IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 98-10407
Conf er ence Cal endar

CLI VER NEAL PAULSON; SANDRA NEON PAULSON,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
LEW S G LES; KATHY GONENS; NANCY S. SPOTSER;
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; EMVET J. SCHAYOT;
BOBBY E SCOIT,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:97-CV-1452-G
' Decenber 9, 1998
Before DAVIS, DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Adiver Neal Paulson and Sandra Neon Paul son appeal the
district court’s dismssal of the United States fromthis suit on
sovereign imunity grounds. They nmaintain that the seizure and
sale of their real property by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
pursuant to a tax lien were invalid because the IRS did not give

proper notice under 26 U S.C. 8§ 6335(a) and (b). They argue that

because the sale to a third party was thus nade invalid, the

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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United States still has a lien on the property and sovereign
i munity has been wai ved under 28 U S.C. § 2410(a).
In Koehler v. United States, 153 F.3d 263 (5th Cr

1998), this court held that the sanme procedural error commtted
by the RS would not serve to negate the sale and recreate a |lien
on the property on behalf of the United States. “At its core,
sovereign immunity deprives the courts of jurisdiction
irrespective of the nerits of the underlying claim |If the
specific terns of the statute are not net, the federal courts
have no jurisdiction to address the nerits of the plaintiff’s
claim” 1d. at 267. “In the end, because the plain and

unanbi guous ternms of 8§ 2410(a) have not been net -- i.e., the
governnent no longer clains an interest in the property --

8§ 2410(a) does not confer subject matter jurisdiction
irrespective of how neritorious taxpayer’s clains may be.” 1d.
For the sanme reasons, the district court’s dism ssal of the

United States on sovereign-immunity grounds is AFFI RVED



