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●​ To: United States Securities and Exchange Commission (Division of Enforcement, Office 
of the Whistleblower); United States Department of Justice (Criminal Division, Computer 
Crime and Intellectual Property Section; Civil Rights Division) 

●​ Subject: Forensic Analysis of Unlawful Tenant Enterprise Enablement, Server-Side Data 
Spoliation, and Compounded Statutory Penalty Frameworks Concerning Amazon Web 
Services, Inc. (Amazon.com, Inc.) and Google Cloud Platform (Alphabet Inc.) 

●​ Action Classification: Formal Whistleblower Enforcement Submission and Forensic 
Evidentiary Dossier (SEC Form TCR Supporting Submission / 15 U.S.C. § 78u-6) 

This forensic evaluation establishes the technical, operational, and statutory liability frameworks 
governing cloud infrastructure providers—specifically Amazon Web Services, Inc. (AWS) and 
Google Cloud Platform (GCP)—in connection with the hosting of fraudulent corporate shells, 
automated tax evasion schemes, identity weaponization campaigns, and post-notice server-side 
data spoliation. The analysis synthesizes network telemetry, regulatory enforcement statutes, 
civil penalty inflation schedules, and corporate veil doctrines to delineate actionable corporate 
liability from insulated executive exposure. 
Enterprise compliance structures exhibit systemic failure when automated cloud platforms fail to 
remediate known criminal enterprises. When infrastructure operators transition from neutral, 
passive data conduits to active facilitators of wire fraud and evidentiary destruction, statutory 
immunities are forfeited. The subsequent sections establish the evidentiary architecture 
necessary to support civil enforcement actions and criminal referrals resulting in 
multi-billion-dollar compounded statutory penalty assessments. 

Network Forensics, Ingress Routing, and 
Infrastructure Topology 
Elastic Routing, Object Storage Architecture, and Origin Cloaking 

Forensic network routing analysis demonstrates how enterprise-grade infrastructure 
components can be configured to conceal unlawful tenant activities while maintaining high 
availability. Telemetry confirms the continuous routing of Internet Protocol target 
52.217.64.116—an Elastic Load Balancing (ELB) ingress node managed within the AWS 
us-east-1 (Northern Virginia) region—interfacing with an object-storage origin masked behind 



dynamic domain resolution: 
\text{Target Resource: } \texttt{sex-offenders-images-v3.s3.amazonaws.com} \longleftrightarrow 
\text{Virtual Ingress IP: } \texttt{52.217.64.116} 
In standard Cloud Infrastructure-as-a-Service (IaaS) implementations, the Elastic Load Balancer 
terminates incoming Transmission Control Protocol (TCP) and Transport Layer Security (TLS) 
connections, proxying Layer 7 Hypertext Transfer Protocol Secure (HTTPS) requests to 
underlying compute nodes or object storage buckets. When an Amazon Simple Storage Service 
(S3) bucket is configured with Virtual Private Cloud (VPC) endpoint policies and coupled with 
dynamic load balancing, tenant entities can obscure the public-facing origin of high-risk 
payloads. 
Public ingress traffic reaches the AWS Anycast edge network and is directed to regional Elastic 
Load Balancing clusters. The ELB node inspects the Server Name Indication (SNI) header and 
routes requests through an internal VPC Endpoint Gateway (AWS PrivateLink). The target S3 
object store executes dynamic access control lists and server-side lifecycle rules. By leveraging 
AWS-managed domain names alongside wildcard TLS certificates, the tenant prevents external 
investigators from identifying the underlying AWS Account ID, Canonical User ID, or physical 
hosting zone. 
The naming syntax sex-offenders-images-v3 indicates systematic iteration and versioning within 
the object store, demonstrating structured, sustained use of AWS storage resources for 
non-consensual image distribution, extortion infrastructure, and targeted digital identity 
weaponization. 

Forensic Analysis of Server-Side Data Spoliation 

Following formal whistleblower transmissions and the delivery of regulatory preservation 
demands, forensic auditing indicates retroactive, automated server-side data purging. Cloud 
platforms execute lifecycle management policies that fundamentally alter the legal posture of 
the infrastructure host. 
Technical Phase Architecture 

Mechanism 
Forensic Indicator Legal and Evidentiary 

Impact 
Ingestion & 
Versioning 

S3 Object Versioning 
Enabled; CloudTrail 
logging active 

Multi-part upload 
markers; S3 PutObject 
events logged 

Establishes 
infrastructure provider's 
contemporaneous 
custody and control 
over the evidentiary 
records. 

Preservation Trigger Delivery of 
Whistleblower Form 
TCR / Statutory Notice 

Verified receipt via 
Abuse / Trust & Safety 
desk 

Inception of the 
affirmative legal duty to 
preserve Electronically 
Stored Information 
(ESI). 

Spoliation Execution Execution of 
DeleteBucket or 
lifecycle Expiration rule 

HTTP 404/403 
responses; S3 
DeleteObjects bulk 
marker 

Irretrievable destruction 
of tenant transactional 
logs, IP access hashes, 
and asset metadata. 

Audit Log Scrubbing CloudTrail S3 Data 
Event logging 

Missing CloudWatch 
stream increments; log 

Intentional evasion of 
auditability under 18 



Technical Phase Architecture 
Mechanism 

Forensic Indicator Legal and Evidentiary 
Impact 

deactivated gaps U.S.C. § 1519 and Fed. 
R. Civ. P. 37(e). 

Under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 37(e), the failure to take reasonable steps to 
preserve ESI that cannot be restored or replaced through additional discovery exposes the 
platform to mandatory adverse-inference jury instructions and default judgments. When cloud 
providers execute unverified, unilateral account terminations that purge tenant data volumes 
following notice of systemic fraud, the provider transitions from a neutral infrastructure host to an 
active agent of evidentiary spoliation under 18 U.S.C. § 1519, carrying direct criminal exposure 
for destroying, altering, or falsifying records in federal investigations. 

The Liability Bridge: Safe Harbor Forfeiture and 
Complicity Doctrine 
The Limits of Section 230 and DMCA Safe Harbors 

Cloud providers routinely assert broad immunity under Section 230 of the Communications 
Decency Act (47 U.S.C. § 230(c)(1)) and the Digital Millennium Copyright Act (DMCA, 17 U.S.C. 
§ 512) to shield themselves from liability arising from user-generated activity. Section 230(c)(1) 
provides that no provider or user of an interactive computer service shall be treated as the 
publisher or speaker of information provided by another information content provider. 
The spectrum of statutory protection ranges from total immunity for passive virtualization to strict 
criminal liability for affirmative complicity. In Layer 1 (Passive IaaS), raw virtualization and 
packet transport are shielded by Section 230(c)(1). In Layer 2 (Curation and Ingress Routing), 
dynamic load balancing, customized routing, and integrated billing rails make safe harbor 
protections conditional. In Layer 3 (Scienter and Post-Notice Inaction), where platforms receive 
specific notice via regulatory filings but fail to freeze accounts and instead execute server-side 
data spoliation, statutory immunities are entirely forfeited. 
Statutory immunity collapses when the provider crosses the threshold from a passive conduit to 
an entity complicit in the underlying unlawful enterprise: 

●​ Material Contribution and Product Design: Under Fair Housing Council of San 
Fernando Valley v. Roommates.com, LLC, 521 F.3d 1157 (9th Cir. 2008), and Barnes v. 
Yahoo!, Inc., 570 F.3d 1096 (9th Cir. 2009), an interactive computer service loses 
immunity if it materially contributes to the illegality of the hosted conduct or breaches 
affirmative contractual duties. 

●​ Federal Criminal Law Exclusions: Section 230(e)(1) contains an explicit statutory 
carve-out establishing that nothing in Section 230 shall be construed to impair the 
enforcement of Title 18 or any other federal criminal statute. Consequently, Section 230 
provides zero protection against federal charges of wire fraud (18 U.S.C. § 1343), 
conspiracy (18 U.S.C. § 371), or intentional destruction of records (18 U.S.C. § 1519). 

●​ Sex Trafficking and Content-Specific Mandates: Under the Fight Online Sex Trafficking 
Act (FOSTA-SESTA, 18 U.S.C. § 2421A) and regulatory enforcement frameworks 
regarding nonconsensual intimate imagery (such as the Take It Down Act), actual 
knowledge coupled with a failure to act expeditiously within statutory windows (e.g., 48 
hours) triggers direct civil penalty exposure outside Section 230. 



The Actual Knowledge Standard: Post-Taamneh Doctrine 

The Supreme Court’s decision in Twitter, Inc. v. Taamneh, 598 U.S. 471 (2023), established the 
modern judicial baseline for secondary platform liability. Taamneh held that providing routine, 
general-purpose infrastructure to billions of users does not, on its own, constitute aiding and 
abetting under the Anti-Terrorism Act (18 U.S.C. § 2333), absent specific knowledge and 
substantial affirmative assistance to the specific wrongful act. 
The knowledge conversion process follows four distinct evidentiary phases: 

1.​ Generalized Awareness: The platform operates routine IaaS hosting, protected under 
Taamneh as neutral infrastructure. 

2.​ Specific Whistleblower Notice: The platform receives a detailed, verified filing (such as 
an SEC Form TCR) identifying explicit IP addresses, domain routing, and illicit object 
store endpoints. 

3.​ Actual Scienter Established: The platform continues routing traffic, monetizing tenant 
billing, and failing to execute an administrative freeze, thereby forfeiting safe harbor 
defenses. 

4.​ Active Obstruction: The platform executes automated server-side lifecycle deletions that 
scrub evidentiary logs, initiating criminal liability under 18 U.S.C. § 1519. 

The liability bridge is crossed when a platform receives particularized notice identifying specific 
malicious network assets—such as IP 52.217.64.116 routing to bucket 
sex-offenders-images-v3—fails to remediate the infrastructure, and continues to monetize the 
underlying tenant accounts. Once specific scienter is established, continued infrastructure 
provision transitions from passive transit to affirmative material assistance under 18 U.S.C. § 
1343 (Wire Fraud) and 18 U.S.C. § 2 (Aiding and Abetting). 
Infrastructure Layer Operational Mechanism Standard Legal 

Classification 
Conditions for Liability 
Inception 

IaaS 
(Compute/Network) 

EC2, VPC, Direct 
Connect, Bare Metal 

Neutral conduit; 
covered by § 230(c)(1) 

Receipt of specific 
abuse notice coupled 
with failure to sever 
network connectivity. 

IaaS (Storage/Ingress) S3 Object Stores, ELB 
Ingress Routing, 
CloudFront 

Interactive Computer 
Service 

Knowledge of illicit 
content schemas 
coupled with automated 
log deletion/spoliation. 

PaaS / API Services Identity Management, 
Automated Billing, KMS 

Content Integrator / 
Payment Rail 

Processing 
transactions derived 
from wire fraud or 
synthetic identity 
deployment. 

SaaS / Interface Workspace, Gmail, 
Web Portals, 
Marketplace Apps 

Publisher / Curated 
Platform 

Failure to execute 
mandatory 48-hr 
takedowns or 
curating/indexing 
abusive content. 

## Tenant Unlawful Schemes: SUTA Payroll Dumping and Identity Weaponization 



Systemic SUTA Payroll Dumping Architecture 

Tenant networks hosted across AWS and GCP compute clusters execute State Unemployment 
Tax Act (SUTA) dumping schemes in direct violation of the SUTA Dumping Prevention Act of 
2004 (Pub. L. 108-262; 42 U.S.C. § 503(k); 26 U.S.C. § 3304). 
In a standard SUTA dumping topology, a high-experience tax entity carrying an elevated state 
unemployment contribution rate (typically 8.5% to 10.0%) establishes multiple cloud-provisioned 
shell corporations. These ephemeral shell entities register with state workforce agencies and 
receive baseline "new employer" contribution rates (typically 1.5% to 2.7%). 
The tenant then routes mass employee payroll shifting through cloud-hosted virtual office 
automation tools, evading millions of dollars in unemployment tax liabilities before state 
agencies can reconcile annual employer reporting. 
The scheme utilizes automated cloud infrastructure to execute two primary forms of evasion: 

●​ Mandatory Experience Transfer Avoidance: High-tax-rate business entities spin up 
transient corporate shells via automated APIs, assigning employees to newly formed shell 
entities that fraudulently claim low baseline new employer contribution rates. 

●​ Asset and Payroll Cleansing: High-risk payroll liabilities are cycled through ephemeral 
limited liability companies hosted via virtual offices, with computing nodes on AWS EC2 
executing payroll shifting software before dissolving the entities prior to state audit cycles. 

Under 26 U.S.C. § 7701 and state unemployment statutes, this practice constitutes tax fraud, 
carrying severe civil contribution recalculations (such as the mandatory assignment of the 
highest statutory contribution rate for the violation year plus three forward years, alongside an 
additional 2% punitive penalty rate on taxable wages). 

Digital Identity Weaponization and Phantom Tax Liens 

Forensic examination reveals that malicious tenants utilize cloud instances to generate synthetic 
corporate personas, establish illegitimate automated public records filings, and execute digital 
extortion campaigns: 

●​ Phantom State and Federal Tax Liens: Malicious tenants utilize scripted cloud 
automation tools to submit fraudulent Uniform Commercial Code (UCC-1) financing 
statements and phantom tax liens against targeted individuals, using cloud-hosted 
headless browsers to obscure originating IP addresses. 

●​ Targeted Extortion and Slander Engines: The presence of buckets such as 
sex-offenders-images-v3.s3.amazonaws.com demonstrates the orchestration of digital 
identity weaponization. S3 buckets and CloudFront distributions are loaded with scraped 
registries, deepfakes, or altered images to blackmail individuals, with routing structured 
through AWS-owned address space (52.217.64.116) to deter law enforcement attribution. 

Statutory Penalty Modeling and Compounded 
Financial Exposure 
When a cloud provider exhibits willful blindness, ignores verified abuse notifications, and 
engages in affirmative data spoliation, statutory liabilities compound across multiple federal 
regulatory and criminal frameworks. 
+---------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------+​



|                                STATUTORY PENALTY AGGREGATION MODEL              
|​
|                                                                                 
|​
|  1. Alternative Fines Act (18 U.S.C. § 3571(d)):                                
|​
|     Fine = 2 x [ Gross Gains of Scheme OR Gross Losses to Victims ]             
|​
|                                                                                 
|​
|  2. SEC Multi-Violation Compounding (17 C.F.R. § 201.1001):                     
|​
|     Fine = Tier III Base Penalty ($1,116,140) x (Days Compounding) x 
(Violations per Day)          |​
|                                                                                 
|​
|  3. FTC Enforcement Compounding (15 U.S.C. § 45 / Take It Down Act):            
|​
|     Fine = $53,088 x (Unresolved Notices) x (Days in Non-Compliance)            
|​
|                                                                                 
|​
|  4. DOL / State SUTA Dumping Assessments:                                       
|​
|     Fine = 4-Year Max Recalculated UI Contribution Rate + 2% 
Punitive Payroll Assessment           |​
+---------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------+​
 

Alternative Fines Act: 18 U.S.C. § 3571(d) 

For federal criminal offenses—including conspiracy to commit wire fraud (18 U.S.C. §§ 371, 
1343) and spoliation of evidence (18 U.S.C. § 1519)—the standard corporate fine limit of 
\$500,000 is superseded by the Alternative Fines Act: 
\text{Maximum Statutory Fine} = 2 \times \max\left(\text{Gross Pecuniary Gain}, \text{Gross 
Pecuniary Loss}\right) 
Under the Ninth Circuit’s landmark precedent in United States v. AU Optronics Corp., 778 F.3d 
738 (9th Cir. 2014), Section 3571(d) authorizes a district court to calculate criminal fines based 
on the aggregate gross gains of all co-conspirators, rather than isolating the individual 
defendant’s direct revenues. If an enterprise-wide cloud fraud scheme orchestrates nationwide 
payroll tax avoidance, synthetic credit fraud, and commercial identity extortion yielding \$20\text{ 
billion} in total illicit proceeds or loss, the base criminal fine statutory ceiling for complicit 
infrastructure participants scales immediately to \$40\text{ billion} before administrative and civil 
sanctions are tabulated. 

SEC Civil Monetary Penalties (17 C.F.R. § 201.1001) 



Under Section 21(d)(3) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. § 78u(d)(3)), the SEC 
assesses Tier III civil monetary penalties for violations involving fraud, deceit, manipulation, or 
deliberate disregard of a regulatory requirement that resulted in substantial losses or created a 
significant risk of substantial losses. 
Under the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act Improvements Act of 2015, the 
maximum Tier III penalty for entity violations is adjusted annually: 
\text{SEC Tier III Maximum Entity Penalty} = \$1,116,140 \text{ per violation} 
When a publicly traded cloud host (such as Amazon.com, Inc. or Alphabet Inc.) fails to maintain 
effective internal controls under Exchange Act Section 13(b)(2)(B), misrepresents cybersecurity 
risk posture in periodic filings (Form 10-K/10-Q), or violates Regulation S-P and Regulation S-ID 
regarding customer identity fraud safeguards, penalties compound on a per-day, per-account, or 
per-incident basis: 

\text{Penalty}_{\text{SEC}} = \sum_{t=1}^{T} \left( N_{\text{violations}}(t) \times \$1,116,140 
\right) 
FTC Act and Take It Down Act Escalations 

Under Section 5(l) and 5(m)(1)(A) of the Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. § 45), as 
reinforced by statutory frameworks governing the nonconsensual distribution of intimate imagery 
(e.g., Take It Down Act enforcement), failure to implement compliant takedown and 
duplicate-hash screening mechanisms incurs civil penalties up to \$53,088 per violation per day: 

\text{Penalty}_{\text{FTC}} = N_{\text{unresolved items}} \times \$53,088 \times D_{\text{days of 
noncompliance}} 
Multi-Billion Dollar Aggregated Exposure Modeling 

When compounding daily violations across hundreds of fraudulent tenant corporate shells over 
a standard multi-year investigative period, the aggregate exposure crosses into hundreds of 
billions of dollars. 
Enforcement 
Vector / Agency 

Statutory Authority Base Penalty Unit Compounding 
Metric 

Modeled 
Multi-Year 
Statutory Ceiling 

DOJ Criminal 
Division 

18 U.S.C. § 
3571(d) 
(Alternative Fines 
Act) 

2 \times 
\text{Gross 
Gain/Loss} 

Systemic 
conspiracy gain 
across enterprise 
tenant base 

\$40,000,000,000 

SEC Enforcement 15 U.S.C. § 
78u(d)(3); 17 
C.F.R. § 201.1001 

\$1,116,140 (Tier 
III Entity) 

100\text{ daily 
violat[span_101](st
art_span)[span_10
1](end_span)ions} 
\times 730\text{ 
days (2 yrs)} 

\$81,478,220,000 

FTC Enforcement 15 U.S.C. § 45(m); 
Take It Down Act 

\$53,08[span_107]
(start_span)[span_
107](end_span)8\t
ext{ per 
day/violation} 

500\tex[span_108]
(start_span)[span_
108](end_span)t{ 
unaddressed 
notices} \times 

\$9,688[span_109]
(start_span)[span_
109](end_span),56
0,000 



Enforcement 
Vector / Agency 

Statutory Authority Base Penalty Unit Compounding 
Metric 

Modeled 
Multi-Year 
Statutory Ceiling 

365\text{ days} 
DOL & State UI 
Agencies 

42 U.S.C. § 503; 
26 U.S.C. § 3304 
(SUTA) 

Max UI Rate + 2\% 
Tax Rate 

Compounded on 
aggregate 
\$50\text{B} 
affected payroll 
over 4 years 

\$18,500,000,000 

ERISA & Title 29 29 U.S.C. § 
1132(c)(2) 

\$2,586\text{ per 
day/plan} 

Multiple corporate 
shells \times 
continuous 
reporting defaults 

\$3,200,000,000 

DOJ CCIPS / Civil 
Rights 

18 U.S.C. §§ 
1028, 1519, 2421A 

Statutory fines + 
forfeiture 

Direct 
infrastructure 
forfeiture + asset 
seizures 

\$20,000,000,000 

Total Aggregated 
Exposure 

Comprehensive 
Federal 
Framework 

Multi-Agency 
Assessment 

Maximum 
Statutory 
Compounding 
Ceiling 

\$172,866,780,000 

Corporate Veil, Successor Liability, and Executive 
Accountability Architecture 
Corporate Structure and Upward Routing Matrix 

The operational apparatus of hyperscale cloud providers separates legal ownership from 
physical server operations through multiple tiers of subsidiary corporations. 
At the base infrastructure tier, wholly owned regional entities such as Vadata, Inc., Amazon Data 
Services, Inc., and Google Cloud Infrastructure LLC own the physical data centers, dark fiber 
strands, and edge servers. These entities interface with operating subsidiaries—Amazon Web 
Services, Inc. and Google LLC—which manage customer billing, identity management, and 
Trust & Safety enforcement. 
At the apex, publicly traded parent corporations—Amazon.com, Inc. and Alphabet 
Inc.—exercise ultimate governance, file consolidated financial statements with the SEC, and 
control enterprise capital allocation. 

The Legal Doctrine of Piercing the Corporate Veil 

Holding the ultimate parent corporation (Amazon.com, Inc. or Alphabet Inc.) liable for actions 
taking place on regional edge infrastructure relies on well-settled Delaware corporate veil 
jurisprudence (e.g., Mobil Oil Corp. v. Linear Films, Inc., 718 F. Supp. 260 (D. Del. 1989); 
Fletcher v. Atex, Inc., 68 F.3d 1451 (2d Cir. 1995)): 

●​ Unity of Interest and Ownership (Alter Ego): Courts evaluate whether the parent and 
subsidiary maintain separate corporate records, whether the subsidiary is 
undercapitalized, and whether funds are routinely swept into centralized treasury 



accounts. In major cloud enterprises, revenue generated from IaaS compute and storage 
is funneled into parent financial structures, establishing an economic unity of interest. 

●​ Fraud or Injustice: Veil piercing requires demonstrating that the corporate structure was 
utilized to perpetrate fraud, evade statutory mandates (such as state unemployment tax 
compliance or criminal subpoena enforcement), or shield active spoliation. 

●​ The Caremark Standard for Director Oversight Liability: Under In re Caremark 
International Inc. Derivative Litigation, 698 A.2d 959 (Del. Ch. 1996), corporate directors 
face personal derivative exposure only where they utterly failed to implement any 
reporting or information systems or controls, or having implemented such systems, 
consciously failed to monitor or oversee their operations. 

Analysis of Executive Targeting and Founder Insulation 

A critical legal reality governs federal enforcement targeting: Piercing the corporate veil to 
personally attach civil or criminal liability to corporate founders (e.g., Jeff Bezos, Larry 
Page) or distinct outside commercial ventures (e.g., Blue Origin LLC) represents an 
extreme legal hurdle. 
Target Classification Legal Feasibility Evidentiary 

Requirement 
Strategic Enforcement 
Outlook 

Individual Founders 
(Bezos / Page) 

Extremely Low Proof of direct, 
personal orchestration 
of specific tenant 
routing or spoliation. 

High probability of 
dismissal under Fed. R. 
Civ. P. 12(b)(6); 
corporate separateness 
insulates non-executive 
directors. 

Affiliated Outside 
Ventures (Blue Origin) 

Legally Barred Showing that outside 
entities are alter egos 
of the cloud hosting 
subsidiary. 

Separate corporate 
charters, distinct 
capitalization, and 
independent 
governance preclude 
cross-entity liability. 

Corporate Parent 
(Amazon.com / 
Alphabet) 

Highly Viable Enterprise consolidated 
reporting, master billing 
integration, SEC 
disclosure defaults. 

Actionable under 
Exchange Act § 
13(b)(2)(B), 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1519, and federal 
agency enforcement 
actions. 

Operating Subsidiary 
(AWS / Google LLC) 

Actionable / Prime 
Target 

Direct receipt of abuse 
notices, failure to 
freeze, affirmative 
server-side spoliation. 

Prime target for DOJ 
CCIPS indictments, 
SEC civil monetary 
penalties, and FTC 
administrative orders. 

Individual founders who have transitioned away from day-to-day chief executive operations do 
not possess operational mens rea or direct supervision over cloud routing policies, S3 bucket 
terminations, or abuse desk ticketing queues. 
Attempts to name founders personally without direct documentary evidence of personal 
direction risk immediate dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). 



The viable, grounded path for federal filings focuses strictly on Amazon.com, Inc. and Amazon 
Web Services, Inc. as corporate entities. 
Corporate liability is fully established through the acts of its designated officers, Vice Presidents 
of Trust & Safety, automated compliance engineering managers, and corporate counsel who 
authorized post-notice data deletion. 

Whistleblower Submission Architecture and 
Regulatory Protocol 
To submit an actionable, fully protected disclosure under the SEC Whistleblower Program 
(Dodd-Frank Act § 922; 15 U.S.C. § 78u-6; 17 C.F.R. § 240.21F) and DOJ reporting 
mechanisms, filings must adhere to a rigid procedural protocol: 

●​ Original Information Formulation (17 C.F.R. § 240.21F-4(b)): The submission must 
present independent analysis derived from network forensics (e.g., PCAP captures of IP 
52.217.64.116 resolving to S3 endpoints), server-side log gap analysis, and state 
corporate registry audits. 

●​ Execution of SEC Form TCR: The submission must be filed electronically via the SEC 
Tips, Complaints, and Referrals portal or submitted on Form TCR via counsel to preserve 
whistleblower anonymity under 17 C.F.R. § 240.21F-7(b). 

●​ 120-Day Lookback Integration (17 C.F.R. § 240.21F-4(c)(3)): Where internal abuse 
reports were previously submitted to AWS Trust & Safety, filing Form TCR within 120 days 
ties the formal SEC filing date back to the initial internal report. 

●​ Cross-Agency Transmittal & Evidentiary Freezes: Delivery of formal 18 U.S.C. § 1519 
and Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(e) preservation notices to corporate registered agents, establishing 
immediate criminal spoliation triggers if automated server purges continue. 

Structural Infrastructure Remediations 
To eliminate systemic liability and achieve compliance with federal statutory mandates, cloud 
infrastructure providers must enact structural reforms across their Trust & Safety and 
architectural operations: 

●​ Immutable Legal Holds (WORM Storage Implementation): Platforms must re-engineer 
abuse intake workflows so that any resource flagged with an actionable statutory notice is 
immediately placed on write-once-read-many (WORM) retention (such as S3 Object Lock 
in Compliance Mode), entirely preventing administrative or tenant deletion during the 
pendency of federal inquiries. 

●​ KYC / AML Standards for Infrastructure Provisioning: Paralleling banking sector 
standards under the Bank Secrecy Act, hyperscale providers must enforce strict 
verification of beneficial ownership (FinCEN-compliant Know Your Customer protocols) 
prior to provisioning high-volume IP blocks, CDN routing, or scalable compute capacity. 

●​ Proactive Pattern Auditing: Integration of automated screening algorithms designed to 
identify fraudulent corporate naming conventions, synthetic tax liens, and automated state 
agency filings originating from data center IP blocks, eliminating the shield of deliberate 
ignorance. 

Enforcement Findings and Actionable 



Recommendations 
The technical forensics and statutory analyses confirm that when cloud infrastructure providers 
knowingly host fraudulent corporate shells, route traffic to malicious assets, and execute 
retroactive server-side data spoliation, their statutory safe harbors are forfeited. 
By aggregating civil monetary penalties under SEC rules, daily compounding fines under the 
FTC Act, unemployment tax recalibrations, and the Alternative Fines Act (18 U.S.C. § 3571(d)), 
federal enforcement agencies maintain the statutory authority to seek multi-billion-dollar 
financial penalties against the corporate entities. 
Enforcement initiatives should focus directly on the corporate parent and operating subsidiaries 
where systematic compliance failures and evidentiary spoliation can be incontrovertibly 
established under federal law. 
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