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Child poverty rates in cities across the country sit well above the
national average. In the 14 cities selected for this study, 10 have child
poverty rates exceeding 15 percent and six have child poverty rates
above 20 percent, even after accounting for the role of federal and
state Child Tax Credits in reducing poverty.

Local governments can create their own Child Tax Credits to
supplement the poverty-reducing effects of federal and state credits
and meaningfully reduce child poverty in their cities.

With the exception of Los Angeles and Oakland, a base credit of $1,000
or less would be sufficient to reduce child poverty by 25 percent across
the remaining localities in this study.

In 10 of these 14 cities, a credit that would reduce poverty by 25
percent when combined with federal and state credits costs less than 3
percent of the city's revenues. In most of the cities examined, costs for
achieving a 50 percent poverty reduction are less than 15 percent of
the city's governmental revenues, and in three of those cities, the total
cost is 5 percent or less.

With a local Child Tax Credit of ~$4,000 per child or less, 12 of 14
localities in this study could cut child poverty by 50 percent through
the combined effects of federal, state, and local credits. In seven of the
cities, the same reduction could be achieved with a credit of ~$3,000
per child or less.
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Local costs for achieving a 50 or 25 percent poverty reduction are
much lower for cities in states with robust state Child Tax Credits, such
as Minnesota. For example, it would cost Minneapolis less than $30
million to cut its baseline poverty levels by half when accounting for
state and federal credits.

Similarly, the local costs of achieving a 50 percent poverty reduction
would be markedly lower if the federal Child Tax Credit was expanded
as it was in 2021, and if children in lower- and moderate-income
families were eligible for the full increased federal credit.

Poverty reductions of the type that could be achieved with the policies suggested
in this paper would transform the lives of families with children in American cities.

3 | The Potential of Local Child Tax Credits to Reduce Child Poverty



Introduction

After falling to a record low of 5.2 percent in 2021, child poverty has since surged
back to pre-pandemic levels, reaching 13.4 percent in 2024." Child poverty hit its
record low in 2021 due to concerted policy choices, namely the expansion of the Child
Tax Credit, Economic Impact Payments, and other pandemic-related income supports.
As these income supports expired, however, high levels of child poverty reemerged.

As proven in 2021, high levels of child poverty are preventable. Federal and state
policies continue to reduce child poverty, but there is more that could be done. Since
the expiration of the federal Child Tax Credit expansion in 2022, many states have
expanded or created their own credits to help parents afford the costs of raising
children. Fifteen states currently provide Child Tax Credits. These vary widely in their
design and reach, but they all embody a commitment to helping families with children
through the tax code.??

Yet the combination of existing federal and state credits only do so much to reduce
child poverty and help families with their costs of living. Local governments can build
on federal and state policy, driving more substantial reductions in child poverty.* To
date, no city has implemented its own Child Tax Credit. This report documents how
local credits could further reduce child poverty and enhance families’ economic
security.

Our results suggest that complementing federal and state programs with local child
tax credits could substantially reduce child poverty. The options examined in this
report also provide the largest gains (as a share of income) to families at the bottom
of the income scale, with the bulk of the benefit going to families in the bottom 80
percent of the income distribution in each city (for details, see Appendix Tables A5
and A8). This would lessen existing inequities in state and local tax systems, which
are by and large regressive.®

Local governments have a track record of implementing ambitious policies that
support economic well-being. Cities have been early adopters of stronger minimum
wage ordinances, paid sick leave programs, guaranteed income pilots, and universal
preschool. Local policy efforts also often become models for broader state and
federal investments that build on local successes, and local governments that
establish Child Tax Credits could continue this tradition.®

In this report, we use data from 14 cities to show how local Child Tax Credits could
augment federal and state efforts to reduce child poverty and help families with the
costs of raising children. Specifically, we provide the size of local child credit needed
to cut child poverty by 25 percent and 50 percent when combined with federal and
state Child Tax Credits.
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Study Overview

We illustrate the promise
of local child tax credits by
analyzing their potential
effects on child poverty and
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7) Los Angeles, California

revenues in 14 select cities.

FIGURE 1
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Note: If a credit is refundable, taxpayers receive a refund for the portion of the credit that exceeds their income tax bill.
*Although Illinois has a credit called the “lllinois Child Tax Credit,” Illinois is not shaded because it is not a stand-alone child tax
credit in the traditional tax sense; rather, it is calculated as a percentage of the Illinois Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and is

only available to those already eligible for the EITC.

We selected cities with the largest populations and then focused on the 14 that
also have sufficient data on income and poverty in the U.S. Census Bureau's
American Community Survey (ACS) research files. These files include poverty
status measured using the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM).” Cities were
excluded for insufficient sample size because poverty rates did not benchmark

Washington D.C. had previously passed legislation to create a local CTC that would have provided eligible
families with a maximum credit of $420 per dependent child under the age of 6 starting in tax year 2025, but the

credit has since been excluded from the 2026 budget.
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well against other data sources, or because their political boundaries were
difficult to reconcile with Census data.” We also sought geographic diversity
across the country.

Any city or locality could design its own child credit, not just those highlighted
here. We model what it would take for a local credit to achieve a 25 or 50 percent
reduction in child poverty. There are two ways to think about how a city could hit
such targets.

J The first involves reducing the child poverty rate after the federal and any
state credits achieve whatever poverty reduction that they do. In other
words, the baseline poverty rate that we aim to cut in half is the current
poverty rate after accounting for federal and state credits. Using this
baseline, we find the local credit amount that cuts the poverty rate in half on
its own.

N

The second involves thinking of a local credit as supplementing the poverty
reduction that the federal and any state credits already achieve. In other
words, the baseline poverty rate that we aim to cut in half is the poverty rate
before any federal or state Child Tax Credits are accounted for. Here, we
identify the local credit amount that cuts the child poverty rate by half when
combined with existing federal and state credits.

The main results we present here use the latter thought experiment, conceiving
of a local credit as a supplement to federal and state policy. In Appendix A we
provide results following the first thought experiment listed above, showing the
credit values and costs that would achieve child poverty reduction targets from
a local credit alone. Costs and credit amounts under the first thought experiment
would be substantially higher than those under the second thought experiment
because poverty reduction effects in this case are solely attributable to the local
credit. Given the interplay between federal, state, and local policies, however, we
present costs and credit amounts under the second thought experiment in the
main sections of this report.

Cities that either did not benchmark well against other data sources, or posed challenges with regards to
geographic boundaries included Atlanta, Detroit, New Orleans, Miami, Pittsburgh, and Nashville.
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How Cities Could Administer
a Local CTC

Localities with their own or a state-level income : 3
tax system already have the infrastructure in . »
place to administer a local Child Tax Credit. These
systems allow cities and counties to coordinate with
state agencies, streamline delivery, and minimize
administrative barriers. New York City, for example,
provides a strong model: its Earned Income Credit

is integrated into the annual tax filing process, making it accessible for
residents who pay city income tax and have claimed the federal and state
EITCs. The city also partners with the IRS to identify residents who appear
eligible for the credit but have not claimed it, contact these residents, and
send them pre-filled amended tax return forms that can be submitted to
claim the local, state, and federal EITCs. Where state Child Tax Credits
already exist, local governments can similarly partner with state systems to
automatically deposit credits.

While not all localities have access to such infrastructure, they can draw
lessons from other programs that have successfully delivered direct cash
payments. For example, Cambridge, Massachusetts, and Chicago, Illinois,
used American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds to launch guaranteed income
pilots by partnering with community organizations and public benefit
corporations. These efforts show that even without tax-based systems,
cities and counties can build effective programs by creating standalone
application portals, leveraging IRS data-sharing agreements, and partnering
with community-based organizations, third-party administrators, or regional
service providers.

Regardless of the credit’s delivery mechanism (i.e., through the state’s
tax infrastructure or other means), outreach is critical to ensuring that all
eligible families receive a credit. Many eligible families may not file taxes
or may distrust government. Proactive, multilingual, community-based
strategies are essential to ensure these families receive the credit.
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Policy Design

Local Child Tax Credits, like Child Tax Credits at the state level® that are most
effective at reducing child poverty and inequality are guided by the following
principles:

@ Full Refundability: Children in families with no or low earnings are eligible for
the full credit.

@ Per-Child Benefits: The full credit is made available to children regardless of
family size or where they come in the birth order.

@ Indexed to Inflation: The value of the credit is indexed to inflation so as not
to erode the credit over time.

@ Young Child Bonus: A larger credit to children under age 6 is provided to
target additional resources at a critical period of child development when
the costs of raising children are often higher.

@ Monthly Payments: The credit is delivered in regular installments, rather
than a once-per-year lump sum.

@ Income Phaseouts: The same full credit is available to children in low- and
middle-income families. Weigh tradeoffs when considering if and when to
phase out the credit for higher earning families.

@ Inclusivity: Ideally, children are included in credit eligibility regardless of
immigration status. However, caution should be used given recent drastic
shifts in policy that have fundamentally changed the nature of immigrants’
relationship with the tax code and tax filing.®

Each design choice has different implications for both costs and anti-poverty
potential. Past research has demonstrated that Child Tax Credits that are fully
refundable, inclusive of a wide range of recipients, and that provide families
with large credit amounts have the highest potential to reduce child poverty.’® A
universal Child Tax Credit would help the most children and be administratively
efficient, but of course it would be more costly. If revenues don't allow for that
broad of a credit, lawmakers can raise more revenue or target the credit more
carefully.
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In the context of these competing budgetary priorities, lawmakers can consider
a number of options to reduce costs while still making a dent in poverty. For
example, localities can adjust the income level at which the credit begins to
phase out. Setting a lower income threshold would leave out middle- or higher-
income families, but would allow lawmakers to target resources towards
families with the lowest incomes. Local credits can also be limited to children
under 6 given the importance of early childhood development and the higher
costs of raising younger children (e.g., child care)." And, of course, localities
can begin with smaller credits. Future expansions can follow naturally from
these design choices, as lawmakers can increase the size of the credits, or raise
phaseout thresholds or the age of eligibility to expand access.

Given these tensions between cost and efficacy, we present results under two
different design scenarios:

© More universal approach: The credit begins to phase out when incomes rise
above $110,000 for joint filers and $75,000 for heads of household at a rate
of 5 percent per dollar of income above these thresholds.

© More targeted approach: The credit phases out at a relatively low level of
income and at a higher rate — specifically, one that mirrors the structure
of the federal EITC for families with three or more dependents. Under this
structure, the credit would begin to phase out at a rate of 21.06 percent at
the point where families with three or more dependents are no longer eligible
for the federal EITC ($61,555 for heads of household and $68,675 for joint
filers in tax year 2025). This results in a more targeted credit that would
still provide a full local Child Tax Credit to children in the lowest-income
households.

Under both credit designs, we also provide a 20 percent bonus in the credit
amount for children under the age of 6. In this report, we provide estimates of
the local Child Tax Credit values necessary for achieving 25 percent and 50
percent reductions in local child poverty under both design options.

Overview of Federal Child Tax Credits

Since its establishment in 1997, the federal Child Tax Credit has played an
increasingly important role in reducing child poverty and helping families with
the costs of raising children.’? Several recent changes to the federal Child
Tax Credit have highlighted important design features and their role in either

These thresholds mirror the original federal Child Tax Credit income phase-out from 1997. This threshold
remained in place until the temporary increase under the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (TCJA) that expanded
eligibility for the full credit to families with up to $400,000 in income, which was since made permanent.
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increasing or reducing its antipoverty potential. Before the 2017 tax law was
enacted, the maximum credit was $1,000. The refundable portion, which is the
part that benefits working low-income people who pay federal payroll taxes but
do not earn enough to owe federal income tax, was restricted to a percentage
of earnings above a set threshold. This generally meant that low-wage workers
with children, the people who needed it the most, usually could not receive the
full credit.

The 2017 tax law increased the maximum credit from $1,000 to $2,000. This
made it much more effective at boosting income for the families who were
eligible for the full credit. However, many children in the most financially
vulnerable families were excluded from the full credit. Policymakers capped the
refundable part of the credit below the full $2,000 that other families could get
and retained an earnings requirement, limiting the credit for those who needed
it most. As a result of these two limits, one-third of children were ineligible for
the full credit when the law was passed because their family’s income was too
low.™ The 2017 law also barred children without Social Security numbers from
receiving the credit.

The temporary expansion to the federal Child Tax Credit under the 2021
American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) boosted credit amounts substantially and
made the full credit available to families with the lowest incomes. This played a
significant role in the child poverty rate falling to a record low of 5.2 percent in
2021.1415

With the expiration of the expanded Child Tax Credit in 2022, the federal credit
reverted to its current structure based on parameters set in the 2017 tax law.
Recent research has found that one in four children under the age of 17 were
ineligible for the full credit in 2023 because their family income was too low.®

With the 2017 tax law set to expire at the end of 2025, a flurry of proposals that
would modify the federal Child Tax Credit were put forth in the months leading
up to the passage of the tax and spending bill — also known as OBBBA'”— that
was signed into law on July 4. OBBBA increases the maximum credit amount
from $2,000 to $2,200, but keeps the refundable portion of the credit capped (at
$1,700 in 2025), though both maximum credit values are permanently indexed
to inflation. OBBBA also makes permanent the credit’s earnings requirement. As
a result, the one in four children previously ineligible for the full credit because
their family income was not high enough to qualify fully — totaling 17 million
children nationally — see no gain in their Child Tax Credit under the new law.
Further, 2 million children in moderate-income families only partially benefit from
the credit increase because their family income is too low to qualify for the full
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benefit.’® In addition, OBBBA makes permanent the ban on children receiving the
credit if they do not have a Social Security number and expands that restriction
by requiring children to have at least one parent or guardian with a Social
Security number as well."®

These changes to the federal Child Tax Credit will take effect immediately,
meaning these rules will govern families’ credits when filing their 2025 federal
income taxes in the spring of 2026 (based on their 2025 income). In Figure 1, we
show the Child Tax Credit that a married, joint-filing family with two children will
qualify for in 2025 based on the new law versus previous law.

FIGURE 2

Child Tax Credit Structure for a Married, Joint-Filing
Family With Two Children in 2025: OBBBA Vs.
Pre-OBBBA Policy

Pre-OBBBA Child Tax Credit —— OBBBA Child Tax Credit
$6,000
= Needs $41,500 to qualify for
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Adjusted gross income (2025 dollars)

Note: In this example, Adjusted Gross Income (AGIl) and earned income are equivalent. The income needed to gain
access to the full Child Tax Credit may be different for families who have, for example, both ordinary income and
capital income. Tax liabilities used to determine the value of a families’ Child Tax Credit calculated according to
2025 tax parameters. Results also reflect the $1,500 increase in the standard deduction for joint filers and $1,125
increase for head of household filers included in OBBBA for 2025. Some families may receive a smaller Child Tax
Credit under OBBBA compared to pre-OBBBA policy because of the change to the standard deduction.

Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, Columbia Center on Poverty and Social Policy, 2025
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Under OBBBA, this new Child Tax Credit structure will be implemented at the
same time that cuts to other programs including SNAP and Medicaid take effect.
For many families, these cuts will undermine and vastly exceed any gains from
the modest Child Tax Credit expansion described above.?° Because the federal
credit will retain the same earnings requirements and refundability structure, the
families with the lowest incomes will continue to be ineligible for the full credit
under the new law. Overall, more than one in four children will be ineligible for
the full credit because their family income is not high enough for them to qualify
fully."

Overview of State Child Tax Credits

States are increasingly investing in Child Tax Credits. The goals of state credits
vary, but they generally build on the federal credit and can augment the federal
credit’s antipoverty potential while also redressing regressivity in state and local
tax codes. Momentum around these credits has grown steadily since ARPA
temporarily expanded the federal Child Tax Credit in 2021.22 In just the past five
years, many states have created or expanded their own credits. In 2020, only six
states had CTCs and most were small and nonrefundable.?® In 2025, 14 states
have CTCs, with many credits exceeding $1,000 per qualifying child, and Georgia
is set to enact one next year.?* Not all 15 state CTCs are the same, and some

are far more generous and wide-reaching than others. Four states — Georgia,
Utah, Arizona, and Idaho — have enacted nonrefundable credits that do not reach
the lowest-income families, while some states have fully refundable credits of
$1,000 or more per child.?*

Results

Our main results show what size a local Child Tax Credit would need to be

to reduce child poverty by 25 percent and 50 percent when we consider the
potential credit as a supplement to existing federal and state policies. For
example, if the federal Child Tax Credit and a state’s credit reduce child poverty
by 20 percent, we ask what size a local credit would need to be to increase
that poverty reduction from 20 to 25 or 50 percent. The baseline poverty rates
against which we measure poverty reduction are therefore the poverty rates

in each locality before accounting for the effect of any Child Tax Credit policy
(federal and state) on the poverty rate. We begin by discussing baseline poverty
rates in the cities we are studying, the effects of federal and state Child Tax
Credits on child poverty in these cities, and the target rates corresponding to

a 25 percent and 50 percent reduction in child poverty for each city. We then
present the size of local Child Tax Credits needed to reach this target.?®
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Figure 3 presents, for each city in our study:?’

© (1) the baseline child poverty rate before accounting for the effects of federal
and state Child Tax Credit policies (gray bar)

© (2) the child poverty rate after accounting for federal and state Child Tax
Credits (blue bar), which also represents the actual poverty rate for each
city in our data

© (3) the target child poverty rate (green bar) that corresponds with a 25
percent reduction relative to the child poverty rate before accounting for
federal and state Child Tax Credits (as shown in the gray bar)

© (4) the target child poverty rate (yellow bar) that corresponds with a 50
percent reduction relative to the child poverty rate before accounting for
federal and state Child Tax Credits.

Note that Figure 3 also identifies those cities where there is no state Child Tax
Credit. In these cities, children are eligible only for the federal credit, and the blue
bar in each panel shows the relative impact of this policy alone. Poverty rates in
Figure 3 are measured using the Supplemental Poverty Measure in the American
Community Survey, as described in Appendix B.

Figure 3 underscores the important role federal* and state Child Tax Credits play
in reducing child poverty, while also showing that poverty remains widespread
despite these policies. In 10 of the 14 cities examined, more than 20 percent (or
1in 5) children are living in poverty before counting federal and state credits.
After factoring in federal and state credits, six of these 14 cities still have child
poverty rates of 20 percent or higher, and 12 have child poverty rates above 10
percent.

Figure 3 also shows that the effects of federal and state credits on poverty
are not uniform across cities. These policies, for example, reduce the poverty
rate by 4 percentage points in Phoenix (from 21 percent to 17 percent) but by
10 percentage points in Denver (from 22 percent to 12 percent). This variation
stems not only from differences in state policies, but also from cross-city
differences in cost of living, average incomes, and local demographics such
as the average family size. Additionally, in three of the 14 cities (Denver,
Jacksonville, and Minneapolis), the combination of federal and state credits
(where available) already achieves the 25 percent poverty reduction target.

Note that the federal Child Tax Credit was recently changed under OBBBA, which was passed in July 2025. The
federal credit examined here reflects the changes instituted under this new law. This version of the federal Child
Tax Credit requires dependent children and at least one parent to have a Social Security Number in order to claim
the credit. Our model does not account for immigration status, which may result in overestimates of the federal
credit's poverty reduction effects.
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FIGURE 3

Child Poverty Rates And Target Poverty Reduction

By Locality
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The Denver, Colorado figures include the Family Affordability Tax Credit (FATC), which is only available when certain revenue
conditions are met each year. Prior to tax year 2024, the Colorado state CTC existed as a percent match of the federal CTC.

2The New York City credit is modeled in its expanded form for tax year 2026.

Source: Authors' analysis of reweighted 2018, 2019, and 2022 American Community Survey data, including variables related
to the Supplemental Poverty Measure developed by Fox, Pacas, and Glassman (2020) and retrieved via IPUMS (Ruggles et

al. 2025). Data from the peak years of the COVID-19 pandemic were excluded because they are less reflective of experiences
today, and many of the policy expansions from those years are no longer in effect. Poverty measured using the Supplemental
Poverty Measure. Children are defined as persons under the age of 18.
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Why are the antipoverty effects of state Child Tax Credits so different?

A number of state CTC design choices have a direct bearing on the extent to which
credits reduce child poverty. In particular, the policies that have the most potential to
lift children out of poverty tend to be those that:
* Provide substantial credit amounts to eligible families
* Are available to both younger and older children
* Ensure that families with the lowest incomes received the full credit (i.e., are fully
refundable)
* Do not phase out completely until higher in the income distribution (i.e., families
with incomes below $50,000 — or roughly 60 percent of median income — are
eligible for at least a partial credit)

The policies in both Minnesota and Colorado reflect these design choices. Minnesota’s
Child Tax Credit provides $1,750 per dependent child under the age of 18 and is
combined with a Working Family Tax Credit that provides an additional bonus for older
children. Similarly, Colorado’s Child Tax Credit provides $1,200 per dependent child
under the age of 6 and, when available, the Family Affordability Tax credit provides an
additional $3,730 per child under age 6 and $2,454 per child ages 6-17. The policies
in both Minnesota and Colorado are also fully refundable and phase out higher in the
income distribution, meaning that nearly all children in poverty are able to benefit from
these policies in their respective states.

As aresult, these stand out among state Child Tax Credits in their ability to reduce
poverty as they provide substantial credit amounts to the majority of children in
poverty, regardless of age. Other states, in comparison, provide smaller credit amounts,
may only be available to younger children, may not be fully refundable, or may not
reach the majority of children in poverty, culminating in smaller antipoverty effects.

Figure 4 presents the relative poverty reduction resulting from both the federal
and state Child Tax Credits by locality, further highlighting the federal credit’s
varying impacts and the substantial differences driven by the presence and size
of additional state credits. State credits are projected to reduce child poverty by
nearly 25 percent in Denver and Minneapolis, but by less than 5 percent in New
York City, and less than 1 percent in Chicago, Baltimore, and Los Angeles.?® The
larger relative effect of the Colorado and Minnesota credits compared to those

in other states reflects the fact that these credits are both larger and available
to a wider range of children.®' Of course, state credits have no effect in localities
where there is no state credit.
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FIGURE 4

How Much Do Federal and State Child Tax Credits Reduce
Child Poverty in Each Locality?

[l Federal CTC poverty reduction [ |State CTC poverty reduction

Washington, DC
Oakland, CA
Los Angeles, CA
Baltimore, MD
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Chicago, IL
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Phoenix, AZ
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Charlotte, NC

Jacksonville, FL

Denver, CO?

Minneapolis, MN
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Total poverty reduction

1The New York City credit is modeled in its expanded form for tax year 2026.

2The Colorado state credit considers the state's Child Tax Credit and Family Affordability Tax Credit (FATC). The FATC is only
available in years when certain revenue conditions are met.

Source: Authors' analysis of reweighted 2018, 2019, and 2022 American Community Survey data, including variables related
to the Supplemental Poverty Measure developed by Fox, Pacas, and Glassman (2020) and retrieved via IPUMS (Ruggles et
al. 2025). Data from the peak years of the COVID-19 pandemic were excluded because they are less reflective of experiences
today, and many of the policy expansions from those years are no longer in effect. See Appendix B for details on individual
state-level Child Tax Credit policies. Children are defined as persons under the age of 18.

What is needed from local Child Tax Credits to meaningfully reduce child poverty
beyond what is accomplished by federal and state policies? Figure 5 presents
(1) the local credit amounts needed to cut child poverty in each locality by 25
percent — to the first target rates in Figure 3 — when combined with the federal
and state credits, and (2) the additional reduction in poverty that would be
associated with the local credit. Note that, following the principles outlined
earlier, we assume that young children would receive a larger credit than older
children (with the credit for younger children amounting to 1.2x the older child
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credit). A base credit of $1,500 or less would be enough to cut child poverty by 25
percent across all localities in combination with state and federal credits. In fact,
with the exception of Los Angeles and Oakland, a base credit of $1,000 or less
would be sufficient for a 25 percent reduction across the remaining localities in
this study. Notably, when combined, state and federal credits reduce child poverty
by close to or even more than 25 percent in a number of localities (Jacksonville,
Denver, and Minneapolis).

FIGURE 5

Local Credit Amounts Needed to Cut Child Poverty By 25
Percent in Each Locality Under a More Universal Design

Combined effect of federal, state, and local Child Tax Credits

[l Federal CTC []State CTC [l Local CTC
poverty reduction poverty reduction poverty reduction

With local older/younger
CTC amounts of:

Washington, DC 12% 13% $800/$960
Oakland, CA 13% 12% $1,200/$1,440
Los Angeles, CA 13% 12% $1,400/51,680
Baltimore, MD 16% | 9% $800/$960
Philadelphia, PA 17% 8% $1,000/51,200
Chicago, IL 17% [ ss00/5720
Houston, TX 18% 7% $600/5720
Phoenix, AZ 21% CLZ $300/$360
Seattle, WA 21% ZLZN $200/$240
New York City, NY' 17% | B s400/3480

Charlotte, NC 23% -4 $100/5120

25%+ reduction achieved

. 0,
Jacksonville, FL 28% through federal CTC

‘ 25%+ reduction achieved
through federal/state CTCs

‘ 25%+ reduction achieved
through federal/state CTCs

Denver, CO2 21%

Minneapolis, MN 22%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Total poverty reduction

1The New York City credit is modeled in its expanded form for tax year 2026.

2The Colorado state credit includes the state’s Child Tax Credit and Family Affordability Tax Credit (FATC). The FATC is only
available when certain revenue conditions are met each year.

Note: Local Child Tax Credit amounts presented in this figure are based on the more universal credit structure design, although
credit amounts under the targeted structure only vary slightly for a few localities. See Appendix A for credit amounts needed
under the more targeted structure, and Appendix B for details on individual state-level Child Tax Credit policies.

Source: Authors' analysis of reweighted 2018, 2019, and 2022 American Community Survey data, including variables related

to the Supplemental Poverty Measure developed by Fox, Pacas, and Glassman (2020) and retrieved via IPUMS (Ruggles et al.
2025). Data from the peak years of the COVID-19 pandemic were excluded because they are less reflective of experiences today,
and many of the policy expansions from those years are no longer in effect. Children are defined as persons under the age of 18.
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Figure 6 provides the credits needed to achieve the 50 percent reduction in child
poverty. We find that, with the exception of Oakland and Los Angeles, a base
credit of $4,000 per child or less would enable all localities to achieve the target
50 percent reduction in child poverty. In seven of the cities, such a reduction
could be achieved with a base per child credit of $3,000 or less.

The results in Figure 6 also show how the combined effects of federal and state
Child Tax Credits have a direct bearing on how much localities would need to
supplement them to achieve a 50 percent reduction in poverty. For example,
because federal and state credits have relatively small effects in Oakland, a
local credit in this locality would need to be more than $5,000 to cut poverty by
an additional 37 percent and achieve a 50 percent reduction in child poverty. In
contrast, in localities like Minneapolis that benefit from both the federal policy
and an expansive state policy, a local credit would only need to be around
$500 to cut poverty by an additional 3 percent to reach the 50 percent target.
This highlights the importance of robust state child credits for helping local
governments meaningfully reduce their city’s often high child poverty rates.
Expansions to the federal Child Tax Credit akin to those in place in 2021 would
also significantly reduce poverty in cities across the country. With such an
expansion, the local credits needed to achieve these poverty reduction targets
would be markedly lower.
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FIGURE 6

Local Credit Amounts Needed to Cut Child Poverty By 50
Percent in Each Locality Under a More Universal Design

Combined effect of federal, state, and local Child Tax Credits

[l Federal CTC []State CTC [ Local CTC
poverty reduction poverty reduction poverty reduction
With local older/younger
CTC amounts of:
Washington, DC 12% 38% $3,000/$3,600
Oakland, CA 13% 37% $5,100/56,120
Los Angeles, CA 13% I 37% $4,300/$5,160

Baltimore, MD 16% 34% $3,800/$4,560
Philadelphia, PA 17% 33% $3,700/54,440
Chicago, IL 17% 32% $3,200/$3,840
Houston, TX 18% 32% $3,000/$3,600
Phoenix, AZ 21% 29% $2,500/$3,000
Seattle, WA 21% 29% $3,900/$4,680

New York City, NY' 17% 4% 28% $3,300/$3,960
Charlotte, NC 23% 27% $2,400/5$2,880

Jacksonville, FL 28% 22% $2,600/$3,120

Denver, CO2 21% L2 $900/$1,080

Minneapolis, MN 22% L7 $500/$600

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Total poverty reduction

The New York City credit is modeled in its expanded form for tax year 2026.

2The Colorado state credit includes the state's Child Tax Credit and Family Affordability Tax Credit (FATC). The FATC is only
available when certain revenue conditions are met each year.

Note: Local Child Tax Credit amounts presented in this figure are based on the more universal credit structure design, although
credit amounts under the targeted structure only vary slightly for a few localities. See Appendix A for credit amounts needed
under the more targeted structure, and Appendix B for details on individual state-level Child Tax Credit policies.

Source: Authors' analysis of reweighted 2018, 2019, and 2022 American Community Survey data, including variables related

to the Supplemental Poverty Measure developed by Fox, Pacas, and Glassman (2020) and retrieved via IPUMS (Ruggles et al.
2025). Data from the peak years of the COVID-19 pandemic were excluded because they are less reflective of experiences today,
and many of the policy expansions from those years are no longer in effect. Children are defined as persons under the age of 18.
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Denver, Colorado Highlight: The Role of the Family Affordability Tax Credit

In 2024, Colorado established two
new tax credits for children: the

Colorado Child Tax Credit and the
Colorado Family Affordability Tax
Credit (FATC). The Colorado Child

Tax Credit provides families with up

to $1,200 per child for their young
children (under age 6), while the
FATC is available to children of all
ages and is higher in value ($3,730
per child under age 6 and $2,454
per child ages 6-17). However,
the FATC is only distributed when
state surplus revenue exceeds
predetermined targets.®? Results
in the main body of this report
(Figures 3 - 5) assume that
Colorado is meeting its revenue
targets and that families are
eligible for both the states’ Child
Tax Credit and FATC. If, however,
the state does not meet these
revenue targets, the cumulative
effect of federal and state Child
Tax Credits would be smaller in
Colorado, and Denver would need
to provide a larger local credit to
achieve a 50 percent reduction in
child poverty.

Figure A shows that in this
alternative scenario, the poverty
rate after including the federal
and Colorado Child Tax Credit,
but without that FATC, would be
17 percent — about 5 percentage

FIGURE A

Poverty Rates and Target Poverty
Reduction in Denver With and Without the
Family Affordability Tax Credit

D Poverty rate excluding federal and state CTCs
. Poverty rate including federal and state CTCs

D Target - 50% reduction of poverty rate
excluding federal and state CTCs

Denver, CO Denver, CO
With FATC Without FATC
22% 22%

17%
1%

FIGURE B

Local Credit Amounts to Cut Child Poverty
By 50 Percent In Denver, Colorado

Combined effect of federal, state, and local Child Tax Credits

[l Federal CTC
poverty reduction

State CTC
poverty reduction

[ Local CTC
poverty reduction

With local older/
younger CTC
amounts of:

$900/51,080

$2,900/$3,480

Denver, CO
with FATC

Denver, CO
without FATC

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Source: Authors' analysis of reweighted 2018, 2019, and 2022 American Community Survey
data, including variables related to the Supplemental Poverty Measure developed by Fox,
Pacas, and Glassman (2020) and retrieved via IPUMS (Ruggles et al. 2025). Data from the peak
years of the COVID-19 pandemic were excluded because they are less reflective of experiences
today, and many of the policy expansions from those years are no longer in effect. Children are
defined as persons under the age of 18.

points higher than the poverty rate with the FATC. Figure B shows that Denver
would need a $2,900 per child credit to reach the target 50 percent reduction
when FATC is not fully funded versus a $900 per child credit when it is.
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In eight of the 14 cities examined, the cost for achieving a 50 percent poverty
reduction is less than 15 percent of city revenues, and in three of those cities,
the total cost is 5 percent or less. When pursuing a 25 percent poverty reduction,
the costs are far less; costs are less than 3 percent of the city revenues in ten
out of 14 cities and less than 1 percent in a handful of cities. In cities with
smaller operating budgets and/or higher child poverty rates, Child Tax Credits
can be designed to better meet budget windows. However, smaller credits will
result in lower child poverty reduction.®®

Table 1 presents the cost
estimates for the local Child
Tax Credits that would achieve
the child poverty reductions
presented in Figure 3, assuming
that the local credit would

be more widely available to
children in the cities examined.3*
Variation in costs across cities
is attributable to differences in
population size and composition
as well as income distribution,
among other factors. Table

3 in Appendix A presents

the cost estimates for both
baseline poverty rates for each
city (i.e., the first and second
thought experiments discussed
previously). Table 4 in Appendix
A presents corresponding cost
estimates for credits that have
the same maximum values, but
are more targeted to children

in lower- and moderate-income
families.

TABLE 1

Cost Estimates for Local Child Tax
Credits Assuming Wide Availability

Cost to reduce poverty before
accounting for state and federal CTCs

City 25% reduction 50% reduction
Baltimore, MD $83.6M $425.2M
Charlotte, NC $15.1M $407.1M
Chicago, IL $248.6M $1.5B
Denver, CO - $83.6M
Denver, CO (Without FATC)* $26.8M $294.1M
Houston, TX $285.0M $1.5B
Jacksonville, FL = $531.9M
Los Angeles, CA $857.7M $2.9B
Minneapolis, MN = $28.7M
25 %6 match of federal creclt) $946.5M 5.6
S sszzim ss1e
Oakland, CA $74.1IM $354.5M
Philadelphia, PA $287.8M $1.2B
Phoenix, AZ $103.4M $931.3M
Seattle, WA $8.1M $237.4M
Washington, D.C. $74.5M $300.3M

*Denver (No FATC): The Family Affordability Tax Credit is a refundable credit for
Colorado residents with children under 17, with income limits. Due to a projected
decrease in state revenue, stemming in part from federal policy changes, the FATC
may be eliminated for the 2026 and 2027 tax years. This row demonstrates the costs
needed assuming the FATC is not funded.

**New York City (Expanded CTC): New York has expanded its state child tax credit for
Tax Year 2026. The expanded credit is set to sunset after Tax Year 2028.

Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, Columbia Center on Poverty and

Social Policy, 2025
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Conclusion

This report assesses how local Child Tax Credits could supplement federal and
state credits to reduce child poverty. We examined how large a local credit would
need to be to reach specified poverty-reduction targets and the costs of such
credits.

While federal and state Child Tax Credits play an important role in reducing
child poverty, much can still be done to reduce child poverty in cities across the
country. This is especially true given the inequities resulting from the design of
the federal credit. Many children across demographic groups are helped by the
child tax credit but others are left behind because of design flaws that could
easily be corrected. Black and Hispanic children are disproportionately ineligible
for the full federal credit, as are younger children, children with single parents,
children in poorer families, and children in larger families.3 Local governments
have a critical role to play in reducing child poverty and filling the gaps left by
existing state and federal policies with local credits. Local Child Tax Credits
could provide large tax cuts (as a percentage of income) to families at the
bottom of the income scale, lessening the overall regressivity of state and local
tax systems.

The size and cost of credits needed to cut child poverty by half vary by city

but are substantially lower when a city is located in a state with a robust Child
Tax Credit, such as Minnesota and Colorado. Even where state policies fall
short, local governments can still act on their own to create local credits and
meaningfully reduce poverty. Cities have long been early adopters of policies
that advance equity and broad-based economic security, including stronger
minimum wage ordinances, paid sick leave programs, guaranteed income pilots,
and universal preschool. Cities should also consider local Child Tax Credits as

a powerful policy tool that not only benefits individual households and local
economies, but can also inspire broader state and federal action.
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Appendix A. Supplementary Results

Appendix Table A1l

Local Child Tax Credit amounts needed for reducing child poverty

by 25 percent and 50 percent in combination with state and federal

Child Tax Credits in each locality under a more universal design

City

25% child poverty reduction

Credit for kids

Credit for kids

50% child poverty reduction

Credit for kids

Credit for kids

aged 6-17 under 6 aged 6-17 under 6
Baltimore, MD $800 $960 $3,800 $4,560
Charlotte, NC $100 $120 $2,400 $2,880
Chicago, IL $600 $720 $3,200 $3,840
Denver, CO $0 $0 $900 $1,080
Denver, CO (Without FATC) $300 $360 $2,900 $3,480
Houston, TX $600 $720 $3,000 $3,600
Jacksonville, FL $0 $0 $2,600 $3,120
Los Angeles, CA $1,400 $1,680 $4,300 $5,160
Minneapolis, MN $O $0 $500 $600
?ls?;ngerC?ai?‘I”/oNr:atch of federal credit) 5700 5840 93,600 $4:320
?le?(‘[’)va:gfrekdiit?t,eNCYTC in TY 2026) A AL SEEILE SELEL
Oakland, CA $1,200 $1,440 $5,100 $6,120
Philadelphia, PA $1,000 $1,200 $3,700 $4,440
Phoenix, AZ $300 $360 $2,500 $3,000
Seattle, WA $200 $240 $3,900 $4,680
Washington, D.C. $800 $960 $3,000 $3,600

Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, Columbia Center on Poverty and Social Policy, 2025
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Appendix Table A2

Local Child Tax Credit amounts needed for reducing child poverty by

25 percent and 50 percent when poverty reduction is exclusively
driven by local Child Tax Credits after federal and state Child Tax
Credits have already been accounted for in baseline poverty rates

City

25% child poverty reduction

Credit for kids

Credit for kids

50% child poverty reduction

Credit for kids

Credit for kids

aged 6-17 under 6 aged 6-17 under 6
Baltimore, MD $2,200 $2,640 $5,100 $6,120
Charlotte, NC $1,700 $2,040 $3,800 $4,560
Chicago, IL $1,900 $2,280 $4,700 $5,640
Denver, CO $2,000 $2,400 $5,000 $6,000
Denver, CO (Without FATC) $2,100 $2,520 $4,600 $5,520
Houston, TX $2,000 $2,400 $4,400 $5,280
Jacksonville, FL $2,100 $2,520 $4,700 $5,640
Los Angeles, CA $2,400 $2,880 $5,300 $6,360
Minneapolis, MN $2,500 $3,000 $4,700 $5,640
(’\;?;ng;léii;&NrrTatch of federal credit) 52,300 52,760 $5:300 56360
gigaﬁ?irekd?tg"eNCYTC in TY 2026) 52100 52,520 35100 36,120
Oakland, CA $2,500 $3,000 $6,700 $8,040
Philadelphia, PA $2,200 $2,640 $4,400 $5,280
Phoenix, AZ $1,600 $1,920 $4,000 $4,800
Seattle, WA $1,900 $2,280 $5,000 $6,000
Washington, D.C. $1,700 $2,040 $3,600 $4,320

Note: Local Child Tax Credit amounts are the same under both the more universal and targeted credit structures when the

baseline poverty rates already include the effects of state and federal Child Tax Credits.

Source: Authors' analysis of reweighted 2018, 2019, and 2022 American Community Survey data, including variables related

to the Supplemental Poverty Measure developed by Fox, Pacas, and Glassman (2020) and retrieved via IPUMS (Ruggles et al.
2025). Data from the peak years of the COVID-19 pandemic were excluded because they are less reflective of experiences today,
and many of the policy expansions from those years are no longer in effect. Children are defined as persons under the age of 18.
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Appendix Table A3

Cost Estimates for Local Child Tax Credits Assuming Wide Availability

This table presents the cost estimates under both structures when the baseline poverty
rate for each city includes the value of state and federal Child Tax Credits, with poverty

reduction being measured from this lower baseline rate, and when the baseline poverty
rate for each city does not include the value of state and federal Child Tax Credits.

Cost to reduce poverty after
accounting for state and federal CTCs

Cost to reduce poverty before
accounting for state and federal CTCs

City 25% reduction 50% reduction 25% reduction 50% reduction
Baltimore, MD $239.3M $580.5M $83.6M $425.2M
Charlotte, NC $281.6M $670.7M $15.1M $407.1M
Chicago, IL $846.6M $2.27B $248.6M $1.5B
Denver, CO $195.1M $547.2M - $83.6M
Denver, CO (Without FATC)* $205.7M $497.4M $26.8M $294.1M
Houston, TX $1.0B $2.3B $285.0M $1.5B
Jacksonville, FL $424.1M $1.0B - $531.9M
Los Angeles, CA $1.5B $3.6B $857.7M $2.98
Minneapolis, MN $157.8M $321.4M = $28.7M
?tz‘;Vng;'é f,:t¥'YN2YO(Zegff*"ded $318 $8.2B $522.1M $5.18
Oakland, CA $162.5M $479.2M $74.IM $354.5M
Philadelphia, PA $666.8M $1.4B $287.8M $1.2B
Phoenix, AZ $582.3M $1.5B $103.4M $931.3M
Seattle, WA $97.2M $328.2M $8.1M $237.4M
Washington, D.C. $164.2M $365.9M $74.5M $300.3M

*Denver (No FATC): The Family Affordability Tax Credit is a refundable credit for Colorado residents with children under 17, with
income limits. Due to a projected decrease in state revenue, stemming in part from federal policy changes, the FATC may be
eliminated for the 2026 and 2027 tax years. This row demonstrates the costs needed assuming the FATC is not funded.

**New York City (Expanded CTC): New York has expanded its state child tax credit for Tax Year 2026. The expanded credit is set

to sunset after Tax Year 2028.

Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, Columbia Center on Poverty and Social Policy, 2025
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Appendix Table A4

Cost Estimates for Local Child Tax Credits Assuming Targeted Availability

This table presents cost estimates for credits that have the same maximum values
mentioned above, but are more targeted to children in lower- and moderate-income
families. Under this structure, this credit would begin to phase out at a rate of 21.06

percent at the point where families with three or more dependents are no longer eligible
for the federal EITC ($61,555 for heads of household and $68,675 for joint filers in tax year
2025). This results in a more targeted credit that would still provide a full local Child Tax
Credit to children in the lowest-income households.

Baseline Includes State and Federal CTCs

Baseline Excludes State and Federal CTCs

City Tarqete.d - Tarqete_d - Tarqete.d - Targete'd -

25% Reduction 50% Reduction 25% Reduction 50% Reduction
Baltimore, MD $2111M $509.0M $93.8M $373.1M
Charlotte, NC $227.0M $533.8M $12.6M $326.3M
Chicago, IL $680.1M $1.8B $208.1M $1.2B
Denver, CO $158.4M $420.0M - $69.1M
Denver, CO (Without FATC)* $166.7M $383.7M $22.8M $234.2M
Houston, TX $838.9M $1.98 $243.0M $1.3B
Jacksonville, FL $346.4M $817.7M c $450.9M
Los Angeles, CA $1.22B $2.9B $691.5M $2.3B
Minneapolis, MN $131.2M $254.0M = $25.5M
ON;,V;', ;‘;;koi'ftey clfglr:l(izé?t)cm * $3.08 $7.98 $768.9M $5.08
?tg‘?;?;g I.%itTy;/ ggz(gff”ded $2.78 $7.58 $423.1M $4.58
Oakland, CA $126.5M $377.8M $61.8M $279.0M
Philadelphia, PA $544.0M $1.1B $241.2M $937.7M
Phoenix, AZ $489.4M $1.28B $86.5M $7791M
Seattle, WA $55.9M $171.9M $5.3M $127.4M
Washington, D.C. $144.5M $315.2M $65.5M $260.3M

*Denver (No FATC): The Family Affordability Tax Credit is a refundable credit for Colorado residents with children under 17, with
income limits. Due to a projected decrease in state revenue, stemming in part from federal policy changes, the FATC may be

eliminated for the 2026 and 2027 tax years. This row demonstrates the costs needed assuming the FATC is not funded.

**New York City (Expanded CTC): New York has expanded its state child tax credit for Tax Year 2026. The expanded credit is set
to sunset after Tax Year 2028.
Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, Columbia Center on Poverty and Social Policy, 2025
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Appendix Table A5

Tax Change by Income Group for 50% Poverty Reduction When Baseline
Excludes Federal and State Credits

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group

City Income group Low High | Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $22,338 -12.20% -12.20% 22.84% 26.03%

Second 20% $22,339 | $42,603 -5.17% -5.17% 26.79% 30.52%

Baltimore, MD Middle 20% $42,604 $70,862 -3.49% -3.48% 30.60% 34.77%
Fourth 20% | $70,863 | $126,632 -0.89% -0.46% 13.45% 8.01%

Top 20% | $126,633 | And Above -0.15% 0.00% 5.91% 0.19%

Bottom 20% $0 $25,658 -1.45% “1.45% 2712% 33.83%

Second 20% $25,659 $48,076 -3.12% -3.12% 28.40% 35.43%

Charlotte, NC Middle 20% $48,077 $80,439 1.42% -1.31% 22.33% 25.67%
Fourth 20% $80,440 $135,212 -0.58% -0.12% 15.45% 3.95%

Top 20% $135,213 | And Above -0.07% 0.00% 5.99% 0.23%

Bottom 20% $0 $24,588 -8.34% -8.34% 22.59% 28.70%

Second 20% $24,589 $48,676 -4.37% -4.37% 32.12% 40.81%

Chicago, IL Middle 20% $48,677 $87,629 -1.69% -1.53% 22.51% 26.05%
Fourth 20% $87,630 $129,681 -0.59% -0.09% 13.13% 2.62%

Top 20% | $129,682 | And Above -0.12% -0.01% 8.66% 0.57%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 -2.41% -2.41% 3714% 44.93%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 -0.67% -0.67% 30.12% 36.43%

Denver, CO Middle 20% $58,004 $93,168 -0.28% -0.16% 21.24% 14.82%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 -0.07% -0.01% 8.46% 1.54%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 1.15% 0.00%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 -1.76% “1.76% 34.01% 42.70%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 -2.16% -2.16% 27.58% 34.63%

(va/’l‘“,’:)z {FATO) Middle 20% | $58,004 | $93168| -095% | -0.69% | 2014% | 18.54%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 -0.29% -0.05% 9.85% 1.95%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above -0.06% 0.00% 6.69% 0.01%
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Appendix Table A5 (continued)

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group
City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $20,767 -10.93% -10.93% 21.36% 25.69%
Second 20% $20,768 $39,451 -6.08% -6.08% 29.08% 34.98%
Houston, TX Middle 20% $39,452 $69,426 -2.65% -2.65% 22.70% 27.28%
Fourth 20% $69,427 $130,171 -1.18% -0.56% 18.21% 10.34%
Top 20% $130,172 | And Above -0.13% -0.01% 7.70% 0.56%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,795 -5.97% -6.20% 16.78% 20.56%
Second 20% $22,796 $41,065 -4.63% -4.81% 30.73% 37.65%
Jacksonville, FL Middle 20% $41,066 $69,382 -2.20% -2.28% 25.06% 30.65%
Fourth 20% $69,383 $129,993 -1.05% -0.45% 21.22% 10.82%
Top 20% $129,994 | And Above -0.08% 0.00% 6.06% 0.15%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,469 -10.06% -10.06% 19.46% 24.52%
Second 20% $22,470 $44,610 -5.65% -5.65% 27.711% 34.92%
Los Angeles, CA Middle 20% $44,61 $80,131 277% -2.69% 24.69% 30.23%
Fourth 20% $80,132 $141,198 -1.11% -0.45% 18.06% 9.20%
Top 20% $141,199 | And Above -0.16% -0.01% 9.58% 0.51%
Bottom 20% $0 $26,940 -1.08% -1.08% 30.90% 34.85%
Second 20% $26,941 $49,949 -0.57% -0.57% 41.33% 46.61%
Minneapolis, MN Middle 20% $49,950 $76,450 -0.13% -0.12% 14.72% 15.02%
Fourth 20% $76,451 $120,913 -0.05% -0.01% 9.34% 3.02%
Top 20% $120,914 | And Above -0.01% 0.00% 3.30% 0.04%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -8.71% -8.711% 21.76% 24.25%
Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -4.77% -4.76% 30.62% 34.07%

New York City, NY
(state CTC as % match Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 -1.88% -1.75% 22.02% 22.85%

of federal credit)

Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 -0.86% -0.59% 1712% 13.09%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above -0.11% -0.06% 7.05% 417%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -7.99% -7.98% 21.95% 24.59%
New York City, NY Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -4.37% -4.36% 30.88% 34.54%
(expanded state CTC in Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 -1.72% -1.59% 22.20% 23.00%
ry2026) Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 -0.78% -0.51% 17.03% 12.56%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above -0.09% -0.05% 6.50% 3.70%
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Appendix Table A5 (continued) .
Tax change by income group, 2025

Income Range Tax Change as a % Sh‘?re of .total tax
of Income benefits going to group
City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $28,745 -10.45% -10.45% 23.86% 30.32%
Second 20% $28,746 $56,778 -4.27% -4.27% 25.59% 32.52%
Oakland, CA Middle 20% $56,779 $96,024 -2.32% -2.02% 24.66% 27.30%
Fourth 20% $96,025 | $149,999 -0.89% -0.34% 15.97% 771%
Top 20% | $150,000 | And Above -0.13% -0.01% 8.66% 0.55%
Bottom 20% $0 $18,647 -10.62% -10.62% 1712% 21.33%
Second 20% $18,648 $39,028 -6.57% -6.57% 27.81% 34.64%
Philadelphia, PA Middle 20% $39,029 $67,257 -2.67% -2.67% 21.73% 27.06%
Fourth 20% $67,258 $121,060 -1.52% -0.94% 20.76% 16.02%
Top 20% $121,061 | And Above -0.27% -0.01% 12.10% 0.35%
Bottom 20% $0 $21,272 -9.40% -9.40% 19.58% 23.41%
Second 20% $21,273 $41,574 -5.93% -5.93% 30.70% 36.70%
Phoenix, AZ Middle 20% $41,575 $64,204 -2.08% -2.08% 19.42% 23.21%
Fourth 20% $64,205 $118,475 -1.35% -0.83% 20.67% 15.11%
Top 20% $118,476 | And Above -0.17% -0.01% 8.96% 0.77%
Bottom 20% $0 $45,856 -2.78% -2.78% 29.00% 54.04%
Second 20% $45,857 $78,426 -0.55% -0.55% 13.75% 25.21%
Seattle, WA Middle 20% $78,427 | $125,394 -0.59% -0.18% 24.84% 14.30%
Fourth 20% | $125,395 | $180,270 -0.29% -0.01% 17.28% 0.96%
Top 20% $180,271 | And Above -0.07% 0.00% 12.82% 1.18%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,902 -9.33% -9.33% 36.31% 41.89%
Second 20% $25,903 $58,025 -3.10% -3.10% 37.07% 42.76%
Washington, D.C. Middle 20% $58,026 $112,646 -0.88% -0.58% 19.90% 15.11%
Fourth 20% $112,647 | $156,407 -0.13% 0.00% 4.93% 0.13%
Top 20% | $156,408 | And Above -0.01% 0.00% 1.70% 0.00%
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Appendix Table A6

Tax Change by Income Group for 50% Poverty Reduction When Baseline
Includes Federal and State Credits

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group

City Income group Low High | Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $22,338 -16.37% -16.37% 22.45% 25.62%

Second 20% $22,339 $42,603 -6.94% -6.94% 26.33% 30.04%

Baltimore, MD Middle 20% $42,604 $70,862 -4.68% -4.67% 30.08% 34.25%
Fourth20% | $70,863 | $126,632 1.20% -0.73% 13.37% 9.30%

Top 20% | $126,633 | And Above -0.25% -0.01% 7.36% 0.32%

Bottom 20% $0 $25,658 -1.79% N.79% 26.06% 32.75%

Second 20% $25,659 $48,076 -4.94% -4.94% 27.30% 34.30%

Charlotte, NC Middle 20% $48,077 $80,439 -2.26% -2.14% 21.46% 25.62%
Fourth 20% $80,440 $135,212 -0.95% -0.30% 15.42% 6.17%

Top 20% $135,213 | And Above -0.16% 0.00% 9.08% 0.29%

Bottom 20% $0 $24,588 -12.24% -12.24% 21.78% 27.78%

Second 20% $24,589 $48,676 -6.42% -6.42% 30.97% 39.51%

Chicago, IL Middle 20% $48,677 $87,629 -2.48% -2.32% 21.72% 26.00%
Fourth 20% $87,630 $129,681 -0.91% -0.25% 13.13% 4.54%

Top 20% | $129,682 | And Above -0.25% -0.02% 1.46% 0.95%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 -13.39% -13.39% 31.52% 41.05%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 -3.72% -3.72% 25.56% 33.29%

Denver, CO Middle 20% $58,004 $93,168 -1.64% -1.33% 18.78% 19.87%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 -0.56% -0.15% 10.10% 3.48%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above -0.21% 0.00% 12.44% 0.22%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 -12.32% -12.32% 31.89% 41.35%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 -3.42% -3.42% 25.86% 33.53%

(va/’l‘“,’:)z {EATO) Middle 20% | $58,004 | $93168 1.51% 121% |  1899% |  19.69%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 -0.51% -0.12% 10.10% 3.19%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above -0.18% 0.00% 11.53% 0.15%
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Appendix Table A6 (continued)

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group
City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $20,767 -16.04% -16.04% 20.81% 25.03%
Second 20% $20,768 $39,451 -8.92% -8.92% 28.33% 34.07%
Houston, TX Middle 20% $39,452 $69,426 -3.89% -3.89% 2211% 26.58%
Fourth 20% $69,427 $130,171 -1.75% -1.00% 17.98% 12.32%
Top 20% $130,172 | And Above -0.26% -0.02% 9.84% 0.89%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,795 -10.80% -10.80% 16.04% 19.73%
Second 20% $22,796 $41,065 -8.37% -8.37% 29.38% 36.14%
Jacksonville, FL Middle 20% $41,066 $69,382 -3.98% -3.98% 23.96% 29.44%
Fourth 20% $69,383 $129,993 -1.92% -1.07% 20.63% 14.15%
Top 20% $129,994 | And Above -0.24% -0.01% 9.86% 0.37%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,469 -12.40% -12.40% 19.08% 24.05%
Second 20% $22,470 $44,610 -6.96% -6.96% 2717% 34.25%
Los Angeles, CA Middle 20% $44,61 $80,131 -3.41% -3.33% 24.20% 29.81%
Fourth 20% $80,132 $141,198 -1.39% -0.65% 17.95% 10.52%
Top 20% $141,199 | And Above -0.23% -0.01% N1% 0.76%
Bottom 20% $0 $26,940 -10.15% -10.15% 25.96% 32.86%
Second 20% $26,941 $49,949 -5.33% -5.33% 34.73% 43.95%
Minneapolis, MN Middle 20% $49,950 $76,450 -1.20% -1.19% 12.37% 15.47%
Fourth 20% $76,451 $120,913 -0.57% -0.30% 9.29% 6.29%
Top 20% $120,914 | And Above -0.36% -0.02% 17.30% 0.99%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -12.83% -12.82% 20.94% 22.75%
Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -7.02% -7.01% 29.47% 31.99%

New York City, NY
(state CTC as % match Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 2.77% -2.64% 21.21% 21.97%

of federal credit)

Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 -1.32% -1.05% 17.25% 14.89%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above -0.23% -0.15% 9.76% 6.91%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -12.34% -12.34% 21.02% 22.90%
New York City, NY Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -6.75% -6.74% 29.58% 32.18%
(expanded state CTC in Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 -2.66% -2.53% 21.29% 22.06%
ry2026) Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 1.27% -1.00% 17.25% 14.76%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above -0.21% -0.14% 9.49% 6.60%
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Appendix Table A6 (continued) .
Tax change by income group, 2025

Income Range Tax Change as a % Sh‘?re of .total tax
of Income benefits going to group
City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $28,745 -13.72% -13.72% 23.19% 29.42%
Second 20% $28,746 $56,778 -5.61% -5.61% 24.87% 31.55%
Oakland, CA Middle 20% $56,779 $96,024 -3.05% -2.75% 23.99% 27.44%
Fourth 20% $96,025 | $149,999 -1.20% -0.55% 15.87% 9.25%
Top 20% | $150,000 | And Above -0.23% -0.01% 10.86% 0.79%
Bottom 20% $0 $18,647 -12.62% -12.62% 16.89% 21.08%
Second 20% $18,648 $39,028 -7.82% -1.82% 27.44% 34.25%
Philadelphia, PA Middle 20% $39,029 $67,257 -3.18% -3.18% 21.44% 26.75%
Fourth 20% $67,258 $121,060 -1.82% -1.18% 20.57% 16.71%
Top 20% $121,061 | And Above -0.36% -0.01% 13.18% 0.61%
Bottom 20% $0 $21,272 -15.04% -15.04% 19.10% 22.87%
Second 20% $21,273 $41,574 -9.48% -9.48% 29.95% 35.86%
Phoenix, AZ Middle 20% $41,575 $64,204 -3.32% -3.32% 18.94% 22.68%
Fourth 20% $64,205 $118,475 -2.19% -1.49% 20.41% 16.65%
Top 20% $118,476 | And Above -0.33% -0.03% 10.94% 1.16%
Bottom 20% $0 $45,856 -3.56% -3.56% 26.90% 51.35%
Second 20% $45,857 $78,426 -0.71% -0.70% 12.75% 24.04%
Seattle, WA Middle 20% $78,427 | $125,394 -0.76% -0.29% 23.32% 16.82%
Fourth 20% | $125,395 | $180,270 -0.41% -0.02% 17.45% 2.03%
Top 20% $180,271 | And Above -0.13% -0.01% 17.44% 1.67%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,902 -11.20% -1.20% 35.76% 41.52%
Second 20% $25,903 $58,025 -3.72% -3.72% 36.51% 42.38%
Washington, D.C. Middle 20% $58,026 $112,646 -1.06% -0.73% 19.69% 15.78%
Fourth 20% $112,647 | $156,407 -0.19% -0.01% 5.91% 0.21%
Top 20% | $156,408 | And Above -0.02% 0.00% 2.04% 0.00%
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Appendix Table A7

Tax Change by Income Group for 25% Poverty Reduction When Baseline
Excludes Federal and State Credits

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group

City Income group Low High | Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0| $22,338 -2.57% -3.21% 24.47% 27.25%

Second 20% $22,339 $42,603 -1.09% -1.36% 28.69% 31.96%

Baltimore, MD Middle 20% $42,604 $70,862 -0.73% -0.91% 32.77% 36.13%
Fourth 20% | $70,863 | $126,632 -0.16% -0.06% 12.44% 4.01%

Top 20% | $126,633 | And Above -0.01% 0.00% 1.19% 0.17%

Bottom 20% $0 $25,658 -0.31% -0.31% 30.44% 36.38%

Second 20% $25,659 $48,076 -0.13% -0.13% 31.88% 38.1%

Charlotte, NC Middle 20% $48,077 $80,439 -0.06% -0.05% 25.06% 23.15%
Fourth 20% $80,440 $135,212 -0.02% 0.00% 1.48% 1.27%

Top 20% $135,213 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.34% 0.14%

Bottom 20% $0 $24,588 -1.56% -1.56% 25.39% 30.32%

Second 20% $24,589 $48,676 -0.82% -0.82% 36.10% 4312%

Chicago, IL Middle 20% $48,677 $87,629 -0.31% -0.25% 25.04% 24.14%
Fourth 20% $87,630 $129,681 -0.08% -0.01% 10.37% 0.80%

Top 20% | $129,682 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 2.00% 0.29%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Denver, CO Middle 20% $58,004 $93,168 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 -0.80% -0.80% 38.55% 45.40%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 -0.22% -0.22% 31.26% 36.82%

(DVEE‘X?)L {FATO) Middle 20% | $58,004 | $93168| -0.09% | -0.05% 2071% | 13.96%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 -0.02% 0.00% 7.28% 1.52%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.24% 0.00%
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Appendix Table A7 (continued)

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group
City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $20,767 -2.19% -2.19% 23.16% 2717%
Second 20% $20,768 $39,451 -1.22% -1.22% 31.53% 36.98%
Houston, TX Middle 20% $39,452 $69,426 -0.53% -0.53% 24.62% 28.74%
Fourth 20% $69,427 $130,171 -0.21% -0.06% 17.69% 5.51%
Top 20% $130,172 | And Above -0.01% 0.00% 1.96% 0.38%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,795 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Second 20% $22,796 $41,065 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Jacksonville, FL Middle 20% $41,066 $69,382 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Fourth 20% $69,383 $129,993 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Top 20% $129,994 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,469 -3.28% -3.28% 21.31% 26.43%
Second 20% $22,470 $44,610 -1.84% -1.84% 30.34% 37.62%
Los Angeles, CA Middle 20% $44,61 $80,131 -0.90% -0.84% 27.02% 31.22%
Fourth 20% $80,132 $141,198 -0.32% -0.06% 17.53% 3.84%
Top 20% $141,199 | And Above -0.02% 0.00% 3.27% 0.22%
Bottom 20% $0 $26,940 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Second 20% $26,941 $49,949 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Minneapolis, MN Middle 20% $49,950 $76,450 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Fourth 20% $76,451 $120,913 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Top 20% $120,914 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -1.69% -1.69% 24.98% 30.74%
Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -0.93% -0.92% 35.15% 43.08%

New York City, NY
(state CTC as % match Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 -0.36% -0.26% 24.95% 22.21%

of federal credit)

Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 -0.11% -0.01% 12.44% 1.88%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.85% 0.08%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -0.97% -0.97% 25.88% 31.91%
New York City, NY Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -0.53% -0.53% 36.41% 44.71%
(expanded state CTC in Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 -0.20% -0.13% 25.55% 20.50%
ry2020) Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 -0.05% 0.00% 10.17% 0.76%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.30% 0.04%
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Appendix Table A7 (continued)

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group

City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $28,745 -2.46% -2.66% 26.87% 34.88%

Second 20% $28,746 $56,778 -1.00% -1.09% 28.82% 37.41%

Oakland, CA Middle 20% $56,779 $96,024 -0.54% -0.41% 27.34% 24.89%
Fourth 20% $96,025 | $149,999 -0.17% -0.01% 14.18% 0.69%

Top 20% | $150,000 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 1.37% 0.28%

Bottom 20% $0 $18,647 -2.87% -2.87% 18.78% 22.40%

Second 20% $18,648 $39,028 -1.78% -1.78% 30.50% 36.39%

Philadelphia, PA Middle 20% $39,029 $67,257 -0.72% -0.72% 23.83% 28.42%
Fourth 20% $67,258 $121,060 -0.39% -0.18% 21.44% 12.13%

Top 20% $121,061 | And Above -0.03% 0.00% 4.93% 0.02%

Bottom 20% $0 $21,272 -1.13% -1.13% 21.16% 25.30%

Second 20% $21,273 $41,574 -0.71% -0.711% 33.18% 39.67%

Phoenix, AZ Middle 20% $41,575 $64,204 -0.25% -0.25% 20.99% 25.09%
Fourth 20% $64,205 $118,475 -0.15% -0.06% 20.69% 9.05%

Top 20% $118,476 | And Above -0.01% 0.00% 3.26% 0.03%

Bottom 20% $0 $45,856 -0.14% -0.14% 43.84% 66.10%

Second 20% $45,857 $78,426 -0.03% -0.03% 20.79% 27.81%

Seattle, WA Middle 20% $78,427 | $125,394 -0.02% 0.00% 27.52% 0.52%
Fourth 20% | $125,395 | $180,270 0.00% 0.00% 1.27% 0.31%

Top 20% $180,271 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 3.08% 0.00%

Bottom 20% $0 $25,902 -2.49% -2.49% 39.01% 44.40%

Second 20% $25,903 $58,025 -0.83% -0.83% 39.83% 45.33%

Washington, D.C. Middle 20% $58,026 $112,646 -0.22% -0.10% 19.89% 10.02%
Fourth 20% $112,647 | $156,407 -0.01% 0.00% 1.17% 0.13%

Top 20% | $156,408 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%
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Appendix Table A8

Tax Change by Income Group for 25% Poverty Reduction When Baseline
Includes Federal and State Credits

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group

City Income group Low High | Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $22,338 -7.06% -7.06% 23.50% 26.64%

Second 20% $22,339 $42,603 -2.99% -2.99% 27.55% 31.24%

Baltimore, MD Middle 20% $42,604 $70,862 -2.02% -2.01% 31.48% 35.52%
Fourth 20% | $70,863 | $126,632 -0.50% -0.20% 13.37% 5.95%

Top 20% | $126,633 | And Above -0.05% 0.00% 3.67% 0.17%

Bottom 20% $0 $25,658 -5.28% -5.28% 27.77% 34.45%

Second 20% $25,659 $48,076 -2.21% -2.21% 29.08% 36.08%

Charlotte, NC Middle 20% $48,077 $80,439 -1.01% -0.90% 22.86% 25.41%
Fourth 20% $80,440 $135,212 -0.39% -0.06% 15.20% 2.97%

Top 20% $135,213 | And Above -0.03% 0.00% 4.36% 0.18%

Bottom 20% $0 $24,588 -4.95% -4.95% 23.61% 29.39%

Second 20% $24,589 $48,676 -2.60% -2.60% 33.57% 41.79%

Chicago, IL Middle 20% $48,677 $87,629 -1.00% -0.88% 23.49% 25.66%
Fourth 20% $87,630 $129,681 -0.33% -0.03% 12.64% 1.48%

Top 20% | $129,682 | And Above -0.05% 0.00% 5.66% 0.40%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 -5.35% -5.35% 35.35% 43.56%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 -1.49% -1.49% 28.67% 35.33%

Denver, CO Middle 20% $58,004 $93,168 -0.65% -0.44% 20.79% 17.30%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 -0.18% -0.03% 9.30% 1.61%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above -0.02% 0.00% 4.11% 0.00%

Bottom 20% $0 $29,566 -5.62% -5.62% 35.21% 43.45%

Second 20% $29,567 $58,003 -1.56% -1.56% 28.56% 35.24%

(va/’l‘“,’:)z {FATO) Middle 20% | $58,004 | $93168| -0.68% | -0.47% | 2073% 17.47%
Fourth 20% $93,169 $141,898 -0.19% -0.03% 9.35% 1.64%

Top 20% $141,899 | And Above -0.03% 0.00% 4.37% 0.00%
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Appendix Table A8 (continued)

Income Range

Tax change by income group, 2025

Tax Change as a %

Share of total tax

of Income benefits going to group
City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $20,767 -7.29% -71.29% 21.92% 26.24%
Second 20% $20,768 $39,451 -4.05% -4.05% 29.84% 35.72%
Houston, TX Middle 20% $39,452 $69,426 1.77% 1.77% 23.30% 27.84%
Fourth 20% $69,427 $130,171 -0.77% -0.30% 18.30% 8.54%
Top 20% $130,172 | And Above -0.06% 0.00% 5.66% 0.49%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,795 -4.83% -4.83% 17.00% 20.81%
Second 20% $22,796 $41,065 -3.74% -3.74% 3113% 38.12%
Jacksonville, FL Middle 20% $41,066 $69,382 -1.78% -1.78% 25.39% 31.01%
Fourth 20% $69,383 $129,993 -0.84% -0.31% 21.31% 9.73%
Top 20% $129,994 | And Above -0.05% 0.00% 5.03% 0.14%
Bottom 20% $0 $22,469 -5.62% -5.62% 20.48% 25.67%
Second 20% $22,470 $44,610 -3.15% -3.15% 29.15% 36.55%
Los Angeles, CA Middle 20% $44,61 $80,131 -1.54% 1.47% 25.97% 30.96%
Fourth 20% $80,132 $141,198 -0.59% -0.15% 17.96% 5.92%
Top 20% $141,199 | And Above -0.05% 0.00% 5.93% 0.25%
Bottom 20% $0 $26,940 -5.40% -5.40% 28.12% 33.83%
Second 20% $26,941 $49,949 -2.83% -2.83% 37.62% 45.25%
Minneapolis, MN Middle 20% $49,950 $76,450 -0.64% -0.62% 13.40% 15.76%
Fourth 20% $76,451 $120,913 -0.29% -0.11% 9.69% 4.56%
Top 20% $120,914 | And Above -0.11% 0.00% 10.79% 0.14%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -5.57% -5.56% 22.70% 26.07%
Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -3.04% -3.04% 31.94% 36.60%

New York City, NY
(state CTC as % match Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 -1.20% -1.07% 22.93% 23.50%

of federal credit)

Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 -0.50% -0.27% 16.42% 10.13%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above -0.04% -0.02% 4.53% 2.01%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,458 -5.08% -5.08% 22.89% 26.45%
New York City, NY Second 20% $25,459 $51,665 -2.78% 277% 32.20% 3713%
(expanded state CTC in Middle 20% $51,666 $90,551 -1.09% -0.96% 2311% 23.56%
ry2026) Fourth 20% $90,552 $143,631 -0.45% -0.23% 16.22% 9.47%
Top 20% | $143,632 | And Above -0.03% -0.01% 4.09% 1.66%
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Appendix Table A8 (continued) .
Tax change by income group, 2025

Income Range Tax Change as a % Sh‘?re of .total tax
of Income benefits going to group
City Income group Low High Universal Targeted Universal Targeted
Bottom 20% $0 $28,745 -5.12% -5.12% 25.51% 32.78%
Second 20% $28,746 $56,778 -2.09% -2.09% 27.36% 35.15%
Oakland, CA Middle 20% $56,779 $96,024 -1.13% -0.88% 26.23% 26.29%
Fourth 20% $96,025 | $149,999 -0.40% -0.07% 15.46% 3.74%
Top 20% | $150,000 | And Above -0.03% 0.00% 4.10% 0.31%
Bottom 20% $0 $18,647 -6.31% -6.31% 17.83% 21.86%
Second 20% $18,648 $39,028 -3.91% -3.91% 28.97% 35.50%
Philadelphia, PA Middle 20% $39,029 $67,257 -1.59% -1.59% 22.63% 27.73%
Fourth 20% $67,258 $121,060 -0.89% -0.49% 21.23% 14.27%
Top 20% $121,061 | And Above -0.11% 0.00% 8.84% 0.03%
Bottom 20% $0 $21,272 -6.02% -6.02% 20.04% 23.85%
Second 20% $21,273 $41,574 -3.79% -3.79% 31.43% 37.40%
Phoenix, AZ Middle 20% $41,575 $64,204 -1.33% -1.33% 19.88% 23.65%
Fourth 20% $64,205 $118,475 -0.85% -0.48% 20.78% 13.87%
Top 20% $118,476 | And Above -0.08% 0.00% 7.18% 0.42%
Bottom 20% $0 $45,856 -1.35% -1.35% 34.51% 59.99%
Second 20% $45,857 $78,426 -0.27% -0.26% 16.37% 27.50%
Seattle, WA Middle 20% $78,427 | $125,394 -0.27% -0.04% 27.77% 7.44%
Fourth 20% | $125,395 | $180,270 -0.10% 0.00% 13.84% 0.28%
Top 20% $180,271 | And Above -0.01% 0.00% 4.77% 0.00%
Bottom 20% $0 $25,902 -5.29% -5.29% 37.63% 4277%
Second 20% $25,903 $58,025 -1.76% -1.76% 38.41% 43.67%
Washington, D.C. Middle 20% $58,026 $112,646 -0.49% -0.28% 20.22% 13.32%
Fourth 20% $112,647 | $156,407 -0.04% 0.00% 2.74% 0.13%
Top 20% | $156,408 | And Above 0.00% 0.00% 0.90% 0.00%
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Appendix B. Technical Appendix

Methodology for Estimating the Anti-Poverty Effects of
Local Child Tax Credits

Data

To estimate the anti-poverty effects of local Child Tax Credits, we use data from
the American Community Survey (ACS), supplemented with variables related

to the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) developed by Fox, Glassman, and
Pacas (2020). The ACS data used in this analysis were retrieved from IPUMS
USA (Ruggles et al. 2025), including the variables related to the Supplemental
Poverty Measure. Estimates of poverty measured using the SPM typically

rely on data from the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic
Supplement (CPS ASEC) as the CPS ASEC includes detailed income and
program participation data required to construct the SPM, such as noncash
transfers, tax credits, and necessary expenditures. However, the CPS ASEC
does not have sufficient sample size for producing local-level estimates. The
American Community Survey (ACS) offers a substantially larger sample size
and more granular geographic coverage than the Current Population Survey
Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS ASEC), making it well-suited for
generating reliable estimates at the state and sub-state levels. Not all of the
requisite data for measuring poverty under the SPM is available in the ACS, but
the U.S. Census Bureau has developed an experimental ACS-SPM series where
these missing components are imputed. (For additional information on this
series, see Fox, Glassman, and Pacas (2020)). For our analysis, we use the ACS-
SPM data series as well as the core variables available in the ACS.

In comparing national and state-level estimates from the ACS-SPM to estimates
from the CPS-ASEC, we found that poverty rates in this experimental series were
typically higher than those estimated using the CPS-ASEC. As the CPS-ASEC

is the official dataset used to measure poverty under the SPM, we designed

a method to improve the alignment of ACS-based estimates with those from

the CPS ASEC. We apply a raking adjustment (iterative proportional fitting) to
recalibrate the ACS person-level weights. This procedure adjusts the weights

so that the marginal distributions of key variables — age group, race/ethnicity,
sex, highest educational attainment in the household, and SPM poverty brackets
— conform to corresponding distributions in the CPS ASEC. By addressing
differences in survey design, measurement, and coverage, this reweighting
enhances the validity of ACS-based SPM estimates for use in state and small-
area estimates or subgroup analyses.
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Modeling Approach

We measure poverty rates and poverty reduction using the SPM. We identify
families in our study localities using city identifier variables produced by IPUMS-
USA (Ruggles et al 2025). For localities that were not immediately identifiable,
we used a population-weighted approach based on the composition of localities
in relation to Public Use Microdata Areas. Population shares were retrieved via
the Missouri Census Data Center's Geographic Correspondence Engine.3®

Modeling the federal, state, and local Child Tax Credits followed a similar
approach. Tax units and tax-related variables (e.g., adjusted gross income and
tax filing type) were constructed in the ACS data using a methodology mirroring
the approach used by the U.S. Census Bureau when developing tax units in the
CPS-ASEC.* For each credit, the relevant credit amounts were assigned to each
tax unit in the data based on their federal adjusted gross income, earned income,
number of eligible dependents, and filing type. Credit amounts were adjusted
based on the relevant phaseout rates of each credit and then aggregated at

the SPM unit level and added to each unit’s resources used to evaluate poverty
status. In each case, credit amounts and phaseout thresholds were adjusted
for inflation from 2025 dollars to the relevant data year. For example, when
modeling a credit in the 2022 ACS, credit parameters were deflated from 2025
dollars to 2022 dollars using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers.
This updated resource measure was then compared to each unit's SPM
threshold to determine each unit's poverty status after accounting for federal,
state, and local Child Tax Credits. For a full list of the parameters used to model
state-level Child Tax Credits, see Appendix Table B1. The most recent version of
each state’s Child Tax Credit policy was used when modeling credit amounts.
The local Earned Income Credit policy was also modeled for New York City.
Similarly, the federal Child Tax Credit was modeled based on the parameters
incorporated into law with the passage of the OBBBA, also known as the federal
budget reconciliation bill, H.R.1, in July 2025.

To determine the local Child Tax Credit amounts that would result in child
poverty reductions of 25 percent and 50 percent in combination with federal and
state Child Tax Credits, we first subtracted all Child Tax Credit amounts from
each unit’s resources and recalculated their poverty status. This was used as the
baseline poverty rate. The federal and state Child Tax Credits were then added

to resources and poverty was recalculated to determine the relative reductions
in poverty attributable to federal and state credits. We then modeled local

Child Tax Credit amounts in $100 increments based on two designs: (1) a more
universal design with 5 percent benefit phaseout for joint filers after $110,000
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of income and $75,000 for heads of household, mirroring the federal Child Tax
Credit income phase out in place prior to the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, and
(2) a more targeted approach with a structure that mirrored the structure of
the federal EITC for families with three or more dependents. We also applied

a 20 percent bonus to credits for children under the age of 6. At each $100
credit increment, we recalculated each unit’s poverty to determine the relative
reduction in poverty attributable to the local Child Tax Credit in combination
with the effects of the federal and state credits. We repeated this process until
we found the credit amounts that would result in 25 percent and 50 percent
reductions in child poverty in each locality relative to the pre-credit baseline.

Methodology for Estimating the Costs of Proposed Local Child Tax
Credits

We use the ITEP Microsimulation Tax Model to analyze costs and impacts
across the income distribution of local Child Tax Credit policies. ITEP assigns
each observation in our Microsimulation model a probability weight of living
within a specific locality. These probability weights are calculated through a
match with the American Community Survey.

American Community Survey individual and household level data are broken
down into tax units, and then a crosswalk between the 5-year sample and our
microsimulation model is produced, using several characteristics present in
both data sets. These include income, marital status, homeownership, age, and
number and age of children. For the purposes of ITEP's model, income for each
tax unit includes wage and salary earnings, retirement income, child support,
unemployment compensation, worker's compensation, and other income from
public supports and financial assistance.

The geographic boundaries of each locality are determined by aggregating
Public Use Microdata Areas — the smallest geography available within the
American Community Survey microdata — to best match each local tax
jurisdiction. The resulting estimates are then checked against published data
from the U.S. Census Bureau, Internal Revenue Service, and state revenue
departments to ensure that they accurately reflect the income and demographic
profile of the locality.

For additional information about the ITEP Microsimulation Tax Model, visit ITEP.

org/itep-tax-model.
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Appendix Table B1

State-level Child Tax Credit policy parameters used in modeling the
effects of state Child Tax Credit policies on child poverty in each locality

Maximum Credit per

Phaseout Threshold

State Age Eligibility Child in Tax Year 2025 in Tax Year 2025 Phaseout Rate
California Under 6 $1,192*/household $27,494 21.67%
CTC: $1,200; CTC*: $26,000 (single), | dﬂg:ﬁfg";‘;‘g or
Colorado CTC: Under 6 FATC*: $3,730/child $36,000 (joint) every $25,000 above
FATC: Under 17 under 6, $2,454/child | FATC*: $15,000 (single), Y ' .
ages 616 $26,000 (joint) threshold;
' FATC: 6.875%
lllinois Under 12 40% of the state EITC | Some as federal EITC | o o5 out with match
phaseouts
[s)
Maryland Under 6 $500 $15,000 % phasf:ill’dt rate per
CTC: $1,750
CTC: Under 18 WFC*: $1,000 for one $31.930* (single) 12% if eligible for both
Minnesota WFC:18 to 23 and in | older dependent; $2,270 $3’7 890+ ('o(i;nt)’ the CTC and WFC; 9% if
school for two; $2,710 for three ! J only eligible for the WFC
or more
New York .
(% match of Under 17 $330 s;?boggés'.“‘?'f)' 1.65%
federal CTC) ' (joint)
MO $1,000/child under 4 $75,000 ( le)
(expanded d child under 4, d single), o
TY 2026 SR $500/child 4-16 $110,000 (joint) 1.65%
version)

*2025 dollar values are estimated based on legislated dollar amounts and prescribed indexation of dollar amounts for inflation.
See Vinh et al 2025 Appendix Table Bl for legislated dollar amounts in the year of latest legislation and indexation methodology
details. Actual 2025 dollar amounts may differ slightly from reported here based on state indexation formulae.
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