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SUMMARY

The court screened Alexander Harrison West’s amended pro se complaint against the Internal Revenue
Service and concluded that the asserted ADA, Rehabilitation Act, tort, and Privacy Act claims were
subject to dismissal for sovereign-immunity, jurisdictional, pleading, or defendant-status deficiencies.
The court permitted West to file a second amended complaint by May 4, 2026, and continued the
temporary waiver of the filing fee pending further screening.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a pro se amended complaint filed by a plaintiff
proceeding in forma pauperis or seeking waiver of the filing fee.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii)-(iii), the court must dismiss an in
forma pauperis action that fails to state a claim or seeks monetary
relief from an immune defendant. The court applied the Rule 12(b)(6)
standard, accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true and
construing reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, while
disregarding conclusory allegations. The court also independently
reviewed whether subject-matter jurisdiction existed and liberally
construed the pro se pleading.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the IRS is protected by sovereign immunity from West's ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims
seeking monetary damages.

2. Whether West's tort claims could proceed against the IRS under the Federal Tort Claims Act without
naming the United States and alleging exhaustion of administrative remedies.

3. Whether West stated a claim under the Privacy Act based on an allegation of unauthorized disclosure of
information.

4. Whether West should be permitted to file a second amended complaint to cure the identified
deficiencies.

HOLDINGS

1. The IRS was entitled to sovereign immunity from West's ADA claims because the ADA provisions at
issue do not apply to the United States or its agencies, and from his Rehabilitation Act § 504 claim
because he sought only monetary damages and had not identified an applicable waiver.

2. West's tort claims were subject to dismissal because the IRS is not a proper defendant under the Federal
Tort Claims Act and West did not allege exhaustion of the FTCA's administrative-claim requirement.

3. West failed to state a Privacy Act claim because his allegation of unauthorized disclosure was wholly
conclusory and did not identify who disclosed what information to whom or in what context.

4. The court permitted West to file a second amended complaint by May 4, 2026, subject to the stated
pleading and screening requirements.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To avoid dismissal under this rule, a complaint must allege “enough facts to state a claim to relief that is
plausible on its face.”” (at 2)

“The United States and its agencies, including the IRS, enjoy sovereign immunity from suit absent an express
waiver.” (at 4)

“The requirements are jurisdictional and cannot be waived.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

West alleged that the IRS imposed or sought to collect late-payment penalties and interest and failed to
accommodate his autism when he sought explanations of his tax bills and assistance using the IRS system. He
also alleged that IRS agents yelled at him during telephone calls and sought damages for negligence, reckless



misconduct, and unauthorized disclosure of information. The amended complaint asserted or was liberally
construed to assert ADA, Rehabilitation Act, Federal Tort Claims Act-related tort, and Privacy Act claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

West filed this action against the Internal Revenue Service without counsel and without paying the filing fee.
The court temporarily granted his motion to waive the filing fee and stayed the case for screening under 28
U.S.C. § 1915. West filed an amended complaint, which the court screened and found subject to dismissal for
lack of subject-matter jurisdiction or failure to state a claim. Rather than dismissing immediately, the court
permitted West to file a second amended complaint by May 4, 2026.
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