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CHI ECHI, Judge: This case was heard pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 7463 of the Internal Revenue Code in effect at
the time that the petition was filed.! The decision to be en-
tered is not reviewable by any other court, and this opinion

shoul d not be cited as authority.

Hereinafter, all section references are to the I|nternal
Revenue Code in effect for the year at issue.
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Respondent determ ned a deficiency in, and an accuracy-
rel ated penalty under section 6662(a) on, petitioner’s Federal
incone tax (tax) for his taxable year 2000 in the respective
amount s of $3,690 and $738.

The issue remaining for decision is whether the notice of
deficiency (notice) that respondent issued to petitioner with
respect to his taxable year 2000 is invalid. W hold that it is
not .

Backgr ound

Most of the facts have been stipulated and are so found.

Petitioner resided in Menphis, Tennessee, at the tine he
filed the petition in this case and at all other relevant tines.

Petitioner filed a tax return for his taxable year 2000
(2000 return). In the 2000 return, petitioner reported wages of
$9, 246, total Social Security benefits of $18,070, and taxable
Soci al Security benefits of $0 and cl ai mred two dependency exenp-
tions, the earned incone credit, and head of household filing
st at us.

Respondent’s office in Holtsville, New York, issued to
petitioner a notice relating to his taxable year 2000. In that
notice, respondent determ ned that petitioner did not have wages
of $9, 246 as reported in his 2000 return and that he is not
entitled to the two dependency exenptions, the earned incone

credit, and the head of household filing status that he clainmed
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in that return. Respondent further determned in the notice that
petitioner is liable for the accuracy-rel ated penalty under
section 6662(a).

Di scussi on

The only argunent that petitioner advanced at trial is that
the notice that respondent issued to himwth respect to his
t axabl e year 2000 is invalid because the office of respondent
whi ch issued that notice is located in Holtsville, New York, and
not in Menphis, Tennessee, where petitioner resided at al
relevant tinmes.2 W reject that argunent. There is no require-
ment in the Internal Revenue Code that the office of respondent
whi ch issues a notice to an individual taxpayer nust be | ocated

where such taxpayer |ives.

To reflect the foregoing,

Deci sion will be entered

for respondent.

2Petitioner expressly declined to advance any contentions or
argunents at trial with respect to the determ nations that
respondent nmade in the notice relating to his taxable year 2000.
We concl ude that petitioner has abandoned contesting such deter-
m nati ons.



