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respondents maintained that the factual dispute between the two 

lower courts did not warrant review by the high court. Respondents 

also suggested that the evidence the IRS was using in the summons 

action to subvert the tax court’s discovery rules complicated the 

question presented by the government and made the case an 

inappropriate vehicle for consideration.32

The Supreme Court Grants Certiorari 
The Supreme Court apparently found the respondents’ call 

for restraint unpersuasive in light of the issue framed by the 

government’s petition. Whether Clarke will herald a new era 

in summons enforcement or further bolster this substantial 

information-gathering tool in the hands of the government remains 

to be seen. Oral arguments were heard on April 23, 2014. 
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