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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI 

EASTERN DIVISION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) 
) 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

v. ) 
) Case No. 4:18-cv-460 

CHERLYNN HARRINGTON, ) 
LINDA MCCLENDON, and 
GOODLINK, LLC D/B/A 
GOODLINK TAX SERVICES, 
GOODLINK, INC. D/B/A 
GOODLINK TAX SERVICES, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Defendants. 

COMPLAINT FOR PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND OTHER RELIEF 

Plaintiff, the United States, for its complaint against Cherlynn Harrington, Linda 

McClendon, Goodlink, LLC. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink 

Tax Services, alleges the following: 

Jurisdiction and Venue 

1. The suit is brought under 26 U.S.C. §§ 7402, 7407, and 7408 to permanently 

enjoin Cherlynn Harrington (“Harrington”), Linda McClendon (“McClendon”), Goodlink, LLC 

d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services and all those in 

active concert or participation with them, from directly or indirectly: 

a. acting as a federal tax return preparer or requesting, assisting in, advising with 

respect to, or directing the preparation or filing of federal tax returns, amended 

tax returns, or other related documents or forms for any person or entity other 

than themselves; 
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b. owning, operating, managing, working for, profiting from, receiving fees or 

remuneration from, volunteering for, or controlling a tax-return-preparation 

business; 

c. engaging in any other activity subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. §§ 6694, 

6695, 6701, or any other penalty provision in the Internal Revenue Code; 

d. using, maintaining, renewing, obtaining, transferring, selling, or assigning any 

IRS Preparer Tax Identification Number (“PTIN”) and/or IRS Electronic Filing 

Identification Number (“EFIN”), or any other IRS service or program by 

which one prepares or files tax returns; and 

e. engaging in any conduct that substantially interferes with the proper 

administration of the internal revenue laws. 

2. This action has been commenced at the direction of a delegate of the Attorney 

General of the United States, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §§ 7402, 7407, and 7408. 

3. Jurisdiction is conferred on this Court by 28 U.S.C §§ 1340, 1345, and 26 U.S.C. 

§ 7402(a). 

4. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b), and 26 U.S.C. §§ 

7407, 7408 because Harrington and McClendon reside in this judicial district, Goodlink, LLC 

and Goodlink, Inc. operate in the judicial district, and a substantial part of the actions giving rise 

to this suit took place in this judicial district.  

5. Harrington and McClendon sometimes conduct business: (1) using the fictitious 

business name Goodlink registered with the Missouri Secretary of State in 2003; (2) as 

Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services registered with the Missouri Secretary of State in 

2006; and (3) as Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services registered with the Nevada 
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Secretary of State in 2007 (hereinafter collectively referred to as “Goodlink”). Goodlink operates 

out of Harrington’s personal residence in St. Louis, Missouri, within this judicial district. 

Harrington and McClendon list Goodlink Tax Services as the tax preparation firm on returns that 

they prepare. 

Overview of Defendants’ Conduct 

6. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink are tax return preparers, as defined by 26 

U.S.C. § 7701(a)(36). They prepare tax returns for compensation. 

7. Beginning in 1994 or 1995, Harrington worked as a tax return preparer for 

Jackson Hewitt Tax Services for at least two years. In 2001, Harrington began preparing tax 

returns out of her personal residence under the business name Goodlink.  

8. In 2008 or 2009, Harrington completed a bookkeeping course and a professional 

tax preparer certification program through Universal Accounting. Harrington also completed 

several college courses at Florissant Valley Community College.  

9. McClendon is Harrington’s mother. 

10. McClendon learned to prepare tax returns from a friend over 30 years ago. 

McClendon completed two tax preparation courses during the 1980s. McClendon also completed 

a certification course offered by Drake Software, the tax preparation software used by Goodlink. 

11. In 2001, McClendon began preparing tax returns under the business name 

Goodlink. 

12. McClendon completed one year of college at Harris-Stowe University.  

13. Harrington and McClendon operate a tax return preparation business, Goodlink, 

that engages in the preparation of false federal income tax returns to generate bogus refunds and 

charge exorbitant fees, thereby maximizing profits at the expense of the United States Treasury.  
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14. Harrington and McClendon together prepared over 1,300 tax returns between 

2009 and 2017. Of those tax returns, the vast majority contained a request for a refund. The 

number of tax returns prepared per year and the percentage requesting a refund are as follows: 

Year # Tax Returns Prepared % Claiming Refunds 

2009 174 96% 

2010 176 95% 

2011 165 99% 

2012 151 95% 

2013 177 95% 

2014 155 94% 

2015 150 89% 

2016 115 92% 

2017 117 90% 

15. Many of Harrington and McClendon’s customers earn low to moderate incomes 

and lack knowledge regarding tax law and tax return preparation. Customers often have no 

knowledge that Defendants prepared and filed false tax returns on their behalf.  

16. The Defendants request on customers’ tax returns a refund amount that is not 

based on the customer’s actual income, expenses, deductions, and applicable qualifying credits. 

Instead, the refund is based on fabricated income, expenses, deductions, and/or credits reported by 

the Defendants. 

- 4 -
16339196.1 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

  

  

 

 

 

Case: 4:18-cv-00460 Doc. #: 1 Filed: 03/27/18 Page: 5 of 31 PageID #: 5 

17. Harrington and McClendon prepare federal tax returns that illegally reduce their 

customers’ federal income tax liabilities and generate inflated federal income tax refunds for 

their customers by, among other things:  

a) making false claims for the Earned Income Tax Credit;  

b) circumventing due diligence requirements in order to unlawfully maximize the 

Earned Income Tax Credit; 

c) fabricating businesses and business income and/or expenses;  

d) claiming improper filing statuses such as Head of Household; and 

e) falsely claiming dependents. 

18. Harrington and McClendon routinely charge their customers unconscionable fees 

for preparing tax returns with fabricated information and often their customers are unaware they 

are paying excessively high fees. 

False Claims for the Earned Income Tax Credit and  
Failure to Comply with Due Diligence Requirements 

19. Harrington and McClendon prepare tax returns that include fraudulent claims for 

the Earned Income Tax Credit (“EITC”) often based on fabricated business income and 

expenses, bogus or improperly claimed dependents, and/or false filing status. 

20. The EITC is a refundable tax credit available to certain low to moderate income 

working individuals and families. The amount of the credit is based on the taxpayer’s income, 

filing status, and claimed number of dependents. See 26 U.S.C. § 32 and accompanying Treasury 

Regulations. Because the EITC is a refundable credit, claiming an EITC can, in certain 

circumstances, reduce a taxpayer’s federal tax liability to zero, entitling the taxpayer to a 

payment from the United States Treasury.  
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21. Due to the method used to calculate the EITC, an individual can claim a larger 

EITC by claiming multiple dependents and, for certain income ranges, individuals with higher 

earned income are entitled to a larger credit than those with lower earned income. For the tax 

year 2014, the amount of the credit increased as income increased between $1 and $13,650, and 

decreased as income increased beyond $17,830. Some tax preparers who manipulate reported 

income to maximize the EITC refer to this range of earned income corresponding to a maximum 

EITC as the “sweet spot.” For the tax year 2014, the maximum EITC was $6,143 and was 

available to eligible individuals with three qualifying children who earned income between 

$14,650 and $17,830. 

22. Because of the way the EITC is calculated, reporting more income, up to a certain 

point, allows customers to receive a larger refundable credit. Similarly, claiming losses to offset 

higher income to decrease the total reported income and to fall within the “sweet spot” allows 

other customers to claim a larger refundable credit.  

23. Harrington and McClendon falsify information to claim the maximum EITC for 

customers. For example, to bring the customer’s reported earned income within the “sweet spot” 

for the EITC, and depending on a customer’s actual income, Harrington and McClendon inflate 

or fabricate business income reported on a Form Schedule C, “Profit or Loss from Business (Sole 

Proprietorship)” (used to report income and expenses from a sole proprietorship), in order to 

fraudulently increase customers’ reported earned income, or claim bogus Schedule C expenses to 

fraudulently decrease customers’ reported earned income. 

24. Harrington and McClendon also prepare tax returns reporting false filing status. 

Specifically, Head of Household filing status is claimed on customers’ tax returns to increase the 
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amount of the customers’ standard deduction, when the Defendants know that the customer does 

not qualify for Head of Household filing status. 

25. Harrington and McClendon improperly use the “Head of Household” filing status 

which is unavailable to married couples living together.  Often, this is an attempt to increase the 

claimed EITC; a qualifying couple with at least two children who, together, might otherwise 

receive a single EITC refund of $5,000 by properly claiming “married, filing jointly,” may 

instead each unlawfully receive a refund of $3,000 or more by both falsely claiming Head of 

Household or single status and each claiming at least one dependent. 

26. Harrington and McClendon claim dependents who do not actually qualify as 

dependents on customers’ tax returns, and then claim Head of Household filing status to increase 

the customers’ refunds through a fraudulent EITC claim based on the bogus dependents. 

27. Because of the potential for abuse in claiming the EITC, Congress has authorized 

the Secretary of the Treasury to impose “due diligence” requirements on federal tax return 

preparers claiming the EITC for their customers. See 26 U.S.C. § 6695(g). These “due diligence” 

requirements obligate the tax return preparer to make “reasonable inquiries” to ensure the 

customer is legitimately entitled to the EITC. The tax return preparer may not “ignore the 

implications of information furnished to, or known by, the tax return preparer, and must make 

reasonable inquiries if the information furnished to the tax return preparer appears to be 

incorrect, inconsistent, or incomplete.” See 26 C.F.R. § 1.6695-2(b)(3) (2011). Tax return 

preparers must also document their compliance with these requirements and keep that 

documentation for three years. Id. 
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28. Harrington and McClendon failed to adhere to the due diligence obligations 

required of tax return preparers. Harrington and McClendon show an intentional disregard for the 

tax laws and in particular for the due diligence requirements. 

Fabricated Schedule C Business Income and Expenses 

29. Harrington and McClendon prepare tax returns reporting non-existent businesses 

on bogus Forms Schedule C. Harrington and McClendon also prepare tax returns reporting 

falsified amounts of income and/or expenses for existing and non-existing Schedule C 

businesses. On some of these tax returns, Harrington and McClendon report substantial business 

income but little or no expenses. On other tax returns, Harrington and McClendon report 

substantial expenses, but little or no income. Harrington and McClendon falsely reported income 

and/or expenses on customers’ Forms Schedule C to improperly bring customers’ earned income 

into the EITC “sweet spot.”   

30. The determining factor in Harrington and McClendon’s activity is whether the tax 

return preparer needs to inflate a customer’s income (or create income when the customer has 

none) to bring the reported income within the EITC “sweet spot,” or to lower the taxable income 

of a customer who has actual income (such as wages reported on a W-2) in order to bring the 

income within the EITC “sweet spot,” or to create a phony business loss to offset the customer’s 

wages and falsely reduce the customer’s  income tax liability. 

McClendon Made False Claims on Customer’s 2008, 2009, and 2010 
Federal Income Tax Returns 

31. The IRS examined 51 federal income tax returns filed by 28 different customers 

for the years 2008, 2009, and 2010 that McClendon prepared. Additional tax was due for each of 

those 51 tax returns. The average tax deficiency for the examined tax returns was $5,084 per 

return. The harm to the government for just those 51 tax returns totaled $259,268. 
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32. The IRS reduced, or entirely disallowed, the amount of the EITC claimed on 39 of 

the 51 tax returns. Of the 39 tax returns with EITC adjustments, 34 of the EITC adjustments 

were based, at least in part, on the  disallowance of claimed Schedule C business expenses. 

Harrington and McClendon Continued to Make False Claims on Customers’ Federal 
Income Tax Returns Since 2011 

33. Harrington and McClendon’s misconduct continued over many years despite their 

receiving notice, as early as mid-2011, that the IRS audited many of their customers’ tax returns 

resulting in customers having to repay thousands of dollars. 

34. Following the examinations of McClendon’s customers’ 2008 through 2010 

federal income tax returns, the IRS reviewed over 40 tax returns prepared by Harrington and 

McClendon for the tax years 2011 through 2016. The IRS determined that Harrington and 

McClendon continued to overstate their customers’ refunds, including falsely claiming the EITC, 

by falsely reporting deductions, income, and/or expenses.  

Examples of False Tax Returns Prepared By Harrington and McClendon For Tax 
Years 2008 Through 2016 

Customer 1 

35. McClendon prepared Customer 1’s 2008, 2009, and 2010 federal income tax 

returns. McClendon is identified as the paid preparer on each of those tax returns. 

36. During these three years, Customer 1 operated a daycare business and payment 

from the Missouri Department of Social Services was correctly reported on the tax returns. 

37. McClendon falsely reported Schedule C business expenses in excess of $12,000 

in each of the three years. Customer 1 did not have the reported expenses, nor did Customer 1 

provide McClendon with any information about such expenses. Customer 1 was not aware that 

the expenses were claimed on his/her tax returns. 
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38. McClendon, by reporting fabricated business expenses, fraudulently reduced 

Customer 1’s taxable income in all three tax years. McClendon, by falsely reporting these 

expenses, improperly increased the EITC she claimed on Customer 1’s 2008, 2009, and 2010 tax 

returns. 

39. The IRS examined Customer 1’s 2008, 2009, and 2010 tax returns. The IRS 

disallowed the fabricated expenses and significantly reduced the amount of the EITC in each 

year. The IRS calculated tax deficiencies of $3,802 in 2008, $4,123 in 2009, and $4,304 in 2010. 

Customer 2 

40. McClendon prepared Customer 2’s 2008, 2009, and 2010 federal income tax 

returns. McClendon is identified as the paid preparer on each of those tax returns.  

41. For all three years, Customer 2 earned only wage income (reported on IRS 

Form W-2) and pension income (reported on IRS Form 1099-R). Customer 2 provided 

McClendon with his/her W-2 and 1099-R forms in each year and the income was properly 

reported on Customer 2’s tax returns. 

42. McClendon falsely reported that Customer 2 had a Schedule C home healthcare 

business and claimed business expenses in excess of $18,000 in each year. For those tax years, 

Customer 2 did not have a Schedule C business or a home healthcare business. Customer 2 did 

not tell McClendon that he/she operated such a business and was not aware that a Schedule C 

business was claimed on his/her tax returns. 

43. McClendon improperly claimed Customer 2’s grandchild as a dependent, even 

though Customer 2 told McClendon that the grandchild only lived with him/her for three months 

out of the year, an insufficient amount of time to claim the grandchild as a dependent or 

qualifying child for the purposes of the EITC. 
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44. By reporting false expenses and improperly claiming a dependent, McClendon 

falsely claimed that Customer 2 qualified for EITC and improperly inflated Customer 2’s 

refunds. 

45. The IRS examined Customer 2’s 2008, 2009, and 2010 federal income tax 

returns. Customer 2’s claimed dependent and dependent-based credits, as well as the claimed 

Schedule C businesses expenses, were disallowed.  

46. The IRS’ examination resulted in tax deficiencies for Customer 2 of $7,198 in 

2008, $7,543 in 2009, and $8,563 in 2010. 

Customer 3 

47. McClendon prepared Customer 3’s 2009 and 2010 federal income tax returns. 

McClendon is identified as the paid preparer on each of those tax returns. 

48. Customer 3 informed McClendon that his/her only sources of income for those 

tax years were his/her W-2 wage income and 1099-R pension income. Customer 3’s tax returns 

for 2009 and 2010 correctly reported the W-2 and 1099-R pension income. 

49. McClendon falsely claimed that Customer 3 owned a daycare business with 

Schedule C business expenses in excess of $20,000 in each year. Customer 3 did not tell 

McClendon that he/she had a daycare business nor did Customer 3 tell McClendon that he/she 

had any business expenses for 2009 or 2010. 

50. McClendon’s falsely claimed expenses improperly reduced Customer 3’s earned 

income and improperly increased the claimed EITC.  

51. The IRS examined Customer 3’s 2009 and 2010 federal income tax returns. The 

IRS disallowed the claimed business expenses and reduced the claimed EITC resulting in tax 

deficiencies of $9,903 in 2009, and $7,299 in 2010. Until the IRS’ examination, Customer 3 was 
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not aware that McClendon claimed large Schedule C expenses on his/her 2009 and 2010 tax 

returns. 

Customer 4 

52. Harrington prepared Customer 4’s 2011, 2012, and 2013 federal income tax 

returns. Harrington is identified as the paid preparer on all three of those tax returns. 

53. Customer 4 told Harrington that he/she was married and lived with his/her spouse 

in 2011, 2012, and 2013. In spite of this statement, Harrington improperly claimed that 

Customer 4’s filing status was Head of Household thereby claiming an incorrect filing status in 

order to improperly inflate Customer 4’s refund. 

54. Customer 4 told Harrington that he/she braided hair in 2011, 2012, and 2013 and 

made approximately $8,400 each year. Harrington falsely claimed that Customer 4 earned more 

than twice as much income on each of Customer 4’s federal income tax returns, improperly 

maximizing the EITC. 

55. Harrington’s improperly claimed filing status, Schedule C income, and EITC 

generated inflated refunds totaling $5,566 in 2011, $5,725 in 2012, and $4,977 in 2013. 

Customer 5 

56. Harrington prepared Customer 5’s 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014 tax returns. 

Harrington is identified as the paid preparer on all four of those tax returns. 

57. Customer 5 told Harrington that his/her only source of income for those four tax 

years was W-2 wage income. Customer 5 stated that he/she provided Harrington with his/her W-

2 information by email each year and did not meet with Harrington in person to prepare his/her 

tax returns. Customer 5’s tax returns for those years correctly reported the W-2 wages. 
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58. Customer 5 never performed hair braiding or styling and did not tell Harrington 

that he/she made income by performing or providing this service for others. Despite this, 

Harrington falsely claimed Schedule C income for a hair braiding business on Customer 5’s 

2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014 federal income tax returns. 

59. By fabricating Schedule C income, Harrington improperly maximized Customer 

5’s claimed EITC and falsely inflated Customer 5’s refunds in each year. The inflated refunds 

Harrington claimed on Customer 5’s federal income tax returns totaled $5,192 in 2011, $5,648 in 

2012, $6,153 in 2013, and $7,460 in 2014. 

Customer 6 

60. McClendon prepared Customer 6’s 2011, 2012, and 2013 federal income tax 

returns. McClendon is listed as the paid preparer on all three of those tax returns. 

61. Customer 6 told McClendon that his/her only source of income for those three tax 

years was W-2 wage income. Customer 6 provided McClendon his/her W-2 wage income 

statements. Customer 6’s W-2 wage income as shown on the statement was reported on 

Customer 6’s tax returns for those tax years.  

62. McClendon asked Customer 6 if he/she had a daycare business. Customer 6 told 

McClendon he/she did not have a daycare business and Customer 6 never provided McClendon 

with any documents for such a business. Despite that, McClendon fabricated a Schedule C “day 

care services” business claiming business expenses in excess of $20,000 in each of the three 

years. 

63. The fabricated “day care services” expenses McClendon claimed on Customer 6’s 

tax returns significantly reduced his/her taxable income and inflated his/her refund. The inflated 
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refunds claimed on Customer 6’s tax returns totaled $2,712 in 2011, $3,335 in 2012, and $3,300 

in 2013. 

Customer 7 

64. Harrington prepared Customer 7’s 2011, 2012, and 2013 federal income tax 

returns. Harrington is listed as the paid preparer on each of those three tax returns. 

65. Customer 7 provided Harrington with his/her W-2 wage income statements for 

those three years. Customer 7’s W-2 wage income as shown on the W-2 statements was reported 

on each of the tax returns for those years. 

66. Customer 7 did not own a Schedule C construction business in any of the three 

years, nor did he/she tell Harrington that he/she owned a Schedule C construction business. 

Despite that, Harrington falsely reported that Customer 7 owned a Schedule C construction 

business with expenses exceeding $20,000 in each of the three years. 

67. The fabricated Schedule C construction business expenses Harrington claimed on 

Customer 7’s tax returns significantly reduced Customer 7’s taxable income and inflated his/her 

refund. The inflated refunds Harrington claimed on Customers 7’s tax returns totaled $8,470 in 

2011, $2,650 in 2012, and $1,714 in 2013. 

Customer 8 

68. McClendon prepared Customer 8’s 2011, 2012, and 2013 federal income tax 

returns. McClendon is listed as the paid preparer on each of those tax returns. 

69. In each of the three years, Customer 8 provided McClendon his/her W-2 wage 

income statements, social security, and 1099-R pension income statements. Customer 8 had 

income of approximately $40,000 in each of the three tax years that was reported on his/her tax 

returns for those years.  
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70. Customer 8 did not own a home healthcare business and did not tell McClendon 

that he/she operated a home healthcare business. Nevertheless, McClendon included a fabricated 

Schedule C “home health care” business and claimed expenses exceeding $14,000 on each of 

Customer 8’s 2011, 2012, and 2013 federal income tax returns.  

71. McClendon’s fraudulently claimed expenses significantly reduced Customer 8’s 

taxable income and inflated his/her refund. The inflated refunds McClendon claimed on 

Customer 8’s tax returns totaled $4,706 in 2011, $3,743 in 2012, and $3,715 in 2013. 

Customer 9 

72. McClendon prepared Customer 9’s 2015 and 2016 federal income tax returns. 

McClendon is listed as the paid preparer on those tax returns. 

73. In both years, Customer 9 provided McClendon his/her W-2 wage income 

statements and receipts for his/her payments of mortgage interest, personal property taxes, and 

real estate taxes. 

74. Customer 9 did not own a “mechanic” business and did not tell McClendon that 

he/she operated a “mechanic” business. Nevertheless, McClendon included a fabricated Schedule 

C “mechanic” business on each of Customer 9’s 2015 and 2016 federal income tax returns. 

McClendon reported that in 2015 the fabricated Schedule C business had no income and claimed 

expenses exceeding $20,000. McClendon reported that in 2016, the fabricated Schedule C 

business reported approximately $3,000 of income and claimed expenses exceeding $25,000.  

75. McClendon’s fraudulently claimed expenses significantly reduced Customer 9’s 

taxable income and inflated his/her refund. The inflated refunds McClendon claimed on 

Customer 9’s tax returns totaled $5,025 in 2015 and $7,364 in 2016. 
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Customer 10 

76. Harrington prepared Customer 10’s 2016 federal income tax return. Harrington is 

listed as the paid preparer on the tax return. 

77. Customer 10 provided Harrington his/her W-2 wage income statement. Customer 

10’s W-2 wage income as shown on the W-2 statement was reported on Customer 10’s 2016 tax 

return. Customer 10 earned approximately $6,500 in 2016. 

78. Customer 10 never performed hair braiding or styling and did not tell Harrington 

that he/she made income performing this service for others. Despite this, Harrington falsely 

claimed over $3,000 of Schedule C income for a hair braiding business on Customer 10’s 2016 

federal income tax return. 

79. Customer 10 did not have a dependent or qualifying child in 2016 and did not tell 

Harrington that he/she had a dependent or qualifying child in 2016. Harrington improperly 

claimed Customer 10’s niece as Customer 10’s daughter in order to improperly claim the EITC 

on Customer 10’s 2016 tax return. Customer 10 told Harrington that he/she watched his/her 

niece sometimes and did not provide more than half of the niece’s support, insufficient to claim a 

niece as a dependent or qualifying child for purposes of the EITC. Customer 10 was not aware 

that Harrington claimed the niece as his/her daughter on the 2016 federal income tax return.  

80. By reporting false income and improperly claiming a dependent, Harrington 

falsely claimed that Customer 10 qualified for EITC and improperly inflated Customer 10’s tax 

refund. The inflated refund Harrington claimed on Customer 10’s 2016 tax return totaled $4,018.  

Customer 11 

81. Harrington prepared Customer 11’s 2016 federal income tax return. Harrington is 

listed as the paid preparer on the tax return.  
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82. Customer 11 provided Harrington with his/her W-2 wage income statements for 

that year. Customer 11’s W-2 wage income as shown on the W-2 statements was reported on 

Customer 11’s 2016 tax return. 

83. Customer 11 earned income styling people’s hair in 2016 and told Harrington that 

he/she made income by providing this service for others. Customer 11 never told Harrington how 

much income he/she made styling people’s hair that year and Harrington never inquired. 

Nevertheless, Harrington falsely claimed $11,807 of Schedule C income for a hair braiding 

business on Customer 11’s 2016 federal income tax return. 

84. Harrington’s fraudulently claimed Schedule C income increased Customer 11’s 

taxable income and inflated his/her refund. Harrington claimed an inflated refund on 

Customer 11’s 2016 tax return totaling $ 6,256. 

85. Harrington did not provide Customer 11 a copy of his/her 2016 federal income 

tax return. 

Unconscionable and Undisclosed Fees 

86. Harrington and McClendon routinely charge their customers unconscionably high 

fees to prepare tax returns. Harrington and McClendon often fail to disclose the actual fees to 

their customers. Harrington and McClendon have intentionally deceived customers regarding the 

fees charged for the preparation of tax returns.  

87. For example: Customer 2 paid McClendon over $1,000 to prepare each of his/her 

federal tax returns for the tax years 2008, 2009, and 2010. Customer 3 paid McClendon over 

$1,600 to prepare his/her 2010 tax return. Customer 4 paid Harrington over $1,000 to prepare 

his/her 2013 tax return. 
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88. Since at least 2014, Harrington and McClendon have contracted with third-party 

financial institutions to offer tax refund products to allow their customers to delay paying tax 

preparation fees until the IRS issues their refund.  

89. The third-party financial institutions facilitate this delayed payment service by 

creating a temporary bank account in the name of each contracting customer in order to receive 

each customer’s refund disbursements from the IRS. Once the financial institution receives a 

customer’s tax refund, the financial institution deducts from the refund the financial institution’s 

service fees and the preparer’s fees. The financial institution then disburses the tax preparer’s 

fees (including both preparation and “administrative” fees charged by the preparer) to an account 

designated by the preparer and the remaining balance of the customer’s refunds (the “net 

refund”) to the customer in the manner designated. If a customer chooses to have their net refund 

disbursed to a debit card instead of to a bank account or issued to a check, the tax preparer is 

required to provide the debit card to the customer when the return is prepared.  

90. Many of Harrington’s customers’ net refunds were issued to debit cards. In some 

cases, Harrington improperly kept her customers’ debit cards in order to make unauthorized 

withdrawals from those customers’ net refund disbursements. In those cases, Harrington knew 

when to improperly activate those customers’ debit cards because she received notice from the 

financial institution each time it disbursed tax preparation fees for a customer. This notice also 

informed Harrington that the financial institution disbursed the net refund to a customer’s debit 

card. Harrington improperly activated certain customers’ debit cards by setting the customer’s 

debit card PIN and then used that PIN to make unauthorized withdrawals for Harrington’s own 

benefit. 
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Customer 5 (continued) 

91. For example, Customer 5 agreed to pay Harrington $350 to prepare each of 

his/her 2011 through 2014 tax returns. Customer 5 agreed in each of those years to have those 

fees taken directly out of his/her refunds and have the remainder of his/her refund deposited onto 

a debit card. 

92. On the dates Harrington prepared Customer 5’s 2011 through 2014 tax returns, 

Harrington did not provide Customer 5 a copy of his/her tax returns or the debit cards that the 

bank would use to load his/her net refunds. Instead, Harrington told Customer 5 that he/she 

would need to pick up the debit cards from Harrington after the bank loaded the funds onto the 

card. In each year, Customer 5 did not create a PIN for the debit cards and Harrington provided 

Customer 5 with the PINs for each card.   

93. Harrington told Customer 5 the amount of his/her net refund. Harrington told 

Customer 5 that his/her net refund was approximately $2,500 for tax year 2011, $2,002 for tax 

year 2012, $2,900 for tax year 2013, and $4,200 for tax year 2014. Customer 5 received a debit 

card with the verbally communicated net refund amounts loaded onto his/her debit card. 

94. Customer 5 was not aware that in each of those years, the refund amounts 

disbursed by the IRS, with respect to Customer 5, were thousands of dollars more than the net 

refund amounts Harrington told Customer 5. The difference was significantly more than the 

agreed-upon fees of $350. 

95. The following chart summarizes the net refund Harrington told Customer 5 to 

expect compared to the refund amount actually disbursed by the IRS: 
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Tax Year 2011  2012  2013 2014 

Net Refund Harrington 
Communicated to and provided to 
Customer 5 

$2,500  $2,002  $2,900 $4,200 

Actual Refund Disbursed by IRS $5,192  $5,648  $6,153 $7,460 

Difference $2,692  $3,646  $3,253 $3,260 

Customer 10 (continued) 

96. Customer 10 agreed to pay Harrington $400 to prepare his/her 2016 tax return and 

have those fees taken out of his/her refund. Customer 10 agreed to receive his/her net refund on a 

debit card. 

97. On the date Harrington prepared Customer 10’s 2016 tax return, Harrington did 

not provide Customer 10 the debit card that the bank would use to load his/her net refund. 

Instead, Harrington told Customer 10 that he/she would need to pick up the debit card from 

Harrington after the bank loaded the funds onto the card. 

98. Harrington provided Customer 10 with a debit card with a balance of 

approximately $3,200. Customer 10 did not create a PIN for the debit card. Harrington provided 

Customer 10 with the PIN to access the debit card. 

99. The IRS issued Customer 10 a refund of $4,108 for the 2016 tax year, $908 more 

than the amount Customer 10 received on the debit card. Customer 10 did not know why more 

than $400 was deducted from his/her refund. 
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Customer 11 (continued) 

100. Customer 11 agreed to receive his/her 2016 tax refund on a debit card. Harrington 

told Customer 11 that he/she would receive a refund of approximately $4,600. Harrington never 

discussed the fees she would charge Customer 11 for preparing his/her 2016 tax return.  

101. On the date Harrington prepared Customer 11’s 2016 tax return, Harrington did 

not provide Customer 11 a copy of his/her 2016 tax return or the debit card that the bank would 

use to load his/her net refund. Instead, Harrington told Customer 11 that he/she would need to 

pick up the debit card from Harrington after the bank loaded the funds onto the card. 

102. Harrington provided Customer 11 with a debit card with a balance of 

approximately $4,600. Customer 11 did not create a PIN for the debit card. Harrington provided 

Customer 11 with the PIN to access the debit card. 

103. The IRS issued Customer 11 a refund of $6,256 for the 2016 tax year, $1,656 

more than the amount Customer 11 received on the debit card. Customer 11 did not know why 

$1,656 was deducted from his/her refund. 

Harm to the Public and the United States 

104. The Defendants’ preparation of false tax returns harms the public and the United 

States Treasury. These practices harm the public because the Defendants prepare false tax returns 

that understate their customers’ correct income tax liabilities and illegally cause customers to 

incorrectly report their federal tax liabilities and underpay their taxes. Defendants’ conduct 

harms the United States by causing lost tax revenue. 

105. The IRS examined 51 income tax returns prepared by McClendon for the tax 

years 2008, 2009 and 2010 and made adjustments on each tax return totaling $259,268.  The IRS 

reviewed over 40 tax returns prepared by Harrington and McClendon for the tax years since 
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2011 and found underreported tax liabilities exceeding $130,000. However, it is likely that the 

harm is significantly higher because the IRS is not able to review every single tax return 

prepared by Harrington and McClendon. 

106. Harrington and McClendon continued to prepare false tax returns, even though 

they knew that the IRS was scrutinizing their activities in prior years. As recently as this past 

filing season, Defendants continued to file tax returns claiming bogus “income” and “losses” in 

order to qualify their customers for the EITC and increase their customers’ tax refunds. 

Defendants have already prepared tax returns for customers this year.  

107. Harrington’s improper conduct expanded to include improperly accessing debit 

cards intended to disburse her customer’s net refunds and making unauthorized withdrawals to 

improperly obtain larger fees. 

108. Harrington and McClendon’s customers examined by the IRS are liable for the 

repayment of wrongful refunds, including the portion of the refund that Harrington and 

McClendon subtracted in fees. Customers may also have to pay additional fees to other tax return 

preparers to file amended tax returns to correct the fraudulent tax returns prepared and filed by 

Harrington and McClendon. 

109. Harrington and McClendon’s customers have been harmed because they relied on 

Harrington and McClendon to prepare proper tax returns. Instead, customers’ tax returns 

substantially understated their correct tax liabilities after paying unconscionably high fees to 

have their tax returns prepared. As a result, many customers, who are often low to moderate 

income taxpayers, now face large income tax debts and may be liable for sizeable penalties and 

interest. 
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110. Other customers are harmed by Harrington and McClendon’s practices because 

they have lost or become ineligible for federal and/or state benefits due to the false claims that 

Harrington and McClendon made on their tax returns.  

111. Harrington and McClendon’s misconduct further harms the United States and the 

public by requiring the IRS to devote resources to detecting the misconduct and assessing and 

collecting lost tax revenues from their customers.  Consequently, identifying and recovering all 

lost tax revenues resulting from Harrington and McClendon’s illegal activities may be 

impossible. 

112. Harrington and McClendon’s conduct also harms honest tax return preparers who 

refuse to engage in such illegal conduct. Honest tax return preparers unfairly lose business to 

Harrington and McClendon due to their willingness to break the law. Many customers return 

year after year to have their tax returns prepared by Harrington and McClendon because they 

receive improperly inflated refunds. 

113. Harrington and McClendon’s misconduct also harms the public at large by 

undermining public confidence in the federal tax system and encouraging widespread violations 

of the internal revenue laws. 

114. The harm to the government and the public will continue and likely increase 

unless Harrington and McClendon are enjoined because, given the seriousness and pervasiveness 

of their illegal conduct, without an injunction they are likely to continue preparing false and 

fraudulent federal tax returns for customers.  

115. An injunction will serve the public interest because it will put a stop to their 

conduct and the harm that such conduct causes the United States and its citizens. 
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COUNT I: INJUNCTION UNDER I.R.C. § 7407 

116. The United States incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

paragraphs 1 through 115. 

117. Section 7407 of the Internal Revenue Code authorizes a district court to enjoin a 

tax return preparer from engaging in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. §§ 6694 or 6695 

or engaging in any other fraudulent or deceptive conduct that substantially interferes with the 

proper administration of the internal revenue laws, if the court finds that the preparer has 

engaged in such conduct and that injunctive relief is appropriate to prevent the recurrence of the 

conduct. Additionally, if the court finds that a preparer has continually or repeatedly engaged in 

such conduct and that a narrow injunction (i.e., prohibiting only that specific enumerated 

conduct) would not be sufficient to prevent that person’s interference with the proper 

administration of the internal revenue laws, the court may enjoin the person from further acting 

as a tax return preparer. 

118. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink have continually and repeatedly engaged 

in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6694(a) by preparing federal income tax returns 

that understate their customers’ liabilities based on unreasonable positions, including but not 

limited to falsifying businesses and/or business income and claiming false and/or unsubstantiated 

expenses in an amount to which their customers are not entitled, that the Defendants knew or 

reasonably should have known were unreasonable. 

119. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink have continually and repeatedly engaged 

in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6694(b) by preparing federal income tax returns 

that understate their customers’ liabilities based on willful conduct or reckless or intentional 

disregard of rules or regulations. 
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120. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink have continually and repeatedly engaged 

in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6695(g) by preparing federal income tax returns 

that understate their customers’ liabilities based on their failure to comply with due diligence 

requirements. The Treasury regulations promulgated under 26 U.S.C. § 6695(g) prohibit a tax 

return preparer from claiming the EITC without first conducting proper due diligence and 

documenting his or her compliance with the due diligence requirements. See 26 C.F.R. § 1.6995-

2 (2016). Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink failed to comply with the due diligence 

requirements for the EITC.  

121. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink’s willingness to falsify information to 

obtain the EITC for their customers shows a reckless and/or intentional disregard for the IRS 

rules and regulations. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink have continually and repeatedly 

prepared federal income tax returns that claim the EITC for which they not only have not 

conducted or documented the required due diligence procedures, but for which they flouted these 

requirements by fabricating phony business income or expenses in order to improperly claim the 

EITC. 

122. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink’s continual and repeated violations of 26 

U.S.C. §§ 6694 and 6695(g) fall within 26 U.S.C. § 7407(b)(1)(A) and (D), and thus Harrington, 

McClendon, and Goodlink are subject to an injunction under 26 U.S.C. § 7407. 

123. If they are not enjoined, Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink are likely to 

continue to prepare and file false tax returns.  

124. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink’s longstanding, continual and repeated 

conduct, including their bogus claims of business income and expenses, the EITC, and their 

rejected false claims even in the face of an IRS investigation into their practices, subjects them to 
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an injunction under 26 U.S.C. § 7407, and demonstrates that a narrow injunction prohibiting only 

specific conduct would be insufficient to prevent Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink’s 

interference with the proper administration of the internal revenue laws. Thus, Harrington, 

McClendon, and Goodlink should be permanently barred from acting as tax return preparers. 

COUNT II: INJUNCTION UNDER I.R.C. § 7408 

125. The United States incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

paragraphs 1 through 124. 

126. Section 7408 of the Internal Revenue Code authorizes a district court to enjoin 

any person from engaging in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6701 if injunctive 

relief is appropriate to prevent recurrence of such conduct. 

127. Section 6701(a) of the Internal Revenue Code penalizes any person who aids or 

assists in, procures, or advises with respect to the preparation or presentation of a federal tax 

return, refund claim, or other document knowing (or having reason to believe) that it will be used 

in connection with any material matter arising under the internal revenue laws and knowing that 

if it is so used it will result in an understatement of another person’s tax liability. 

128. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink prepare federal tax returns for customers 

that they know will understate their correct tax liabilities, because Harrington, McClendon, and 

Goodlink knowingly prepare tax returns claiming improper income, expenses, deductions, and 

credits. Accordingly, Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink are subject to penalty under 26 

U.S.C. § 6701. 

129. If the Court does not enjoin Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink, they are 

likely to continue to engage in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6701. Defendant’s 

preparation of tax returns claiming improper income, expenses, deductions, and credits is 
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widespread over many customers and tax years. Injunctive relief is therefore appropriate under 

26 U.S.C. § 7408. 

COUNT III: INJUNCTION UNDER I.R.C. § 7402(a) 

130. The United States incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 

paragraphs 1 through 129. 

131. Section 7402 of the Internal Revenue Code authorizes a district court to issue 

orders of injunction as may be necessary or appropriate for the enforcement of the internal 

revenue laws. 

132. Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink, through the actions described above, 

including, but not limited to, intentionally understating their customers’ tax liabilities and 

charging unconscionable and undisclosed fees for the preparation of federal tax returns that 

intentionally understate their customers’ tax liabilities, have engaged in conduct that 

substantially interferes with the enforcement of the internal revenue laws. 

133. Unless enjoined, Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink are likely to continue to 

engage in such improper conduct and interfere with the enforcement of the internal revenue laws. 

If Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink are not enjoined from engaging in fraudulent and 

deceptive conduct, the United States will suffer irreparable injury by wrongfully providing 

federal income tax refunds to individuals not entitled to receive them. 

134. While the United States will suffer irreparable injury if Harrington, McClendon, 

and Goodlink are not enjoined, Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink will not be harmed by 

being compelled to obey the law. 

135. Enjoining Harrington, McClendon, and Goodlink is in the public interest because 

an injunction, backed by the Court’s contempt powers if needed, will stop Harrington, 
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McClendon, and Goodlink’s illegal conduct and the harm it causes the United States and 

Defendants’ customers.  

136. The court should impose injunctive relief under 26 U.S.C. § 7402(a). 

WHEREFORE, the United States of America prays for the following relief: 

A. That the Court find that Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC 

d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services have continually 

and repeatedly engaged in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. §§ 6694 and 6695, and 

have continually and repeatedly engaged in other fraudulent or deceptive conduct that 

substantially interferes with the administration of the tax laws, and that a narrower injunction 

prohibiting only this specific misconduct would be insufficient; 

B. That the Court, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 7407, enter a permanent injunction 

prohibiting Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax 

Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services from acting as federal tax return 

preparers; 

C. That the Court find that Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC 

d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services have engaged in 

conduct subject to a penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6701, and that injunctive relief under 26 U.S.C. § 

7408 is appropriate to prevent a recurrence of that conduct; 

D. That the Court find that Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC 

d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services have engaged in 

conduct that interferes with the enforcement of the internal revenue laws, and that injunctive 

relief is appropriate to prevent the recurrence of that conduct pursuant to the Court’s inherent 

equity powers and 26 U.S.C. § 7402(a); 
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E. That the Court, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §§ 7402(a), 7407, and 7408, enter a 

permanent injunction prohibiting Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC d/b/a 

Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and all those in active 

concert or participation with them, from: 

1. acting as a federal tax return preparer or requesting, assisting in, advising with 

respect to, or directing the preparation or filing of federal tax returns, amended tax 

returns, or other related documents or forms for any person or entity other than 

themselves; 

2. owning, operating, managing, working for, profiting from, receiving fees or 

remuneration from, volunteering for, or controlling a tax-return-preparation 

business; 

3. engaging in any other activity subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. §§ 6694, 6695, 

6701, or any other penalty provision in the Internal Revenue Code; 

4. using, maintaining, renewing, obtaining, transferring, selling, or assigning any 

IRS Preparer Tax Identification Number (“PTIN”) and/or IRS Electronic Filing 

Identification Number (“EFIN”), or any other IRS service or program by which 

one prepares or files tax returns; and 

5. engaging in any conduct that substantially interferes with the proper 

administration of the internal revenue laws. 

F. That the Court, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §§ 7402(a), 7407, and 7408, enter an order 

requiring Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, 

and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services to contact, within 30 days of the Court’s order, 

by United States mail and, if an e-mail address is known, by e-mail, all persons for whom they 
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prepared federal tax returns or claims for a refund for tax years beginning in 2008 and continuing 

through this litigation to inform them of the permanent injunction entered against them, 

including sending a copy of the Order of Permanent Injunction but not enclosing any other 

documents or enclosures unless agreed by counsel for the United States or approved by the 

Court, and provide to counsel for the United States within 30 days a signed and dated 

certification that they so informed these persons.  

G. That the Court, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §§ 7402(a), 7407, and 7408, enter an order 

requiring Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, 

and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services to produce to counsel for the United States, 

within 30 days of the Court’s order, a list that identifies by name, social security number, 

address, e-mail address, and telephone number and tax period(s) for all persons for whom they 

prepared federal tax returns or claims for a refund for tax years beginning with 2008 and 

continuing through this litigation.  

H. That the Court, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §§ 7402(a), 7407, and 7408, enter an order 

requiring Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, 

and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services to provide a copy of the Court’s order to all of 

Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and 

Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services’ principals, officers, managers, employees, 

volunteers, and independent contractors (if any) within 15 days of the Court’s order, and provide 

to counsel for the United States within 30 days a signed and dated acknowledgement of receipt 

of the Court’s order for each person whom Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, 

LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services provided a 

copy of the Court’s order; 
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I. That the Court retain jurisdiction over Cherlynn Harrington, Linda McClendon, 

Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services 

and over this action to enforce any permanent injunction entered against them; 

J. That the United States be entitled to conduct discovery to monitor Cherlynn 

Harrington, Linda McClendon, Goodlink, LLC d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services, and Goodlink, Inc. 

d/b/a Goodlink Tax Services’s compliance with the terms of any permanent injunction entered 

against them; and 

K. That the Court grant the United States such other and further relief; including 

costs, as is just and reasonable. 

Dated: March 27, 2018 Respectfully submitted, 

JEFFREY B. JENSEN 
United States Attorney 

RICHARD E. ZUCKERMAN 
Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

s/ Natalie M. Loebner_____ 
NATALIE M. LOEBNER 
Trial Attorney, Tax Division 
U.S. Department of Justice 
P.O. Box 7238 
Washington, D.C. 20044-0683 
Facsimile: (202) 514-6770 
Telephone: (202) 616-3865 
Natalie.M.Loebner@usdoj.gov 
Washington State Bar No. 44560 
Federal Bar No. 44650WA 
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