taxpayers. And the examples here — both end up resolving
in more tax being owed, is like, we were right, you were wrong. pay us the money.™

See Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TBOR), www. TaxpayerAdvocate.irs_gov/ taxpayersights. The rights contained in the TBOR are now
listed in the Internal Revenue Code (IRC). See Consolidated Appropaations Act, 2016, Pub. L No. 114-113, Division Q.

Tithe IV, & 401{a) (2015) (codified al IRC § TBO3(a)(3)).

See Consolidated Appropriations Act. 2016, Pub. L. No. 114113, Division Q, Title IV, § 401(a} (2015) (codified at

IRC § TBO3(a)3)). For a detalled discussion of the IRS's TBOR efforts, see Most Serous Problem: Taxpayer Bill of Rights
(TEOR): The IRS Must Do More to Incorporate the TBOR into ts Operations, infra.

The National Taxpayer Advocate has identified specific taxpayer rights concems relating to *Real Time” tax administration
before. See National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress 180-81 (Most Serious Problem: The Preservation of
Fundamental Taxpayer Rights Is Critical as the IRS Develops a Real-Time Tax System); National Taxpayer Advocate 2011 Annual
Report to Congress 284-295 (Most Serous Problem: Accelerated Third-Party information Reporting and Pre-Populated Returns
Would Reduce Taxpayer Burden and Benefit Tax Administration But Taxpayer Protections Must Be Addressed),

hitps./ /taxg irs.gov p ! . Fora and dise of the EITC vignette, see Most Serous
Problem: Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC): The Future State's Refiance on Orline Tools Wil Harm EITC Taxpayers, Infra.
Statement of Audience Member, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Ferum 39 (Aug. 18, 2016).

Statement of Audience Member, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 55-56 {Aug. 18, 2016),
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Other panelists noted thar the basic assumptions about the taxpayer pop i in the

were seriously flawed.”

g
For example, the vignetre for individual taxpayers involved an EITC clhimant,
and as we discuss in a Most Serious Problem larer in rhis reporr, ir assumes that the average EITC
recipient has broadband access and a desktop computer in her home, has a high enough education level

to hold a middle-school math teacher job, has a sufficient credit history to create an IRS online account,
and can navigate and understand the complex provisions of the tax code.™ None of these assumptions is
accurate with respect 1o the average EITC recipient. For example, in eight of the 11 cities in which the
National Taxpayer Advocate held Public Forums, the starting salary of a middle school math teacher is
abave the EITC income eligibility for a two-person houschald. In essence, the entire vignette is based on
a nonexistent taxpayer profile. Yet this has not stopped the IRS from building its vision upon this illusion

or, at a minimum from using this grossly inaceurate profile 1o illustrate its vision.

Moreover, the IRS Future State vi seem to envision a completely digital interaction with taxpayers
abour intensely factual and specific marters. Participants in every Public Forum, every Tax Forum focus
group, and every TAS group meeting felt this vision was unrealistic and harmful to taxpayers.”™ Here are

just a few of the statements from Public Forum participants.

Because veal life situations of real peaple are so unique that you couldn’t make them up,
you know, they just — the way that people come to us and with their circumstances, you go,
Oh my God how did this happen, but this is the way it is and you have to deal with it. And
you're helping them. We couldn't even imagine it.

And again, it’s just very arrogant of any computer person who decided to design and think
that that'’s all the options thar there are. There's always — you have 1o be able to think outside

the box. That's where a live human being will always be beter.™

The future vision of the IRS assumes that taxpayers have access to technology and will be
able to navigate the IRS's online system to resolve their tax issues. We know from representing
vulnerable populations, such as the poor, disabled and elderly, in dealing with our current

tax system that they will have no easier time navigating some new online system. There will
still be barriers created by poor literacy, mental and physical impairments in the complicared
nature of our tax system, as well as new ones, such as access to technology and understanding
how to use it. Given this, the IRS's furure state vision could make the tax issues of low
income and otherwise vulnerable taxpayers worse if they use the online system without fully
appreciating what they are agreeing to and what rights they may be foregoing.

See Oral Staterent of Polly Bone, Texas RioGrande Legal Ald, Ine., National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 54-55 (Aug. 30,

2016):
First of all, this vignette, I'm wondering why whoever wrote it may think this is hardly representative of the people who get
the eamed income tax credit. ... | looked up the starting salaries of teachera hare in SAISD and with what, one child har
full year, she would not gqualify for an eamed income tax credit ... . So this isn't representative at all. My client would more
than likely be someone who would be a provider or & health home provider, something that goes in and 1akes care of elderly
people during the day or who works in b k at one of our many hotels here in San Antonio.

See Most Serous Problem: Earmed Income Tax Credit (EITC): The Fulure State's Reliance on Online Tools Wil Harm EITC

Taxpayers, infra.

https:/ /tanpayeradvocate. irs. gov/ public-forums.

Statement of Audience Member, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 57-58 (Aug. 18, 2016).
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In addirion, given the issues the IRS has in replying ro mail, I do not have much confidence
thar electronic communications will be acred upon in a rimely manner either”

Our first choice of action, typically, if it is fairly straightforward we can compare numbers
and see, okay, yeah, there was a mistake, something was missing. We didn't have certain
informarion. Whatever it might be. We could probably handle that by correspondence.
Write a check or write a letrer. We will get it resolved. A lot of rimes we need ro ger on the
phone.

So one concern that [ have, [ think our office has in general with the future state is really
looking towards heavy reliance on electronics, technology, to be able to tell us the information
that we need. Our experience has been that tells us half the story. It tells us what the IRS
thinks is going on or what's in their system that might be causing a problem. But it doesn't
acrually resolve everything, We have had access 1o online services in the past, and it gives us
some information abour what is going on, why the IRS is sending this notice, what might
have triggered it, that we can maybe troubleshoot and figure out here is what is missing, or

here’s what they don't have. But the rest of the story typically takes a phone call.®

And again, because people need back tax help, they need to get copies of their transcripts.

In looking at the different ways that the IRS is considering how to get transeripts, [ think if
you're there on a Tuesday enline, the moon is waxing and, you know, there’s like a gerbil in the
room, you qualify. 1 think it’s like a very narrow set of people thar are going to be able 1o use
thar.®

Digital Communications and the "Mailbox Rule”

Underlying these general concerns is the potential for erosion of very specific taxpayer rights. For
example, under IRC § 7502, if a taxpayer can demonstrate he has mailed a particular document 1o the
IRS on or before the statutory due date, it will be deemed to be timely filed. The Secretary is authorized
to promulgate regulations setting forth how “prima facie evidence of delivery and the postmark date shall
apply to certified mail and electronic filing.™ This rule is known as the “timely mailed, timely filed” or
“mailbox” rule. To dare, the IRS has not explained how this rule will be applied in the Furure Stare.

For example, let’s look art Jane, the EITC raxpayer described in the IRS's vignerre. Suppose Jane receives
a math error notice under IRC § 6213 giving her 60 days to request abatement of the tax and receive
deficiency procedures. On day 60, Jane logs on to her IRS account and sends an email requesting an
abatement. The IRS receives the email on day 61. In discussions with the Office of Chicf Counsel, the
National Taxpayer Advocate has been advised that the mailbox rule would not apply to this email, and
thus Jane did not respond timely, the assessment stands, and she loses her right te deficiency procedures.
This means she also loses the opportunity to petition the United States Tax Court, the only judicial

B1  Written Statement of Arthur Bartlett, Legal Services of Southemn Piedmont, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 20-21

{Apr. 4, 2016).
B2 Oral Statement of Rollin ). Groseclose, Johnson Price Sprinkle, Mational Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 25-26 (Apr. 4, 2016).
83 Orad Stat it of Robin Maryland CASH Campaign, National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 44 (May 13, 2016),

B4 IRC § 7502(ck2).
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forum in which a taxpayer can challenge a deficiency without paying the tax first,
undermining her right to appeal an IRS decision to an independent forum. When the
National Taxpayer Advocate pointed out that the taxpayer could prove when the

For the Future State to email was sent (just as a facsimile log can show when a fax rransmission oceurred),
succeed, the IRS and representatives of the Office of Chief Counsel stated thar emails and facsimile dates
Congress should consider can be altered by the taxpayer, just as postage meter dates can be altered, and therefore
how the mailbox rule the mailbox rule should net apply to digital communications. Under this approach,

only the unsophisticated will utilize digital communications where the date of a
document is eritical.

will apply to digital
communications,

weighing the alternatives Here, lhcn we have the heart of the problem with the Future State, It is designed
in the light most around a fund. | suspicion that all taxp are likely to cheat, rather than
favorable to the taxpayer. giving taxpayers the bmeﬁl of the doubr and ing they will not late dates.

If we really care abour taxpayer rights, including the right o appeal to an independent
forum, we should design a system that is based on the premise thar most taxpayers

are willing and trying to comply with the tax laws. For the Future State to succeed,
the IRS and Congress should consider how the mailbox rule will apply o digical
ication ighing the al ives in the light most favorable to the raxpayer.

What's an Audit? Taxpayer Rights and Real-Time Adjustments During the Filing Season

An even more troubling issue arises when we consider the impaet of the IRS's increasing ability to idenify
errors and questionable returns while a return is being processed and before a refund is issued. In general,
the 'tooc]era(cd due date for Forms W 2 and 1099-Misc (used to report non-employee compensation)™ is

an ly imp and positive develop , one that the National Taxpayer Advocate has propased
since 2009 But shifting examinations of returns into the filing season has profound implicarions for
taxpayer rights that the IRS has neither acknowledged nor addressed. For ple, there is a
about what rights accrue during income-matching and other pre-refund “reviews” of returns,

q

The National Taxpayer Advocate has previously written about “real” versus “unreal” audis,

IRC § 7602{a)(1) grants the IRS the authority to cxamine any books, papers, records, or other data that
may be relevant to ascertain the correctness of any return. The IRS interprets this provision narrowly;
thus A d Underrep (AUR), A | Substiture for Return (ASFR), Substitute for Return
(SFR), and math and clerical error assessments, along with the entire category of questionable refund and
return procedures are not classified as “real” audits. ™ As Figure $.6 shows, this classification system results
in the majority of taxpayer compliance contacts being “unreal” audits — far outstripping what the IRS
classifies as “audits” and the National Taxpayer Advocate calls “real” audits.™

85 Pub, L. Ne. 114-113. Diviston Q, Title II, § 201, 129 Stat. 3040, 3076 (2015)

86 See National Taxpayer Advocate 2009 Annual Report to Congress 338-45 (Legistative Recommendation: Direct the Treasury
Department (o Develop & Plan 1o Reverse the “Pay Refunds First, Verlfy ENgibility Later” Approach to Tax Return Processing):
see also National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress 180-91 (Most Sericus Problem: The Preservation of
Fundamental Taxpayer Rights Is Critical as the IRS Develops a Real-Time Tax System); National Taxpayer Advocate 2011 Annual
Report to Congress 284.95 (Most Serious Problem: Accelerated Third-Party & and Pre-Populated Retums
Would Reduce Taxpayer Burden and Benefit Tax Administration But Taxpayer Protections Musl Be Addressed).

BT  An attempt 1o resolve a discrepancy between o laxpayer's return and third party data does not constitule an examination
because the IRS “merely” s asking the taxpayer to explain the discrepancy. Rev. Proc, 2005-32, § 4.03, 2005-1 C.B. (206)

B8  See, Nina Olson, What's an audit, anyway?, Nanous, Taswer Avvocstt Buoa (Jan, 25, 2012), Mips:// taxpayeradvocate.irs govy
news, what s-an-audit-anyway.
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FIGURE S.6, Real vs. Unreal Audits: FY 2015 Occurrences Relating to Returns Filed for Tax Year
20147

No adjusted gross income 184,776

12,544 31,329 2,401,182

$1 under $25,000 427,452 1% 930,554 708,164 | 2,052,646 54,757,719 a%
525,000 under $50,000 150,191 0% 1,104,847 479,513 1,717.085 34,032,831 5%
$50.000 under $75,000 65,710 0% 557.679 283301 897.614 19,418,889 5%
575,000 under $100,000 56,460 0% 351,880 178,036 580,175 12,574,091 5%
720,076 1% 184,776 2954504 1,680,343 5495578 123,184,512 4%
$100,000 under $200,000 98,403 1% 800,768 232,752 921,408 17,349,237 5%
$200,000 under $500,000 59,385 1% 210,081 47,287 313.689 5,020,982 6%
$500,000 undor
£1.000,000 18,149 % 34,040 6,339 58,030 808,547 %
$1,000,000 under
$5.000,000 14,657 4% 12,548 2,881 29,769 370,989 g%
55,000,000 under
£10,000,000 2,174 8% 658 261 3,060 26,559 12%
510,000,000 or more 3,529 21% 335 288 4,055 16,797 25%
Total 916,383 0.6% 184,776 3,812,943 1,970,131 6,825,987 146,777,623 4.T%
89 Data from | dual Returns Transaction File, Individual Master File, and Notice Delivery System from the Compliance Data

Warehouse, The audits represent taxpayers where the IRS posted a transaction code 420 to at least one individual taxpayer
account in FY 2015. In some cases, the return was accepted as filed prior the IRS contact. The statistics for returns secured
through Automated Substitute for (ASFR) are from the IRS FY 2015 Collection Activity Report No, 5000-139, Since
ASFR retums. are not filed by the taxpayer, no adjusted gross income (AGI) is associated with the return. The number of
taxpayers receiving an Automated Undemeporter (AUR) contact are those who received a CP 2000 or CP 2501 notice from the
IRS in FY 2015. The combined coverage rate removes duplicates, so that a taxpayer is only counted once even if aff
two or more of these compliance programs in FY 2015 Taxpayers who received FY 20
in more than one AG! category are counted in each AGI category. The coverage rate is computed by dividing by the
individual income tax returns filed in each AGI category for Tax Year 2014,
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At every Public Forum, panelists
and audience members expressed
serious concerns about the
interactions described in the
vignettes. A threshold concern
was that the system the IRS is
designing seems to be stacked
in the IRS's favor — i.e., in both
vignettes, the taxpayer lost; he
or she was wrong. Nowhere did
the vignette demonstrate how

The National Taxpayer Advocare’s position is that for purposes of

TRC § 7602, an audir includes both pre-refund and post-refund
examinations of rerurns thar require the raxpayer o provide some level
of documentation. This definition has several consequences relating to
the taxpayer'’s right o finalicy and the right to appeal an IRS decision in an
ndependent forum, First, it more accurately states the audir rare, which
will be higher than whar the IRS currently reports, and it changes the
incidence of the audir rate. Second, and more imporanty, it protects
raxpayers from multiple reviews of the same return — it forces the

IRS to identify all issues relating to the return that require some sort

of documentation and address those issues as early as possible in one
proceeding.™ Third, and most importantly, it provides the taxpayer
with an appeal to the IRS Office of Appeals. Currently, when a taxpayer
disagrees with an “unreal” audit’s proposed assessment, the taxpayer
receives a Statutory Notice of Deficiency, with no opportunity to seek

an administrative appeal to the IRS Office of Appeals, The taxpayer’s

the taxpayer could prevail in the
only option is to go to the U.S, Tax Court, the cost of which may be

system of the future.
y prohibitive for many taxpayers. In “real” audits, on the other hand,

P e lly receive 30-day letters offering them a chance to request
an administrative appeal before petitioning the Tax Court.

Effect of Evvoneous IRS Advice Communicated Digitally

ions” raises the question of whether
such ¢ ication constitutes written advice for purposes of intercst abatement.

IRC § 6404(f)(1) requires the IRS o abate penalties and additions to tax atributable to deficiencies
where a taxpayer relied on erronecus written advice from the IRS, The IRS% vision of its Future State,
and its current Taxpayer Digital Communication pilot, utilize the online account and secure emails to
exchange information, including answers to taxpayer questions. [f the IRS provides a “wilored digital

The reliance on online “communications” and “digital notil

communication,” as it does in the vignette about Bennett, the Small Business taxpayer, is that “written
advice” under IRC § 6404(F)? Maving peaple from the phones (oral advice) to emails and other digital
communications increases the IRS cost of inaccuracy, because failure to be accurate will cost the public
fise through interest abatements. In the past, the IRS has responded to risks like this by minimizing and
dumbing down the specific advice it provides to txpayers, as it has in the case of declaring entire areas of
tax law “our of scope” for purposes of telephone tax law assistance, Thus, by moving to a digital formar,
the IRS may be reducing the assistance it provides to taxpayers, and this will increase their costs of tax
compliance by driving them to tax preparers who charge a fee. Receiving overly broad or unreliable
“digital notifications” is not a desirable Future Stare,

These issues are not new, and they are only the most obvious examples. They were first raised in 2011,
baoth at the public hearing held by the IRS on Real Time Tax Administration,” and in the National

90 |RC § 7605(b) protects taxpayers from unnecessary examinations and inspections and generally allows the Secretary to
conduct only one inspection of a taxpayer's books of account for each taxable year.

91 Comments of T. Keith Fogg, Director, Villanova Law School Federal Tax Clinks, Real Time Tax System Initiative {Dec. 8, 2011).
hittp/ S www.irs. gov/ pub/irs-utl/t._keith_fogg aba_tax_section_and_low_income_tax_clinic.pdf (last visited Aug. 2, 2012).
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Taxpayer Advocate’s 2011 and 2012 Reports to Congress.™ In numerous meetings of the IRS senior
leadership and Future Stare reams, the National Taxpayer Advocare has asked the IRS and the Office

of Chief Counsel 1o articulate its position and explain to the public how it will protect taxpayers from
repetitive audits in the Future State. To date, neither the IRS nor the Office of Chief Counsel has
provided any response. To design a Furure Stare withour addressing these and related concerns means thar
the Future State is not based on taxpayer rights, and taxpayer rights will be layered on as an afterthought
rather than serving as a foundation for the future of tax administration.

Recommendation

The National Taxpayer Advecate recommends that the Office of Chief Counsel, in collaboration with
the National Taxpayer Ad . il fiarely undertake 2 comprehensive review of key raxpayer rights
provisions in the IRC and issue proposed guidance for public comment, updating these provisions to
protect taxpayer rights in the digital environment envisioned by the IRS Future State. These provisions
include the application of the mailbox rule and the errancous advice rule to digital communications,
and the defin
envisioned by the Future State,

n of an “examination” or "audit” in light of the substantial pre-refund review activity

92 National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress 180-81 (Most Serious Problem: The Preservation of Fundamental
Taxpayer Rights Is Critical as the IRS Develops a Real-Time Tax Sys ): National Taxpayer Advocate 2011 Annual Report to
Congress 284-95 (Most Serious Problem: A Third-Party I ion Reporting and Pre-Populated Returns Would
Reduce Taxpayer Burden and Benefit Tax inis But Taxpayer Must Be I
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GROSSLY OUTDATED TECHNOLOGY AND INFRASTRUCTURE: To enable the IRS to meet
the major technology improvements required for a 21st century tax administration
even as it fulfills current operational technology demands, the IRS must articulate a
clear strategy that will reassure Congress and taxpayers the funding will be well-spent.

The current state of the IRS's technology limits how much and how quickly the IRS can advance 1o irs

“Furure Stare.” But the impacr of rechnology on teday? rax administration cannor be d. As we
discuss later in a Most Serious Problem on Enterprise Case Management,” the IRS has two of the oldest
information systems in the federal government.® Think about that — the nation's revenue accounts are

accessed and stored on five-decade old rechnology.

Today, the IRS has ar least 60 major case systems, and esti range anywhere from 60 1o
200 repositories of case dara. This means that when a taxpayer calls the IRS for information about his or
her account, the employee on the phone often dossn't have access to the relevant system, can't answer the
taxpayer’s question, and has to send a referral to another IRS function to handle (one that has access to
the relevant system). This all bur certainly leads ro the taxpayer calling or writing again, creating a vicious
cyele of ever more work for the IRS and the rmxpayer.

In the National Taxpayer Advocate’s Public Forums, taxpayers and practitioners alike spoke with
enthusiasm about how an online account could provide them basic informarion without having to wair
endlessly on the relephone. But the IRS's ability to provide the full and seamless experience taxpayers and
representatives want is far from a reality. For example, taxpayer reg ives were particularly eager to
see copies of notices that had been sent to their clients, since many clients don’t retain them or misplace
them.™ Yer most IRS notices are “vapor” — they don't exist on IRS systems except as a record thar such-
and-such notice number was sent. Moreover, most letters and correspondence the IRS sends to taxpayers
in audits and collection are not rerined on RS systems as digital images. Even if they were, the IRS
would have to program between all of its case management systems and the online account in order for
the information to be uploaded into the account, This is years away, and in the meantime, txpayers and
their representatives will continue ro call and wrire.

In the Public Forums, the Nationwide Tax Forum focus groups, and the TAS group meetings, all
participants expressed concern about the security of an online account.™ The [RS shares those concerns
and has been lting with both g and private sector experts on this marer. The IRS cannot

93 See Most Serious Problem: Enterprise Case Management (ECM): The IRS's ECM Project Lacks Strategic Planning and Has
Overlpoked the Largely Completed Taxpayer Advocate Service Integrated System (TASIS) As a Quick Deliverable and Building
Block for the Larger ECM Project, infra.

94 Government Accountability Office {GAD), GAD-16-468, Information Technalogy: Federal Agencies Need 1o Address Aging Legacy
Systems (May 2016) (discussing aging IT systems throughout the government and listing the IRS's Individual Master File (IMF)
and Business Master File (BMF) as the two oldest investments or systems at 58 years old each).

95 See Oral Statement of Robert Hamilton, MidPenn Legal Services Low Income Taxpayer Clinic, Nathonal Taxpayer Advocate Public
Forum 9-10 (Ape. 8, 2016):

Major sources of delay in helping our clients is attempling to locate their notices, letters or records from the IRS, but the
IRS already has. or should have, on file, particularly those d in with an audit.
The Formn 2848, Power of Attorney, which our clients fill out at the beginning of representation, allows me to have access
o their online transcripts, where | can obtain a clearer picture of what has transpired on their IRS account and where the
txpayer stands in the audit process; however, these transcripts only provide me with the dates of o notice or a letter that
was Issued, a short phrase summanzing that notice and the amount of the adjustment made 1o the client’s account.
It would be much more useful if, for example, all of these documents could actually be uploaded, opened and viewed directly
through the online services function; however, while these online upgrades and online interfaces could surely enhance my
representation of taxpayers, | have serious doubts about texpayers utilizing and relying exclusively on online services as a

to direct p 't contact with the IRS representatives.

96 See hitps:/, irs.gov/ public-f
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balance the need for security with the need for access — security must be paramount.
But the IRS must clearly acknowledge — to Congress, to the taxpaying public, and in

its Future Seate plans — that there are consequences to the high level of security. Such

The IRS has two of high security means that only a limited segment of raxpayers will be able or willing to
the oldest information use the online account. The mast recent dara show that only 34 percent of taxpayers
systems in the federal who attempred to create an online account were able to do s0.” The taxpayers who

sought to establish online accounts were the early adopters — the ones most cager and

government. Think
about that — the

comfortable with online financial transactions. Yet even among that group, only one-

- third got through. That means two-thirds of the U.S. taxpayer population will still need
nation’s revenue Jeok .

P or 1 e
accounts are accessed
and stored on five- As the IRS conducrs its Taxpayer Digiral C ication pilot this year, it will be
decade old technology. interesting to see if taxpayers will be willing ro engage digirally with the IRS in audits

and other interactions.™ If they agree to communicate via email, do they continue to
do so throughout the audit, or do they revert to more personal methods such as phone
calls? Will the IRS leverage rechnology to provide clear and individual explanarions,

or will taxpayers feel frustraved with the IRS templates for responses 1o questions and
issues? Will IRS employees be able to respond to specific questions, or will they send
canned responses? Will the IRS learn from these dialogues and updare its responses and
guidance? It hasn't done that in its analog processes, so what is it about the Future State
thar makes us think it will do so in the digiral environment?

The Consequences of Insufficient Information Technology (IT) Funding to Fundamental Tax
Administration Operations

The ple d Is on the IT function of the IRS create the same difficulties as the budget constraints
on the IRS overall. In recent years, the IRS understandably has decided to focus most of its I'T resources
and talent on several major projects, including the Return Review Program (RRP), the Enterprise Case
Management (ECM) system, International Data Exchange Service (IDES, for information sharing

under FATCA and inter-g g ), and Infi ion Sharing and Reporting (IS&R, for
Affordable Care Act impl ion). Bur this approach leaves most of the IT needs of smaller functions,
and even important projects for the larger functions, unfunded and unaddressed. Thus, chronie
underfunding of the IRS IT function creates taxpayer burden and wasted resources from manual and
unnecessary rework.

Exen in arcas thar are currently the subject of major I'T activity, the excuse of "no funding” arises.
Currently, the IRS is moving to develop the RRP to replace the aging Electronic Fraud Detection
System (EFDS).™ Bur, as we discuss in a Mast Serious Problem herein, a system is only as good as the
intelligence that goes into it."™ The IRS' filvers and business rules used for detecting fraudulent returns
and identity theft had many false positive rates (FPRs) over 50 percent. This means that legitimate

97 The pass rate was 28 percent on Nov, 16, 2016, 29 percent on Nov. 17, 2016, and increased 10 34 percent as of Dec, 18,
2018. IRS response to TAS Fact Check (Dec. 20, 2016}

98 For a discussion of TAS's participation in the Taxpayer Digital Communication (TDC) pilot, see TAS Case Advecacy, infra.

99  W&l's Business Modemization Office Return Review Program is a new integrated system that adds to the Service's capability to
detect, resolve and prevent criminal and civil tax noncompliance and fraud

100 See Most Serious Problem: Fraud Detection: The IRS's Failure to Establish Goais to Reduce High Folse Positive Rates for lts
Fraud Detection Programs Increases Taxpayer Burden and Compromises Taxpayer Rights, infra. See also Literature Review:
“False Positive™ Determinations in Fraud Detection, vol. 3, infra.
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bsrdered

P are
stopping questionable returns,

ily while the IRS goes about its important work of detecting and

In the private sector, financial and other institutions have found thar false positives cost the business more
through customer base erosion than does actual fraud. Thus, they have a strong incentive to minimize the
rate and burden of false positives.

Il h

Because taxpayers cannot just leave the IRS and find another tax admini irisi
on the IRS to respond in real time during the filing season to rules that have high false positive rares.

Institurions throughout the government and the privare sector accept the importance of using incoming

dara in real time to minimize false positives, When TAS led creating a dedicared sul of
an IT Executive Sreering Committee to plish prog ing approvals quickly, the IRS responded
it already had an operational structure in place thar addresses fraud medel modifications in an almost
real time atmospl Yet the Busi Rules and Requi Manag office that must approve

all business rule modifications does not meet regularly.™ Thus, the IRS wastes the funds it does have
by having to work the phone calls and letters from 1.2 million legitimate taxpayers whose $9 billion in
refunds were delayed."™

Recommendation

The N that Congress require the IRS to provide a detailed plan of
its ECM stracegy, including the RRP and the IRS strategy for reducing FPR in refund fraud detection, as
well as a detailed report abour the components and progress on the Taxpayer Advocate Service Integrared
System (TASIS).'™

ional Taxpayer Advocate

101 See Mational Taxpayer Advocate FY 2017 Objectives Report to Congress, vol. 2, 23,

102 Most Sericus Problem: Fraud Detection: The IRS's Failure to Establish Goals to Reduce High False Positive Rates for lts Fraud
Detection Programs Increases Taxpayer Burden and Compromises Taxpayer Rights, infra.

103 For a discussion of TASIS, see Most Senous Problem: Enterprise Case Management (ECM): The IRS's ECM Project Lacks
Strategic Planning and Has Overiooked the Largely C Taxpayer A p Service System as a Quick
Defiverable and Building Block for the Larger ECM Project, infra.
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OFFICE OF THE TAXPAYER ADVOCATE: To protect taxpayer rights and ensure a fair
and just tax system, Congress should take steps to strengthen the Taxpayer Advocate
Service.

It has been 18 years since the establishment of the Office of the Taxpayer Advocate and the positions
of Mational Taxpayer Advocare and Local Taxpayer Advocates under RRA 98, The Taxpayer Advocate
Service (TAS) is now well-established. Since 2001, it has assisted about four million rxpayers in cases
involving significant hardship, obtaining in whole or in part the relief axpayers requested in over
75 percent urlﬁnsc cases. In the area of systemic advocacy, the IRS accepts, on average, more than half
Imini: fations, and enacted 32 of our legislative recommendarions, including
anrpur.mng the laxpnyrr Bill of Rights into the Code, and the IRS and Treasury have adopted

i by regulation.'" The National Taxpayer Advocate has testified or submitted

written testimony ar over 60 congressional hearings, and the Annual Report to Congress is recognized as
| 2

of our

an important source of infi ion about tax and taxpayer rights.

Our work in growing and strengthening TAS has not been without its challenges. Maintaining TAS's
independence within an agency that is resistant to change and has a predilection for maintaining

the status quo demands constant vigilance."™ Bur over the years, progress has been made. The IRS
senior leadership recognizes the important role TAS plays in reviewing IRS policies and actions, and
acknowledges our role as an advocate for the taxpayer in those discussions.

Having sat at the IRS senior leadership table for almost 16 years (1o our knowledge, longer than any other
IRS official), the Narional Taxpayer Advocate is well aware of the challenges the RS faces on a daily basis.
But her job, and that of her employees, is to speak up for the taxpayers whose lives are impacted by the
decisions the IRS makes daily in response to those challenges. This is very difficult work — trying to alver
the course of an organization that is heading full-tilt in a particular dircction.

The statutory framework of the Office of Taxpayer Advocate is what underlies the success of TAS.
Without the strong language and structure of IRC §§ 7803(c) and 7811, the National Taxpayer Advocare
would be a substanceless mouthpiece, and TAS a token gesture. Bur even a strong foundation can

be improved. To enhance the effectivencss of the Office of the Taxpayer Advocate in advocating for

wxpayers, the National Taxpayer Advocate offers the following ideas for consideration

Reinforce the National Taxpayer Advocare’s Right of Access to Taxpayer and IRS Information
and to Mectings Between the IRS and Taxpayers

By and large, the Narional Taxpayer Ad and her employees have significant access ro IRS systems

and data. Yet over the years, both in the context of specific cases and systemic advocacy, including during
the preparation of the Annual Report to Congress, the IRS has:
" Refused 1o allow the Mational Taxpayer Advocate and other TAS employees access to the audir files
of taxpayers with cases open in TAS;

= Refused ro allow the MNarional Taxpayer Advocare and her employees to atrend meetings berween
the IRS and taxpayers with cases open in TAS, even when the taxpayer him or herself requests TAS
attendance;

104 See National Taxpayer Advocate Legi R el with Cong Action, infra.
105 See supra for a discussion of IRS culture; see also Most Serious Problem: IRS : The IRS's Fi is Not
Well-Suited for Identifying and Addressing What Different Types of Taxpayers Need to Comply, infra,
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= Refused to provide the National Taxpayer Advocate with dara she requires for analyzing a most
serious problem of taxpayers in the context of the Annual Report to Congress; and

® Refused to consent to publication of such data on the basis it is “official use only,” even though no
exception or exclusion applies under the Freedom of Information Act.

IRC § 6103 sets our the confidentiality prorections of tax returns and return information. It
categorically states, “Returns and return information shall, without written request, be open to
inspection by or disclosure to officers and employees of the Department of the Treasury whose official
duties require such inspection or disclosure for tax administration purposes.™® Under IRC § 7803 (c),
the National Taxpayer Ad s tax admini dinarily broad, i
all of tax administration.'” Therefore, there is no basis for the IRS 1o decline ro make accessible 1o the
National Taxpayer Advocate or her employees a taxpayer’s administrative file (including the audi file)
relating to a case open or pending in TAS, Similarly, when a taxpayer requests that TAS participate

duties are

in conferences or meetings between IRS employees and the taxpayer, there is no basis for the RS 1o
deny TAS thar access."™ Yer these refusals keep occurring, Therefore, the National Taxpayer Advocare
recommends thar Congress clarify the extent of TAS's access to tax returns and rax return information
with respect to cases open and pending in TAS, including the ability to participate in meetings between
the taxpayer and the IRS, at the taxpayer’s request.

Moreover, where the Narional Taxpayer Advocate, in the course of exercising her statutory rax
administration duties, identifics an issue as a most serious problem of taxp ,orisi igating the
systemic causes of taxpayer problems in general, there is no basis for the IRS to decline to make available

to her any data, information, records it has compiled, or is preserving relating to that issue. However,
because TAS has d i over the years in which IRS officials have declined to

Having sat at the IRS senior leadership table for almost 16 years, the
National Taxpayer Advocate is well aware of the challenges the IRS faces on
a daily basis. But her job, and that of her employees, is to speak up for the
taxpayers whose lives are impacted by the decisions the IRS makes daily in
response to those challenges. This is very difficult work — trying to alter the
course of an organization that is heading full-tilt in a particular direction.

106 IRC § 6103[h)(1).

107 See IRC § TBO3(CH2HANIMiv).

108 See Oval Statement of Jim Oliver, Jim Oliver & Associates, PC., National Taxpayer Advocate Public Forum 37-38 (Aug. 30,

2016)

This was a very complex problem. The [taxpayer] advocate tracked down the IRS auditor in Ogden who was handling the
prablem. The IRS auditor in Ogden informed us with the advocate on the phone it was against policy for them to engage in
a conference call with the advocate and a taxpayer representative at the same tima. | don't know that policy, but that's what
this persen said and refused, refused to engage in a conference call where | needed to talk to how complex this problem
was and how it needed to be fived.
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provide her access to certain information, the National Taxpayer Advocate recommends thar Congress
clarify her right to such information, '™

Include Local Taxpayer Advocate Office Phone Numbers and Addresses in Statutory Notices of
Deficiency

IRC § 6212(a) provides that any notice proposing a deficiency of tax “shall include a notice 1o the
taxpayer of the taxpayer’s right to conact a local office of the taxpayer advocate and the location and
phone number of the appropriate office.” IRC $ 7803(c)(2)(D)(1)(1) requires the National Taxpayer
Advocate to "appoint local raxpayer advocares and make available at least 1 such advocare for each State.”
Since the year 2000, when TAS first began its formal operations, the National Taxpayer Ad has tried
1o get the IRS 1o include on the Staturory Notice of Deficiency (SNOD) the actual *locarion and phone
number of the appropriate office.” As we discussed in an earlier Annual Report, the IRS has consistently
declined ro do so.""”

In the past, the IRS and Chicf Counsel maintained it satisfied this statutory mandate by including in the
SNOD a >ml|".r notice listing all of the TAS local taxpayer advocate offices (Notice 1214), rather than
the i ining to the appropriate office. With the IRS’s declining budget, the IRS in recent
years has pxmnlcd the N:tuona] Taxpayer Advecate with a Hobson's Choice — either agree to putting
an internet address on the SNOD for taxpayer’s to look up the “appropriate” TAS location and phone
number, or agree to TAS paying for the annual cost of printing at least three million Notices 1214 for
inclusion in the SNODs.'"

As we discussed earlier in this report, abour hird of the U.5. individuals do not have home
broadband access, concentrated in lower income, elderly, and minority populations.'”* For these millions
of taxpayers to access the internet to complete a search for a TAS local office, they must seek out wi-fi.

And even so, they often have pay go cell phone Thus, the use of a general internet
address on the SNOD does not provide the dated TAS contact infe ion to a large swath of the
taxpayer population. The al ive proposal of TAS endlessly paying for stuffer notices reduces funds

available for its direct case advocacy on behalf of taxpayers. Instead, for a modest upfront investment, the
IRS could develop a technology-based solution.

109 This issue arose I‘C‘:l!l‘\ﬂly in the context of this Annual Report 1o Cangress In an unprecedented move, the IRS dechined
1o respond to the Case (ECM}related & by TAS as part of our development of
8 Most Serious Problem. The IRS took the position that ECM is intemal 1o the IRS and “cannot be categorized as o most
serious problem ‘encountered by taxpayers.” IRS response to TAS research request (Now. 3, 2018}, Thus it declined to
provide us with data and financial information the National Taxpayer Advocate had deemed necessary 1o her analysis of the
problem. As such, TAS was unable to obtain the bulk of the information it sought to prepare this Mast Serious Problem. TAS
obtained the information used in this Most Serous Problem frem extemal sources and from IRS information outside of the
formal Most Serous Problem process. See Most Serious Problem: Enterprise Case Management (ECM): The IRS’s ECM Project
Lacks Strategic Planning and Has Overlooked the Largely Compleled Taxpayer Advocate Service information System &s a Quick
Deliverable and Building Block for the Larger ECM Project, infra.

110 See National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 237-44 (Most Serious Problem: Statutary Notices of
Deficiency: Statutory Notices of Deficiency Do Not Income Local Taxpayer Office Contact Information on the Face of the
Notices).

111 The estimate of the cost for one year's worth of Notice 1214 for SNODs issued by the Small Business/ Self Employed
Operating Division was $47,000. This does not include any SNODs issued by W& with respect to Eamed Income Tax Credit
audits.

112 See discussion of taxpayer needs and preferences, supra; se¢ also Most Serious Problem: Online Accounts: Research into
Taxpayer and Practitioner Needs and Preforences is Critical as the IRS Develops an Onfine Taxpayer Account System and
Research Study: Taxpayers” Varying Abilities and Attitudes Toward IRS Taxpayer Service: The Effect of IRS Service Delivery
Choices on Differant Demographic Groups, infra.
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Since 2013, TAS has proposed that the IRS program irs notice-g ion system to allow for marching
between the taxpayer’s last known address (used on the notice) and the “location and phone number

of the appropriate [local TAS] office.” TAS has submitted Unified Work Requests (UWRs) to the IRS
requesting such programming. To date, the IRS has denied all such requests. Therefore, in order to
ensure that all taxpayers have the right re a fir and just tax syseem, the National Taxpayer Advocate
recommends that Congress establish a dave certain by which the IRS shall be required to complete
programming for including the specific phone number and address of the appropriate local TAS office,
based on the taxpayer’s last known address.'™

Provide the National Taxpayer Advocate the Authority to Hire Independent Counsel, Comment
on Regilations, and File Amicus Briefs in Litigation Raising Taxpayer Rights Issues

The National Taxpayer Advocate is required by law to assist taxpayers in resolving problems with the
IRS, ro idenify arcas in which taxpayers have frequent problems or that are the subject of frequent
litigation, and to identify administrative and legislative solutions to reduce controversy and mitigate
such problems."* The mission of the Office of the Taxpayer Advecate would be advanced by addirional
statutery authority in three areas: amicns enriae briefs pertaining o taxpayer rights: the administrative
rulemaking process; and the ability to hire independent counsel.

The MNational Taxpayer Advecate is not authorized to participare in livigation."™ While
the conduct of relevant trials themselves may be best left to trial lawyers equipped 10
advocate zealously on behalf of individual clients, precedential issues of interest to

The mission of the Office numerous taxpayers may come before the judiciary with no one representing the rights
of the Taxpayer Advocate of taxpayers in general. In the case of the Small Business Administration (SBA), the
would be advanced by Chief Counsel for Advocacy has statutory authority to represent the interests of small
additional statutory businesses by appearing as amicus euriae.’'

authority in three areas:

Although the National Taxpayer Advocate is charged with representing the interests
amicus curiae briefs . ot >

of individuals, including low income taxpayers, ther: is no statutory requirement that

pertaining to taxpayer the IRS address the National Taxpayer Ad before publishing final
rights; the administrative regulations. In the case of the SBA, the Chief Counsel for Admcm.y has starory
rulemaking process; authority to represent the interests of small busi by providi that
and the ability to hire the IRS must consider before publishing any final regulation."” |n the case of small

businesses, Congress recognized this need by legislarively mandaring regularory review
on their bc-}m]fhy a counsel dedicated to this function. The rights of individual

luding low income raxpayers, may fall in a gap in regulatory review.
Whllt (he I\:moml Taxpayer Ad is often included in p blicati

independent counsel.

P

113 The right to a fair and just tax system means “[thaxpayers have the night to receive assistance from the Taxpayer Advocate
Service If they are experiencing financial difficulty or if the IRS has not resolved their tax issues properly and timely through its
normal channels.” IRS Pub. 1, Your Rights as a Taxpayer (Dec. 2014).

114 |IRC § TEOJe)2WANIHIV).

115 See 28 U.5.C. § 516 ("Except as otherwise authorized by law, the conduct of litigation in which the United States, an agency,
or officer thereof is a party, or is interested, and securing evidence thesefor, is reserved to officers of the Department
of Justice™); 5 U.S.C. § 3106 ("Except as otherwise authorized by law, the head of an Executive department or military
department may not employ an attomey or counsel for the conduct of litigation in which the United States, an agency, or
employee thereol is & party™); IRC § 7452 (indicating that the Secretary of the Treasury “shall be represented by the Chiel
Counsal”). See also Program Manager Tech. Assistance 00566, Authority for the National Taxpayer Advocate to File Amicus
Briefs with the Courts of the United Stales (Oct. 2, 2002).

116 5 U.S.C. § B12(b).

117 IRC § TAO5().
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proposed or temporary regularions, the [RS is not required 1o address her comments in the published
bles to final regulations. The National T: Advocate believes that tax administration would

of

be improved if the public knew what her concerns were with respect to regulations and how the IRS
addressed (or did not address) those concerns,

When Congress reorganized the IRS in 1998, the Senare passed legislation providing for counsel 1o the
Narional Taxpayer Advocate ro be appointed by and report directly to the National Taxpayer Advecare
and to operate within the Office of the Taxpayer Advocate.!™ In sponsoring this provision, Senator
Charles Grassley (R-lowa) offered the following rationale:

The purpese of doing this is to give the Taxpayer Advocate ready access to legal opinions and
legal judgments. Currently, the Taxpayer Advocate must pur requests into the Office of Chief
Counsel. In order to make the Taxpayer Advocare more independent, which is whar this

bill does, it logically follows that the Taxpayer Advocate should have its own legal counsel.
This will guarantee it fast, confidential legal advice to help those taxpayers in greatest need.

Because it is the raxpayers in greatest need who go to the Taxpayer Advocate."”

This provision was i in the confe g Still, the confe repart noted thar
the “conferees intend thar the National Taxpayer Advocare be able ro hire and consult counsel as
appropriate.”'**

Accordingly, to assist the National Taxpayer Advocate in fulfilling her statutory duties, TAS employs
several attorney-advisors and has done so for more than a decade. The first round of hiring began in
2003 afeer the National Taxpayer Advocate bricfed the G issi and it has continued since that
time, TAS requires independent attorney-advisors because the office often takes positions, both in
waorking raxpayer cases and in systemic advocacy, that are directly contrary 1o the pesition of the IRS

and the Office of Chief Counsel. TAS attorney-advisors do not purport to ofter formal legal advice or
represent the agency, but they are indispensable in enabling the National Taxpayer Advocate to develop an
ind | ive and ad as the law intends. ™!

F i

In 2015, we were informed that TAS's longstanding ability to hire y-advisors within TAS is
inconsistent with Treasury Department General Counsel Directive Ne. 2, which stares: “Excepr for
positions in the Inspectors General offices or within the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency,

sy positions shall not be established outside of the Legal Division” unless the General Counsel or
Deputy General Counsel(s) provides a waiver. On November 29, 2016, the National Taxpayer Advocate
submitted a memorandum to the Acting General Counsel, Department of the Treasury, requesting thar
Treasury General Counsel Directive No. 2 be modified ro include the Office of the Taxpayer Advocate

118 H, Ree. No. 105599, ot 215 (1998 (Conf. Rep.).

119 144 Cong. Rec. § 4460 (May 7, 1998) (statement of Sen. Grassley).

120 H. Rep. No, 105509, at 216 (1998) (Conl. Rep.).

121 The Office of Chiel Counsel has created the position of “Special Counsel to the National Taxpayer Advecate” 1o manage
and coordinate Office of Chief Counsel support for the National Taxpayer Advocate and her headguarters employees. The
Special Counsel and her stafl are responsible for providing legal advice for programs and services related to the mission of
TAS. The Special Counsel's work is very helplul to the functioning of TAS In working many taxpayer cases, reviewing proposed
regulations, coordinating with other divisions within the Office of Chief Counsel, reviewing training materials, and the like.
However, the Special Counsed to the National Taxpayer Advocate reports to the IRS Chief Counsel and receives her performance
reviews from the Chief Counsel. When the National Taxpayer Advocate wishes to articulate a position in her independent role
that is contrary to the Office of Chief Counsel’s position, the Special Counsel is obligated to follow the position of the Chief
Counsel.
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along with the Inspectors General offices and the Office of the Comptruller of the Currency as Treasury
offices excepted from the policy against hiring and employing attorney-advisors, '

Annsal Appropriations Level Through a Separate

count Rather Than as Part of the
IR

s Taxpayer | s Acconne

The IRS is currently funded through four appropriations accounts — Taxpayer Services, Enforcement,
Operations Support, and Business Systems Modernization. Funding for TAS is provided through the
Taxpayer Services account, and except to the extent specified in an appropriations act, the IRS may decide
how much funding to provide o TAS, This “power of the purse” may compromise TAS's independ

because the IRS can — explicitly or implicitly — penalize TAS if the Mational Taxpayer Advocate or other
TAS employees criticize IRS policies and programs that they believe fail to respect taxpayer rights.

In maost years since FY 2006, the Appropriations Commirtees have
Idressed this concern by including language in appropriations acts

that provides a minimum funding level for TAS. But the decision to

provide a minimum TAS funding level is not institutionalized. It is

The “power of the purse”™ may

compromise TAS's independence made on an ad boc basis from year to year. In most years, in fact, the
because the IRS can — explicitly Administration’s budget request asks thar Congress nor provide TAS
or implicitly — penalize TAS if the with a minimum funding level,'"™ and in some years, one house of
National Taxpayer Advocate or other Congress has specified a minimum funding level for TAS while the

TAS employees criticize IRS policies ather hasinop

and programs that they believe fail By creating a separate appropriation for TAS within the IRS budger —
to respect taxpayer rights. much like the Inspectors General have a separate appropriation with
the Treasury Deparement’s budger — this independence issue can be
resolved on a permanent basis.

Codify the Authority to Issue a Taxpayer Advocate Directive (TAD) and Clarify the Appeal
Process Applicable to Taxpayer Assistance Orders (TAOs) and TADs

IRC § 7811 authorizes the National Taxpayer Advocate to issue a TAO if she “determines the taxpayer
is suffering or abour 1o suffer a significant hardship as a result of the manner in which the internal

nias

revenue laws are being administered by the Secretary.”'** Only the National Taxpayer Advocate, the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, or the Dieputy Commissioner of Internal Revenue may modify or

122 1t is worth noting that as of Oct. 20, 2016, there were 278 attorney-advisors in the IRS whose positions were outside
the Office of Chief Counsel. In addition to the attomeys in TAS, there were 238 attorney-advisars in the Small Business/
Self-Employed Division's estate and gift tax area (pursuant to an express waiver from General Counsel Directive No. 2), 14
attorneys in the Office of Professional Responsibility, six attomeys in the Large Business & Intemational Division, four attomeys
in the Human Capital Office, two attomeys in the Return Preparer Office, and one attomey each in the Commissioner’s Office,
the Chief Financial Officer's Office, and the Tax Exempt & Govemment Entities Divisicn. IRS Human Resources Reporting
Center (Oct. 10, 2018},

123 See, o.g., IRS, Congressional Justification for FY 2015 Budget at IRS 95 (*The IRS supports adequate funding for the Taxpayer
Advocate Service. Specifying the TAS funding level in law prevents the IRS from proposing an operating plan that allocates
resources in the best interest of taxpayers”), https://www, treasury gov/ about/budget-pe CI15/10.%20:%2015 %20
IRS%20C).pdf

124 For FY 2016, for example, the Senate bill provided a minimum funding level for TAS, but the House bill did not. Compare S,
1910, 114th Cong. {2015) with H.R. 2995, 114th Cong. {2015). For FY 2017, both houses provided a minimum funding level
for TAS. See 5. 3067, 114th Cong. (2016); H.R. 5485, 114th Cong, (2016).

125 IRC § 7811(a)i1KA). IRC § TB11(b) establishes the terms of the Taxpayer Assistance Order (TAD).
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rescind the TAQ, and “only if a written explanation of the reasons for the modification or rescission is

provided to the National Taxpayer Advocare.™*

Similarly, in the course of assisting raxg in resolving problems or idenrifying areas in which taxpayers
have problems in dealing with the IRS, the National Taxpayer Advocate from time to time confronts
procedural obstacles. In such cases, the Ce issi of Internal R has delegated to the National

Taxpayer Advocate the authority to issue TADs that direct IRS units to change procedures “to improve
the operation of a functional process or to grant relief to groups of taxpayers (or all raxpayers) when
implementation will proteet the rights of raxpayers, prevent undue burden, ensure equitable treatment,
or provide an essential service to taxpayers.”™¥” However, the IRS may not comply with or even respond
to a TAD because it comes not under a statute but merely a delegated power that the Commissioner
could revoke. In practice, the Cs issi or Deputy C issi along with the National Taxpayer
Advocate, may rescind or modify a TAD.'*

Recommendations

To enhance the independence of the Office of the Taxpayer Advocate and ensure thar the rights of

raxpayers, including the most vulnerabl d, are considered and protecred in rax

administration, regulations, and litigation, the [\1t|0n1| Taxpayer Advocate recommends that Congress:

. Amend IRC § 7803(c) to clarify, pursuant to IRC § 6103(h){(1), chat the National Taxpayer
Advocate shall have access to tax returns and return information with respect to cases open and
pending in TAS, and shall have the right to participate in meetings between taxpayers and the IRS
when asked to do so by the taxpayer.

and

2. Amend IRC § 7803(c) to clarify that, in furth e of her tax administration duties, the National
Taxpayer Advocate shall have access to all dara, |infe ion, and d necessary to
perform a “full and substantive analysis™ of the issues.'™

3. Amend IRC § 6212(a) to require the IRS to include on and within the SNOD itself the specific
phone number and address of the appropriate local TAS office, based on the taxpayer’s last known
address.

4. Authorize the National Taxpayer Advocate to submit amicus curiae briefs in federal appellate

liigation on matters relating to the protection of taxpayer rights.

5. Require the IR5 1o submit proposed or temporary regulations to the National Taxpayer Advocare
on a pre-publication basis for within a ble time, and address those comments in
the preamble to final regulations.

6. Authorize the National Taxpayer Advecate ro appoint independent counsel who report directly
to the National Taxpayer Mvocnlc, provide |ndcpcnd.t.nt legal advice, help prepare amicus curiae
briefs and ¢ on p d or lations, and assist the National Taxpayer
Advocare in preparing the A:mu al !Ilq\ort 1 Congress and in advocating for taxpayers individually
and systemically.

-

. Create a separate appropriation for TAS within the IRS budget ro ensure that TAS funding is
controlled by Congress and not by [RS,

126 IRC § 7814(c).

127 Delegation Order 13-31 (formerly DO-280, Rev. 1), reprinted as IRM 1.2.50.4 (Jan, 17, 2001): see also IRM 13.2.1.6 {July 18,
2009),

128 id.

129 IRC § TBOCH2NBHI).
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8. Grant to the Narional Taxpayer Advocare delegable authority to issue a TAD with respect 1o
any IRS program, proposed program, action, or failure ro act thar may create a significant hardship
for a segment of the taxpayer population or for taxpayers at large, and require that, to object toa
directive, the IRS would have to respond timely in writing.

-

. Amend IRC § 7811 to darify the process by which the IRS shall appeal a TAO, and require the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue or the Deputy C issi of Internal R to raise his
or her objections to a TAO (i.¢., appeal the Order) issued by the National Taxpayer Advocate by
responding in writing within a reasonable time, as established by the National Taxpayer Advocate
in the TAQ. [f the order is modified or rescinded, a detailed explanation of the reasons for such
madification or rescission should be provided.™

130 See Taxpayer Rights Act of 2015, 5. 2333, 114th Cong. §§ 401 & 402 (2015); Taxpayer Rights Act of 2015, HR. 4128, 114th
Cong. §§ 401 & 402 (2015) (addressing aspects of Taxpayer Assistance Orders and Taxpayer Advocate Directives).

Taxpayer Advocate Service — 2016 Annual Report to Congress — Volume One a1



77

Most Litigated Legislative
Issues

Case Advocacy

Recommendations

TAX REFORM: Restructure the Earned Income Tax Credit and
Related Family Status Provisions to Improve Compliance and
Minimize Taxpayer Burden

55

TAXPAYER RIGHTS IMPACTED'
" The Right to Be Informed
8 The Right te Quality Service
8 The Right to Pay No More Than the Correct Amount of Tax
8 The Right to Challenge the IRS's Position and Be Heard
8 The Right to Privacy
" The Right to a Fair and fust Tax Sysem

PROBLEM
A taxpayer’s f:mlly.srams is ocnmil to the calculation of his or her taxable income and computation of
tax. Despite several legislatr p and rec dations by the National Taxpayer Ad

and others,* this I'undzmenml component of taxation remains one of the most complex facing each and
every taxpayer. The Family Status provisions include:

® Filing status (.., single, married filing jointly, married filing separately, and head of household);*
® Personal and dependency exemptions;®

= Child Tax Credit (CTC) and Addirional Child Tax Credit (ACTC);®

& Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC);”

1 See Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TBOR), www.TaxpayerAdvocate. irs.gov/ taxpayernights. The rights contained in the TBOR are now
listed in the Intemal Revenue Code (IRC), See Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2046, Pub, L. No, 114-143, Division Q.
Title IV, § 401(g) (2015) (codified at IRC § TB03(a)(3)).

2 Congress adopted a Uniform Definition of a Child {UDOC) in the Working Families Tax Relief Act of 2004, effective for tax years
beginning after December 31, 2004. Pub. L No. 108-311, §§ 201, 208, 118 Stat. 1168, 1169, 1178 (2004). Congress
made further revisions to UDOC in Pub L No. 109135, § 404(a), 119 Stat. 2577, 2632 (2005) and Pub. L. No. 110:351,
§ 501,122 Stat. 3049, 3979 (2008). The National Taxpayer Advocate first recommended adoption of a UDDC in National
Taxpayer Advocate 2001 Annual Report to Congress 82-100,

3 See, eg., National Taxpayer Advocate 2005 Annual Report to Congress, 397-406; National Taxpayer Advocate 2008 Annual
Report to Congress, 363369, National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress, 508-512; Steve Holt, The Role
of the IRS as a Social Benefits .ﬂdnﬂn?strafm’ American Enterprise Institute {July 2018}, https://www.aeiorg/ publication,/the-

be-of-the-i ial-benefit: + Elaine Maag, A igr Eamcd fnnume Tax Credit Cou'd Encouragn Work
By Childiess Adults, Tax Policy Center (TFC). htpy/. id
The "s Advisory Panel on Federal Ta: ﬂeform Simple, Fair, and Pro-Growth: Proposals

to Fix America’s Tax System (November 2005); Adam Carasso, leffrey Rohaly, and C. Eugene Steuerle, A Unified Children’s Tax
Credit, National Tax Association Procesdings (May 15, 2005). hitp://www.urban,org/ uploadedPDF/ 10007 90.pdf; Lawrence
Zeienak, Redesigning the Earned Income Tax Credit as a Family-Sized Adfustment to the Minimum Wage, 57 Tax Law Riv. 301
(Spring 2004); Max B. Sawicky, Robert Cherry and Robert Denk, The Next Tax Reform: Advancing Benefits for Children,
Economic Policy Institute (200:2).

IRC 85§ 1-2.

IRC §5 151-152.

IRC § 24,

IRC § 32,

R
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# Child and Dependent Care Credit (CDCC);* and
® Separated spouse rules.”

While literally every tax return involves at least two of these Family Status provisions, the IRS is hard-
pressed to Ind:pcnd:nlly verify the xcllr'.lc'_r of the status claimed. Over the years, it has used different

and developed “rules” thar assist it in identifying questionable claims of filing status
orcmdlrs Bur these rules fail to account for the fluid nature of household composition. A recent study
by the Tax Policy Center found that between 1996 and 2008 the number of households made up of
“traditional” familics (married parents with only biological children) has declined while alternative family
types, such as families led by a single parent and cohabitating parents, has increased." Thus, a narrow
conception of a “family” can deny Family Status benefits to many households with children., On the other
hand, an overly expansive definition may be impossible for the IRS to administer without -prabl
intrusive inquiries.

Nowhere is this conflict more apparent than in EITC administration. Enacted as a work incentive in
ttha: Reduction Act of 1975, the EITC has become one of the g s largest ested

¥ prog " Unlike traditional anti-p ,andwd&m gl the EITC was designed
o havt an easy “application” process by allowing an individual to claim the benefit on his or her tax
return, This approach does not require an infrastructure of case workers and local agencies to make
eligibility determinations. For tax year (TY) 2015, over 27 million raxpayers cdlaimed neady $67 billion in
EITC." Thus, the EITC enjoys a participation rate of berween 75 and 79 percent'! — one of the highest
participation rates of any federal government benefit program — and 87 percent of children cdlaimed for
the EITC were correctly claimed.” However, the easy application process of the EITC is also associated
with a high improper payment rate, which must be addressed in any efforts to improve the EIT!

IRC 5§ 21, 129,

IRC § 7703.

10 Emsine Maag, H. Elizabeth Peters, and Sara Edelstein, Tax Policy Center (TPC), Increasing Family Complexity and Volatility: the
Difficulty in Determining Child Tax Benefits 19 (Mar. 3, 2016). The TPC Study analyzed the December panel from the 1996
and 2008 Census Bureau Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) data.

11 See Pub. L. No. 94-12, § 204, 88 Stat. 26, 30 (1975) (codified at IRC § 32).

12 Congressional Budget Office. Federal Means-Tested Programs and Tax Credits - Infographic (Feb. 11, 2013),
hitps:/ /www.cho.gov/ publication/ 43935,

13 IRS, About EITC, hitps./ /www.eitc.irs.gov/ EITC-Central/abouteitc, For tax year (TY} 2015, 27.3 million taxpayers had claimed
$66.9 billion in EITC (after math error processing, but prior to any audit of the tax return). IRS, Compliance Data Warehouse
{COW), Indtivi Returns File (i TY 2015 returns posted as of cycle 47),

14 Dean Plueger, Earned Income Tax Credit Participation Rate for Tax Year 2005 178179, IRS Research Bulletin (2009). See also
Maggie R. Jones, Changes in EITC Eligibiity and Participation, 2005-2009, U.S. Census Bureau.

15 RS, Compliance Estimates for the Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006- 2008 Returns 5 (Pub. 5162, August 2014),

-

https://www.irs.gov/ pubyirs-soi/ ETCComplianceStudyTY2006-2008. pdf as IRS EITC C
Study). The 87 percent estimate was usging the estimate which audit non-
i have similar behavior 1o audit partich with similar (Le., In the same sampling

strata). Upperbound estimates assume audit non-participants are noncompliant (Le., the default exam exclusion is corect).
The upper bound estimate for correctly-claimed children is 73 percent.
16 An improper oaymunl is defined as “any payment that should not have been made ulmall was made in an incomrect

amount and unider ive, or other legaily applicable
requirements” and “includes any payment to an ineligible recipient.” Improper Payments Elmination and Recovery Act of 2010,
Pub, L. No. 111-204, § 2(e}, 124 Stat. 2224, 2227 (2010) ing Improper Pay ion Act of 2002, Pub. L

No. 107-300, 116 Stat. 2350 (2002) by striking § 2{f) and adding (f{2}). The IRS currently estimates that the EITC improper
payment rate is about 24 percent (which accounts for an estimated $16.8 billion in improper payments). Department of the
Treasury, Fiscal Year 2016 Agency Financial Report 224 (Nov. 15, 2016}
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The IRS National Research Program (NRP) is helpful in identifying the sources of EITC errors. The
most common type of EITC error is income misreporting: 65 percent of EITC everclaim returns show
some income misreporting and it is the only error on 50 percent of overclaim returns,” Many of these

per pay should be eliminated by the recent enactment of accelerated due dates for Forms W-2
aiid 1099-MISC (reporting loyee comp ion) and the delayed EITC refund issuance date, in
effect for the 2017 Filing Season. ' \‘ﬂul remains are some of the more factually complex sources of error,
particulary the requirement thar the child reside with the mxpayer for more than half the year. Other
errors include competing claims for the same child, particularly by separated parents or by persons not
having a required relationship with the child, and whether separated parents are considered “unmarried”
under the tax code and thus able to file as single or head of household." These issues also arise under
other Family Status provisions.

The EITC also provides an extremely small benefit to low income childless workers berween the ages of
25 and 64. The participation rate for this benefit is extremely low, even though it is very casy to caleulate,
because it based on the earnings of a single taxpayer.™ The IRS does not adjust a taxpayer's return 1o
claim this credit where the taxpayer has not done so and appears eligible.”!

Finally, there are areas of EITC administration that can be vastly improved. For example, the IRS has
not yet embraced its dual mission as a tax collection and benefits disbursement agency. This failure
to acknowledge its role as an :dmm:stmor of ane of the largest anti-poverty programs in the federal

o leads to enforc liance approaches that are particularly unsuitable and
counter-productive, given the ck st orlht EITC population.™

EXAMPLE
The Tax Court case of Cowan v. Commissioner ill the intuitive operation of the current
Family Status rules.™ In this case, the state of Ohio appointed Ms. Cowan to be the guardian of a child,
Marquis, from 1991 until 2004, Under state law, the guardianshi Iy inated when

Marquis turned 18, which occurred in 2004, Huwmr. Ms, Cuwan continued i provide Marquis a
home and provided his support after he tumed 18, and they continued to regard themselves as a family
unit. (The court noted “Ms. Cowan regards Marquis as her son, and Marquis regards Ms. Cowan as his
mother.”) Ms. Cowan never adopted Marquis, the legal significance of which she did not understand.
Ms. Cowan stipulated for trial that had she known of the importance of adoption, she would have
adopred Marquis.

Later, Marquis had a daughter, and they both lived with Ms, Cowan, The court found Ms. Cowan
provided most of the houschold’s support during 2011, In 2011, Ms. Cowan claimed Marquis's daughter
as her granddaughter for the EITC. The court disallowed this claim since Marquis's daughter was not

a qualifying child of Ms. Cowan for purposes of the EITC, i.r., she did not meet the relationship test,

17 IS EITC Compliance Study (known errors) IV,
18 Pub, L. No. 114-113. Division Q, Title i, § 201, 129 Stat. 3040, 3076 (2015).

19 IRC § 32(d) requires taxpayers who are married to file ointly in order to receive the EITC; IRC §§ 7703(a) and (b) provide
general and special rules for determining marital status.

20 One study estimates the childless worker participation rate at 55.6 percent. Dean Plueger, Earned Income Tax Credit
Participation Rate for Tax Year 2005 179, IRS Research Bulletin (2009).

21 The IRS will send tha taspayer a notice, advising of the potential eligibility for the crediv

22 For a discussion of the implications of IRS Future State plans for the EITC population, see Most Serious Problem: Eamed
Income Tax Credit (ETC); The Future State’s Reliance on Online Tools Will Harm EITC Taxpayers, supra,
23 TC. Memo. 2015-85. See aiso National Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress 242,

Taxpayer Advocate Service — 2016 Annual Report to Congress — Volume One azxT



80

Most Litigated
Issues

Recommendations

despite the fact that Ms, Cowan cared for Marquis's daughter as her own. Moreover, because Marquis's
daughter anly lived with Ms. Cowan for 11 months of the taxable year, she did not meet the test for
Qualifying Relative, which requires the child to have the same principal place of abode as the taxpayer
and live as a member of the taxpayer’s houschold for the taxable year

RECOMMENDATION

To provide the Code’s Family Status provisions with the necessary flexibility to adapt to the evolving U.S.
family composition, and to improve the administration of the EITC and other Family Status provisions,
including reducing the EITC improper g rate, the National Taxpayer Advocate reiterates below her
2005 and 2008 legislative rec lations for simplifying the family status provisions in the Internal
Revenue Code, and further recommends that Congress:

1. Require the IRS to revise its mission o phasize a servi

pproach to tax administrati gnize the dual roles of revenue collector and benefits
administrator, and explicitly affirm the role of the Taxpayer Bill of Rights as the guiding principle
for tax administration
2. Consolidare the family status provisions into two: the refundable Family Credic, which
would reflect the cost of maintaining a household and raising a family; and the refundable Earned
Income Tax Credit, which would be awarded per individual worker and provide a work incentive
and subsidy for low income workers.

Kl

3. Repeal the p | and depend prions, Child Tax Credit/Additional Child Tax Credir,
Head of Household filing status, and the family-size differential of the EITC, all of which would
be replaced by the Family Credit,

4. Make the Family Credit available to all taxpayers regardless of income and refundable to low
income taxpayers; the Family Credit would consist of a Personal Credirt (for taxpayer and spouse)
and a Child Credit available to eligible individuals claiming a “qualifying child” or “qualifying
relative” (subject to tie-breaker rules).

5. Amend the Qualifying Relative test of IRC § 152(d)(2)(H) to provide a child must share the same
principal place of abode as the taxpayer and be a member of the taxpayer's houschold for more
than six months of the taxable year.

6. Provide for certain add-on credits under the Family Credir for child and dependent care, disabled
taxpayers or family members, and consider providing for noncustodial parents of qualifying
children who pay substantially all child support legally due for that tax year.

7. Amend IRC § 152(d)(1)(D) to provide the term “"qualifying relative” includes an individual “who
is not claimed as a qualifying child of such taxpayer or any other taxpayer for any taxable year in
the calendar year in which such taxable year begins.”

8. Amend IRC § 152(f) to provide a definition of "support” that excludes any means-tested federal,
state, or local benefits paid on behalf of or for the benefir of the qualifying child or qualifying
relarive.

9. Expand the eligibility age for the modified refundable EITC o include workers 18 years of age and
older, with no age cap.

24 Treas, Reg. § 1.152-1(b) explains that the phrase “for the taxable year® means the enfire taxable year,
25 For a detailed discussion of the IRS Mission Statement, see Special Focus: IRS Future State: The National Taxpayer Advocate's
Vision for a Taxpayer-Centric 218t Century Tax Administration, supra.
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10. Amend IRC § 7703(b) ta permit taxpayers who have a legally binding scparation agreement and
who live apart on the last day of the tax year to be considered “not married” for purposes of filing
status,

11. Amend IRC § 6402 to limir offsets of refunds artributable to the Family Credit and EITC 10 25
percent of the taxpayer’s refundable portion of these credits,

12, Amend IRC § 6402 to authorize the IRS to caleulate overpayments and make refunds with respect
to the new per-worker EITC refundable credit, where the raxpayers reported income demenstrares
eligibility and the taxpayer has not claimed the credit on his or her return,

13. Mandate the IRS assign one employee to each audit invalving a questionable Family Credit claim
where the taxpayer has responded (by phone or in writing) ro an IRS audir norice.

14. Mandate the IRS establish a dedicated, year-round toll-free help line staffed by IRS personnel to
respond to Family Credit questions,

PRESENT LAW

The following discussion describes the uniform definition of a child as well as the eligibility requirements

for the Family Status provisions of the Code.

Uniform Definition of a Child

In the Working Families Tax Relief Act of 2004, Congress created a uniform definition of child in
IRC § 152(c) of the Code. Beginning in tax year 2003, the Code defines the term "dependent” as

a qualifying child or a qualifying relative.”® The single definition of qualifying child, with cerain
modifications, applies for purpeses of claiming the EITC, CTC, CDCC dependency exemption, and
head of household filing status,

26 IRC § 152(a). If an individual does not meet the definition of a qualifying child under & 152(c), he or she may meet the
definition of a qualifying relative under IRC § 152(d).
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An individual must meet four tests in order to be a qualifying child under IRC § 152(c): relationship,”
age,™ residency,™ and support.*® Ifan individual can be claimed as a qualifying child by more than one

waxpayer, IRS § 152(c)(4) establishes a i

breaker rule to d ine which taxpayer can claim the child.”

In order to be a qualifying relative of a taxpayer, an individual must; (A) bear a cerain relationship
to the taxpayer, (B) have gross income for the calendar year that is less than the exemption amount
(as defined in IRC § 151(d)), and (C) derive over one-half of his or her support for the calendar year

from the taxpayer.” In addition, the indi

idual cannot be a qualifying child of the txpayer or of “any

other taxpayer” for the txable year.” A qualifying relative may include an individual who has the same
principal place of abode as the taxpayer and who is a member of the raxpayer’s household. ™

Eamed Income Tax Credit — IRC § 32

The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) entitles certain working low income taxpayers to claim a
refundable credit of up to $6,269 for 2016.** The EITC is available to taxpayers cither with or without
a qualifying child. To qualify for the EITC generally, a raxpayer must meet certain general eligibility

49

related ro residency,® filing status,” certain foreign benefits,” and status as a qualifying child

A qualifying child must be a taxpayer's son, daughter, stepson, stepdaughter, brother, sister, hall brother, half sister, stepbrother,
stepsister, or a descendant of any of them. IRC § 152{cK2), (f){1¥A), and ({4). in the case of an adepted child, the child

is treated as the child of the taxpayer. IRC § 152{f){1)B). In the case of an eligible foster child, the child is treated as the
child of the taxpayer provided the child was placed with the laxpayer by an authorized placement agency of by the courts.

IRC § 152(((1WANi} and (fH1KC).

A qualifying child must be under the age of 19 at the end of the year, under age 24 at the end of the year and a full-time
student, or any age if permanently and totally disabled. IRC § 152{c)(3).
A gualifying child must have the same principal place of abode as the taxpayer for more than half of the taxable year.

far

IRC § 152(cH{1)B). The Code makes special

children who were bom or died

during the taxable year, kidnapped children, and children of divorced or separated parents. IRC § 152(e) and (f)8);

Treas. Reg. §§ 1,15241(b), and 1.152-2(aH2ii).

A qualifying child must not have provided more than enehalf of his or her own support for the calendar year in which the

taxable year begins. IRC § 152(ci1)D).
In cases where more than one taxpayer can claim an

asa ifying child, the can decide who will treat the

child as a qualifying child. The taxpayer who claims the qualifying child is entitled to the dependency exemption for the child,
head of household filing status, the Child Tax Credit (CTC). the EITC and the Child and Dependent Care Credit (unless the rule
for divorced or separated parents applies and assuming all other eligibility requirements are met). If, however the taxpayers
cannot decide who will treat the child as a qualifying child, the tiebreaker rule in IRC § 152{c){4) determines which taxpayer
can claim the child, I only one of the taxpayers claiming & child is the child's parent, then the child will be treated as the
qualifying child of the parent, IRC § 152{c)(4)A)i). If both taxpayers claiming a child are the child's parents, then the child will
be treated as the qualifying child of the parent with whom the child resided for the longest period of time during the taxable
year, IRC § 152(cH4NBNi). I the child lived with both parents for the same amount of time during the taxable year, then the
child will be treated as the qualifying child of the parent with the highest adjusted gross income. IRC § 152(c)ANBNi). I
neither of the taxpayers claiming a child is the child’s parent, then the child is treated as the qualifying child of the taxpayer
with the highest adjusted gross income for the taxable year. IRC § 152(cH4KANI).

IRC § 152(d}{1NAHC). The relationship between the qualifying relative and the taxpayer must meet one of the relationships.

set forth in IRC § 152(d)(2).
IRC § 152(d)}1}D).
IRC § 152(d)(2)(H).

IRC § 32. The maximum amount of the credit is available to a taxpayer with three or more qualifying children. For tax years
beginning in 2016, the maximum credit available for a taxpayer with one qualifying child is $3,373, with two qualifying children
is $5,672, and with no qualifying children is $506. Rev, Proc. 201553, 201544 |.R.B. 615. The actual amount of the EITC

varies depending on the eamed income of the taxpayer,

A taxpayer Is not eligible for the EITC if he or she is a nonresident alien for any portion of the taxable year, unless the taxpayer
files & joint retum with @ spouse who is a United States citizen or resident alien. IRC § 32{ch1KD).

A taxpayer is not eligible for the EITC if he or she is filing married filing separately. IRC § 32(d).

A taxpayer is not eligible for the EITC if he or she claims a foreign eamed income exclusion or deducts or excludes a foreign

housing amount. IRC § 32{c){1HC).
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of another taxpayer.™ The taxpayer must also have a taxpayer identification number,” carned income, "'
and limired ofin:omc.‘“"' payers wishing to claim the EITC withourt a qualifying child must
meet additional eligibili including being b the age of at least 25 and under 65,4
To be considered a qual:fy:ns child for the EITC, an individual must meet the definition of a qualafymg
child in IRC § 152(c),* he or she must be unmarried at the end of the taxable year (unless the taxpayer is
entitled to a deduction under IRC § 151 (or would be so entitled but for IRC § 152(e)) for the married

individual),** and his or her principal place of abode must be in the United States.*

Child Tax Credit — IRC § 24

The CTC entitles a taxpayer to claim a credit of up to $1,000 for cach qualifying child, as defined in

IRC § 152(c), who is under age 17 at the end of the tax year.” The amount of the credit is applied to any
raxes due and in some instances is refundable (known as the Additional Child Tax Credir, or ACTC).*

Child and Dependent Care Credit — IRC § 21

The Child and Dependent Care Credit (CDCC) entitles a taxpayer to claim a credit for expenses incurred
s the taxpayer (and spouse, if married) can work or look for work.” To qualify for the credit, a taxpayer

& Sas58

&

L84

49

A taxpayer |5 not eligible for the EITC if he or she is the qualifying child of another taxpayer. IRC § 32{c){1)(B).

A taxpayer cannot claim the EITC if he or she does not have a valid social security number, |RC § 32(c)(1)E) and (m).

A taxpayer cannot claim the EITC undess he or she has eamed income. IRC § 32(a).

A taxpayer's earned income, adjusted gross income, and investment income must all be within limits established annually.

IRC § 32{a}{2) and (j).

A taxpayer is not eligible to claim the EITC without a qualifying child unless the taxpayer's principal place of abode is in

the United States for more than half the taxable year, the taxpayer is at least 25 but under age 65 at the close of the

taxble year, and the taxpayer does not qualify as a dependent of another taxpayer under IRC § 151 for the taxable year.

IRC § 32(c){1MAMi).

IRC § 32(ci3NA). For purposes of the EITC, a quatilying child under IRC § 152(c) is determined without regard to

IRC § 152(c)1)D) (requiring & qualifying child not have provided over one half of his or her own support for the taxable year)

and IRC § 152(e]} {describing special rules for divorced parents).

IRC § 32{c)3KB).

IRC § 32{c)3NC).

IRC § 24(a) and {c). The amount of the Child Tax Credit is reduced by $50 for each $1,000 (or fraction thereof) by which the

taxpayer’s modified adjusted gross income exceeds the threshold amount ($110,000 in the case of a joint return, $75,000 in

the case of a taxpayer who is not married, and $55,000 in the case of a marmied taxpayer filing separatefy). IRC §§ 24(b)1)

and (2}

IRC § 24id).

IRC § 21. The amount of the credit is a percentage, based on adjusted gross income, of the amount of employment.

retated expenses paid by the taxpayer during the taxable year. IRC § 21(a)(2) and (c). A taxpayer may claim a credit of up

to 35 percent of child and dependent cane expenses paid during a taxable year, up to a maximum of $3,000 for a taxpayer

with one qualifying individual or $6.000 for a taxpayer with two or more qualifying individuals, IRC § 21(a)2) and (c). This
is reduced one point for every $2,000 (or fraction thereof) by which the taxpayer's adjusted gross

income exceeds $15,000. IRC § 21(a)(2). A taxpayer may not claim this credit based on household or care expenses paid to

a relative who is a dependent of the taxpayer or the taxpayer’s child who is not over 19. IRC § 21{e}6).
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tividuals.® Addicionally

must maintain a home for one or more qualified i a taxpayer must have earned

income,” and must meet certain filing status requirements. ™

Dependency Exemption — IRC § 151

The dependency exemprion entitles a taxpayer to claim an additional exemption for each dependent
who is a qualifying child or qualifying relative of the taxpayer, as defined in IRC § 152, A qualifying
child must be under the age of 19 at the close of the taxable year, under 24 and a full-time student, or be
permanently or totally disabled.™

Head of Household — IRC § 2(b)

Head of household filing status entitles a taxpayer to a larger and a more f;
rax rate than a taxpayer ﬁlmg smgl-e ar mamed filing separarely * To qualify as a head of household, a

Jard el hl,

payer must be d or ied” at the end of the taxable year,” For more than
half of the taxable year, a taxpayer must maintain, as the taxpayer's home, a household thar is the principal
place of abode of a qua[ifyingchild“ or a qualifying relative as defined under IRC § 152(d)(2)(A)-(H),
for whom the taxg can dlaim a dependency ption under IRC § 151.7 Additionally, the mxpayer
can qualify for head of household status if he or she maintains a | hold which is the principal place of
abode of the taxpayer’s mother or father for whom the taxpayer can claim a dependency exemption under
IRC§ 151.*

Separated Spouse Rule Under IRC § 7703(b)
Under IRC § 7703(a), the determination of whether an individual is married is generally made as of the
last day of the individual's tax year. 1RC § 7703(a) prevents taxpayers from being considered as “not

50 IRC § 21{a)1). A qualified individual is a defined as a “qualifying child” under IRC § 152(a){1) who is under

the age of 13, a d who is physically or mentally ble of caring for himself or herself and who has the same

principal place of abode as the taxpayer for more than one-half of the tax year, or a spouse of the taxpayer who is physically

or mentally incapable of caring for himself or herself and who has the same principal place of abode as the taxpayer for more
than one-half of the tax year. IRC § 21{b)1). Special rules apply for children of divorced or separated parents, allowing only
the custodial parent 1o claim the CTC even if the noncustodial parent claims the child as a dependent under the rules of

IRC § 152(e). IRC § 21(e}5).

IRC § 21(d){1). Special rules apply for calculating the eamed income with regard to the spouse of a taxpayer who is a student

tor who is physically or mentally unable to care for himself or herself. IRC § 21{d)(2).

52 IRC § 21{e)2).

53 IRC §5 151(c)(1), 152(a) and (c). For tax year 2016, the dependency exemption amount is $4,050. Rev. Proc. 201553,
2015-44 I.R.B. 615,

54 For tax year 2016, the standard deduction for head of household is $9,300. Rev. Proc. 201553, 2015-44 LR.B. 615.

55 IRC § 2{b). A taxpayer whose spouse died during the taxable year is considered married for that year. IRC § 2(b}2)C). A
taxpayer is not considered as marmied if be of she is legally separated from his or her spouse under a detree of divorce or
separate maintenance or if his or her spouse is a nonresident alien at any time during the taxable year. IRC § 2(bi2)(A)
and (B). A taxpayer is also considered unmarried if he or she is treated as unmarried under the provisions of IRC § 7703,
IRC § 2{e).

56 IRC § 2(b){1HAY), which also contains specific rules for maried children. Additionally, for of head of

status, a qualifying child is detarmined under the rules of IRC § 152(c) but without regard to the rules for divorced or

separated parents under IRC § 152(e).

IRC § 2b)1NANN). A taxpayer is i ah hold if the taxpayer provides over half of the cost of

maintaining the househoid for the taxable yeaﬁ FRC § 2(b).

58 IRC § 2Ab)1)8)

5

s

5

-
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Appendices. Problems

married” even when they have separated from their spouses pursuant to a binding separation agreement,”
It provides:

{a) General rule.~For purposes of part V of subchaprer B of chapter 1 and those provisions of

this title which refer to this subsection--

(1) the determination of whether an individual is married shall be made as of the close of his
taxable year; except that if his spouse dies during his taxable year such determination shall be
made as of the time of such death; and

{2) an individual legally separated from his spouse under a decree of divorce or of separate
shall not be considered as married,

Neither the statute nor the regulations define the requirements for a “decree of separate maintenance,” buc
the term may encompass “bed and hoard” divarces, discussed below.

As an exception to the general rule, IRC § 7703(b) provides thar certain married persons who are living
apart from their spouses may be treated as unmarried. A married taxpayer (as determined under the
general nule of IRC § 7703(a)) living apart with a dependent child will qualify as an unmarried person if

cach of the following conditions is met:

® The taxpayer must file a separate tax return;

® The taxpayer must pay more than half the cost of maintaining his or her b hold for the tax year;

® The taxpayer’s spouse must not be a member of the houschold during the last six months of the tax
year; and

# The houschold must, for more than six months of the year, be the principal home of the taxpayer's
child (as defined in IRC § 152(f)(1)) for whom the taxpayer can claim a dependency exemprion,
or could claim such an exemption except for the special rules for divorced parents under
IRC § 152(e).

Accelerated Information Reporting and Delay of Certain Refund Issuance

In 2015, Congress enacted two provisions that will assist the IRS enormously in ensuring that credits,
deductions, and exclusions that are income-based are correctly claimed. Specifically, Section 201 of the
Protecting Americans From Tax Hikes (PATH) Act of 2015 amendcd IRC § 6071 1o require that certain
information returns (Forms W-2 and 1099-MISC reporting [ ) be filed by
January 31, generally the same dare as the due date for employ and payee and are no longer

59 IRC § 7703(b) alse nrwcnis taxpayers from being considered “not married” in two ways. First, the statute retains an outdated

“cost of d” test that di ly affects of racial and ethnic minorities who work and
have children, Sscund it requires spouses to have lived apart for the last six months of the year even if they have a written,
legally binding separation agreament by year's end. In her 2042 Annual Report to Congress, the National Taxpayer Advocate
recommended that Congress amend IRC § 7703(b) to remove the cost of maintaining a household test and permit taxpayers
living apart on the last day of the tax year who have a legally binding to be idered “not married.”
Mational TaxpmrMumsle 2012 Annual Relwrt to Congress 513 (Legislative Recommendation: Amend IRC § 7703(b) to
Remove the and to Permit Taxpayers Living Apart on the Last Day of the Tax Year Who
Have Legally Binding ion A to be Consit “Not Marrled®).
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eligible for the extended filing date for electronically filed returns under section 6071(b).* Section 201
of the PATH Act further requires the IRS to hold all refunds that include EITC or the ACTC unril
February 15 for calendar year filers to allow the IRS more time to verify the validity of the refunds and
detect fraud.

Overpayments and Refund Offsets

IRC § 6402 authorizes the Secretary to both offser a taxpayer’s refund against certain liabilities and refund
the balance of the overpayment 1o the taxpayer. The debts against which the refund can offset indude
outstanding federal tax liabilities, past due child support, debts owed to other federal agencies, state
income tax obligations, and Old Age, Survivers and Disability Insurance (OASDI) payments. There is no
provision for exclusion of the EITC portion of the overpayment from the offset provisions.

REASONS FOR CHANGE

The above Present Law discussion d the mind bing complexity of the Code’s Family
Status provisions. In earlier Reports to Congress, the National Taxpayer Advocare laid out many reasons
for ling these provisions.® First and f she believes that the tax law should not “entrap”

taxpayers, by which she means the laws should not run counter to or disregard the ways taxpayers
generally live their lives and conduct their business. Where the laws provide for refundable credits, they
should be designed in a way that the IRS can effectively administer® Thus, in the context of the Family
Status provisions, we can minimize both IRS and taxpayer burden if we understand the structure of
families and houscholds in the U.S. However, the challenge for any simplification proposal relating to the
family is how to accommaodate evolving family structures without imposing undue burden on taxpayers
ar creating additional compli risks. By studying bath the demographics of the American family and
the sources of error accurring with the current web of Family Status provisions, we can design a statutory
scheme that is flexible enough 1o adapt to the evolution of the family while minimizing raxpayer burden
and risk of fraud.

Demographic Changes in the American Family Unit

A recent paper by the Tax Policy Center (hereinafter TPC Study) found that the number of houscholds
made up of “traditional” families (married parents with only biological children) has declined while
aleernative family types, such as families led by a single parent or cohabitating parents, has i 4.

61

&2

See Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016, Pub, L. No. 114-113, Division Q, Title II, § 201, 129 Stat. 3040, 3076 {2045).
This legistative change is consistent with prior National Taxpayer Advocate recommendations. See, e.g., National Taxpayer
Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress 45-55; Nationa! Taxpayer Advocate 2013 Annual Report to Congress vol, 2, B6-88;
National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress 180-91; National Taxpayer Advocate 2011 Annual Report to
Congress 284-95; National Taxpayer Advocate 2009 Annual Report to Congress 338-45,

In Sarenson v. Secretary of the Treasury, 475 U.S. B51 (1986, the Supreme Court held that a refund involving EITC that was
due to a taxpayer who had failed to meet his child support obligations, could be offset.

See, e.g., National Taxpayer Advocate 2005 Annual Report to Congress, 397-106; National Taxpayer Advotate 2008 Annual
Report 1o Congress, 363-369; National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress, 508-512.

The National Taxpayer Advocate previously articulated these and other il ina ion to the i s Advisory
Panel on Federal Tax Reform. See Public Meeting of the President’s Advisory Panel Dn Faderal Tax Reform (Mar. 3, 2005)
{statement of Nina E, Otson, National Taxpayer hitp:/ /govinfo.| /docs/
oLsm\ 03032005 ppt. For more detail, see National Taxpayer Advocate 2005 Annual Report to Congress 375380 :Key

Legi ion: A Taxpayer-Centric to Tax Reform).

Elaine Maag, H. Elizabeth Peters, and Sara i g Family Cr i ann‘ Volatility: the Dﬂﬂwﬁy |'n Determining

Chitd Tax Benerls TPC 10 (Mar. 3 201&}. hll.n A/
hil iew/full_report. The TPC Study analyzed the December panel from the 1996
and 2008 Census Bureau Survey of Income a\d Program Participation (SIPP) data.
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The TPC Study found that between 1996 and 2008, the proportion of children living with married
couples dropped from 70.9 percent to 67.3 percent and the number living with cohabiraring parents
increased from 3.6 percent to 6.2 percent.”” Furthermore, the TPC Study found that in 2008, nearly 20
percent of children living in single-parent houscholds also lived in multig; ional households.™ Cnly
51.6 percent of children living in families with income at or below 200 percent of the federal poverty level
(FPL) were in families headed by married couples. The percentage of children living with cohabiting
couples at or below 200 percent of FPL increased from just under five percent in 1996 to 8.2 percent in
2008.%

FIGURE 2.1.1%

FIGURE 2

Share of Low- and Moderate-Income Childrenin the  f.Ta
1996 and 2008 SIPP Panels

by family type
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The percentage of children living in mulri ional holds also i d from 1996 to 2008,
across all houschold types. By 2008, almost one-fifth of children living with a single parent also lived in
a multi-generational houschold, as was the case with households headed by P relatives or foster
parents.

&5  Elaine Maag, H. Elizabeth Peters, and Sara

Child Tax Benefits, TPC 10 (Mar. 3, 2016), http://
i ticulty ing-child-tax-benefits,/view,/ full_report, The TPC Study analyzed the December panel from the 1996

and 2008 Census Bureau Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) data.

66 Id. at 18.

67 Id. at 11.

B8 Elaine Maag, H, Elizabeth Peters, & Samm i ing Family ity and Volatiity: The Difficulty in Determining

Child Tax Benefits, TPC 11 (Mar. 3, 2016).

ing Family Ci ity and Volatility: the Difficulty in Determining
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FIGURE §
Proportion of Children in the 1996 and 2008 SIPP
Panels in Multigenerational Families

by family type
1994, a1 bological chidren 1998, at beast one ronbciogeal chid
= 2008, a8 biological children 2008, 2t boaat o ronbaclogical chid

Children who lived in families with married parents and only biologically related children were unlikely
to move to different family types from one year to the next, or within a given year, regardless of income
level. However, children in low and moderate income single parent familics, cohabiting couple families,
and relative/foster care families all experienced greater change in family type from one year to the next.
For example, in 2008, a third of low and moderate income children in single parent families with some
biological children changed family type.™

69 Elsine Maag, H, Elizabeth Peters, & Sara ing Family Ci and Volatility: The Difficulty in Determining
Child Tax Benefits, TPC 11 (Mar. 3, 2016).

70 id.at12,13.
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FIGURE 2.1.3"

FIGURE 4

Change in Family Type One Year Later, Children in TPC
the 1996 and 2008 SIPP Panels in Low- and
Moderate-Income Families

by family type
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Finally, across all income levels, “[t]he same types of families who were more likely to change across
different tax years are also more likely to change within 4 tax year (children in cohabiring couple families,
single parent families with ar least one-biological child, and foster care families).™™

Family ity and Volatilty: The Difficulty in Determining

71  Elaine Maag, H. Elizabeth Peters, & Sara
Child Tax Benefits, TPC 11 (Mar. 3, 2016}

72 |d. at 16. The TPC Study authors note that these results are likely a lower bound estimate, because families that experience a
change within years are likely to drop out of the survey and thus the changes won't be observed. Id. at 15,
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FIGURE 2.1.4™

TAMLE 4
Number of Parent Changes per Year, Children in the 1996 and 2008 SIPP
Panals
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The above-described changes in family composition and mutation within and between years is reflected
in the EITC data: about hird of the EITC population changes from year to year.™ Because the
Family Starus rules g Il plate more “traditional” | holds and award tax benefits to only
one person with respect to each child, the disconnect berween the Code and the reality of many taxpayers’
lives has led to mistakes on the part of mxpayers who misunderstand the rules; it also prevents some
primary caregivers for children in certain low income households from receiving the EITC.

The IRS is not alone in facing these challenges. Tax administrations around the world are moving ro
incorporate some aspects of their benefits system into their tax codes. For example, Australia offers a
similar tax credit to the EITC, called the Family Tax Benefit (FTB). The eligibility rules for the FTB are
more expansive than for the EITC. For instance, a child qualifies for the FTB if he or she meets these
general rules:

" Must be in the adult’s care;

® Must meet citizenship requirements;

® Must not meet any exceptions; and

73 Elaine Maag, H. Elizabeth Peters, & Sara i ing Family Ct ity and Volatility: The Difficuity in Determining
Child Tax Benefits, TPC 11 (Mar. 3. 2046).

T4 IRS, EITC Fast Facts, hitp://www.eitc.irs.gov/ Partner-Toolkit/basicmaterials/ff (last visited Dec. 30, 2015). For more
infarmation on the changing population of taxpayers eligible for EITC. see National Taxpayer Advocate 2013 Annual Report 1o
Congress 10810,
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# When more than one adult is invelved, the child must be in the adult’s care for at least 35 percent
of the time.™

The ace of caring for a child in Australia counts for more than just the amount of time the adult

resides with the child, The “primary carer” is considered the “member of a couple” having the greater
responsibility for the child. This is determined by identifying who has major daily responsibility for the
child, looks after the child's needs (such as dressing and bathing), makes appointments for the child,

is the primary contact for daycare or scheol, and transports the child to and from school.™ When it is
determined that more than one adult cares for a child, the p e of FTB all d to each individual
is based on “issues of fairness and appropriateness, taking into account equity considerations and sharing
and pooling within a family unit that can result in a 50:50 splic in FTB."” Under this system there is an
acknowledgement that many families operate on a fluid, day-to-day basis where the care of a child does
not fall on just one refative. There is also a provision for splitting the FT'B between rwo primary carers,
by agreement between the parties.™

The Administrative Justification for Running Social Benefits Through the Tax System

Any analysis of Family Status benefits must confront the issue of whether the tax system is the
appropriate entity for administering social benefit programs. As we discuss in this and eardier reports,
running social programs through (h: Caode requires the tax administrator to think differently abour its

mission and develop new app pliance and education.™ The IRS may be an appropriate
conduit for social expendirures w'helt it possesses significant data that are key components of eligibiliry
determinations.

One area of tax administration that has both warranted and received a great deal of attention over the
years is refundable credits, particularly the EITC.* Most credits merely reduce the amount a taxpayer
owes, but in the caseofwfnudabfﬂax r.mdu& the IRS may end up paying a raxpayer more than the

taxpayer paid in tax, resulting in a “negative” tax. Refundable credits may have become familiar in
the context of benefits to Iuw income taxpayers and therefore may be viewed as a form of “welfare.”
Nevertheless, these credits are no longer limited to this population but are now available to middle-

income taxpayers and businesses as well. ¥

Australian Department of Social Services, Family Assistance Guide, 2.1.1.10, FTB Child, https:// guides.dss.gov.au/
familyassistance-guide/2,/1/1/10,

Australian Department of Social Services, Family Assistance Guide, 1,1,P.120, Primary Carer (FTB, Baby Bonus),

hittp:// guides.dss. gov.auy/ family-assistance-guide/ 1/1/p/120.

Australian Department of Social Services, Family Assistance Guide, 2,1.1.25, Shared Care of an FTB Child, hitp.// guides.dss.
gov.au/family-assistance-guide/2/1/1/25.

Australian Department of Social Services, Family Assistance Guide, 2.1.1.10, https://guides.dss.gov.au/family-assistance-
gulde/2/1/1/10, Here is an example provided: Emily lives primarily with her parent Dave and his new partner Anthony. Emily
is an FTE child of both Dave and Anthony, They agree that Anthony should receive FTB for Emily, as he is the stay-athome
parent.

See Legislative Recommendation: Tax Reform: Simplify the nternal Revsrms Code Now, supra; National Taxpayer Advocate

2010 Annual Report to Congress, vol, 2, at 101:19 the of Tax See Notional Taxpayer
Advocate 2009 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, at 75-104 (Running Soclal Programs Through the Tax System),
Fora ion of the in the EITC, sea Improper Payments in the Administration

of Refundable Credits, Hearing Before the H, Comm. on Ways and Means, 112th Cong. (2011} (statement of Nina E, Otson,
National Taxpayer Advocate).

See, eg., the adoplion credit (IRC § 36C) and the American Opportunity Tax Credit (IRC § 254} for low and moderate income
taxpayers and the fuel tax credit for purchasers of gasoline used on farms or local buses or of fuels for certain other purposes
(IRC §§ 34, 4081(b)(2), 6420, 6421, 6427).
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Enacted as a work incentive in the Tax Reduction Act of 1975,* the Earned Income Tax Credir (EITC)
has become one of the g s largest d anti-poverty prog Unlike traditional
i y and welfare prog the EITC was designed to have an easy “application” process
by allowing an individual to claim the benefic on his or her fax return. This approach dramarically
lowered administrative costs, since it did not require an infrastructure of caseworkers and local agencies.
According to the IRS, EITC administration costs are less than one percent of benefits delivered, as
compared to other non-tax benefits prog in which administrative costs related to determining
eligibility can range as high as 42 percent of program expenditures, as shown in Figure 2.1.5 (see endnote
in Appendix A). Moreover, a front-end application process would not eliminate improper payments.
To assess how well the EITC stacks up against other social benefits programs, the sum of each program’s
rhead costs and improper pay should be considered (rather than just overhead costs or improper

payments in isolation).

82 See Pub. L. No. 94-12, § 204, 83 Stat. 26, 30 (1975) (codified at IRC § 32).
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FIGURE 2.1.5, Costs and Benefits of Federal Payment Programs

Number of Recipients
Number of Eligible Persons

Participation
Eligible Perso

Total Benefits Paid Out
Average Benefit per Recipient
Overhead Costs

Overhead Costs as % of Total Benefits
Paid Out

Improper Payments

Improper Payments as a % of Total
Benefits Paid

Overhead Costs + Improper Payments

Overhead Costs + Improper Payments as
of Total

FY 2013
A7.6 mil
51.9 mil

79.0%

FY 2011
$76.1 bil
$133.07
$3.9 bl
5.1%

$26bil
3.4%

$6.5 bil
8.5%

FY 2010
9.1 mil
14.8 mil

62.6%

CY 2010
$4.6 bil

$500.86

$1.9 bil

41.8%

$0.04 bil

1.0%

$1.9 bil

42.8%

FY 2012
8.3 mil
130143

mil |

58.0%

1998

$51.1 bil

$6,156.54

$3.8 bil
T.4%

24.7 bll

9.2%

$8.5 bil
16.6%

FY 2011 |
4.6 mil

12.214.4

mil |

FY 2013
4.7 mil
9.1 mil

32.0%  49.351.5%

2009 2013
$15.2 bil $30.9 bil
$3300.84 | $6.574.47
$1.5b0  $4.3 b0
o7%,  13.8%
$2.3 bil $1.3bil
15.0% 43%

|
$38bil | $56bi
24.7%  184%

FY 2012 FY 2014
8.4 mil 27.8 mil
118122 22.7 mil
mil |
66.9 - 78.8%
68,8%
FY 2012 | 2009 2012 TY 2009
$8.5 bl $248.3 bil $11.3 bil $60.3 bil

$1047.64 $451455  $368.39 $2.384.32

$3.1 bil $11.7 bil $1.2 bil $0.6 bil

36.3% a7%|  103% 1.0%
$07bi | $14.4b1  S18bI $14.5bi
8.2% se%  157%|  200%
$3.8 bil $26.1 bil $3.0bil $15.1 bil

445% 105% 26.0% 25.0%

See figure and related end notes in Appendix A following this Legislative Recommandation.
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This table d thar for a program of such significant size, administered at a federal level,

the EITC reaches an extraordinary number and percentage of eligible taxpayers at a modest cost,

when overhead and overclaims are considered together.® The Treasury Inspector General for Tax
Administration has noted that for “other non-tax benefits programs ... administrative costs related to
determining eligibility can range as high as 20% of program expenditures.™ The IRS reports that it paid
$66.7 billion in EITC claims for TY 2014, If this amount had been paid by another agency that spent
20 percent of program expenditures verifying eligibility, the administrative costs to the government would
have been $13.3 billion — more than 90 percent of the amount of improper payments thar the IRS
estimates were made.*

However, ease of application and the absence of eligibility interviews result in greater overclaims for the
EITC than traditional anti-poverty programs. In other words, the front-end administrative costs of
traditional anti-poverty programs have shifted to the post-claim compliance costs of the EITC,

A significant positive difference is that the EITC has far higher participation rates than other anti-poverty
programs (i.e., the percentage of eligible individuals and familics who receive the benefit is much greater,
at between 75 and 79 percent).® A ing we want the i led beneficiaries to receive the benefits
enacted by Congress, the EITC is a highly effective, and even efficient, method of delivery.

Understanding the Types of EITC Errors WIill Improve the Design of Family Status
Benefits

MNorwithstanding the EITC’s effecdv:ness and efficiency, it has frequently been identified as a significant
source of improper payments,” with Treasury estimating them as averaging about 25 pcwem of EITC
claims over the last five years.™ Although the improper pay rate is often dasa

problem, it may actually be less severe than in TY 1999, For context, EITC twerdums account for just
3.4 percent of the gross tax gap, 3.8 percent of the net rax gap, and 5.9 percent of gross individual income

83 Unless otherwise noted, the amount of benefits is taken directly from or imputed from the federal government’s improper
payment website (see endnotes in Appendix A). Administrative costs were often difficult to determine, and it is not clear that
they are computed uniformly by each agency. The figures in the chart were computed by TAS Research from publicly available
sources, See Endnotes, infra, for more details on the scurces of data for each program as well as other information and
caveats regarding the data.

B4 See TIGTA, Ref. Mo. 2011-40-023, Reduction Targets and Strategies Have Not Been Established to Reduce the Billions of

Dellars in Improper Earned Income tax Credit Payments Each Year 1 (2011) (IRS response).

Department of the Treasury, Fiscal Year 2015 Agency Financlal Report 196 (Nov, 16, 2015}, The lower bound estimate of

improper EITC payments in FY 2015 is $14.2 billion.

88 See IRS, EITC Participation Rate by States, hitp://wew.eitc.irs.gov/EITC-Central/ParticipationRate. See also Dean Plueger,
Earned Income Tax Credit Participation Rate for Tax Year 2005 178-79, IRS Research Bulletin (2000); Maggie R. Jones,
Changes in EITC Eligibikity and Participation, 2005-2009, U.S. Census Bureau.

87  See footnote 14, supra. See also GAO, GAO-09-62BT, Improper Payments: Progress Made but Challenges Remain in Estimating
and Reducing Improper Payments, App. |, at 20 {Apr. 22, 2009) (identifying EITC as the Treasury improper payment}.

88 Department of the Treasury, Fiscal Year 2016 Agency Financial Repart 197 (Nov, 15, 2016) ("The most recent projection is

&

based on a tax year 2042 study that the rate of improper over claims for fiscal year 2016 to
range between 22.2 percent (lower bound) and 259 percent (wpper bound). This amounts to between $15.5 and $18.1 billion
«of approximately $65.2 billion in total program .. [these esti arej i in magni with the: fiveyear
average 24 percent eror rate.”). See also A lity Office (GAD), Wide Esti and Use of

Death Data to Help Prevent Payments to Deceased individuals, GAO-15-482T 4 (Mar. 16, 2015) (suggesting that for FY 2014
there were $17.7 billion in improper EITC payments, representing an eror rate of 27.2 percent.

B9 See IRS, Compliance Estimates for Eared Income Tax Credit Claimed on 1899 Returns 3 (Feb. 28, 2002), https://www.irs.
£ov/ pubyirs-utl/ 1998 _compliance_study_ 022802 pdf {*Of the estimated $31.3 bdllion in Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC)
claims made by taxpayers who filed retumns in 2000 for tax year 1999, it is estimated that between $8.5 and $9.9 billion
(27.0 percent to 31.7 percent) should not have been paid.”).
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L pli while business income underreg d by individuals accounts for 47.3 percent.™
Improper EITC pay thel inue to present a problem thar cannot be ignored.
While the improper pay rate provides us with a consi net of imp EITC

(i.e., improper payments actually made), it is important to understand the sources of error for total (gross)
EITC overclaims in order to develop targeted strategies to reduce the Improper Payment rate. The most
recent IRS National Research Program (NRP) EITC results are useful in this regard, because they provide
a statistically representarive sample from which to draw observations of taxpayer behavior and better
understand the sources of EITC pli and, by ion, identify opp iries for legislari
reform of the Family Status provisions.”

As a threshold matter, the NRP Compliance Study found that abowus 87 percent lower-bownd estimate, or
LBE, of the qualifying childven claimed for EITC are claimed correctly.” Moreover, many EITC overclaims
are less than $500 (44 percent LBE), and relatively few overclaims are above $3,000 (11 percent LBE).
NRP data show that income misreporting is by far the most common type of EITC error™ Sixty-seven
percent of EITC overclaim returns show some income misreporting, and it is the only error on 50 percent
of overclaim returns. The average overclaim on income-error-only returns is $673.% Although the
average amount of this type of overclaim is relatively modest, if the IRS is able identify the income
misreporting upfront, it will eliminate a significant number of laims. The recent legislative changes
{erating third-party infe i porting and delaying EITC refund issuance until February 15 goa

long way to addressing this source of error.

90 IRS, IR-2012-4, IRS Releases New Tax Gap Estimates; Compliance Rates Remain Statistically Unchanged from Previous Study
(Jan. 6, 2012). The IRS est $264 billion in indwvi income tax ing for tax year (TY) 2008 with $125 billion
of this amount attributable to business income by Invdivi as sole b on C (Profit or Loss
from Business) or as farmers on Schedule F (Profit or Loss from Farming), Department of the Treasury, Fiscal Year 2016
Agency Financial Report 197 [Nov. 15, 2016). The IRS provided a lower bound estimate of $15.5 billion in ETC overclaims for
FY 2016 ($15.5 billion / $264 billion is about 5.9 percent),

91 The IRS created the Mational Research Program (KRP) in 2000 to “develop and monitor strategic measures of taxpayer
compliance.” National Research Program. at http://www.irs.gov/uac, National- Research-Program-{NRP) {(last visited on Feb.

19, 2014). NRP is a comprehensive effort by the IRS to measure payment, filing, and reporting compliance for different

types of taxes and various sets of taxpayers and to defiver the data to the Business Operation Divisions to meet a wide

range of needs including support for the development of strategic plans and i in workload identificati

Internal Revenue Manual (IRM) 4.22.1.3, The National Research Program (NRP) (Ape. 25, 2008). The NRP Compliance Study
distinguishes between “known errors”™ and "unknown errors.” |t estimates that 30 percent of total possible overclaim retumns.
and 41 percent of total possible overclaim dollars stem from unknown errors (ie., cases whers compliance and errors are
unknown mostly because of audit non-participation). Nevertheless, based on audit participants, the IRS believes it can refiably
project 8.4 million overclaim returns and $11.4 billion overclaim dollars to the EITC RS, for
the Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006-2008 Returns 15 (Pub. 5162, Aug. 2014), https://www.irs.gov/ pub/irs-soi/
EMCComplianceStudyTY2006-2008.pdf.

92 The 87 percent estimate was using the estimate iy, which audit
have similar compliance behavior 1o audit d with similar (Le.. In the same sampling strata). Upper-
bound estimates assume auwdit non-participants are noncompliant {Le., exam exclusion is correct). IRS, Compliance Estimates
for the Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006-2008 Returns 5 (Pub. 5162, Aug. 2014), htps://www.irs. gov/ pub/irs-soi/
EMMCCompliance StudyTY2006-2008.pdf.

93 The IRS uses the NRP to meet its need for current. i i The IRS i the NRP office in 2000 as
part of its efforts to develop and menitor strategic measures of compliance, The program seeks 1o Increase public confidence
In the faimess of the tax system by helping the IRS identify voluntary compliance problems. Information from NRP intranet site,
http://nrp.web.irs. gov/default. aspx.

94 RS, Compliance Estimates for the Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006-2008 Returns 17 (Pub, 5162, Aug. 2014),
hittps:/ /www.irs. gov/ puby/irs-sai/ EITCComplianceStudyTY2008-2008 pdf.
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Qualifying child (QC) errors occur less than half as often and they are less likely to be the only error:

® About 30 percent of everclim returns show a qualifying child error, and it is the enfy error on
15 percent of overclaim returns.

® The average overclaim on QC-error-only returns is $2,327.
Finally, nine percent of overclaim returns have ok QC errors and income misreporting, and twelve

percent of overclaim returns have meither QC nor income errors.™ Figure 2.1.6 shows the five most costly
error types and their percentages of total overclaim dollars.

FIGURE 2.1.6, Most Costly EITC Errors”™

und Estimate
Qual g Child Error

Self-Employment Income Misreporti

Figure 2.1.7 shows the four least costly error types and their percentages of total averclaim dollars. Note
that “tiebreaker” errors — where more than one eligible person claims a qualifying child — are now
trivial, compared with the 1999 Compli Study, when tichreaker errors d for 17 percent

or more of overclaim dollars™ The tiebreaker rules were significantly medified and darified in the
Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 (EGTRRA);™ the NRP Compliance Study

data show the positive impact legistative clarification can have on ¢ liance

F

IRS, Compiiance Estimates for the Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006-2008 Returns 17 (Pub. 5162, Aug. 2014),
hitps:/ S wwwits. govy puby/irs-soif ETCCompliance StudyTY2006-2008.pdf.

Id. at 16.

Id. at 19, Table 5.

Ser IRS, Compliance Estimates for Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 1999 Returns 21 (Feb. 28, 2002), hitps./ /www.irs.
dov/ pub/irs-utl/ 1999 _compliance_study 022802, pdf.

Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-16, § 303, 115 Stat. 38, 55 (2001). Tiebreaker
rutes under EGTRRA stipulate that if & child is claimed by more than one efigible person, the credit would first go to the
bicdogical parent. If there are two claims between non-parental family members, the credit will go to the family member with
the highest adusted gross income. If two parents do not file a joint retum, the credit will g0 to the parent with whom the child
resided for the longest time during the tax year. If residency was split equally between two parents, the credit will go to the
parent with the highest adjusted gross income.
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FIGURE 2.1.7, Least Costly EITC Errors'™®

Claiming EITC Without Children (Being Ag
it of Another Taxpayer, and Ha Home

As a practical marrer, low income raxy have iderable difficulty d i Lati p and
residence — principal components of the qualifying child test — because of a lack Df dant‘_r me the
IRS as well as their personal circumstances,"" In the past, TAS has reported that the “two main problems
are inconsistency as to which documents the IRS will accepr (a document is accepred in one office, bur
not in another) and inflexibiliry in accepting proaf (failure to accepr ather types of documents where

the taxpayer cannot provide standard documentation).™™ On the low income taxpayers” part, one of
the biggesr issues is “their rendency o be transient or even remporarily homeless” coupled with lireracy
challenges."™ The TPC Study findings n-_]:mng to changes in hnuschnld composition add to these
challenges in proving digibility. The coml of b ] with the lack of a home in
which to store documents, not to mention the skills needed to read or retain them, frequently results in a
lack of decumentation.

OF the 13 percent of “knowable” QC errors,'™
® 75 percent were attributable to the residency test;
® 20 percent were attributable to the relationship test;

® Seven to ten percent were each attributable to the age test, an invalid Social Security number, and
the tiebreaker rules;

® One percent to a married child;
® One percent to errors corrected in processing: and

® 11 percent to unknown errors (i.¢., the taxpayer acknowledged the error but gave no derail, or it
was an “operational exam").

100 IRS, Compliance Estimates for the Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006-2008 Return 19, Table 5, (Pub. 5162, Aug
2014), https./ /www.irs govy pub/firs-sol/ EITCComplance Study Ty 2006-2008. pdf.

101 See Leslie Book, EITC Nencompliance: What We Don't Know Can Hurt Them, 2003 Tax Notes Toow 121-27 (June 23, 2003);
Leslie Book, The Poor and Tax Compliance: One Size Does Not Fit All, 51 Kaws. L. Rev. 1145 (2003), hitpy/ /works. bepress.,
comy/lestie_book/8; Mational Taxpayer Advocate 2002 Annual Report to Congress 50 (Most Sericus Problem: EITC ENgibility
Determinations Can Be Made Less Burdensome).

102 National Taxpayer Advocate 2005 Annual Report to Congress 10807 (Most Serious Problem: Earned Income Tax Credit Exam
Issues).

103 Leslie Book, The IRS's EITC Compliance Regime: Taxpayers Caught in the Net, 81 Ose. L. Rev. 351, 393 (2002). See also
National Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress, Introduction: The IRS Can Do More to Improve its Mmmlsr.mbon
of the Earned Income Tax Credit and Increase Future Compllance Withaut Unduly Bi Te and
Taxpayer Rights 23539,

104 IRS, Compliance Estimates and Sowrces of Errors for the Earmed Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006-2008 Returns 23
{Pub. 5162, Aug. 2014).
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Thus, not surprisingly in light of the demographic data presented above, the residency test appears to
present the greatest challenge to EITC cliimants. Reform éfons should focus on improving otherwise

ellglb]e families’ ability to satisfy this requi while minimi ities for error or fraud. By
g the “family” comg of the EITC with the other Famll;v Status provisions, the “qualifying
relative” definition will apply. Houscholds that were previously ineligible because the primary caregiver

did not have the requisite relationship under IRC § 32 will now be eligible for family benefits. Moreover,
by requiring the IRS ro urilize a Household/Residency Affidavir(s) as an atachment 1o the tax return
where a biological primary caregiver is claiming the EITC, Congress can minimize the risk of error or
fraud in such claims. "

Age Eligibllity for Childless Worker EITC or Reformed Worker Credit

InTY 2017, the maximum amount of EITC benefits available ro taxpayers without children will be
$510, whereas the maximum amount of benefits for raxpayers with just one child will be $3,400.'™ This
is a troubling disparity, considering that a little over 20 percent of Millennials with only a high school
education are living in poverty.'” Additionally, 4.2 million people aged 65 and older were living in
poverty in 2015 (representing a poverty rate of 8.8 percent among people age 65 and over).'"™ Yer, the
childless worker portion of the EITC is limited to workers between the ages of 25 and 64." As the data
discussed below show, this age limitarion harms signifi g of the population thar could benefit
from this income supplement.

For example, the allocarion of benefits provided ro childless workers does nor address the recent trend in
delaying the decision to start a family. The birth rate for women ages 20-24 has fallen to approximately
77 percent, a measurement which has steadily declined since 2007."" One report ties this trend to the
increased cost of childrearing and the bleak financial situation for many txpayers in this age bracket
(referred o as Millennials),""!

When Congress initially implemented the EITC, one explanation for not making EITC universally
available to everyone was that students and retired individuals “often have low amounts of eamed income
because they work part-time or for short periods of time and may receive most of their support from
family relatives or through social security or private pension plans.”"'? However, only 33 percent of
Americans have a Bachelor’s degree or higher, meaning it is a mistake 1o assume taxpayers under age 25

105 For a discussion on the use of affidavits and EITC cases, see Notional Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress
25354,

106 See Rev. Proc. 2016-55, 2016-45 LR.B. 707. See also IRS 201? EITC Jncame lei!s Ma)dmum Credﬂ Amounts and Tax
Law Updates, hitps://wiw.irs. it/ il
‘amounts-next-year (last visited Dec. 31, 2016).

107 Pew Research Center, The Rising Cost of Not Going to College (Feb. 11, 2014), http://www.pewsochaltrends.ong/2014/02/11/
the-rising-cost-of-not-going-to-college/.

108 U.5. Census Bureau, income and Poverty in the United States: 2015 14 (Sept. 2016}

109 IRC § 32(c)1MANINI.

110 Center for Disease Control, National Vital Statistics Report 2 (June 6, 2016).

111 Jessica Grose, For Many Millenniais, Children Are Out of Reach, N.Y. Twes, Dec. 25, 2014,

112 Tax Reduction Act of 1975: Report of the Sen. Comm. on Finance Tagether with Supplemental Views on H.R. 21686,

5. Ree. No, 94-36 at 33 (1975).
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imaril dents.""* Furet ignoring the needs of this population may go against the intent
aflhp: EITC since earnings can be tied to Iew:l ofeduuuon meaning those with less education will earn
ImIIIA

It is also no longer realistic to assume older taxpayers can safely rely on pensions and Social Security. One
survey by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System found that 31 percent of non-retired
respondents had no retirement savings or pension.'"" Congress’s original rationale for age limits results in
the EITC being unavailable for younger taxpayers who do not ebrain a college education and whe work
lower-paying jobs, as well as elderly raxpayers whe have linle or no savings or pension.

Figure 2.1.8 shows the number of workers eligible for the childless worker EITC under current income
eligibility rules, if the age limits were expanded as recommended.

FIGURE 2.1.8, Workers Eligible for the Childless Worker EITC Under Current Income
Eligibility Rules, If Age Limits Were Expanded As R led'*

3,131,980 $291.52

$913,043,008.00

Expansion of the childless warker EITC credit appears to have bipartisan support.”” In addition 1o
expanding the age eligibility for the EITC, Congress should also id ing the work i
component of the EITC to a per person credit, One policy aspect of this reform is whether the amount
of the “worker” credit should be increased, with a requisite adjustment to the amount of the bifurcated

113 U.S. Census Bureau, Educational Attainment in the United States: 2015 1 (Mar. 2018), http://www.census, gov/content/

dam,/ Census/ library/ publications/ 2016/ demo/p20-578.pdf. Education levels vary among race and other characteristics.

For instance, 36.2 percent of non-Hispanic Whites aged 25 years and older had a Bachelor's degree or more, whereas

only 22.5 percent of Blacks and 15.5 percent of Hispanics aged 25 years and older attained a Bachelor's degree or more.
U.5, Census Buresau, Educational Attainment in the United States: 2015 2 (Mar. 2016), http.//www.census. gov/ content,/ dam,/
Census/library/ publications, 2016/ deme,/ p20.5 T8 padl,

114 While many factors affect a worker's lifetime eamings, workers with an education to eighth grade can expect to eam $836,000
in lifetime eamings, compared o $4,159.000 in lifedime earnings for a worker with a professional degree. U.S. Census
Bureau, Work-Life Earnings by Field of Degree and Occupation for People With a Bachelor's Degree: 2011 4 (Oct. 2012),
http://www.census.gov/prod/ 201 2pubs/acsbrl 1-04. pdf.

115 Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Report on the Economic Well-Being of U.S. Households in 2014 38-39 (May
2015). Accoeding to the sunvey, the rate of retirement savings s tied directly to an individual’s income.  Eighty-two percent
of the respondents making over $100,000 per year had at least some retirement savings or pension. Meanwhile, among
respondents making under $40.000 per year, only 42 percent had any retirement savings. Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, Repart on the Economic Wefl-Being of LLS, Houssholds in 2014 38-39 (May 2015).

116 Figure 2.1.8 is based on Tax Year 2015 data from the Individual Returns Transaction File (returns posted through week 47 of
2016) for single filers without children under age 25 or over age 64 and retums for married filers without children where both
taxpayers are under age 25 or over age 84,

117 Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the LS. Government, Fiscal Year 2017 48 (2018) (including a proposal to double
the childless workier credit), See also Richard Rubin and Eric Morath, Obama, Ryan See Potential for a Tax-Palicy Compromise,
Wa ST 1., Feb, 2, 2016; and Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Reports Bofster Calls to Expand EITC For Childiess
Workers (Sept. 6, 2016), http://www.chpp.org/blog/ pand
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Family Credit."® Now that the IRS has access to the majority of earned income information returns
during the carly part of the filing season, :hc IRS can easily verify eligibility for an income-based, per-
person credit in real time, thereby minimi per pay Because the revised EITC would be
granted on a per-worker basis (and ne ]anget a ion of family composition), the IRS should adjust
returns (post-income verifications) that appear eligible for the credit but did not claim it, and issue
refunds in the appropriate cases.

The Definition of “Not Married” Under IRC § 7703(a) Should Be Amended to Reflect
21st Century Family Law

As noted above, IRC § 7703(a) y payers from being considered as “not married” even when they
have separated from their spouses pursuant to a binding separation agreement. Specifically, it provides an
individual legally separated from his spouse on the last day of the taxable year under a “decree of divorce
or of separate maintenance” shall not be considered as married. Neither the statute nor the regulations
define the requirements for a “decree of separate maintenance,”

Judicially-sanctioned separations generally may have arisen due to the historical unavailability in Anglo-
American law of decrees of absolute divorce.”™ Some Southern colonies — Virginia, Maryland, Morth
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia — thar did net permit absolute diverce did allow diverce a mensa
et thoro, or bed and board divorce.”™ Bed and board divorce, still available in some jurisdictions, refers
to spousal separation in which the parties do not live rogether, but the marriage irself, with arendant
support obligations, is left undisturbed.'

Judicial separation is now available in at least 40 States." However, judicial separation is not necessarily
a prerequisite to divorce, Some form of no-fault divorce is now available in all States, and is the sale
ground for divorce in at least 17 Stares. The need for decrees of legal separation (or, to the extent they
differ, decrees of separate maintenance) is presumably lessened. At the same time, separation agreements
executed by spouses, who may serve the same purpose as a “decree of separate maintenance,” are
encouraged as a mater of public policy.""" Thus, amcndlng IRC § 7703(a)(2) to clarify that the rerm
“decree of separate " includes a sef entered into by spouses and in existence
as of the last day of the calendar year (or adding a sl:pamrmn agreement clause to the statute), would align
the Code’s Family Status determinations to present-day family law practice and reclassify some EITC
claimants as eligible, thereby reducing the improper payment rare.

118 See Elaine Maag, A Redesigned Earned Income Tax Credit Could Encourage Work By Childless Adults, TRC, hitp:/ /wiw.
gt a 15.3 percent
per worker benefit up to $1,500 would reach almaost 42 million workers currently not eligible for today's childless worker
EITC). See also Steve Holl Ihe Rol'e of the IRS as a Social Banefits .»in‘mimsr.rawr. American Enterprise Institute (July 2016,
hitps:/ /www.sei. le-of-the-irs-as-a-socialbenefit

119 See Mary Frances Lyle and Jeffrey L Levy, From Riches to Rags: Does Renabe.htauue Alimany Need to be Rehabilitated? 38
Fau. L.Q. 3, 4.5 (Spring 2004).

120 See Michelie L. Evans, Wrongs Commitied During A Marriage: The Child That No Area of the Law Wants to Adopt, 66 Wash,

& Lee L. Rev, 485 n 47 (Winter 2009) (citing Nelson Manfred Biake, THe Roas 1o Rene: A Hestosv oF Divomst s The Lhaten Swres
3447 {Greenwood Press 1977) (1962)).

121 See Mary Frances Lyle and leffrey L Levy. From Riches to Rags: Does Rehabilitative Alimony Need to be Rehabilitated? 38
Fau. L.Q. 3, 45 (Spring 2004). See also, e.g., Va. Code § 20-85, providing that “A divorce from bed and board may be decreed
for cruelty, reasonable apprehension of bodily hurt, willful desertion or abandonment.”

122 Some statutes refer to decrees for maintenance. See, e.g., Ark. Code § 912-313. Others refer to legal separation. See,
©.g., Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-40; 750 Nl. Comp. Stat. 5/402; Mont. Code § 40-4-104; VL. Stat. tit. 15 § 555. Yet others
refer to bed and board, See, e.g., DC Code § 16-904; Ky, Rev. Stat. § 403.050; NJ Stat, § 2A:34-6; NC Gen. Stat, § 50.7;
Va. Cede Ann. § 2095, For details about judicial separation in the 50 states, see hitp://www.americanbar.ord/content/dam,
abay/ publications,/ family_law_guarterly/vold5,/dwinl2_chartd_divorce.authcheckdam. pdf.

123 See, e.g., Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act, § 308, https/ /www.uniformdivorce.com/UMDA. pdf.
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IRC § 7703(b) also prevents scpam:d Epayers from br.Lng considered “not mnln:d' in two ways. First,
the stature retains an ourd: cost of g a household” rest thar disprop ly affects
mesnbérs af il and ehnic miriariies wha work and bave children, 50 Second, it requires spouses to
have lived apart for the last six months of the year even if they haw: a written, legally binding separation
agreement by year’s end. The National T: Ad ded that Congress amend
IRC § 7703(b) to remove the cost of mamt:lnmg a houschclld test and permit taxpayers living apart

on the last day of the rax year who have a legally binding separation ag 1o be idered “not
married.”'**

IRS and A ration of Family Status Provisions
The IRS has not fully embraced its role as a public benefits administrator. Presently, the roles of tax

Il and benefits admini create tension because of the differences present in agency culture,
mindset, skills sets, and training. By explicitly stating the IRS's benefits administration role as a sep
agency mission in the context of service and non-coercive compliance, the IRS will be required to align its
procedures, goals, and measures with those of other agencies serving similar populations.'*®

Toward this end, for years the National Taxpayer Advocate has recommended to the IRS that it reform its
audits of EITC raxpayers (and other Family Status provisions) so that one employee is assigned to work
the audit if the taxpayer calls or writes the IRS in response to the IRS audit notice.'™ The importance of
this approach cannor be und d — family marrers are some of the most personal marrers a taxpayer
can discuss. Thus, a single employee working the taxpayer’s case would gain familiaricy with the mxpayer’s
issues, be able 1o suggest al sources of docy ion given that familiarity, and reassure the
taxpayer who may be understandably apprehensive and anxious, incorporating some of the skills and traits
associated with social workers. Such an arrangement may reduce the number of default assessments in
EITC exams (where the EITC was denied because the taxpayer did not respond or stopped responding).
Defaule itute over half of all assessments and are the primary type of audit
closure,'®

A single assigned employee is even more imporrant where a taxpayer is ner entitled 1o a Family Starus
benefit. An audit should result in a taxpayer being educared and knowledgeable about the rules governing
the audit issues — and since EITC eligibility and family composition change so frequently (with

1‘24 59! l'ﬂa Ohm Slame R and jon Ci { Marital an to Divoree for Poor
Couples (Aug. 13, 2013), describing research by Dmitry Tumen and Qian, hitp:// osu.edu/ archive/
maritalsep.htrm. This study found couples in profonged separations tended to be racial and ethnic minorities have young
children, and have low family income and education,

125 National Taxpayer chatc 2012 Annual Report to Congress 513 (Legislative Recommendation: Amend IRC § 7703(b) to
Remave the Hi and to Permit Taxpayers Living Apart on the Last Day of the Tax Year Who
Have Legally Binding ion A to be Consi “Not Married”).

126 For a detailed discussion of the need to amend the IRS Mission Statement, see Speclal Focus: IRS Future State: The National
Taxpayer Advocate’s Vision for a Taxpayer-Centric 21st Century Tax Administration, supra.

127 See generally, National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 134-44; National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual
Report to Congress, vol, 2 78; National Taxpayer ﬂmle 2011 Mnunl Report to Congress, vol. 2 63-90 (Research Study:
An Analysis of the IRS ination Strategy: s i Improve Credibility, and Respect Taxpayer
Rights); National Taxpayer Advocate 2008 Annual Report to Congress 232,

128 National Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress 252-53 (Most Serlous Problem: Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC):
The IRS Is Not Adequately Using the EITC Examination Process As an Educational Tool and Is Not Auditing Returns With the
Greatest Indirect Potential for Improving EITC Comphance).
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one-third of the EITC population shifting each year), an ineligible taxpayer roday may be an eligible
taxpayer tomorrow. '

Instead of catching incorrect claims after the fact, in certain cases the IRS could rely on determinations by
federal or state agencies that are already making eligibility dﬂr_lslons ﬁ:ll similar public benefits. Although
none of the federal or state admini 1 bcncﬁl prog i Assi e for Needy
Families (TANF),"" Suppl | Nutri Assi Program (SN '” and Section VIII housing
assistance,"™ fully overlap with the EITC, stare workers arguably have the knowledge and experience to
understand the needs of low income applicants, Addirienally, the state workers determining eligibilivy
for TANF are investigating many of the same elements as EITC audits: U.S. citizenship, family structuse,
and household finances. In particular, because children must not be absent from the household for more
than 45 days for TANF benefits, the state employees are also familiar with determining the residency

of children.'™ This is important to consider because IRS data show that of the known errors involving
qualifying children on EITC claims, 75 percent of the errors resulted from the residency rest.'™

The IRS Dependent Database (DDb) data show that almast 31 percent of the EITC daimants who
broke a DDb rule were Title IV recipients."*® It is unclear from this data whether these taxpayers received
Title IV benefirs with respect to the particular child claimed on the return, or for themselves or another
child. Bur the law creates a complexity trap where the EITC definition of qualifying child differs from
basie household requirements in other federal or state benefit programs. For a taxpayer, it seems irrational
and incorreet for a person to receive federally funded benefits for a child from ene anti-poverty program
and not be eligible with respect to that same child for another anti-poverty program.

By combining the “family” component of the EITC with other Family Status provisions, resulting in a
single Family Credit, refundable at lower income levels, taxpayers quI be able to prove eligibility under
either the Qualifying Child or the Quai:fymg Relarive provisi ding the Qualifying

Relarive definition to include bielogical primary caregivers who are required to submn with their
return @ third-party affidavit(s) verifying cheir caregiver role and the residency requil will simplify
the documentarion process that snags so many low income raxpayers and protect against improper

P The IRS has previously tested the use of an official [RS form whereby third parties with either

personal or official knowledge of a child's residence can so attest, under penalties of perjury. The 2005

128 In response to the National Taxpayer Advocate's i the IRS maintains its current anam system
is sufficient. It questions what would happen if a taxpayer called and the igned the case is i The
National Taxpayer Advocate finds this objecti can be provided the option of receiving a callback
frum |ha assigned employes or speaking with the next available representative. Moreover, the National Taxpayer Advocate'’s

ity in the: exam program, which is sorely lacking. National
Texpayer’ Advocate Fiscal Year 2016 Report to Congress vel. 2, 4851,

130 42 U.S.C. §8 601-67%¢.

131 42 U.5.C. § 1786,

132 42 U.5.C. § 14371,

133 42 U.5.C. § G0B[a)10)A)

134 IRS, Compliance Estimates for the Earned Income Tax Credit Claimed on 2006-2008 Returns 22 (Pub. 5162, Aug. 2014).

135 IRS Dependent Database (DDb) for processing year (PY] 2015. In particular, 1,753,285 taxpayers broke DDb rules associated
with Title IV whereas 5,701,546 taxpayers broke some DOb rule,
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test found the affidavie was more reliable than other forms of doc ion traditionall -pred by the
IRS. %

EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION

Our proposals attempt to redefine the eligibility rulr_v. for the Code's Famuly Sutus PTWISIDI'J! ln a way
rhalaﬂﬂwsthcms}mmmg:rm“ym in most i without i |

burdens on taxpayers. They build on imp lished wi:h th: nf:he Uniform
Definition of a Cluld The propesals also incorporare and i lmpm upon the IRS's current technology
and revenue p gies, and establish eligibility requi based on the IRS's ability to verify
thase mqull‘ﬂllmts cither systemically or with minimal I:uxdcn to tlu: taxpayer. They are designed to
accommodate the reality of U.S. family while g compliance risk. They also recognize

that family structures are inherently complex, and some dement of “good enough” is required for a
program like this to be perceived as fair and just.

In making our proposals, we do not flesh our all relevant rules, nor do we take a position on the
distribution of family or work benefits. We expect that Congress will hear from many sources on these
very points, and indeed, there are many studies 1o guide one in making these decisions.'” However, as
Congress works through reform of these family tax provisions, it should keep in mind that in the family
status area, a trade off exists bevween rigidity, complexity, and taxpayer burden on the one hand, and
flexibility, simplicity, and taxpayer compliance on the other.

A multitude of rules that ﬁx:us on the perceived abuse-of-the-day ends up creating traps and burdens
for all taxpay By combi several provisions into one Family Credit, we eliminate complex and
often di ligibili still extant in the Code today. The Family Credit includes a
basic credit for the taxpayer, another credit for the taxpayer’s spouse (although under our earlier proposal
for repealing Joint and Several Liability,"* cach spouse would claim his or her own credit), and a credit
for cach qualified child or qualified relative. By retaining the UDOC provisions of Qualifying Child
and Qualifying Relative, we bring consistency to tax reform. However, we expand the definition of
Qualifying Relative by clarifying thar latives meet the “principal place of abode” test if the child
and the taxpayer share the same home as a member of the household for more than six months of the
year. Moreover, we update the archaic "decree of separate maintenance” provision in IRC § 7703(a)

138 IRS, IRS Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) Initiative Final Report to Congress (Dct. 20051 This study found that affidavits
had the highest rate of acceptance at 82%, compared to an overall acceptance rate of 64% for all substantiation types
{letters, documents, notarized statements). ld. at 33. The IRS recently published a report about a later study of residency

TAS raksed signi about the design of this test and the first draft of the study. While we

continue 1o have concemns, the final report has revised some of its conclusions and entered more caveats. Nevertheless,
we believe the study is flawed because, unlike the 2005 study, it only tested the “accuracy™ of affidavits and did not test
the accuracy of other forms of documentation. Therefore, unlike the 2005 study, it cannot conclude that affidavits are more
or less accurate than other forms of documentation currently accepted by the IRS. See IRS, EITC Third-Party Affidavit Study

(Aug. 2046).

137 See, e.g.. Steve Holt, The Role of [htl' IRS as a SOCI&J Bermms Mmumsrrm American Enlc\rprlse Institute Uuly 2016),
hittps:/ /w3l Elaine Maag, A Redesigned Earned
Im:ome Tax f.'d'edi[ Could Encourage Work By C.Pu\ldfess Adults, TPC, hitp://www. i org/ tanvox/

k-childl adults; The i s Advisory Panel on Federal Tax Reform, Simple, Fair,

and Pro-Growth: P:oposars (5] Fix America’s Tax System (November 2005); Adam Carasso, Jefirey Rohaly, and C. Eugene
Steuerle, A Unified Children's Tax Credit, Mational Tax Association Proceedings (May 15, 2005, http://www.urban_org/
uploadedPDF/ 1000790.pdf; Lawrence Zelenak, Redesigning the Earned Income Tax Credit as a Family-Sized Adjustment o
the Minimum Wage, 57 Tax L. Rov. 301 (Spring 2004); Max B, Sawicky, Robert Cherry and Robert Denk, The Next Tax Reform:
Advancing Benefits for Children, Economic Policy Institute (2002}

138 See Mational Taxpayer Advacate 2005 Annual Report to Congress 407-32 (Key Legislative Recommendation: Another Marriage
Penalty: Taxing the Wrong Spouse).
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Case Advocacy

by including a written separati by year end as proaf of being “not married.” We modify
dl:"pnnclpal place of abode” rule und:r IRC § 7703(b) to require only “more than six months” of
cohabiration with the qualifying child or relative, so that families like thar headed by Ms. Cowan can

receive the benefit of Family Status provisions,

We reduce burdens associated with the resid i by requiring the IRS to publish and accept
an affidavit form on which third pamu can ::mfy pcrlnds of residence. Slrm]a:]y. the IRS would be
horized to develop d g applications for Title IV and Title VIII benefits, and accept a proxy

for the residency and relationship tests and public agency centifications that a taxpayer received public
benefits with respect to a child for more than half the year.

Because there is no cap on the number of children who can be daimed by a taxpayer and the Family
Credit is refundable ar lower income levels bur also available ro taxpayers with higher i

will not find themselves having to “lend” or “borrow” children. Where there are no "dueling” daums for
children, the IRS will pay out the Qualifying Child or Qualifying Relative component of the credit so
long as the IRS verifies thar the child exists and is of the requisite age (via the Social Security database).
Where there are competing claims, Congress can refine the current EITC tie-breaker rules 1o address these
coneerns.

The new eredit for noncustodial parents who pay their entire child support abligations for the calendar
year addresses the fundamental concept of taxing persons based on their ability to pay. The credit will
also reduce many of the current competing claims for dependency exemptions, child credit, head of
houschold filing status, and EITC."™ Taxpayers can d rage child support | compliance

through affidavits from the payee or from the appropriate child support enforcement agency.

Repeal of head of household filing status eliminates some tax benefits for persons maintaining a home for
parents or ather persons who are not the taxpayer’s child. Thus, we propose to allocate some of the tax
benefits associated with head of houschold filing status to the proposed add-on credit for dependent care,
which would be available to raxpayers who provide primary care for members of their extended family
cither inside or ourside of their homes.

Taxpayers will be eligible for the modified EITC on a per-worker basis. Expand.mg the age ehg:bﬂuy
will extend important work incentives and income suppl
Clarifying the IRSs authority to adjust a return and issue a refund where the income dara demonstrates
the taxpayer is eligible will ensure an almost 100 percent participation rate for this important program.
Moreover, because the presence or absence of a child is not an eligibility factor, the IRS can check
eligibility on the basis of income reporting in real time during the filing season, given the accelerated
reporting of Forms W-2 and 1099-MISC (NEC). The proposal retains the refund issuance dare of
February 15 as a compliance mechanism.'*

o ved pop

139 For processing year 2016, 9.7 percent of the retums which had a DDb duplicate dependent rule break had the reiationship
for adl children established. Another 8.9 percent of the taxpayers had the relationship for some children established. Data
is from a Business Object interface with the DDb, showing retums claiming EITC scored by the DDb for processing year
2045, which generally coresponds to retums filed for tax year (TY) 2014, By recognizing the child support contribution of
noncustodial parents through the proposed add-on credit, we reduce the incentive to file duplicate claims.

140 For a recommendation that the Department of Treasury utilize the Direct Express debit card and payrol| debit cards as low-cost
electronic refund delivery options, see Most Serious Problem: Payment Cards: Payment Cards Are Viable Options for Refund
Dedivery to the Unbanked and Underbanked, But Security Concerns Need to Be Addressed, supra.
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The propased per-person EITC reeains its purpose of incentivizing work for low and middle income

payers and minimizing the regresivity of the Social Security payroll fax. Similzdy; the Family Crodic
reflects an acknowledgs of the mini cost of basic living expenses by household size. Thus, the
National Taxpayer Advocate recommends that Congress consider limiting the offset provisions under IRC
§ 6402 o 25 percent of the averpayment attributable 1o the refundable EITC as well as the refundable

Family Credir.''
The ner effect of these proposals is to take the IRS our of the business of locking intrusively into

payers’ family situations. The rax provisions relating 1o family status will be subject to common sense
rules thar recognize the variety of family circumstances in the United States. While there are winners and
losers (as with all reform proposals), these propesals eliminate conflicring, intuitive eligibility
rules (thereby « ing currently noncompli T into compliant ones), remove the IRS from

custody and divorce contests, and focus much of its compliance work in this area on data that can be
verified through third-party reporting, other government and private databases, and in a relatively few
instances, from the raxpayer him or hersdlf, with a minimum of taxpayer burden.

141 For processing year 2045, 1,308,146 (4.8%) refunds associated with retumns claiming EITC were offsel against other IRS tax
labilities.
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FIGURE 2.1.5, Costs and Benefits of Federal Payment Programs
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End Notes for Cost and Benefits of Federal Payment Programs

SuPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION AsSISTANCE PrOGRAM (SNAP)
The number of recipients, benefits paid, average benefit, and overhead costs are from Supplemental

Nutrition Assis Program Participarion and Costs (March 6, 2015). The numbcroflmpmpcr payments
and their percent of benefits paid are from heeps://p curacy.g proper-p
(last visited April 3, 2015). The participation rate is from Supy f Nusrition Assi Program

Participation Rates: Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011 (Feb. 2014).

Women, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)
WIC recipients, eligible, and participation rate are from Special Supplemental Nutvition Program for
Womien, Infants, and Children (WIC) Eligibles and Coverage — 2010: National and State Level Estimates of
the Popidation of Women, Infants, and Children Eligible for WIC Benefits Executive Summary (Jan. 2013).
B:ncﬁzs are from: WIC Program Food Cost (March 6, 2015). Overhead costs are from: W!C[“wgnm
Nutrition Service and Administrative Costs (March 6, 2015). Improg Nutritie i
ngmw Repw.r Series, Special Supplemental Nusrition Program for %m. z‘nﬁnm and Children (WIC).
to Vendors: Annual Estimates for FY 2010 Office of Research and Analysis Report No.
Wic- !Z-EPN!GWC.

‘TeMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY Famiuies (TANF)
The thead costs (includes administration and systems costs), and participarion rate are
taken ﬁ'om U.5. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families
Office of Family Assistance, Temparary Assistance for Needy Families Program (TANF) Tenth Report 1o
Congress. The benefits are from the report to Congress, Appendix Table 1:1. HHS has not estimated
TANF improper payments because the program is administered by the various states that distribute
federal funds and the states have not performed improper payment reviews, The improper payment rate
shown has been estimated by the Federal Safety Net, available ar: hup:!/federal. fanf.huml
HHS claims there is a statutory prohibition against requiring states to report improper payments. In
2007, HHS did a study in three states with the improper payment rate ranging from 11.5 percent to 40
percent. The 15 percent estimate is from a private source (Federal Safety Net). The participation rate is
based on families, not individuals, Overhead costs do not include other expenditures on non-assistance,
which are defined as, “benefits are those that do not fall within the definition of assistance, and include
expenditures such as child care, transponation, and other work suppons provided to employed families,
non-recurrent short-term benefits, work subsidies ro employers, and services such as education and
(ralnmg. s manpgemenl; job search, and < ling.” The administrative exp portion of non-
was tabulated as the overhead expense thhe program.

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INcoME (SST)

Recipients are from Table IVB9.—SSI Recipients with Federally-Administered Benefits in Currens-
Sm:m as of December, 1974 2036 The I:cncﬁls are imputed from the FY 2012 improper payments and
proper pay rates at hups://pay fabout-improper-pay (last visited April 3,

2015). The participation rate is from Kathleen M:Garry. University of California, Los Angeles and
NBER, and Robert F. Schoeni University nfMu.‘hlgan. Understanding Participation in SSI, Prepared

for the 16th Annual Joint Meeting of the Reti h C ium (Aug, 7-8, 2014). The
range of eligibles is computed at t||: lower bound by di g the i per pay by the average
benefit to obtain the average number of ineligible participants and wbtmtmg this number from the
actual participants and then dividing this resule by the participation rate. C. ly, all particip
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are assumed eligible and are thus divided by the participation rate to form the upper bound. Overhead
costs are from the Social Security Administration’s 2012 Annual Report of the $S1 Program Table IV.EL,
available at huup:/fwww.ssa.gov/OACT /ssie/ SS112/IV_E_AdminCosts.heml.

Derarmvent oF Housing anp Urean Deverorsent (HUD)
The number of recipients (households) is taken from HUD, Rental Assistance Reform Frequensly Asked
Questions (Mar. 2013). The total benefits are from improper pay and i rate
fm FY 2D|3 from the federal go\'rmmcnt s improper payment website, hltps.ffpaymm!:ccumqgavf

P The overhead costs are from the Nartional Health Care for the Homeless
Council cemplianon of items in the Fmd.Fm:ng Levels FY2011-FY2013 (Mar. 20]3} The number
of househalds in poverty is used as a benchmark to compute the participation rate; h . the actual
formula to compute dligible families involves the determination of average income and housing prices
on a county-by-county basis. The number of 2013 houscholds in poverty is from a U.S, Census Burcau
Current Population Survey report, Carmen DeNavas-Walt and Bernaderte D. Proctor, fncome and
Poverty in the Unired Stares: 2013 (Nov. 2014). The lower bound oﬁhe pamclpa:mn rate is determined
by reducing the number of participants by the estimared imy (d d by dividi
the improper payments by lhl.‘ average benefic amount) and dw:dmg I:'_v the eligible children (see abm'e)
The upper bound assumes all pamc:pams are eligible and divides this amount by the number of eligible.
Therefore, this is only an esti 1 rate range.

CriLoren's Hearrs Insurance ProGram (CHIP)
The toral benefits are imputed from improg and improper pay ntcﬁxF\'ZOimem

the federal g £F per pay wcb site, hreps://pay fab
payments {lasr visited April 3. 2015). The recipients and participation rate are tak:n from "CHIPR}\
Mandated Evaluation of the Children’s Health 1 Program: Final Findings Harrington and
Kenney, e al. 2014 ..." Mathematica Policy R h, report submitted to the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation. Ann Arbor, MI (Aug. 2014). This report shows benefits paid

a5 $9.2 billion instead of the $9.1 billion imputed from the federal improper payment website. All
participants are assumed eligible and are thus divided by the sum 48 of the participants and the number
of children eligible, bur still uninsured (3.7 million: see CHIPRA Mandated Evaluation report cited above)
to form the upper bound estimate of the participation rate. The lower bound participation rate estimare
reduces the number of participants by the quotient obrained from dividing i y by the
average benefit to obtain the average number of incligible participants and the ::su!t is dmdtd by the
estimated eligible participants and the number of eligible, but uninsured children. The range of eligibles
is computed at the lower bound by dividing the number of participants by the sum of the number of
participants and the number of eligible, but uninsured children (see above), Ar the upper bound, the
number of participants is reduced by the quantity of the dividing improper payments by the average
benefit to obtain the average number of incligible participants and subtracting this number from the
actual participants and then dividing this result by the lowest estimated participation rate. The Overhead
Costs are taken from Medreard Financial Manag Repore net CHIP Expenditures FY 2012 and include
the National Health Insurance Technology (HIT). The HIT costs for FY 2012 were divided by the

FY 2012 imputed benefits.

Mepicam
The numbers ofmclpwnu is from ('Il‘.‘ Kauscr Famlly Foundation, Medicaid Enroll June 20!3 Data
Snapshot, huep:/ (kfF.org/rep 1l june-2013-d h |

The paper goes on to state that Medicaid enrollment is expected to increase as a n:;nl( of the Affordable
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Care Act. In fact, Medicaid 1l has i { to aver 60 million in 2014, according to Medicard/
CHIP Participation Among Children and Parenss, Medicaid [ CHIP FY 2014 Seprember enrollment data,
with the number of CHIP participants subtracted from the total. The participation rate is from the
highest recent rate cited in Lde ling Participation Rates in Medicaid: Implications for the Affordable
Care Act: Ben Sommers, Rick Kronick, Kcnnerh Finegold, Rosa Po, Karyn S:hwanz. and Sherry Glied
(Mar. 2012}, http:/faspe.hhs., guvfhmlthfltp)nsﬂl)lﬂMcdu:de:k:upflb.ﬂ“ml The range of eligibles
is computed at the lower bound b'_r g the improper pay by the average benefit to obtain the
average number of ineligible | f and sul ing this number from the acrual participants and
then dividing this result by the participation rate, Ci Iy, all participants are d eligible and are
thus divided by the participation rate to form the upper bound. Thc improper payments, total benefits
paid, and improper payment rate are from the Federal g website: htp curacy.gov/
about-improper-payments (last visited April 3, 2015). Th: overhead costs are from M&i’lﬂ‘} Narional
Healehr Expenditures administrative costs for FY 2013,

School Lunch Procram

The are from National Sehool Lunch Program: Total Participation (FY 2013), The total benefirs,
improper p and improper pay rate for F‘l' 2013 are from the federal government'’s improper
payment website: hueps:/{p curacy.goviabout-improg The amount of improper
payments and the improper payment rate also come from this source. There is a slight discrepancy
between the amount of imputed payments and the amount in a 2014 GAO repore ($0.1 billion
difference). The eligibles are determined from the National Center for Educational Statistics, Table 2/6.60
Number and Percentage of public school students .-r,xxw.- ﬁvr - free or reduced price lanch by school level, locale

P

and student racel ethmicity 201112, hups//; grams/digest/d 1 3/tables/dr13_216.60.asp (Last
visited April 9, 2015). The lower bound ufthe parucipcmnn rate is determined by reducing the number
of participants by the esti d i {d ined by dividing the improper payments by

the average benefic amount) and d.wldlng by (he eligible children (see above). The upper bound assumes
all participants are eligible and divides this amount by the number of eligible. Census data indicate more
children may receive fmc lunches than are entitled to do so, but this should be reflected in improper
Owerhead costs are di ined from the Federal Register's Mational School Luncl Pragram:
SMMSWM?MWB Revenue Amendments Related to the Healthy-Hungry Free Kids Act (2010),
hueps:/fwww, fedaralmgmengm!anm!es&o 11/06/17/2011-14926/national-school-lunch chool
food-servi Jated-to-the-healthy#e-7. The report is I'mm schoel year
2005 and 2006 and reports a p ge only. The p ge is applied to the benefits paid in FY 2013,

Earnen Income Tax Crepir (EITC)
The number of EITC recipients is from IRS Compliance Data Warch Individual Recwrns
memm File for Tax Year 2013. The benefits are fronl (Iu: FY 2014 improper payments and

i rates at hreps:// « proper-pay (last visiced April
3, 2015J Th: amount of improper payments and the rate of improper payments are also from this
source, The EITC participation rate and number of eligibles is from the CARRA Working Paper
Series, Working Paper #2014-04 Changes in EITC Eligibility and Participation, 2005-2009, Maggie
R. Jones, U, S. Census Bureau Center for Administrative Records Research and Applications (2009),
hup:/fwww.eite.irs.gov/ EITC-Central/ Participation-Rare. This site only provides the percent eligible,
The overhead costs are from GAO testimony, GAOMT-GGD-97-105, Tax Administration Earned

Income Noncompliance (May 8, 1997).
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Chairman BUCHANAN. Thank you very much.

At this time, we will now proceed to the question-and-answer
session. I think we are going to have to limit the questioning to
four minutes instead of five, because we have a briefing at 10:00,
so I would ask all the Members to adhere to that.

As is my custom, I will hold my question until the end. I now
recognize the gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Schweikert, for any
question he might have.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Ms. Olson.

This is sort of unique for a couple of us up here because we are
so used to actually having witnessed, particularly in the IRS,
where we have a series of dodging stories and things that are frus-
trating.

When we have reached out to Arizona, we actually had people
say nice things about the organization, a little concern on speed,
but actually said nice things. So you win a prize for having a
unique conversation with us today.

Can I start with one thing, though, that did come up in the con-
versations we had in Arizona about this hearing that was coming
up, and that was, with outreach to our office and then also to your
office, individuals who are—were called in the gig economy, the
Uber driver, the person who crowdsources their work through the
internet, and the discussion of how they access information saying,
“Hey, here are the rules for me to save for my retirement, here are
my rules on what must be set aside.”

First, as the Advocate, do you believe your organization is doing
enough to make it easy to access that information? The way you
post it up on your website, the way you deliver that information?
And then the same thing for, as you observe, how the IRS delivers
that information to those folks in that part of our economy?

Ms. OLSON. Well, I am very concerned about this population as
it is growing. It is a very fast growing part of it. And I am con-
cerned they will get into trouble with self-employment tax, not save
for retirement, et cetera.

One thing that my office is working on right now, that we receive
suggestions about from other sectors, is to develop a wizard where
people who are starting in the gig economy can actually go on to
our taxpayer toolkit online and see all the steps that they need to
do and get to the different places: Get an employer identification
number, understand about calculating self-employment tax and
when they need to pay it; get to the place where they can calculate
or learn about the different forms of retirement saving, et cetera;
and then, most importantly, if they have problems, how they can
resolve them, including getting to the Taxpayer Advocate Service.
That is something we are developing right now.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. And I know that may be slightly different
than as you viewed your charter as the Advocate, but sometimes
the Advocate may be proactive. And this is something that we all,
as Committee Members, are going to have to deal with right now
is that associated mother organization, if they were to give advice
saying, “You know you can save for your retirement.” They may
have just set them off as becoming an employee and no longer
being an independent contractor. And we are going to have to sort



111

of figure out, you know, what are we going to do to help this popu-
lation be able to have that future?

Now, on the IRS side, do we see the agency itself doing enough?
Does the public access have access to the organization you are con-
tracted with? Where does that person go right now to get that in-
formation?

Ms. OLSON. So, the IRS did create a web page in response to
a small business hearing last year to address some of the issues
for the gig economy. I think, as always, we can all do more.

This goes back to the fact that there are only 98 employees con-
ducting outreach and education to the self-employed population in
the United States. And there are 14 States that do not have one
of those employees located in them.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. And I know we are in our last 30 seconds.
I have a fixation that the use of technology as a way to direct folks
who are having difficulties with the IRS.

Do you actually, as the Advocate, almost publish saying this is
a problem that comes to us quite often, here is how it has been re-
solved, here is the form you need? What are you doing proactively
in that part of the world?

Ms. OLSON. Well, we identified the needs of the gig economy as
a most serious problem in my annual report to Congress, and we
made recommendations. And we have also created materials from
my local taxpayer advocates in each State to actually conduct out-
reach proactively to groups, and that is one of their assignments
to identify stakeholders in their communities.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Chairman BUCHANAN. I now recognize the distinguished Rank-
ing Member, Mr. Lewis, for any questions he might have.

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Olson, it is my understanding that you held a dozen public
meetings around the country. What did you learn?

Ms. OLSON. You know, it was remarkable. We learned a number
of things: One was how hard people are trying to communicate
with the IRS and how much they actually want to. We learned that
people thought that having digital online tools would be very, very
helpful, but they were no replacement for talking to the IRS; and
that there was a very strong desire for the IRS to hear them and
listen to them.

We learned that—from all sorts of different populations, the con-
cern about identity theft and the scams that are going on out there.
Those were very strong issues. We learned about issues about pay-
roll service providers ripping off taxpayers who are securing their
services.

And then we heard from experts about how best to design digital
services to make them usable by people, but not replace the com-
munication, the person-to-person communication, whether it is on
the phone or in person. And that was a very strong message.

Mr. LEWIS. I know, as the Taxpayer Advocate, you don’t believe
that quality service can be provided on the cheap.

Ms. OLSON. Taxpayer service is, to me, the key way that you
build trust with taxpayers. And you can do taxpayer service wheth-
er you are trying to do outreach and education or within an audit
or within collection activities.
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If you take that approach that you are trying to bring the tax-
payer into voluntary compliance and understand why they are hav-
ing compliance difficulties, and you are listening to the taxpayer,
then that is how you bring taxpayer service and taxpayer rights
into what I call the ethos of the organization.

And there is no conflict with exercising the enforcement and com-
pliance tools that you have. Providing taxpayer service doesn’t
eliminate a single one of those powers that the IRS has when they
need to use them.

Mr. LEWIS. Do you think the 1998 Reform Act was successful?

Ms. OLSON. I think the 1998 Reform was very successful. I
think that what we need to do is go back—and that is partly why
I gave you all the list of some of the provisions that I saw that
weren’t successfully implemented from the IRS.

I think what Congress focused on in 1998 was very key, and we
need to make sure that the IRS does what you all directed them
to do, or learn why they couldn’t do it and then revise it so that
it fits into 21st century tax administration.

Mr. LEWIS. Did it achieve its goals?

Ms. OLSON. I think that it achieved it. It made the IRS focus
on taxpayer service, but with these budget cuts, it sort of moved
away from that as a primary focus. And it is really moving away
from that person-to-person contact.

And I keep saying to people in the IRS, people are giving up
their money. We are taking their money for the greater good. Why
would we not want to talk to them and hear from them and listen
to their concerns, even if we have to tell them, you know, we can’t
solve your problem in the way you want, this is the law. By listen-
ing to them, we gain trust, and that is what we need to do. And
we have gotten away from that.

Mr. LEWIS. Again, thank you for being here, and thank you for
your years of service.

Chairman BUCHANAN. I now recognize the gentlelady, Mrs.
Walorski, from Indiana.

Mrs. WALORSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks, Ms. Olson. Again, many thanks from my constituents in
Indiana’s Second District. You have helped—in the five years I
have been here, you have been able to mitigate and help some-
where over 90 percent of the questions that we have had. And I
am very, very grateful to you for what you have done. You have
probably seen everything in 16 years.

So I just wanted to pick up on what you said that you learned
from the hearings that you guys had on the issues of ID theft, tax
fraud, and scams. That is what we really get burdened by, folks in
our district that have gotten caught in these issues.

And my question is this: On this Return Review Program, the
RRP, that started in 2009, this thing has tended to end up to be
like a boondoggle. I just kind of wanted to hear from you on its
predecessor, the Electronic Fraud Detection System, or the EFDS,
which, in 2010, the IRS said was too risky to maintain, upgrade,
or operate beyond 2015. But here we are in 2017. The EFDS is still
the principal fraud detection system, because the RRP still isn’t
ready for prime time.
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In fact, TIGTA said there is no estimated date for full implemen-
tation, and GAO estimates that the program has incurred over
$86.5 million in cost overruns. So when the RRP has run as a pilot,
it yielded a high false-positive rate, and it missed $313 million in
fraudulent filings.

So let’s set aside the numbers and stats and talk about the ac-
tual people behind them. You have documented well what tax-
payers go through in your annual reports. But for the benefit of ev-
eryone here, can you walk us through what happens to a single
mom, a small business owner, a person who either gets flagged as
a false positive or a fraudulent return?

Can you just go through how do you find out what hoops they
go through and what this really means to people?

Ms. OLSON. Right. Depending on what system triggers them as
a suspected fraudulent return, they either get a letter or they are
just—their refund is just held up and they have to call the IRS.

If they get a letter, they are told that they have to verify them-
selves either online or they may have to go into a walk-in site. And
to do that, they just can’t walk in. There are no longer walk-in
sites; they have to make an appointment. And sometimes you are
told it might take weeks to get an appointment, and you won’t be
able to get your refund before you do that.

And, then, even if you go through that, it may be that your re-
turn is stopped by some other filter once it goes back into the proc-
essing, so then you have to go through it all again.

Identity theft and refund fraud have been the top two case re-
ceipts in TAS, Taxpayer Advocate Service, for the last 5 years, and
they really are a significant part of our inventory. It is devastating
to people.

Mrs. WALORSKI. So aside from the time element and the frus-
tration, does it not cost taxpayers money as well if they need to
seek professional services to be their Advocate?

Ms. OLSON. Well, absolutely. Absolutely. And this affects people
who are low income, high income. It doesn’t matter. And people are
having to get their preparers to call, and people often submit docu-
mentation multiple times.

There is no one person assigned to their case, so every time they
call, they have to tell their story to a different person. These are
all recommendations we have made.

You know, the other thing on the filters is that we have rec-
ommended that the IRS create sort of a dedicated team during the
filing season on the IT side. So as we start seeing filters that have
very high false positive rates, that you have a team that can get
in there and adjust those filters. Don’t wait until later.

Mrs. WALORSKI. I apologize about interrupting, but what about
commercially available technology that is there? Is it your opinion
that just from a commonsense perspective, this would be where we
would move to with an unbelievable amount of errors in fraud and
money that is being spent and this whole lack of accountability on
the system?

Would you not agree that that would be someplace that we could
look at and say let’s mitigate this as quickly as we can on behalf
of the taxpayers?
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Ms. OLSON. Certainly, the financial sector has tried to figure
out about financial fraud and, you know, electronic fraud. And the
IRS is meeting with those people. The commissioner established
the security summit, and I think that is a significant step.

Mrs. WALORSKI. I appreciate it. We are out of time.

I yield back. And thanks again. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BUCHANAN. I now recognize the gentlelady from
Washington, Ms. DelBene.

Ms. DELBENE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

And thank you, Ms. Olson, for being with us today and for all
of your service.

I wanted to talk to you about technology in particular, because
you talked so much about that in your testimony and kind of the
dire state that it is in right now. Can you give us a brief overview
of how technology decisions are made at the IRS today, and kind
of, briefly, whether you think the organizational chart is working
well in terms of helping make those decisions?

Ms. OLSON. Well, I think, you know, there are lots of executive
steering committees on the technology side that review the prior-
ities of how the IRS is going to spend its money. And the IRS, in
addition to the cybersecurity concerns that we have, which are very
great, the major concern that we have got, in addition to the RRP
system, which is our return fraud detection system, is our enter-
prise case management system.

We have about over 60 systems, and they don’t communicate
with one another. And so employees have to get permission to get
into things, and often they can’t. It slows things down. It is man-
ual. It is not virtual. Our case files aren’t virtual.

It is astonishing. And that is a heavy lift that the IRS, in my
opinion, is very far behind on, but is finally beginning—after
spending millions of dollars, to get up to speed.

And then we have the fact that we are still on—we have the two
oldest information systems in the Federal Government, according
to GAO, where we are keeping our taxpayer information on. And
that is a significant concern, getting from those systems to some-
thing that is 21st century is going to be a huge lift.

Ms. DELBENE. And I assume, when we talk about cyber having
old systems, that is very concerning, and it is concerning because
access to information is so cumbersome, as you said, it slows down
your ability—IRS’s ability to do so its job.

Ms. OLSON. Right.

Ms. DELBENE. Why do you think things have gotten so bad?
Why are we so outdated?

Ms. OLSON. My personal opinion, from observing it while I have
tried to develop my own case management system for my own em-
ployees, is that partly, we don’t have the talent inside the IRS. We
haven’t been able to recruit the people that we need to.

And then I think that there is not enough communication be-
tween the IT function and the business operating divisions who are
going to use these systems, so that things go—get developed that
actually aren’t what the operating divisions need, but then the op-
erating divisions don’t have a chance to tell that. And then money
gets wasted, and I have seen that a lot.
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Ms. DELBENE. You know, I think that is a common problem
that we have seen in technology implementations in government
generally and something we need to continue to focus on. Do you
have current modernization plans within the IRS that you think
are going to help address these issues?

Ms. OLSON. I think particularly for the ECM, the IRS has just
put out a request for information to hear from off-the-shelf prod-
ucts that are doing a case management system to see what is out
there, and then they will build to request for a proposal.

I think that is the appropriate approach to really get a sense of
the universe, instead of focusing on one thing that turns out not
to be good, but we have invested $80 million in it or something like
that. So they are finally on the right track in that regard.

They do need more funding to be able to bring in the talent, but
they also need more oversight from you all so that you all are un-
derstanding that that funding is being spent appropriately.

Ms. DELBENE. Thank you so much. My time has expired.

I yield back, Mr. Chair.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Thank you.

I now recognize the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Meehan.

Mr. MEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Ms. Olson, for your work.

Ms. Olson, oftentimes, the IRS has a direct relationship with tax-
payers because it relates to the taxpayer paying his or her taxes.
But they serve another role, and it implicates a lot of people in
which the information that one puts into his or her IRS tax return
is relevant for another purpose.

And I speak to something which is touching families all across
America today, and that is, college applications, including for finan-
cial aid. And so as colleges and universities interact with their stu-
dents, they are reliant on the ability for the applicants to let people
know what their financial status is, and that means they need to
get into IRS databases.

Outward facing tools have been used by the IRS so that I au-
thenticate who I am, and then you allow me to go back into my
tax return and forward that information onto my financial aid ap-
plication. As a parent who has gone through this process—and I
know I am speaking for many—it is so incredibly frustrating to
begin with.

But now, we are seeing that this system, which has purportedly
been put in place, the outward-facing tools, has actually been com-
promised. Hundreds of thousands of Americans trying to make this
application have found that their identities have been stolen.

And as a result, now we not only can’t utilize the tool, but you
have people who are trying to make those applications who are now
frustrated, feeling time deadlines for applying to their schools,
don’t know where to go to get the information.

And it is particularly egregious because oftentimes, the very peo-
ple making these applications, may be a student who doesn’t know
the information that his or her parents have.

Can you speak to me about the outward-facing tools that the IRS
is using, what you know about this compromised situation, about
what the IRS is doing to make that taxpayer relationship move
more slowly—flow more appropriately.



116

Ms. OLSON. Well, first, the information the IRS has is such a
valuable asset of the Federal Government and the taxpayers of the
United States that we have to make sure that it is protected in
every way possible. And that means that there has to be very
high—high-level screens for people to authenticate who they are,
because identity thieves are very sophisticated.

And last year, the IRS learned that there were risks to the way
that people were getting access to IRS data through this FAFSA
system. And while they tried to work with the Department of Edu-
cation over time, they learned that what the IRS needed for the
protection of that data, the Department of Education couldn’t put
into their system. And they had to make—they gave several
workarounds, and those workarounds weren’t able to be imple-
mented by the DOE.

M})‘ MEEHAN. Was the problem on the Department of Education

art?

Ms. OLSON. It was my understanding it was on the level of, you
know, the types of systems that DOE has, and we were setting
very high standards for access to that information. And so the IRS
had to—really felt, according to their risk analysis, that they had
to stand down.

And now they have just put it back up again. They have worked
through some issues. But I think that it is going—this is where you
have some difficulty where you have one agency and the another
agency, and you need to get them together.

Mr. MEEHAN. Well, what is your sense? Is the Department of
Education collaborating and cooperating with the IRS?

Ms. OLSON. I think they are now, and I think—this is my per-
sonal opinion, but I think they are now. I think it is a matter of
technology. But it is also that I think they didn’t understand ini-
tially the level of concern that we have about people getting access
to this incredibly important data and misusing it.

Mr. MEEHAN. Well, thank you. I would ask for your continuing
oversight on that particular issue, because as we speak, millions of
Americans

Ms. OLSON. Certainly.

Mr. MEEHAN [continuing]. Are dealing with this very frus-
trating system. Thank you.

Ms. OLSON. Certainly.

Mr. MEEHAN. I yield back.

Chairman BUCHANAN. I now recognize the gentleman from
Connecticut, Mr. Larson.

Mr. LARSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I especially appreciate
the opportunity to meet the committee. I want to thank you and
Mr. Lewis for this opportunity.

Ms. Olson, I have nothing but great respect and admiration for
you and the job that you have done.

Representative Courtney and myself have been dealing with an
issue, along with Representative Neal up in New England, that
deals with foundation crumbling, not dissimilar to a case that hap-
pened many years ago in the south with what they referred to as
a Chinese drywall.

And in both cases, the circumstances are that, through no fault
of the individual, they all of a sudden find themselves in a situa-
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tion in the case of Connecticut where their foundations are crum-
bling. There is no insurance coverage. And so we are pursuing re-
lief—in this case, from the IRS, to use this as a casualty loss.

And as I said, there is ample precedent for this in the China
drywall situation. And our initial discussions with both the Com-
missioner and Secretary Mnuchin have been very positive, but—
and we also know that in Connecticut, the Taxpayer Advocate
Service has been incredibly supportive.

Any advice or recommendations, and could we beseech you for
the support of the National Taxpayer Advocate?

Ms. OLSON. Well, I have been aware of this problem and had
my staff attorneys meet with chief counsel attorneys of the IRS to
look at the law pertaining to casualty loss deductions and why it—
how it could apply in this instance. And just this week, we sub-
mitted to the IRS chief counsel a request for priority guidance that
they put this issue on their priority guidance plan to give guidance.

And we have actually—it wasn’t just a request, we pointed out
how they could do it to grant relief to these taxpayers. And I will
be more than happy to share that request with you so you can see
what we wrote up.

Mr. LARSON. I would be delighted to receive that. And we ap-
preciate your continued advocacy. And as I said earlier, this is
something that impacts people, and now it is estimated that more
than 30,000 people in Connecticut will be impacted by this. But the
straining actually runs from Canada all the way down to the
Sound, so we are trying to forewarn people as well with this.

But I can’t thank you enough as well as both the cooperation
that we have received today from the IRS and Treasury. And I
view that, in large part, because of your involvement and the Tax-
payer Advocate Service involvement.

Ms. OLSON. Thank you.

Mr. LARSON. With that, Mr. Chairman, I would—I would just
like to also ask you at some point—not for here—but I would love
to get your opinion on the Japanese system of collecting and simpli-
fying their Tax Code and what opinions you might have on that.
That is not a question for here, but perhaps later I could follow up
with you on that.

Ms. OLSON. Certainly.

Mr. LARSON. With that, Mr. Chairman, I thank the committee
for indulging me and yield back my time.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Anytime, Mr. Larson.

I now recognize the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Hold-
ing.

Mr. HOLDING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Olson, I would like to ask you about a subject that came up
at one of your public forums last year. A tax practitioner in Red
Oak, Iowa, raised concerns about statistical audits, meaning audits
that are done for research purposes by the IRS.

And although you acknowledge the importance of these research
audits, you also recognize that they can be painful for taxpayers,
and you even described the taxpayer under audit as, quote, “a
guinea pig.” So I have significant concerns about these audits. You
mentioned a couple of potential solutions at the forum last year. At
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the time, you said you had only been discussing these options inter-
nally. So has your thinking evolved any on these suggestions?

Ms. OLSON. So, you know, the audit—as a representative—I
represented taxpayers for 27 years, and as a representative, I had
to sit through the predecessor to these audits, the tax compliance
measurement program. And it was expensive and painful for the
taxpayer, painful for the representative.

But I also recognize the importance of these audits so that we
don’t go out and willy-nilly audit people that shouldn’t be audited.
You know, we need some kind of statistical gathering thing.

And my thinking about these taxpayers being guinea pigs is that
they are actually doing a service for the public. These are random
audits. There may be nothing wrong with their returns at the end
of the day, but the IRS is using it for data gathering.

And so if they are doing that public service, they should be paid.
And either that or either/and maybe we don’t assess the tax at the
end of the audit. You know, we found the errors, but they have sat
through this for the public good, and so maybe we don’t assess the
tax that we found. Or we give them compensation for sitting
through it. And I would suggest that that compensation be non-
taxable so we don’t, you know

Mr. HOLDING. Well, let me ask you this: Yesterday, GAO re-
leased a report on the national research program and employment
taxes. And the GAO concluded that the IRS doesn’t even have a
formal plan to timely analyze, let alone actually use, the data it
collected.

So do you believe the IRS should continue to subject taxpayers,
in your words, guinea pigs, to these burdensome, random audits if
there is no plan to even use the information? And shouldn’t the
IRS actually use the data? If it is going to pay folks for the data,
you know, of your suggestion, shouldn’t they use it or shouldn’t
they just shut down the program? I mean, if GAO says there is no
plan to even use it. So that is kind of doubly disturbing.

Ms. OLSON. Yeah. I don’t think they should shut down the pro-
gram. I mean, they need to use the data. And I will look very care-
fully at the GAO audit, because I think GAO—that gives a plan for
how the IRS could use it.

I think the IRS needs to be an organization that uses the data
that it has. And often, it doesn’t develop strategies based on the
data or it takes a long time to get it into operation, and that is just
inexcusable.

Mr. HOLDING. Well, listening to your answer to Ms. DelBene’s
question on technology in the IRS, it seems like the IRS has dif-
ficulty with technology just in its basic functions, and this is some-
thing above its basic function. And it makes it, perhaps, triply dis-
turbing now that Ms. DelBene asked the probing question.

Ms. OLSON. I think that the IRS is challenged in a lot of ways.
I do believe that

Mr. HOLDING. That is the understatement of the day.

Ms. OLSON. Yes.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Thank you. I now recognize the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. Crowley.
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Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for hold-
ing this hearing today.

Thank you, Ms. Olson, for participating here, as well.

Ms. Olson, recently, my good friend and colleague, John Lewis,
introduced a bill, the Taxpayer Protection Act of 2017, which I am
a cosponsor of, to repeal the private debt collection program. Do
you think the IRS should outsource Federal tax collection, and
should a new IRS have the authority to do this, hire private compa-
nies to collect unpaid taxes?

Ms. OLSON. Well, it is my personal and professional opinion
that the collection of tax is an inherently governmental function,
because it requires the exercise of judgment and discretion to do
it right, and take into consideration the facts and circumstances of
taxpayers.

But Congress has made the decision to create this outsourcing,
and now, my focus has been on how the IRS is implementing this
provision. And I have a lot of concerns about how it is being imple-
mented.

Mr. CROWLEY. For for-profit motive. Is that it?

Ms. OLSON. I think that is part of the fundamental flaw with
the program, that at least whatever you say about IRS—I mean,
I think that IRS collection employees understand that the goal of
collection is to bring taxpayers into voluntary compliance. And that
may mean that you are focusing on the future that they be able
to pay going forward, and will deal with their debt later.

And the private debt collectors have the incentive to collect tax,
just the amount that is before them, and get their commission.
They don’t—they would have no incentive to think about voluntary
compliance going forward.

Mr. CROWLEY. The consequence as it pertains to the taxpayer
as well. Kind of, in my mind, my concern about criminal justice re-
form and privatizing of prisons, you know, you create beds. They
need to fill them. That is how they get paid.

In terms of the EITC, I know there has been a great deal of con-
cern about fraud existing within the program itself. I would like to
get your thoughts in terms of how much is really fraud and how
much is basically mistakes that are made in terms of filling out the
proper requisite papers.

Ms. OLSON. Well

Mr. CROWLEY. Hank Paulson, for instance, I went into Gold-
man Sachs, he filed and he did it wrong, just to demonstrate, even
the most brilliant, so to speak, can make mistakes.

What recs do you have to make it an even more efficient—and
more accessible and more efficient as well?

Ms. OLSON. Right. Well, this year, in my annual report to Con-
gress, I made a legislative recommendation that was really de-
signed around trying to minimize the errors and fraud in the EITC,
and we have attached it to my testimony.

I do think that most of the errors are attributable to the com-
plexity of the law, but the complexity of the law also creates oppor-
tunities for others to game it. And a lot of the fraud, the pure
fraud, comes from some unregulated preparers that, you know, are
preying upon an unsophisticated population and selling them some-
thing that is too good to be true.
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So you have got a lot of different things playing around there.
But I believe that there are things that you can do, both adminis-
tratively and legislatively, to minimize the improper payments.
Some of that is going to the design, and others are going into the
kind of both outreach and education and oversight that the IRS
needs to do on this issue.

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you. I think for the integrity of the pro-
gram itself, we need to be vigilant, mindful, but also understand,
I think, the complexities in terms of the clientele

Ms. OLSON. Yeah.

Mr. CROWLEY [continuing]. And their ability to actually fill out
those forms properly.

And, Mr. Chairman, just let me thank you for holding this hear-
ing today as well in a very bipartisan spirit.

Mr. Roskam and I have been working together on issues in rela-
tion to taxpayers’ relationship with the IRS. We know it is not al-
ways pleasant. We know you all don’t always get it right, and that
is why I think we need a Congress, a vigilant Congress, Mr. Chair-
man, and a committee like this to keep an eye on it to help you
do your job, help us do our job, but help, most importantly, protect
the interest of our constituents, the U.S. taxpayer.

So, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Thank you.

I now recognize the gentlelady from Tennessee, Mrs. Black.

Mrs. BLACK. I thank the Chairman. I thank you for allowing me
to sit in on the Subcommittee, although I am not a Member of the
Subcommittee.

But, Ms. Olson, I want to thank you for the work that you and
your folks do at your agency. And as you said at the beginning of
your comments that most people do want to pay their fair share
and just to be left alone. They understand that they have a respon-
sibility to pay their taxes. The U.S. has about 98 percent of vol-
untary tax compliance rate and has always been linked to be per-
ceived fair and impartial.

But in the most recent years, we have seen more of that impar-
tiality, and I think that that is part of what we are seeing in the
general population, that they have really lost trust in the IRS. So
your agency is particularly important for helping us to be sure that
we do at least have one reach into helping with that.

One of the things that I wanted to go to is, of course, the com-
plexity of the Tax Code doesn’t help, and that is up to Congress to
reform the Tax Code so that it can be something much simpler,
which we are working on on our side.

But the IRS is also a unique creature in that it doesn’t really
have a regulatory process like other Federal agencies do. And so
they issued these guidances, and they don’t solicit any public com-
ments like you would in a Federal agency where there would be a
change and there would be an opportunity for those public com-
ments.

And, in fact, on the IRS website, it actually has a section that
says, “Understand the IRS guidance. ” And it has seven kinds of
guidance to taxpayers that they should be familiar with. And I will
note the irony of this is that the IRS actually acknowledges within
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that statement that they say, and I quote, “It may be puzzling and
a mystery.”

And so I wanted to ask you to talk a little bit about those guid-
ances and what we can do to keep that from happening, and how
that actually rolls out and takes place?

Ms. OLSON. The IRS has many different types of guidances you
point out, and some of them do go through the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act, you know, notice and comment, the regulations that we
do.

But it has—you know, it believes that getting out guidance is
helpful to taxpayers. And, so, rather than going through what it
views as the cumbersome regulatory process, which would require
notice and comment, it does stuff to get out guidance faster.

The downside about that is, as you say, there is no vehicle that
they have designed for public comment on that. That doesn’t mean
you couldn’t do it that way, but they don’t. And I am very con-
cerned about that.

I am even more concerned—and I have written about this as a
most serious problem—that they are moving more toward FAQs,
you know, which are great in the sense that you get things up
quickly, but you can’t tell when a change has been made in the
FAQ unless you print out the FAQ every single day and track it
word for word.

And they are not reliable, so that if you say you rely on an FAQ,
and then the IRS says, Well, that is wrong, that is no defense. So
you are—and as that gets done more, you are really leaving the
taxpayer in a very vulnerable situation.

Mrs. BLACK. And I want to reference that that is one of the
things that I hear from my constituents is they call into to get the
guidance, and they give the guidance, and they ask, can you please
send me an email or something that I can use to verify if I use
what your recommendations are.

And the IRS will refuse to send them anything in writing. And
this, to me, is a really big problem, where people are trying so hard
to do it the right way, and then they get caught on it. And they
say, “But I called in, and I asked a question,” and what they got
from the IRS was, “We cannot give you that in writing.”

Ms. OLSON. Right.

Mrs. BLACK. And so I see this as a big area that has to be
looked at. And I appreciate you being here today and, again, thank
you

Ms. OLSON. I am very happy to work with you on that.

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you.

Chairman BUCHANAN. I now recognize the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. Bishop.

Mr. BISHOP. Good morning. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, for the hearing today.

I am looking at—the IRS is responsible for processing approxi-
mately 150 million tax returns every year, issuing refunds to tax-
payers for about 70 percent of those 150 million tax returns. Ac-
cording to the IRS estimates, it says that the cost for a refund
check is about a dollar.

And I am wondering what the cost would be for a direct de-
posit—instead of a check, and also, how we might address that
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issue, the cost and the time using prepaid debit cards, and whether
or not the IRS uses, for the tax returns, the debit express cards.

Ms. OLSON. You know, this is something we identified in my an-
nual report this year, is that it is so much—and it is so less expen-
sive to do direct deposit, and then we have a large part of our pop-
ulation that is un-banked.

And, so, rather than them going through check cashing places,
et cetera, if they are already participants in this direct express pro-
gr;am that is run by Treasury, why couldn’t we put tax refunds on
it?

And, frankly, I am baffled why we don’t do it. The Treasury can
negotiate very good rates and charges. They already have this
product. And it just makes sense. So I really don’t have a good an-
swer for you. That is why we made it a most serious problem: Why
aren’t we using it?

Mr. BISHOP. So doesn’t that open this wide open for fraud if we
don’t utilize this system?

Ms. OLSON. Well, I think the concern about the fraud is obvi-
ated by the fact that people have to go to a bank to prove their
identity. So you have all the PATRIOT Act requirements that were
put in about proving your identity to open a bank account, and that
is what they have to do for direct express. It is actually much more
than what they would have to do to just get a card from, you know,
some check cashing place.

Mr. BISHOP. That is assuming that you could use that product
for the refund.

Ms. OLSON. Right.

Mr. BISHOP. But we now use prepaid debit cards that don’t
have to go through that process.

Ms. OLSON. Exactly.

Mr. BISHOP. So that is what I am talking about to expose your-
self to fraud; whereas, if we utilized it at the direct express debit
card, we wouldn’t have that problem.

Ms. OLSON. Right, exactly.

Mr. BISHOP. Has there been any discussion about allowing tax-
payers to use prepaid debit cards for tax payments?

Ms. OLSON. For payments?

Mr. BISHOP. Yes.

Ms. OLSON. I think that they can, actually. If they haven’t, then
the IRS is working on that to accept that online. They are really
trying to work on the different ways that you can make electronic
payments online directly.

Part of the problem, though, is they now have on their online ac-
count you can make those payments, but you do have to be able
to sign on as a taxpayer, and some of the security is very, very high
for that.

Mr. BISHOP. What is the cost to process a check from a tax-
payer?

Ms. OLSON. You had said a dollar. I don’t have that information
right here, but I can get you it between the check versus direct de-
posit versus a debit card.

Mg BISHOP. We can agree it would probably be significant sav-
ings?

Ms. OLSON. Oh, significantly less—yeah.
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Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much.

And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Ms. OLSON. Thank you.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Thank you.

Ms. Olson, I want to thank you upfront for your leadership and
service over a lot of years. Like I said, I have heard a lot of good
things. But I have got a litany of things I wanted to run down and
touch on. We have got a few minutes.

Identity theft. It has been huge in Florida. A CPA is coming to
me—I think the CPA even had maybe his identity stolen. And I
have got to tell you, to be candid about it, I think this is more,
maybe two or three years ago, two years ago. It seems like it is a
little better today, but I would like to get your take on where are
we at with identity theft?

Ms. OLSON. I think it is going better than it has been. The IRS
has improved its processes somewhat. But three things have hap-
pened that have really made a difference: One is the legislation
that you all passed, getting us the W-2 information by January 31,
because that lets us be—if we can get the employer W-2s, we can
see which is the legitimate W—2 versus the altered, fake W-2.

The other thing that is happening is that the IRS is now, you
know, requiring the software companies to ask for driver’s licenses
when they are filing electronic returns, and that really helps us
identify whether this is a legitimate taxpayer or an identity thief,
in many instances.

And the third thing is there is a program that we are trying to
get more and more employers to use where there is a code that is
unique to that taxpayer’s W—2 from that employer. And when they
go to file electronically, if that code is put in, then we can tell that
this is the correct W—2 and it is not an identity theft W-2.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Let me ask you, just for the sake of
time, you know, how many of the criminals, or the syndicates, are
outside the U.S.? Do you have any sense of that? Someone claims
a lot of this is done by Russia and others

Ms. OLSON. I really don’t know. The criminal investigation divi-
sion is working with so many other enforcement agencies to really
monitor that. And, you know, it is so hard to track this stuff down.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Because you say there is a bunch in the
States, but you also hear that it is outside the country——

Ms. OLSON. You hear about India and elsewhere, yeah.

Chairman BUCHANAN [continuing]. Different organizations,
Eastern bloc countries or something like that.

Mr. Crowley brought up earned income tax credit. I know there
are some complications probably in filing, but 24 percent fraud,
tens of billions of dollars, I guess, a year. What is your take on
that? I mean, why is it we can’t seem to improve it somewhat? Is
it lack of resources to educate people? I am sure that is part of it.
He asked how much that was a part of it, but I was curious, just
from your standpoint, where are we at on that?

Ms. OLSON. I don’t think there is any one thing we can do to
bring that rate down. I think it is a sum of multiple things: It is
education; it is doing really specific audits on it; it is doing other
kinds of compliance activities; and it is doing a redesign of the pro-
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visions. Knowing what we know about where the errors and fraud
are, we can change the design a little bit legislatively.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Does it make sense to have higher
standards for preparers, do you think, a lot of people are doing a
lot of this work? Would that make a difference, education, training,
and maybe some licensing?

Ms. OLSON. I do think there would have to be minimum com-
petency standards for preparers, primarily in the EITC area, be-
cause that is where we see—we know that the unregulated, unaf-
filiated preparers, not with the large preparation firms, are the
greatest source of errors for the EITC population in the preparer
base.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Now, you were here, I think, 20 years
ago, at the IRS. Were you here then when they did the IRS re-
forms?

Ms. OLSON. I was actually a witness before this committee as
the representative of a low-income taxpayer clinic.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Okay. In your thought, it seemed like
that made a big difference. I thought I heard you say that in your
testimony. So in terms of where we are at today, it sure seems like
20 years, we could work together on a bipartisan basis to make
some real reforms that make a big difference to the country. Do
you think—you agree with that?

Ms. OLSON. Yes. And I think the way that it was done in 1998,
where you heard from a diverse group of people, internal and exter-
nal, experts in government, experts in business, you know, it made
an incredible record. And when you read those hearings again, they
are just very impressive.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Well, we want to work with you and get
all the stakeholders at multiple hearings. We are going down the
road to see if we can’t make a difference in that space.

One other thing that has come up, or a couple of things that
have come up in our area, is small business disputes. They seem
like—it is usually sometimes not a lot of money, but it is a dispute.
But they could end up spending more in professional fees and out-
siders than just paying the check itself. Where are we at on that,
or what is your sense of that?

Ms. OLSON. You know, I think that that raises the issue of not
just the audit side where there are these disputes, but the appeals
function. And that, again, is one of my concerns that the IRS has
moved to a more centralized, remote, impersonal appeals function,
which really was the safety valve for small businesses.

There are 12 States that don’t have an appeals officer in them,
so they don’t understand the conditions of that State. And I think
that it really takes—we should take a look at that appeals function
and see how we really make it work as the safety valve that it was
intended to be.

Chairman BUCHANAN. And then my last question is just pro-
tecting taxpayers’ rights is a key foundation. What additional tools
could you use to make you even more effective on behalf of tax-
payers?

Ms. OLSON. Yeah. I think—I have written about this in my an-
nual report. I have made recommendations about codifying,
strengthening the taxpayer assistance order authority, and codi-
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fying something called the taxpayer advocate directive, where I can
order the IRS to change its processes that would affect groups of
taxpayers.

And those are very important tools. But right now, they are
just—the taxpayer advocate directive is just administrative.

Chairman BUCHANAN. Okay. Thank you.

I would like to thank our witness for appearing before us today.
Please be advised that Members have two weeks to submit written
questions to answer later in writing. Those questions and your an-
swers will be made part of the formal hearing record.

With that, this Subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 9:58 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Member Questions for the Record follows:]
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Chairman Buchanan (FL-16) Questions for the Record
Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight
Hearing entitled IRS Reform: Lessons Learned from the National Taxpayer Advocate
May 19, 2017

Questions for Ms. Olson, National Taxpaver Advocate, IRS

Ms. Olson, as noted during your testimony, the IRS has sought to more expeditiously provide
guidance to taxpayers by issuing Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) in lieu of formalized
regulations, which would be subject to Administrative Procedure Act provisions such as public
comment. To clarify, if the IRS issues FAQs as the only form of guidance on a particular tax
topic, can a taxpayer who comes under IRS review cite those FAQs as a valid reason for or in
defense of their position?

Conversely, if guidance such as FAQs is non-binding, can the IRS legally enforce a decision on a
taxpayer based on those FAQs? For example, the IRS virtual currency guidance instructing
taxpayers to treat virtual currencies as property was only issued in FAQ form. Does the
Taxpayer Advocate believe that the IRS can enforce this guidance on taxpayers under audit
based solely on the FAQs?

Do you have any recommendations on how to remedy this situation while still ensuring that IRS
guidance is provided in a timely manner to taxpayers?

Response:

Taxpayers deserve a simple answer to the question of what guidance they can rely on.
Unfortunately, the answer is not simple at all.

Generally speaking, there are three buckets of tax guidance:

1. Regulations — Treasury (tax) regulations are subject to a public notice-and-comment
period pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). Accordingly, Treasury
regulations are deemed to be binding on both the IRS and taxpayers, except in rare
instances where a taxpayer is able to persuade a court to invalidate the regulation.
Treasury (tax) regulations are published in the Federal Register.

2. Other “Official” Tax Guidance — The IRS publishes various forms of guidance in the
Internal Revenue Bulletin (IRB). This is referred to as “published guidance” and
includes revenue rulings, revenue procedures, notices, and announcements, Documents
published in the IRB generally do not go through a notice-and-comment process. The
IRS is generally required to follow published guidance and to administer the law in
accordance with it. However, it represents merely the IRS’s interpretation of the law, so
taxpayers may challenge the position in court and seek to persuade a judge that their own
interpretation of the law is correct.

3. Other “Unpublished” Guidance — The IRS provides guidance in many other forms. It
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issues tax forms and instructions as well as publications. It issues press releases. And it
posts Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) and answers on IRS.gov. These forms of
guidance are generally not reviewed by the Treasury Department, and sometimes do not
even go through an internal review process. For that reason, the IRS takes the position
that taxpayers may not rely on them and that the IRS may change its position at any time.

Many FAQs are posted on IRS.gov and therefore are not considered to be “published guidance.”
However, some FAQs are published in the IRB and are considered binding on the IRS. In your
question, you note that the IRS virtual currency guidance instructing taxpayers to treat virtual
currencies as property was only issued in FAQ form. I want to point out that these FAQs were
included as part of a notice that was published in the IRB. Accordingly, they represent the
official position of the IRS, and the IRS is bound to maintain the position taken in the virtual
currency FAQs unless and until it publishes further guidance in the IRB modifying or revoking
them.

If an FAQ is not published in the IRB, the IRS may change its position at any time. Indeed, the
IRS recently reminded its examiners that FAQs "and other items posted on IRS.gov that have not
been published in the Internal Revenue Bulletin are not legal authority . . . and should not be
used to sustain a position unless the items (e.g., FAQs) explicitly indicate otherwise or the IRS
indicates otherwise by press release or by notice or announcement published in the Bulletin.™
However, the fact that an FAQ had been posted may provide taxpayers with some degree of
protection from penalties. In general, a taxpayer may avoid penalties if it is determined he or she
had “substantial authority” for the position taken, and “IRS information or press releases™ are
considered “authorities” for this purpose.? The regulations regarding “substantial authority™ are
complex, and I will not discuss them in detail in this response.

Apart from penalties, however, the IRS may change the answer to an FAQ (or unexpectedly
reinterpret an FAQ) to the detriment of taxpayers who rely on them. One recent example that
illustrates the problem with FAQs involves the Offshore Voluntary Disclosure Programs
(OVDPs). The OVDPs are a series of IRS settlement programs. In the past, the IRS published its
settlement programs in the IRB after incorporating comments from stakeholders and obtaining
approval from the Treasury Department.* Beginning March 23, 2009, however, the IRS issued
an internal memorandum and a series of FAQs to promulgate the 2009 OVDP terms, which were
not vetted by internal or external stakeholders or approved by the Treasury Department.* All

" Memorandum from Director, Examination - Field and Campus Policy to Area Directors, Examination —
Field, SBSE-04-0517-0030, Interim Guidance on use of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) and other
items posted to IRS.gov (May 18, 2017), https:/fwww.irs.gov/pub/foiafig/spder/sbse-04-0517-0030.pdf.

?|IRC § 6662(d)(2)(B); Treas. Reg. §§ 1.6662-4(a) and -4(d)(3)(ii). In general, a taxpayer may also avoid
penalties by disclosing the position in question. /d.

% See, e.g., Rev. Proc. 2003-11, 2003-1 C.B. 311 (describing the terms of the Offshore Voluntary
Compliance Initiative, a predecessor to the OVDP).

4 Memorandum for Commissioner, Large and Mid-Size Business (LMSB) Division and Commissioner,
Small Business/Self-Employed (SB/SE) Division from Deputy Commissioner for Services and
Enforcement, Authorization to Apply Penalty Framework to Voluntary Disclosure Requests Regarding

Offshore Accounts and Entities (Mar. 23, 2009); Memorandum for SB/SE Examination Area Directors and
LMSB Industry Directors from Deputy Commissioner, Emphasis on and Proper Development of Offshore

2
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subsequent OVDPs have been governed by FAQs posted to the IRS website, rather than
published in the IRB.S

The OVDP FAQs were issued in such haste and so poorly drafted that the IRS had to clarify
them repeatedly.® As a result, they treated similarly situated taxpayers inconsistently.” These
FAQs are frequently the subject of disputes.® The IRS changes them regularly without providing
any formal record of what changed and when.” Only certain practitioners know how the IRS
interprets them.'® Disputes arise when it does not interpret them in accordance with their plain
language. Taxpayers and practitioners who do not work on OVDP cases often are at a
disadvantage because they do not know how the IRS interprets its OVDP FAQs.

This approach is unfair to taxpayers. Although the IRS may have felt an urgent need to provide
OVDP guidance as FAQs in 2009, I see no compelling justification for continuing to run its
OVDPs this way over seven years later. At the very least, the IRS should publish its FAQs and
all updates to them in the IRB. It should also give serious consideration to issuing the OVDP
FAQs using the notice and comment process established under the APA. Such a procedure could
help avoid the problems large numbers of taxpayers have experienced with the OVDPs to date.

More generally, my view is that the IRS should use FAQs when there is a need to provide
guidance on an emergency or highly expedited basis. Examples include relief provided to
victims of Hurricane Katrina or victims of the Bernard Madoff Ponzi scheme. However, my
recommendation is that the IRS convert FAQs into published guidance as quickly as possible
whenever an issue affects a significant number of taxpayers or will have continuing application.
U.S. taxpayers are entitled to finality, and the prospect that the IRS may change its position and
assess additional tax after a tax return has been filed in reliance on an IRS’s position is simply
unfair.

In addition, to ensure taxpayers understand the limitations of FAQs and other unpublished
guidance, we recommend the IRS prominently display a disclaimer near such guidance that says
something along the following lines: “Taxpayers may only rely on official guidance that is

Examination Cases, Managerial Review, and Revocation of Last Chance Compliance Initiative (Mar. 23,
2009).

5 See, e.g., National Taxpayer Advocate 2017 Objectives Report to Congress 164-176 (discussing prior
reports).

b See, e.g., National Taxpayer Advocate 2017 Objectives Report to Congress 164-176; Taxpayer
Advocate Directive 2011-1 (Aug. 16, 2011) (same).

7 See id.

8 National Taxpayer Advocate 2017 Objectives Report to Congress 164-176 (discussing prior reports).
9 For example, between March 1, 2011, and August 29, 2011, the IRS made 12 changes to the 2011
Offshore Voluntary Disclosure Initiative FAQs (another version of the OVDP), which were entirely
removed from the IRS's website in 2016. See IRS, 2011 Offshore Voluntary Disclosure Initiative (Sept.

16, 2016), https://www.irs.goviuac/2011-offshore-voluntary-disclosure-initiative (revisions on file with
TAS).

" National Taxpayer Advocate 2018 Objectives Report to Congress (Area of Focus: The Offshore
Voluntary Disclosure Programs Still Lack Transparency, Violating the “Right to Be Informed’).

3
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published in the Internal Revenue Bulletin. Various IRS functions try to provide unofficial
guidance to taxpayers by posting Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) and other information on
IRS.gov. Unless otherwise indicated, however, this information is not binding, and taxpayers
may not rely on it because it may not represent the IRS’s official position.”
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Rep. Schweikert (AZ-06) Questions for the Record
Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight
Hearing entitled IRS Reform: Lessons Learned from the National Taxpayer Advocate
May 19, 2017

Questions for Ms. Olson, National Taxpayer Advocate, IRS

Ms. Olson, should the IRS allow a business or company to assist in the provision of tax
information to individuals operating on its platform?

Response:

Workers, also referred to as “service providers” in the sharing economy, would benefit and likely
become more tax compliant if companies provide relevant tax information. According to a
recent survey conducted by the National Association for the Self-Employed (NASE), 69 percent
of entrepreneurs who participate in the sharing economy received absolutely no tax guidance
from the companies with which they work.!" The NASE survey results underscore the
importance of educating sharing-economy entrepreneurs and merchants about the fact that they
are operating a self-employed, small business and need to understand certain basic tax
obligations (i.e., making required quarterly estimated payments throughout the year to avoid
penalties).

Companies are in the best position to provide this information because they have a direct line of
communication with their workers and they understand the nature of the work performed.
Accordingly, the IRS should encourage companies in the sharing economy to provide tax
guidance to workers as soon as they enter the platform to educate them about their tax
obligations at the outset. To alleviate any concerns companies may have that providing tax
information to workers could affect worker classification determinations, the IRS should publicly
clarify that the mere provision of tax information to workers will not be used as a factor in
classifying workers as employees or independent contractors.

Question: Should a business or company who assists by withholding taxes on behalf of
independent contractors operating on its platform should be reclassified as an employer?
If not, does your calculus change if the company actually files taxes on behalf of an
independent contractor operating on its platform?

Response:
A worker’s classification as either an employee or independent contractor should not depend

solely on whether the company withholds taxes or files a return on behalf of a service provider.
The basis for determining the status of a worker as an independent contractor or employee

" NASE, http://www.nase.org/about-us/Nase News/2016/04/29/nase-releases-new-survey-data-on-
sharing-economy. The survey was sent in March 2016 to more than 40,000 small businesses and
received over 500 responses, mainly from the self-employed, about their participation in the sharing
economy.
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primarily rests on a common-law test of 20 factors that enumerates the degree of control a person
engaging the services of another has on the work, detail, and means by which the work is
performed.'? Congress has also addressed employment status by enacting Section 530 of the
Revenue Act of 1978."* This section prohibits the IRS from reclassifying independent
contractors as employees, provided that the payor consistently treats the payee as a contractor in
good faith. It also bars the IRS from issuing guidance on the employment status of individuals.'*
I have previously recommended that Congress repeal § 530 and replace it with safe harbors
applicable to both employment and income tax determinations.'®

The test to determine proper worker classification is complex and subjective, and it does not
always produce clear answers. The potential for errors and abuse is high in areas where not all
factors yield the same result, particularly because there are no weighting rules.'® To provide
more certainty in this area, I recommended in my 2008 Annual Report to Congress that the IRS
develop an electronic self-help tool, similar to a tool known as an “Employment Status
Indicator” (ESI) in the United Kingdom. Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC)
provides taxpayers with this free, web-based service that asks service recipients a series of
questions and, based on the answers given, supplies an “indication of employment status.”"”
Employers should be able rely upon the classification generated from the online tool, unless they
misrepresent the information input into the system while answering questions or circumstances
have materially changed.'

Moreover, because research shows taxpayers are most compliant in paying taxes on income
subject to withholding, the IRS should encourage taxpayers to enter into voluntary withholding
agreements with service recipients.!” Service recipients would need an incentive to take on this

'2 See Rev. Rul. 87-41, 1987 C.B. 296,
'3 Section 530, Revenue Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-600, 92 Stat. 2763 (1978), as amended.
'* Section 530(b), Revenue Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-600, 92 Stat. 2763 (1978), as amended.

'S See National Taxpayer Advocate 2012 Annual Report to Congress 19-20; National Taxpayer Advocate
2010 Annual Report to Congress 371, National Taxpayer Advocate 2008 Annual Report to Congress 375-
90. Repeal would also remove restrictions on IRS guidance. Our initial recommendation published in the
2008 Annual Report to Congress required the Secretary of the Treasury to issue guidance. However,
based on our discussions with small business groups, we subsequently refined the recommendation to
propose that Congress mandate the IRS to hold a series of consultations with the industry and report
back to the tax-writing committees on the findings.

'8 In Revenue Ruling 87-41, 1987-1 C.B. 296, the IRS developed a list of 20 factors, based on cases and
rulings decided over the years, to determine whether an employer-employee relationship exists. To
complicate the matter even further, the Department of Labor issued a memorandum in which it adopted
an expansive interpretation of the definition of “employees” under the Fair Labor Standards Act, which
may result in many workers currently treated as independent contractors being reclassified as employees.
United States Department of Labor, Administrator's Interpretation No. 2015-1 (July 15, 2015).

"7 For more information on the ESI, see http://www.hmre.gov.uk/cales/esi.htm (last visited May 12, 2016).

'8 Mational Taxpayer Advocate 2008 Annual Report to Congress 375-390 (Legislative Recommendation:
Worker Classification).

9 For more information about the tax gap, see IRS, The Tax Gap, https://www.irs.gov/uac/The-Tax-Gap
(last visited May 9, 2016).
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extra administrative burden. However, we believe that many of the large companies
participating in the sharing economy already have experience with income tax withholding
abligations for their administrative employees who are classified as employees, so the voluntary
withholding agreements would not require new systems.

Nevertheless, in order to encourage companies to take on any additional tax compliance burdens
associated with voluntary withholding agreements, the IRS could, on a case-by-case basis,
provide a safe-harbor worker classification in which it essentially agrees not to challenge the
classification of workers who are a party to such agreements. Thus, these agreements could
reduce both underreporting by payees and the controversy associated with worker classification.
The IRS has authority to accept such agreements under IRC § 3402(p)(3) but it may need to
work with the Department of the Treasury to issue regulations before it can use such authority. It
may also prefer to receive additional and specific legislative authority to enter into such deals.?

For that reason, | have recommended in the past that Congress direct the IRS to take the
following actions: (i) set up a program whereby taxpayers can enter into voluntary withholding
agreements under IRC § 3402(p)(3); (ii) determine the feasibility of the IRS agreeing to not
challenge the classification of workers who are party to such agreements; and (iii) work with the
Department of the Treasury to issue regulations setting forth the requirements for such
agreements.

Question: Could a company track the wear and tear of a vehicle, gas consumption, hours
worked, and other data without being considered an employer?

Does this calculus change if the independent contractor uses this data for tax deductions?
Does this calculus change if the company assists in the preparation of these deductions?

Response:

As described above, the classification of a worker as an employee or an independent contractor is
subject to a complex 20-factor test, which evaluates the degree of control that the company
maintains over the work, detail, and means by which the work was performed.?' It is a detailed
and specific fact-and-circumstances analysis as to whether tracking data about a worker’s
performance rises to the level of exertion of control over the worker’s job performance. The
calculus should not change if the company provides the data collected in an information report to
be given to the worker in order to assist in tax return preparation,

Question: When, in regards to actions surrounding tax, does an independent contractor
breach the independent contractor model and move into that of an employer?

Response:

# National Taxpayer Advocate 2005 Annual Report to Congress 55-75 (Most Serious Problem: The Cash
Economy).

# See Rev. Rul. 87-41, 1987-1 C.B. 296.
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Again, the 20-factor test is a complex facts-and-circumstances-based test that aims to evaluate
the level of control the company exerts over the worker’s performance of a particular job. The
provision of assistance to the worker to increase the worker’s tax compliance should not
generally impact the worker’s worker classification because it does not amount to the exertion of
control over the performance of the worker’s job.
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Rep. Curbelo (FL-26) Questions for the Record
Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight
Hearing entitled IRS Reform: Lessons Learned from the National Taxpayer Advocate
May 19, 2017

Questions for Ms. Olson, National Taxpaver Advocate, IRS

The Volunteer Income Tax Assistance Program (VITA) provides a means for taxpayers living in
low-income and underserved communities to seek help filing tax returns. The IRS has
traditionally supported the VITA program through training resources. Since FY2008, the IRS
has also provided financial assistance to some VITA programs through matching grants, In FY
2014, VITA grantees helped prepare more than 1.4 million taxpayers.

Ms. Olson, as you know, the Volunteer Income Tax Assistance Program, or VITA, provides
assistance for low-income and residents in underserved communities in filing tax returns. Can
you talk about the program’s impact on reaching underserved communities, especially for non-
English taxpayers?

Response:

The Volunteer Income Tax Assistance (VITA) program plays a critical role in helping
underserved populations, including non-English speaking taxpayers, comply with their tax
obligations. The VITA and Tax Counseling for the Elderly (TCE) programs provide free basic
income tax return preparation with electronic filing for taxpayers who generally make $54,000 or
less, including low-wage workers, persons with disabilities, taxpayers living in rural
communities, and taxpayers with limited English proficiency.*® Together, they serve several
million taxpayers every year.

In past years, the IRS itself prepared tax returns for low income taxpayers in its roughly 400
Taxpayer Assistance Centers (TACs) around the country. But in 2014, the IRS ceased all tax
return preparation in the TACs. At the same time, it sharply curtailed the scope of tax law
questions it would answer during the filing season, and it stopped answering any tax law
questions at all after April 15.

Not surprisingly, the reduction in IRS return preparation support has led to increased demand for
assistance from VITA programs. In FY 2016, VITA and TCE volunteers prepared about 3.8
million tax returns, a 12 percent increase as compared with about 3.4 million returns in FY
2013.** It is worth noting that these totals do not reflect the number of taxpayers who sought

2 \ITA and TCE sites provide free tax retumn preparation services for qualified individuals in conjunction
with IRS assistance and direction. See IRS, Free Tax Return Preparation for Qualifying Taxpayers,
hitps:/fwww.irs.goviindividuals/free-tax-return-preparation-for-you-by-volunteers (last visited May 17,
2017). The income amount changes each taxable year.

% |RS SPEC FY 2015/2016 Comparative Scorecard, Ending Sept. 30, 2016, IRS SPEC FY 2013/2014
Comparative Scorecard, Ending Sept. 30, 2014. VITA prepared 1,507,239 returns in FY 2013; 2,128,765
returns in FY 2014, 2,168,981 returns in FY 2015, and 2,186,054 returns in FY 2016; while TCE prepared
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assistance from VITA or TCE sites but were turned away because the issues they sought help
with are deemed “out-of-scope.”* I anticipate more taxpayers will be using VITA and TCE
services in FY 2018. Thus, Congressional support and oversight for these programs is extremely
important to provide assistance to eligible taxpayers. VITA and TCE programs need an
authorizing statute establishing permanent funding, clear rules, and qualifying conditions that
can be modeled after section 7526 of the Internal Revenue Code, which governs low income
taxpayer clinics (LITCs). Such legislation would create more certainty for VITA and TCE
partners, volunteers, and the taxpayers they assist.

Question: The 2014 annual report to Congress put out by your office raised concerns that
certain scope-limitations were making it difficult for VITA programs to serve some
taxpayers, can you elaborate on these concerns?

Response:

Because VITA programs are staffed primarily by volunteers who are not tax professionals, the
IRS has understandably been concerned about allowing them to prepare returns that involve legal
complexity. Topics the IRS prohibits VITA programs from addressing are referred to as “out of
scope” topics. Yet the consequence of the out-scope restrictions is that some categories of
taxpayers are unable to obtain assistance. At the top of that list are self-employed taxpayers.
Sole proprietors in non-farm businesses are required to file a Schedule C. Unincorporated farm
businesses are required to file a Schedule F. IRS rules prohibit VITA programs from preparing
the Schedule F. Regarding the Schedule C, the IRS now allows VITA to prepare them in some
cases, but it imposes significant limitations. For example, the IRS’s VITA/TCE Volunteer
Resource Guide cautions that “[bJusinesses with inventory, employees, contract labor,
depreciation, business use of the home, expenses over $25,000 or a net loss are out of scope.
There are many other out-of-scope topics that prevent other groups of taxpayers from obtaining
VITA assistance.

225

If Congress enacts legislation authorizing the VITA program, I believe it would be helpful if the
authorization or the accompanying committee report directs the IRS to provide a portion of the
grant funds to programs that prepare Schedules C and F for taxpayers at or below certain income
levels (for instance, at or below 250 percent of the federal poverty level),?® thereby avoiding
potential competition issues with the private sector. The legislation also could benefit VITA
programs by mandating that sites commit to hiring a tax expert to train volunteers on out-of-
scope topics such as these and to conduct quality reviews.

1,595,860 returns in FY 2013, 1,343,931 returns in FY 2014, 1,366,162 returns in FY 2015, and
1.407.219 returns in FY 2016.

* See IRS Publication 5220, VITA/TCE Volunteer Site Scope & Referral Chart (Dec. 2016).
 |RS Publication 4012, VITA/TCE Volunteer Source Guide D-29 (revised December 20186).

2 The Department of Health & Human Services (HHS) issues poverty guidelines that are often referred to
as the “federal poverty level."
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Question: What are some of the common challenges that you observed facing the VITA
program over the past couple years? Are there actions the IRS could take to address these
challenges and further support the VITA program?

Response:

As | have discussed in my reports to Congress, | am concerned that the restrictions placed on
VITA programs prevent them from providing assistance to many taxpayers who require tax
return preparation assistance and meet the program’s general income and other eligibility
requirements.

In March 2015, I sent the Commissioner a memorandum that, among other things, recommended
the IRS remove VITA program grant restrictions for specific tax forms, schedules, and issues,
including Schedules C, D, and F, and Individual Taxpayer Identification Numbers (ITINs); and
allow grant funds to be used to pay for staff serving as quality reviewers or Certified Acceptance
Agents (CAAs), or to manage year-round services at select sites.*” To date, these
recommendations have not been implemented by the IRS.

The IRS responded that expanding the complexity and scope of VITA assistance would increase
the burden on IRS employees to develop training materials for VITA partners and to manage the
quality of returns prepared. The IRS also stated that expanding the scope would burden
volunteers to learn topics that come up infrequently and that they may not actually encounter.?®
One response is that some out-of-scope decisions can be made on a regional basis. For example,
a VITA program in rural Iowa should be equipped to prepare a Schedule F for a farmer, even if a
VITA program in New York City is not.

The IRS grants do not allow VITA sites to pay preparers for quality reviews or screening
activities. MNor does the IRS authorize VITA sites to fund activities involving CAAs who assist
non-citizens in obtaining ITINs, which they need to file U.S. tax returns. The IRS contends that
paying volunteers for quality review with VITA or TCE grant funds would contradict the intent
of the volunteer program and would “add[] complexity to managing volunteers, liability of
volunteers, volunteer recruitment, and ensuring appropriate use of federal funds.”® In my view,
the [RS’s argument regarding extra burdens and liability imposed on the sites is overstated
because VITA and TCE sites are already responsible for managing day-to-day activities.

Although volunteers certified at the advanced level may now prepare certain Schedules C, they
are subject to significant limitations and therefore fail to meet the needs of some taxpayers.
Moreover, many farmers need help in preparing the Schedule F. The IRS’s approach to
managing volunteer tax return preparation programs is not based on data or research about
taxpayer needs, but rather on what is convenient for the IRS itself. The IRS makes it difficult
and sometimes impossible for VITA and TCE sites to assist taxpayers who are not Form W-2
wage earners. By prohibiting grant recipients from preparing certain forms and by not allowing

T National Taxpayer Advocate 2014 Annual Report to Congress 66.
# National Taxpayer Advocate Fiscal Year 2016 Objectives Report to Congress, Vol. 2, 20-23.
# Id, at 21.
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grant funding to be used for quality review, CAAs, or screening activities, the IRS limits the
effectiveness and reach of VITA and TCE programs.

I agree with the goal of the legislation you have sponsored to authorize the VITA program and
would be pleased to work with your staff on augmenting the proposed legislation if helpful *® 1
think enacting authorizing legislation would be helpful in signaling the support of the tax-writing
committees for the program and would create a degree of permanence for the VITA program that
is lacking when funding depends entirely on the annual appropriations process. An authorizing
statute is essential for the proper administration of the VITA and TCE programs by the IRS and
for Congressional oversight. Such permanent VITA legislation modeled after the LITC
provision in IRC § 7526 would provide the IRS and the public, including VITA volunteers and
the taxpayers they assist with clear expectations regarding the manner in which the program will
be run in terms of funding, grant management, taxpayer eligibility, volunteer qualifications,
scope parameters, and other issues.

% See National Taxpayer Advocate 2015 Annual Report to Congress 288. On November 30, 2015,
Senator Cardin and Representative Becerra introduced companion bills entitled the Taxpayer Rights Act
of 2015 (TRA 2015). See. e.g., Taxpayer Rights Act of 2015, S. 2333, § 201, 114th Cong. (2015);
Taxpayer Rights Act of 2015, H.R. 4128, § 201, 114th Cong. (2015). Among other things, TRA 2015
proposed to establish a Community Volunteer Income Tax Assistance Matching Grant Program (VITA
grant program). The VITA grant program would be administered in a manner that is substantially similar
to the Community Volunteer Income Tax Assistance matching grants demonstration program established
under Title | of Division D of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2008. The VITA grant program would
establish tax return preparation sites for low income taxpayers and operate in a manner similar to the
LITC program.

12
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Rep. Bishop (MI-08) Questions for the Record
Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight
Hearing entitled IRS Reform: Lessons Learned from the National Taxpayer Advocate
May 19, 2017

Questions for Ms. Olson, National Taxpaver Advocate, IRS

Ms. Olson, in your testimony you mentioned that the IRS has costs associated with processing
tax payments. Can you please provide what you have found to be the costs to the IRS of
receiving payments via check, wire transfer/electronic payment from a bank, and payment from a
debit and or prepaid card?

Response:

In my 2016 Annual Report to Congress, we noted that it costs the IRS more than $1 per refund
check issued, compared to only ten cents for each direct deposit made.”! The IRS says it cannot
differentiate between direct deposits made to a traditional bank account or to a debit card, so the
costs of these refund methods are presumably identical 2

Question: Has your office identified any statutory barriers that prevent the IRS from using the
Direct Express program to provide tax refunds to citizens?

Response:

No, we are not aware of any statutory barriers that would prevent the IRS from participating in
the Direct Express debit card program. Because Direct Express is a Treasury-recommended
debit card, I find it perplexing that the IRS does not participate in the Direct Express program.

Question: In your response to the recent TIGTA Report on civil asset forfeiture you said, “1
believe the IRS should clarify that CI employees must act in accord with taxpayer rights, even in
the context of grand jury investigations or the administration of laws not codified in Title 26.”
Instead of relying on the IRS to make this clarification, has your office been able to identify a
legislative solution to this issue?

¥ |RS, Direct Deposit Your Refund, www.irs.gov/individuals/get-your-refund-faster-tell-irs-to-direct-
deposit-your-refund-to-one-two-orthree-accounts (last visited June 8, 2017).
¥ |RS, Wage & Investment (W&I) response to TAS information request (Sept. 22, 2016).
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Response:

Yes. The IRS Criminal Investigation function (CI) takes the position that taxpayer rights, such
as those included in the Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TBOR), only apply when it is conducting
investigations under Title 26 of the U.S. Code (i.e., the Internal Revenue Code). CI says
taxpayer rights do not apply in the cases described in the March 2017 TIGTA report, either (1)
because CI is acting at the direction of the Justice Department in a grand jury investigation or (2)
because the structuring laws are codified in Title 31 of the U.S. Code (rather than Title 26), so
the subject of the investigation should be viewed as a “property owner” rather than a “taxpayer.”
i3

I find that position deeply concerning. First, when CI conducts structuring investigations, the
investigations may lead to tax assessments or even criminal charges under Title 26, blurring the
distinction between investigations under Title 31 and Title 26. Second, section 7803(a)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code requires the Commissioner to ensure that “employees of the Internal
Revenue Service are familiar with and act in accord with taxpayer rights as afforded by [Title
26], including [the ten rights in the TBOR].” That blanket statement identifies Title 26 as a
source of taxpayer rights applicable to all IRS employees. Neither the TBOR the IRS initially
adopted nor the statute Congress enacted makes exceptions for CI employees or for IRS
employees conducting investigations under other titles. To reach the conclusion that CI
employees may ignore taxpayer rights when conducting investigations under Title 31, CI seems
to be reading the statute as if the words “but only where IRS employees are investigating
potential violations under Title 26” were appended at the end. Those words are not there.

If the IRS were to adopt CI's interpretation that the TBOR does not apply outside the context of
Title 26, all IRS employees would be able to ignore taxpayer rights when responding to Freedom
of Information Act requests, making determinations, or promulgating regulations under Title 5;
administering bankruptcy laws under Title 11; or enforcing the structuring laws under Title 31.
Such a narrow interpretation would gut the TBOR and is unlikely to have been the IRS’s or
Congress’ intent.

Although my memorandum did not discuss this point in detail, I note that the TIGTA report
found CI invoked the concept of a “grand jury investigation” very broadly to avoid triggering
constitutional rights. According to the report, Cl has issued guidance which takes the position
that constitutional rights are not required during “grand jury investigations” and which defines
the term “grand jury investigation” to include “the issuance of grand jury subpoenas.” TIGTA
found that “[g]rand jury subpoenas were used in most of the civil forfeiture cases in [its] sample
to obtain bank records,” yet “CI’s explanation that ‘special agents must follow the procedures
directed by the AUSA assisting the grand jury’ does not account for situations in which a grand
jury subpoena is used to obtain records but the matter never appears before a grand jury.” By
CI’s loose definition, taxpayers in a large number of cases that do not involve true grand jury
investigations can be deprived of their rights.

BTIGTA, Ref. No. 2017-30-025, Criminal Investigation Enforced Structuring Laws Primarily Against Legal
Source Funds and Compromised the Rights of Some Individuals and Businesses (March 2017),
https:/iwww.treasury.govitigta/auditreports/2017reports/2017 30025fr. pdf.
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To ensure that taxpayer rights are respected, Congress could modify IRC § 7803(a)(3) to clarify
that the provision applies to all IRS employees and to all official actions taken within the scope
of their employment. To the extent there may be rare cases involving suspected terrorism or
similar concerns, I recommend determining whether exceptions already exist in law or whether a
narrowly crafted exception is warranted. However, [ am concerned that CI has consistently
interpreted relevant statutes in an unduly narrow manner, and for that reason, I recommend
ensuring that any statutory language is clear and supported by report language describing the
committee’s intent.
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Rep. Holding (NC-02) Questions for the Record
Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight
Hearing entitled IRS Reform: Lessons Learned from the National Taxpayer Advocate
May 19, 2017

ions for Ms. Olson, National Tax r Advoc IR

Ms. Olson, do you believe Enforcement is a necessary component for maintaining the current
98% taxpayer compliance rate?

In the Special Focus section of your 2016 annual report you stated, “there is only one true
‘enforcement’ function in the IRS, and that is the Criminal Investigation function.” Do you
believe the Criminal Investigation division plays an important role at the IRS?

Ms. Olson, Given the increasing number of extremely serious and very grave areas of concern
currently before the Internal Revenue Service, including but not limited to, the need, as you have
pointed out, for the agency to orient itself with its taxpayer service responsibilities, and the
ongoing IRS failures to secure private taxpayer data, are you confident in the ability of the
agency to fulfill its current responsibilities, let alone take on any new initiatives?

Response:

Effective tax administration requires a combination of high-quality taxpayer service, compliance
measures like audits and collection activities to pursue unreported or unpaid taxes, and law-
enforcement actions to pursue taxpayers who flagrantly evade their tax obligations.

In FY 2016, the IRS collected $3.3 trillion in tax revenue. Of that amount, about 98 percent was
paid voluntary, and about two percent was collected through enforcement activities.™ There is
no doubt that both IRS civil compliance and IRS criminal enforcement measures are necessary
components for maintaining high levels of tax compliance. While those actions only bring in
two percent of tax revenue directly, they deter taxpayers who might otherwise evade their tax
obligations due to fear of possible detection and punishment. That deterrent effect is sometimes
referred to as an “indirect” impact of tax compliance activities.

* See GAO, GAD-17-140, Financial Audit: IRS's Fiscal Years 2016 and 2015 Financial Statements 25
(Nov. 20186), hitps:/iwww.gao.gov/assets/B90/680957.pdf (showing the IRS collected $3.3 trillion in

FY 2016); IRS, Fiscal Year 2016 Enforcement and Service Results,
hitps:fiwww.irs.goviPUP/newsroom/fy_2016_enforcement_and_service_results pdf (showing the IRS
collected $54.3 billion through enforcement activities in FY 2016). The question asks whether | believe
enforcement “is a necessary compenent for maintaining the current 98% taxpayer compliance rate?" As
a point of clarification, the IRS’s most recent study of tax compliance found that the voluntary compliance
rate is 81.7 percent, and the net compliance rate after compliance actions is 83.7 percent. IRS, Tax Gap
Estimates for Tax Years 2008-2010 (April 2016),

hitps:/fwww.irs. govipub/newsroom/tax%20gap¥20estimates % 20for%202008%20through%202010.pdf.
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As I said in my written statement, [ see no conflict whatsoever between providing high quality
taxpayer service and taking steps to ensure tax compliance, particularly on the part of persons
actively seeking to evade tax. Taxpayer service and enforcement should not be viewed as an
“either/or” proposition. Indeed, I have made many recommendations in the past to improve IRS
compliance programs.**

I have several concerns about the way the IRS operates today: (i) the agency seems to me to
exhibit an enforcement mentality that emphasizes enforcement over service; (ii) the agency,
despite adopting the Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TBOR), has not done enough to incorporate the
principles of the TBOR into its dealings with taxpayers; (iii) taxpayer service is poor, partly
because the agency has faced significant budget cuts that have limited its performance; and (iv)
the agency’s compliance programs are not as effective as they could be.*®

To elaborate, [ believe the IRS historically has viewed itself first and foremost as an enforcement
agency, and that approach to tax administration continues to predominate *” More than 43
percent of the IRS budget is allocated for Enforcement (a figure that rises to more than 60
percent with Operations Support dollars apportioned), as compared with four percent for Pre-
filing Taxpayer Assistance and Education.*® By contrast, the IRS currently has fewer than 500
employees in its Stakeholder Partnerships, Education and Communication (SPEC) and
Stakeholder Liaison (SL) outreach functions out of a workforce of roughly 80,000 (i.e., about
one-half of one percent).* The IRS revised its mission statement in 2009, without any public
discussion, to change its focus from “applying” the law to “enforcing” the law. In illustrating its
“Future State” vision, the IRS developed and posted on IRS.gov four “vignettes” to illustrate the

* See, e.g., National Taxpayer Advocate 2011 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, at 63-90 (An Analysis
of the IRS Examination Strategy: Suggestions to Maximize Compliance, Improve Credibility, and Respect
Taxpayer Rights); National Taxpayer Advocate 2010 Annual Report to Congress, vol. 2, at 39-70 (4An
Analysis of the IRS Collection Strategy: Suggestions to Increase Revenue, Improve Taxpayer Service,
and Further the IRS Mission).

% |d.

37 National Taxpayer Advocate 2016 Annual Report to Congress 1-41 (Special Focus: IRS FUTURE
STATE: The National Taxpayer Advocate's Vision for a Taxpayer-Centric 21% Century Tax
Administration).

3 See Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016, Pub. L. No. 114-113, 129 Stat. 2242 (2015); U.S.
Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service FY 2017 Budget-in-Brief 1,

https:/iwww.irs. gov/pubinewsroom/IRS%20F Y %202017%20BIB. pdf, which shows FY 2016 enacted
funding levels of about $4.86 billion for Enforcement and about $630 million for Pre-filing Taxpayer
Assistance and Education out of a total appropriated budget of $11.235 billion. The Pre-filing Taxpayer
Assistance and Education category includes about $173 million for Taxpayer Advocate Case Processing,
which generally does not involve pre-filing taxpayer assistance or education. After backing out that
amount, the remaining Pre-filing Taxpayer Assistance and Education budget comes to about $457 million,
or four percent of the total IRS budget. In addition, about $3.75 billion, or 33 percent of the IRS budget, is
appropriated for the Operations Support account. When Operations Support dollars are apportioned to
the Taxpayer Services and Enforcement accounts in rough proportion to their respective allocations
($2.33 billion for Taxpayer Services and $4.86 billion for Enforcement), overall spending on Enforcement
activities comes to more than 60 percent of the IRS budget.

¥ |RS response to TAS fact check request (Dec. 16, 2016).

17



143

taxpayer experience; all involve IRS compliance activities and all reach the conclusion that the
IRS is right and the taxpayer is wrong.

Lastly, I do believe the IRS is capable of fulfilling the responsibilities Congress assigns to it. As
I have repeatedly recommended, however, I believe it would be helpful for Congress to conduct
greater oversight to make sure the agency is fulfilling its responsibilities as you intend and to
make clearer to the IRS leadership what congressional expectations are. At first blush, I don’t
know whether the IRS leadership would welcome that recommendation. But at the end of the
day, I believe it would benefit the agency — and ultimately taxpayers — if Congress and the IRS
can get on the same page regarding priorities and strategies. There is no doubt that the cuts to
the IRS budget in recent years have been driven, in large part, by congressional mistrust. If the
IRS works more closely with Congress, it will have an opportunity to win back trust, and that
ultimately is likely to lead to additional funding and other support that will enable the IRS to do a
better job.
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215 Pennsylvania Avenue SE, Washington, D.C. 20003 | (202) 546-4996

May 19, 2017

House Committee on Ways and Means, Oversight Subcommittee
1100 Longworth House Office Building

| Independence Avenue SE

Washington, DC 20003

RE: Political Activity Guidance for Nonprofit Organizations
Dear Chairman Buchanan, Ranking Member Lewis, and Subcommittee Members;

As the Committee begins the difficult work of reforming the Internal Revenue Service and the
Internal Revenue Code, we at the Bright Lines Project write to urge the committee to pay
particular attention to ensuring that the Code’s definition of political activity for nonprofit
organizations is workable for the Service and especially for nonprofits themselves.

The Bright Lines Project (BLP) has been advocating for clarity in this area of the law for years,
because we have seen first-hand that imprecision in the Code has not only caused confusion at
the Service, but also has chilled the activities of nonprofit organizations, particularly those
organized under section 501(c)(3). A better system of rules, such as that the BLP has proposed,
would enable groups to engage fully in nonpartisan civic participation activities, while making
enforcement easier for the Service.

As the Committee considers the best way forward for this area of law, we ask that you encourage
your colleagues on the Appropriations Committee to lift the budget rider preventing the Treasury
Department and the Service from providing any guidance on the rules governing political
activity for 501(c)(4) organizations. The rider was initially included in the 2016 Consolidated
Appropriations Act and has remained in force ever since. At a time when new rules are urgently
needed in this space, the rider has now for years halted progress in this area affecting all
nonprofits. Even when the changes to be proposed by this Committee are final, nonprofits will
need the valuable advice Treasury and the Service can provide, and the rider could serve to tie
their hands and prevent them from offering clear, predictable advice.

We also strongly encourage you to preserve the ban on 501(c)(3) electioneering on candidates
for public office. The law as it is written allows those organizations to speak out on issues

1
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important to them, no matter how controversial, but protects them from partisan manipulation
and exploitation. We join with the thousands of faith-based and secular groups that have asked
that this valuable provision remain in force.

The BLP has been working for years to perfect a clear, fair, system of rules that are easy to
follow and easy to enforce. We have proposed a series of bright lines closely defining political
violations as well as safe harbors so that tax-exempt organizations can engage in nonpartisan
speech freely without fear of IRS interference. One of our safe harbors would protect individual
oral statements made during church services and other nonprofit meetings without subjecting the
organization to any financial examination. For additional information, we’ve attached our letter
encouraging the Treasury Department to make better rules for (c)(3)s and more information
about our plan to reform the rules in this area.

Sincerely,

Greg Colvin and Beth Kingsley, Co-Chairs
Bright Lines Project Drafting Committee
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