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MVEMORANDUM OPI NI ON

COHEN, Judge: Respondent deternined a deficiency of $560 in
petitioner’s Federal incone tax for 2006. Mbst of the deficiency
resulted frompetitioner’s failure to report on his return
unenpl oynment conpensation reported to the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS) by the Connecticut Departnment of Labor. The issue

for decision is whether petitioner is liable for the deficiency
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despite his contention that he did not receive all of the
unenpl oynment conpensation to which he was entitled. Unless
otherw se indicated, all section references are to the Internal
Revenue Code in effect for the year in issue, and all Rule
references are to the Tax Court Rules of Practice and Procedure.

Backgr ound

None of the facts have been stipul ated, and the evi dence
consists entirely of petitioner’s testinony and the adm ssions in
his petition. Petitioner resided in Connecticut at the tine he
filed his petition.

Petitioner was unenpl oyed for part of 2006 and received
unenpl oynent conpensation that he failed to report on his 2006
Federal tax return. Sonme of the unenpl oynent conpensation to
which he was entitled was of fset by anmounts owed to the
Connecti cut Departnent of Labor for prior debts, and the
Connecti cut Departnent of Labor reported sone of the conpensation
to the IRS. According to respondent, the deficiency determ ned
i ncluded $2,871, representing 11 weeks of unenpl oynent
conpensation at $261 per week, reported by the State of
Connecticut to the I'RS, and anot her undi sputed i ncone item

Petitioner asserts that he was entitled to unenpl oynent
conpensation for 26 weeks at $261 per week, or a total of $6, 786,

| ess offsets for a debt that he owed the State of Connecticut and



- 3 -
for Federal and State incone taxes. He argues that he did not
receive the correct net anount of unenpl oynent benefits.

Di scussi on

Because petitioner refused to stipulate any exhibits and
vari ous evidentiary objections were sustained, the record is too
sparse for neaningful findings of fact. (Respondent asserts that
t he absence of adm ssible records is due to | ate breakdown of
settl enment negotiations with petitioner’s counsel, who prepared
the petition and negotiated a settlement but withdrew at the
cal endar call shortly before trial. Petitioner consented to
counsel’s withdrawal, and both parties agreed to go forward.)

The petition is internally inconsistent about unenpl oynent
conpensation that petitioner received. The petition alleges that
petitioner was unenpl oyed for part of 2006 and received
unenpl oynment conpensation during the period in which he was
unenpl oyed, acknow edges that unenpl oynment conpensation is
taxabl e, alleges that petitioner never actually received
unenpl oynment conpensati on, and asks the Court to determ ne that
he did not receive any unenpl oynent conpensation in 2006. From
his testinony, it appears that petitioner is disputing anmounts
not paid to himby the Connecticut Departnent of Labor, but his
testinony is unclear as to whether nonpaynent is attributable to

of fsets or suspension of his benefits.
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Al though it is certainly not apparent fromthe record what
occurred, if petitioner’s unenpl oynent conpensation was w thheld
or diverted to pay his debts he is still taxable on it. See,

e.g., Doose v. Comm ssioner, T.C Meno. 2010-18; Chanbers v.

Comm ssioner, T.C Meno. 2000-218 (and cases cited therein),

affd. 17 Fed. Appx. 688 (9th Cr. 2001). Petitioner acknow edges
hi s understanding of this general rule. H's argunent is that he

was entitled to receive fromthe Connecticut Departnent of Labor

nmore than anmounts properly withheld or diverted and nore than the
anounts reported to the IRS by the State.

The only thing clear fromthe record is that petitioner’s
claims do not fall within the Court’s jurisdiction. He wants an
expl anation of “where did the $6, 786 go?”. He indicates that he
has tried unsuccessfully to get that information el sewhere. Wth
his refusal to stipulate relevant facts and docunents, and the
i nconsistencies in his petition and his testinony, we are unable
even to specul ate about the answer to his question.

This Court has limted jurisdiction, which does not include
authority to resol ve disputes between a taxpayer and Federal or
State authorities arising in other contexts and only renotely
relevant to the determnation of a deficiency that is before us.

See, e.g., Kindred v. Comm ssioner, T.C Meno. 2010-107;

Hackworth v. Conmi ssioner, T.C. Mnop. 2004-173. In this case,

our limted jurisdiction is to determ ne whether petitioner has
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shown any error in the notice of deficiency. He has the burden
of show ng error, and he has not done so. See generally sec.
6201(d); Rule 142(a).

For the foregoing reasons,

Deci sion will be entered

for respondent.




