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Tax Subsidies to Help Low-Income Families Pay for Child Care

Low-income working families face enormous challenges. Key among them is how to pay
for decent child care that would allow a parent to work. This issue is especially critical
for single parents who must work outside the home to survive.

The federal income tax code subsidizes child care in several ways. The largest
subsidy is the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (CDCTC), a nonrefundable tax
credit of up to 35 percent of working parents’ child care costs, subject to limits. However,
many low-income families cannot benefit from the credit because they have no income
tax liability to offset, making the credit worthless. Even for those with tax liability, the
credit rate declines rapidly with income; most families receive a smaller 20 percent
credit.

Though not earmarked specifically for child care, other tax subsidies provide
more help to low-income working families. The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is
refundable—making it valuable even to families with little or no tax liability—and
increases with family size (up to two children). Similarly, the Child Tax Credit (CTC)
increases with family size and is partially refundable. In 2005, families with earnings
over $11,000 can receive a benefit even if they have no tax liability.

This paper considers options to reform the CDCTC to increase its value to low-
income families and deal with some of its structural flaws—most notably the fact that its
value declines over time because its parameters are not indexed for inflation. The paper
also examines expansions to the refundable tax credits that help families with children.

The first section of the paper summarizes the tax treatment of child care under
current law. The second section evaluates how child care should be taxed in an ideal tax
system. The next section evaluates the effectiveness of current child care subsidies
measured against those criteria, and discusses the effectiveness of recent expansions to
the CDCTC. The fourth section examines options to reform the credit, while a fifth
section examines expansions to the CTC and EITC as alternative options. The final
section presents conclusions.

Tax Treatment of Child Care

The federal income tax code includes child care subsidies for both employers and
employees. The largest subsidy comes from the CDCTC, worth about $2.8 billion in FY
2006 (table 1). The CDCTC provides a nonrefundable tax credit to offset the expenses of
providing care for either a child under the age of 13 or a disabled dependent while a
parent or caretaker works or looks for work. Enacted as part of the Tax Reform Act of
1976, the credit was increased and made more progressive by the Tax Reform Act of
1986 and the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 (EGTRRA).
Currently, eligible expenses are limited to the lesser of $3,000 per child (up to $6,000 for



a household) or the earnings of the lesser-earning spouse. The maximum is reduced by
any tax-free child care benefits paid by an employer.

Although the credit rate is 35 percent for taxpayers with incomes below $15,000,
the rate phases down to 20 percent for those with incomes over $43,000. The credit rate
does not vary with marital status, meaning some couples can face marriage penalties (that
is, qualify for a lower credit rate) when they marry and combine incomes.' In theory, a
low-income family with two or more children could qualify for a credit as high as $2,100.
However, because the credit cannot exceed tax liability and most families with such low
incomes owe little or no income tax, the theoretical maximum rarely applies in practice.
For higher-income households (adjusted gross income [AGI] above $43,000), the
maximum credit is $1,200 for a family with two or more children and $600 for those with
one child.? Neither the maximum expenses eligible for the credit nor the phaseout
thresholds are indexed for inflation, so the real value of the credit declines over time,
especially for lower-income households. A temporary provision allows taxpayers to use
the CDCTC (and other personal nonrefundable credits) against the AMT, but it is
scheduled to expire after 2005. If it is not extended, growing numbers of middle-class
families will not be able to use the credit over time (Burman, Gale, and Rohaly 2003).

The temporary expansions to the CDCTC in EGTRRA expire at the end of 2010.
After that, the maximum individual credit rate will revert to 30 percent and the maximum
allowable expenses will be reduced to $2,400 for one-child returns and $4,800 for returns
with two or more children.

The federal income tax code includes two smaller subsidies directed toward
employers. Employer contributions toward child and dependent care benefits (including
those provided through a cafeteria plan at the election of the employee) are tax-free fringe
benefits, excluded from both income and payroll tax. The exclusion is limited to $5,000
per family per year, regardless of the number of dependents covered. The employer
exclusion is worth about $810 million in 2006.

In addition, employers may claim a tax credit for up to 25 percent of “qualified
child care expenditures” and up to 10 percent of “qualified child care resource and
referral expenditures.” Qualified child care expenditures include the costs of acquiring,
constructing, and rehabilitating child care facilities for the benefit of employees; the
operating costs of such facilities; or expenses incurred under contract with a qualified
child care facility to provide child care services to employees. The services must be
provided to employees in a nondiscriminatory way, and the facility must remain in
service for at least 10 years. The total credit an employer may claim is limited to
$150,000 a year, and is worth about $10 million in 2006. Enacted as part of EGTRRA,
the provision expires after 2010.

! Most credits are claimed by married couples who file joint returns or single parents who file as heads of
household. Custodial parents who file as single or married filing separately may also claim the credit,
subject to limits.

? In addition, 27 states provide income tax credits or deductions for child care. See Donahue and Campbell
(2002).



How Should Child Care Be Taxed?

Absent special considerations, the tax treatment of child care should be neutral. That is, it
should not alter the choice of whether to provide care at home or away from home. It
should not distort choices about the amount of time or money spent on child care, and it
should not cause individuals to favor one child care supplier (such as an employer) over
another.

Neutral tax treatment would most closely parallel the employer exclusion for
child care benefits (Steuerle 1998).” This is neutral because the same treatment applies to
household production. If a parent invests $5,000 of time to care for his or her children,
rather than working outside the home for a salary, that parent saves the income and
payroll taxes that would otherwise apply to those earnings. If instead the parent works
outside the home and takes $5,000 of earnings to pay for child care, those payments
should be excluded from the parent’s income; otherwise, the tax system is providing an
artificial incentive for the parent to stay home and provide child care him- or herself.

Of course, special considerations abound. Society may have a paternalistic
interest in protecting children, who cannot care for themselves, if their parents cannot or
will not make the “right” decisions on their behalf. Society may, for example, want to
encourage parents to care for their children at home. Or society may decide that low-
income single parents should work outside the home, even if they have children who are
too young to care for themselves. Indeed, based on the work requirements in the 1995
welfare reform legislation, it is reasonable to conclude that the latter is society’s
collective judgment.

In addition, the tax system itself may provide a reason to subsidize child care—
that is, go beyond mere neutrality. Taxes penalize work outside the home, and subsidize
leisure and work performed at home, which are tax-free. The penalties are most
pronounced for high-income households, because they face relatively high marginal
income tax rates, and lower-income households, because they may lose part or all of their
earned income tax credit if a second earner works outside the home.*

Subsidizing child care for those who work may be justified as an offset to the
anti-work bias created in the tax system. That bias may be deemed not particularly
important, or even desirable, for parents with higher incomes—either because their labor
supply is judged insensitive to tax penalties or because having a parent care for his or her
own children is deemed socially valuable. But, as noted, current welfare rules dictate that
low-income single parents work outside the home. A subsidy for child care complements
that policy goal.

? From 1954 to 1975, taxpayers who chose to itemize deductions were allowed to deduct child care costs
(Maloy 2000).

* The earned income tax credit phases out with income at rates of up to 21.06 percent for a family with two
or more children. Secondary earnings are more sensitive to such work disincentives (Ellwood 2000). Note
that EGTRRA increased the income level at which the EITC starts to phase out for married couples in order
to reduce this bias.



High-quality child care is expensive and outside the reach of many lower-income
families. In 1998, average annual child care costs per family ranged from $3,000 to
$13,000, depending on region, type of care, and age of children (Schulman 2000). High-
quality child care can cost much more than these averages. Although the cost of care does
not appear to have a large effect on employment, it does have a significant effect on the
type of child care arrangement chosen (Ribar 1995). Low-income working parents may
be forced by high child care costs to rely on unsafe or inadequate child care
arrangements, to the detriment of their children.

Poor-quality child care can result in young children missing opportunities
essential to the development of healthy intellectual and social capabilities (Carnegie
Corporation of New York 1994). And although money cannot guarantee high-quality
child care, many aspects of high-quality child care, such as high teacher-to-student ratios,
are expensive (Giannarelli, Adelman, and Schmidt 2003). As a result, subsidizing child
care may be necessary to protect children in lower-income families and may contribute to
economic mobility.

Effectiveness of Current Child Care Subsidies

The strongest policy argument for subsidies applies to low-income working families, but
the CDCTC as currently structured provides them the least help. The CDCTC is
nonrefundable, which means that households only benefit to the extent that they have tax
liability. Almost 40 percent of households have no income tax liability after
nonrefundable tax credits, and thus receive little or no benefit from the CDCTC.

In theory, the CDCTC is highly progressive. As noted, the credit rate is highest
for those with very low incomes. In fact, though, the actual credit is regressive—it is
worth least to those with low incomes. In 2005, a single parent with two children whose
income came exclusively from earnings could receive no benefit from the credit until her
income exceeded $21,360 (figure 1). Assuming she has the maximum allowable expenses
($6,000 for two children), the credit would increase in value between incomes of $21,360
and $33,000, and then start to decline with income as the credit rate phases down. But the
theoretical maximum credit rate of 35 percent never applies. The highest effective credit
rate for this family is 31 percent.’

Figure 1 also shows that the CDCTC increases enacted in 2001 amounted to less
than advertised. In fact, since the increase in the child tax credit and the reduction in the
lowest marginal tax bracket raised the tax entry threshold, many families stood to gain
less from the CDCTC after the expansion than they received before. To be clear, their
income tax liability did not increase, but the aid conveyed by the CDCTC vanished.

> The maximum effective rate is higher for a head of household with one child, since that family would
have one less personal exemption and thus owe income tax at lower income levels. Conversely, the
maximum effective credit for a couple that files as married filing joint would be lower because the couple
qualifies for both a higher standard deduction and an additional exemption (for the spouse). The couple
thus starts owing income tax at a higher income.



For most families, the major benefit of the 2001 changes was the increase in
expenditures eligible for the CDCTC, from $2,400 to $3,000 per child, that went into
effect in 2003. However, that benefit is worth most to higher-income households because
they are most likely to be able to afford to pay $3,000 or more per child for child care
(Barsimantov and Giannarelli 2000). As a result, the average credit is worth nothing for
households with incomes under $10,000, and twice as much for households with incomes
between $20,000 and $30,000 as it is for households with incomes between $10,000 and
$20,000 (table 2, current law). It increases somewhat more for households with higher
incomes. Overall, we estimate that about 6.3 million households will benefit from the
credit in 2005.

As noted, the EGTRRA expansions did not make the credit more progressive. The
changes were worth nothing to the lowest income quintile of tax units, who cannot use
the credit, and only one dollar on average to people in the second quintile (figure 2). The
biggest winners were middle-income households, which averaged a $7 tax cut, more than
one-quarter of their pre-EGTRRA tax benefit. The low average tax cuts are a function of
few people taking the CDCTC. For the 4 percent of middle-income households who
could use the credit, the average tax cut was much larger—about $170 per return. After
all the changes, the bottom 40 percent of households receives only about 4 percent of the
tax benefits. The highest-income 40 percent claims 72 percent of the subsidy.

Thus, the credit is poorly targeted.’ The failure to index the CDCTC for inflation
will make matters worse over time. First of all, the nominal value of expenses eligible for
the credit declines in real value over time. We estimate that by 2009, inflation will have
eroded the entire increase in the maximum amount of expenses eligible for the credit.’
Second, since the income tax is indexed for inflation and the CDCTC credit phaseout is
not, the higher credit rates will apply to fewer households over time because the tax filing
threshold will increase in nominal terms. Third, the fact that the threshold for
refundability of the child tax credit is indexed for inflation means that the nonrefundable
credit tends to grow over time for a given nominal income level.® This means that more
people with incomes below the fixed nominal thresholds for the higher rates will have
enough nonrefundable child tax credits to zero out their tax liability (and thus receive no
residual benefit from the CDCTC).

Several issues arise when providing assistance to low-income households through
the tax system. Tax subsidies can be very effective because most low-income working
households already file income tax returns in order to claim tax refunds and the

6 States often have much more targeted subsidies for child care. Several states apply a modified child care
credit only for people below a certain income level. Some states also make the credit refundable. A few
states, however, allow only a child care expenses deduction, which can be even less progressive than a
nonrefundable credit.

7 That is, $3,000 in 2009 is roughly equivalent to $2,400 in 2001, after adjusting for inflation.

¥ The refundable portion of the child tax credit equals 15 percent of the excess of earnings over a threshold,
currently set at $11,000, up to the full credit amount. The threshold is indexed for inflation, whereas the
statutory credit amount is not indexed (it is set at $1,000 per child). Thus, for a given nominal income, the
refundable credit will tend to decline and the nonrefundable credit will increase.



refundable EITC (Holtzblatt and McCubbin 2004). However, many low-income
households are cash-constrained. For them, a tax credit may come too late to help pay for
quality child care. Tax returns are filed months, and sometimes a year or more, after
expenses are incurred. Although households that owe income tax can adjust their
withholding to increase their take-home pay by the amount of anticipated tax credits, few
choose to do that. As a result, the higher tax refund associated with the CDCTC may
simply seem a windfall for many households, and one they would spend much differently
than they would a direct child care subsidy.

Direct cash assistance for child care has several advantages. First, it can directly
reduce the cost of child care when the expenditures are incurred. Second, the agency
administering a child care grant or voucher can monitor the quality of the care provided
to help insure that the best interests of the child are served.

Direct assistance programs also contain pitfalls. Fewer eligible people may use a
direct assistance program than a tax credit because of welfare stigma or because the
application and recertification processes inherent in a direct assistance program are
difficult for working families to handle. For example, welfare office hours typically
coincide with normal working hours, and low-income people often lack the flexibility to
take off from their jobs to wait in line for benefits (Adams, Snyder, and Sandfort 2002).

A more critical limitation is that it is politically very difficult to adequately fund
child care assistance programs at this time. The questions of whether to expand or
decrease state-federal subsidies for child care and by how much were among the most
contentious issues in the welfare reauthorization debate during the 2003 legislative
session (Parrot et al. 2003). After large increases in funding post welfare reform in the
late 1990s, current levels of federal and state funding are stagnating or even declining
(Edie 2005). Tightening state budgets and reductions in the amount of TANF funds
available to pay for child care have already forced states to reduce spending on child care
programs, despite the fact that many states had long waiting lists for assistance
(Schulman 2000). A study of 16 states found that between 75 and 90 percent of the
families that qualified for subsidies under the federal income limits—income less than 85
percent of state median—were not being served (Adams and Rohacek 2002). As states
face future challenges including growing education and Medicaid costs, child care
subsidies may be cut back still further. Offsetting that trend, however, is the 2001 tax act,
which expanded the CDCTC—raising the credit rates for lower-income households and
raising the maximum eligible expenditures. Thus, tax credits seem a politically more
viable option to expand child care assistance although refundable tax credits may be
politically contentious as well.

Improving the Child Care Credit

Two changes could make the CDCTC more useful to low-income families: making it
refundable and indexing it for inflation. If the CDCTC were refundable, eligible families
would receive the full credit even if they had no tax liability. The EITC and a portion of
the child tax credit are currently refundable, and other refundable tax credits have been



proposed. Critics of refundable tax credits argue that they become a form of welfare,
rather than an aspect of determining tax liability; that refundability invites fraud and
abuse; and that refundable credits add to the administrative burdens of the IRS. The first
critique, while technically correct, is not specific to the issue of refundability. Tax credits,
whether refundable or not, are simply spending programs administered by the IRS. If the
expense that yields the credit were deemed a reduction in ability to pay tax, it should
properly be administered as a deduction, rather than a credit. The whole point of
employing the tax credit mechanism rather than a deduction is to provide a subsidy that is
not tied directly to tax liability. The difference between refundable and nonrefundable
credits is that nonrefundable tax credits are reduced or eliminated for those with the
lowest incomes—which seems a questionable design in this case where poor children
need assistance most.

The second criticism has little merit. There is no more (or less) incentive to claim
a $1,000 refundable tax credit fraudulently than a nonrefundable one (assuming that the
taxpayer has at least $1,000 in tax liability in the second case).” This problem is best
addressed by making eligibility criteria simple, clear, and verifiable. Fraud can also be
deterred by requiring credit claimants to report a taxpayer identification number for child
care providers (as has been done since 1989).

The third critique is apt for some refundable credit proposals, but not this one. A
problem can arise if people are filing tax returns solely for the purpose of claiming a
refundable tax credit. However, as noted, almost all households eligible for this credit
would be filing tax returns for other reasons. Thus, it should be no more difficult for the
IRS to handle returns claiming refundable credits than it is to administer the existing
nonrefundable credit.

Options for Reforming the CDCTC

The errant targeting of the CDCTC could largely be corrected by making it refundable. If
it were refundable, about 1.5 million more households could receive the credit in 2005
(table 2). In total, about 7.9 million people would receive an average credit of $629.
Because almost all families with incomes greater than $40,000 are eligible to receive the
full CDCTC under current law, they experience no change if the credit is made
refundable. Only families that are unable to take advantage of their full CDCTC benefit
from the credit becoming refundable. The largest benefits of making the credit refundable
accrue to those in the lowest income categories because they are least able to take
advantage of the CDCTC under its current structure. Tax units with incomes under
$20,000 (31 percent of the population) would receive almost 26 percent of the tax
benefits, compared with less than 1 percent under current law.

? It has been argued that low-income people may have a greater incentive to claim credits erroneously
because the IRS has less recourse to reclaim a misbegotten credit since low-income people have few assets
that can be placed at risk. Given the IRS’s reluctance to seize assets in recent years, this argument also
would seem to have little force.



We estimate that if people did not change their behavior to either begin
purchasing child care or purchase more expensive child care, 544,000 people with
incomes below $10,000 would receive an average credit of $704. This credit could
provide a significant amount of help for low-income families struggling to make ends
meet. Families with incomes between $10,000 and $20,000 that pay for child care would
receive the largest benefit (averaging $911), since they pay more for care than the lowest-
income group. Nonetheless, such families would be less likely than average to claim the
credit. Only 3.7 percent would get the credit, compared with 5.4 percent for all tax units.
But that would still be a significant boost compared with current law, under which only
0.2 percent of tax units in this income range could benefit from the credit.

The Tax Policy Center estimates that making the CDCTC refundable would add
$1.6 billion on balance to its cost in calendar year 2005 (Option 4 in table 3). By
comparison, the CDCTC reduces revenues by about $3.2 billion in 2005, so adding
refundability would increase the cost by half. The revenue cost would be greater if the
option caused low-income households to spend more on child care.

If the temporary provision allowing taxpayers to use personal credits against the
AMT is not extended, millions of upper-middle-income households will lose all or part of
their CDCTC starting in 2006. Over time, more and more middle-income families would
lose access to the credit. By 2015 (the end of the 10-year budget window), most middle-
income families with children will be subject to the AMT and thus ineligible for the
credit. In consequence, less than 4 million families would benefit from the tax credit,
compared with 7.2 million if the credit is allowed against the AMT. Allowing the
CDCTC against the AMT would reduce tax revenues by about $14 billion over the 10-
year budget period (Option 1 in table 3). Since the provision allowing the use of
nonrefundable tax credits (including other popular tax subsidies such as the education tax
credits) against the AMT has been extended every time it expired, this option is highly
likely to be adopted.'”

Option 2 would extend the higher credit amount and credit rates enacted in 2001
past their scheduled expiration in 2010. Without the AMT change and extension of the
CDCTC changes, the amount of credits claimed would be reduced by more than 60
percent by 2015 (table 4). Although taxpayers at every income level would benefit from
these changes, the majority of the tax savings would go to those with incomes between
$50,000 and $200,000 since most of them would otherwise be ineligible due to the AMT.
Note that, of the $16.2 billion of revenue loss attributed to Option 2, only $2.1 billion is
due to extending the CDCTC provisions past 2010 (table 3).

The second major element of CDCTC reform would be to index its parameters for
inflation. Indexation would prevent the real value of the credit from eroding over time,
especially for those with low incomes. Indexation has been the norm for many income
tax provisions since the early 1980s when tax brackets, the personal exemption, and the

' Note that the cost of this provision would be significantly greater if the 2001—04 tax cuts are extended
beyond their scheduled expiration in 2010. In that case, twice as many taxpayers would be subject to the
AMT in 2011 and beyond, increasing the cost of AMT relief.



standard deduction were indexed for inflation to prevent “bracket creep,” the
phenomenon whereby inflation raises taxpayers’ nominal income and thus pushes them
into higher tax brackets, even though their real incomes have not changed. In the case of
the CDCTC, the lack of indexing means that more households receive the lowest credit
rate (20 percent) and that the value of the maximum credit amount ($3,000) erodes with
inflation. Under current law, where the CDCTC is neither refundable nor indexed for
inflation, 78 percent of tax units would get the lowest credit rate in 2015 (96 percent of
married filing joint returns), while no one would qualify for the maximum 35 percent rate
(figure 3).

Indexation would dampen that trend somewhat.'' The major gain from indexing
arises from adjusting the maximum credit for price level changes. If indexed, the average
credit would be $91 higher than the credit in Option 2 (table 5). In addition, the average
credit rate would increase slightly, benefiting some lower-income households. Overall,
the largest increases in average credits accrue to those with incomes between $20,000 and
$40,000 (in 2005 dollars).

As in 2005, the only way to extend the benefits of the CDCTC to low-income
working people in 2015 would be to make it refundable. As figure 3 illustrates, over 16
percent of households claiming a CDCTC would qualify for the maximum 35 percent
credit rate if not constrained by tax liability. The changes for low-income households
would be dramatic. About 1.8 million nontaxable households with incomes below
$30,000 would qualify for a credit. The average credit would increase by almost $900 for
people with incomes under $20,000 (table 6).

In combination, all the changes in Option 4 (allow credit against AMT, extend
CDCTC increases past 2010, index for inflation, and make refundable) would help
households at all income levels. But the changes would help those earning under $20,000
the most; they would get 35 percent of the benefits even though they amount to only
about 25 percent of the population. And the changes would be most significant relative to
income for that group—worth 0.5 percent of income on average for those with income
under $10,000. Overall, the expansions would average 0.1 percent of income (table 7).

Options 5 and 6 would increase the maximum credit rate to 50 percent, in addition
to the reforms in Option 4. Option 5 would phase out the credit starting at an AGI of
$15,000 at a rate of 1 percentage point per $2,000 of income until the credit rate reaches
the minimum 20 percent. This is the same phaseout scheme used under current law, but
since the maximum credit rate is 15 percentage points higher, higher credit rates apply up
to an income of $73,000, compared with $43,000 under current law. Under the second
option, the credit would start to phase out at a higher income, but the phaseout rate would
be faster. The credit rate would start to decline at an AGI of $30,000 at a rate of 1
percentage point per $1,000 of income. This proposal is similar to one made by the
Clinton administration in 2000.

" Indexation would not stop the trend because real incomes are expected to grow over time.



As shown in table 3, these two options would reduce tax revenues by about the
same amount over the 10-year budget window—3$57 billion for Option 5 and $59 billion
for Option 6. However, Option 5 is less well targeted. More than 12 percent of the
benefits of Option 5 go to households with incomes over $50,000, compared with 7.4
percent of the benefits of Option 6 (table 8). Households with incomes between $10,000
and $50,000 get larger tax credits on average under Option 6; households with incomes
between $50,000 and $100,000 do better under Option 5.

Aside from the difference in distribution of tax benefits, the two different
phaseout schemes can have different effects on incentives to work and save. The faster
phaseout of Option 6 means that some taxpayers with AGI over $30,000 could lose up to
$60 of tax credits for every $1,000 of additional income earned.'? Effectively, the faster
phaseout creates an implicit surtax on income at a rate as high as 6 percent for taxpayers
with incomes in the phaseout range. By comparison, the maximum surtax would be half
as much—3 percent—under Option 5 because of the slower phaseout rate. But, since the
phaseout does not start until a higher income level, Option 6 spares everyone with
incomes under $30,000 from the implicit surtax. Since those households tend to face high
effective marginal tax rates from the phaseout of the EITC (and, in some cases, eligibility
for cash transfer programs such as food stamps), Option 6 might be preferable in the
context of the whole tax and transfer system.

Other Options to Help Low-Income Families

Another approach to helping low-income households meet their child care needs would
be to increase their income through an expansion of the refundable EITC or CTC. An
advantage of this approach is that it is neutral with respect to how working families meet
their child care needs. It also does not require creation of a new refundable tax credit to
help low-income households, and it is highly targeted. The main disadvantage is that the
EITC has been under assault lately from those who complain it is prone to high error
rates and is tantamount to welfare run through the tax system. For these reasons,
significant EITC expansions (and expansions in other refundable credits) may be
politically infeasible. In addition, this option offers no direct incentive to pay for better
child care.

Expanding and Simplifying the Child Tax Credit

Currently, households are allowed to claim a partially refundable child tax credit for each
qualifying child under age 17 in a household. The child tax credit is equal to $1,000 per
child. The credit starts to phase out at adjusted gross incomes over $110,000. Low-
income households may claim a refundable CTC of up to 15 percent of earnings in excess
of $11,000 in 2005. Thus, a household with earnings of $12,000 may claim a refund of up
to $150 (15 percent of $1,000) if they have at least one qualifying child. If EGTRRA is

12 The credit phases out at a rate of 1 percentage point per $1,000 of AGI. One percent of the maximum
child care expenses allowed ($6,000 for two or more children) is $60.

10



not extended, the CTC will return to $500 per child after 2010 and the new refundability
rules will expire."

The 2003 legislation that expanded the CTC also made the definition of child
more uniform. Before 2003, the same child could be deemed eligible for some tax
provisions but not others. The 2003 reforms simplified and conformed those provisions
so that, in most cases, children under the age of 13 who could be claimed for one tax
benefit could also be claimed for others. However, the law left in place different age
limits for eligibility for different benefits. As a result, a child age 15 might qualify for a
dependent exemption, EITC, and CTC, but not CDCTC. A child age 20 who is a full-
time student could still qualify for the EITC and dependent personal exemption, but not
the other credits.

One possibility would be to set the same age limits for all these credits—generally
up to age 18 for child dependents and up to age 23 for children who are full-time
students. Although this would be a simplification, it would raise issues in the case of the
CDCTC. Children age 13 and over are generally thought old enough to serve as
caregivers, so defining legitimate child care activities without opening avenues for
abuse' for this age group would be problematic."

However, it would be a straightforward simplification to make the CTC available
to all child dependents. This would effectively raise the age limit from 16 to 18 or 23
depending on student status.'® This option would reduce revenues substantially over the
budget window. Including the cost of making the EGTRRA provisions permanent,
revenues would decline by $247 billion over 10 years (Option 2 in table 9). Most of that

13 A refundable child tax credit for certain families with three or more children predates EGTRRA and will
continue past 2010. However, most low-income families receive a larger benefit from the EGTRRA
provisions (Burman, Maag, and Rohaly 2002).

" If qualifying child care expenses included care of teenagers, it would be easy (and legal) to abuse the
system. A person could pay the teenager next door to care for his or her teenage child on Monday and
Tuesday, the neighbor could pay the first person’s teenage child to care for the neighbor’s child on
Thursdays and Fridays, and each household would qualify for a refundable credit. Each household would
pay $3,000 and would receive $3,000 from the neighbor (so their net incomes would be zero), and would
receive a $1,500 refundable credit. The children would owe income and payroll taxes on some or all of the
$3,000 in babysitting income, but their tax would amount to less than half of the credit. The IRS could try
to stem such schemes, but the neighbors could achieve the same result by playing round robin: neighbor 1
cares for neighbor 2 who cares for neighbor 3 who cares for neighbor 4 who cares for neighbor 1.
(Probably most people wouldn’t be so devious, but it is poor practice to create such incentives in the tax
law.)

'3 Chicago Mayor Richard Daley (2005) has floated the idea of allowing the CDCTC for older children as a
way to encourage participation in after-school programs. Conceivably, this limited use of the credit could
be defined in such a way that it could not be abused—for example, by requiring that program providers be
certified by a state or local authority. However, since the nature of this program is very different from care
provided to young children, it might make more sense to create a new subsidy program, either a cash grant
to state and local governments that provide or sponsor these programs or a tax credit targeted directly at
qualifying after-school programs.

' The credit would also continue to be available in the limited cases where nondependent children are
eligible under current law.
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cost ($134 billion) is attributable to extending the higher child tax credit and refundability
beyond their scheduled expiration in 2010 (Option 1). In 2015, only about a quarter of the
revenue loss is attributable to conforming the age thresholds.

In 2005, Option 2 provides 44 percent of its benefits to families with incomes
between $50,000 and $100,000. Families with incomes below $50,000 receive about 36
percent of the total benefits (table 10). This option is far less targeted than making the
CDCTC refundable. Another more targeted alternative would be to expand the refundable
EITC, which is discussed next.

Options for EITC Reform

The EITC is the largest cash assistance program for low-income families.'” The EITC
provides up to $4,400 a year (in 2005) for working families with two or more children,
and smaller amounts for families with fewer children. For families with tax liability less
than their EITC, the excess is rebated to them in the form of a tax refund.

There are three ranges for the EITC. In the phase-in range, the credit increases
with earned income until reaching the maximum credit. Then, over a fixed range of
earnings (the “plateau”), recipients receive the maximum credit. At higher earning levels,
the credit phases out as earnings increase until it is eliminated. In 2005, the credit was
fully phased out for single parents with two children once their earnings reached $35,263.
Married couples with two children could receive the EITC until their combined earnings
reached $37,263.

EGTRRA increased the point at which the EITC starts to phase out for married
couples by $3,000 in 2008 and indexed the threshold after that. (The increase was phased
in using $1,000 increments starting in 2002.) The first option for reforming the EITC
(Option 3 in table 9) would make permanent the EGTRRA EITC provisions, which
would otherwise expire after 2010. The option would continue to index the higher
phaseout threshold for married couples after 2010.

The second option for reforming the EITC (Option 4 in table 9) would reduce the
phaseout rates in order to extend the point at which the EITC is completely phased out by
10 percent in 2005."® The third option for reforming the EITC (Option 5 in table 9) is
identical to the second option for reforming the EITC but is limited to married couples.

The final option for reforming the EITC (Option 6 in table 9) would create a third
tier of the EITC for families with three or more children. The option would increase the
credit rate for three or more children—currently set at 40 percent—by 25 percent, which

7 Preliminary estimates of the 2002 nonadministrative costs of the EITC total $38.7 billion (IRS 2004); the
combined expenditure of state and federal funds on cash assistance in Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) totaled $14.6 billion (HHS 2002).

' In 2008, the phaseout point for the EITC is scheduled to increase for married couples by $1,000. The
phaseout rates for married couples would again be adjusted so that the credit phases out completely at a
income level that is 10 percent higher than under current law.
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is approximately the difference in the poverty threshold between a single-parent
household with two children and a similar household with three children in 2003. The
phase-in rate thus becomes 50 percent. The income range over which the credit phases in
is the same as for a two-child family under current law—3$0 to $11,000 in 2005—and the
credit begins to phase out at the same income levels as under current law and at the same
21.06 percent rate that apply to families with two or more children. Since the maximum
credit is larger, this implies that the credit applies over a larger range of income.

Making the EGTRRA EITC provisions permanent (Option 3 in table 9) entails a
relatively modest cost over the 10-year budget window—§7.7 billion—although that is
somewhat misleading since the proposal costs nothing before calendar year 2011. The
annual cost of Option 3 in 2015 is comparable to the cost of allowing the CDCTC against
the AMT in that year (although the cost of the AMT provision grows much more over
time).

Option 4, extending the point at which the EITC is completely phased out by 10
percent in 2005, would be the most costly—reducing tax receipts and increasing outlays
by $46 billion over 10 years as it would apply to all EITC recipients and extend
availability of the EITC to workers with incomes 10 percent higher than under current
law." It would also substantially expand the scope of the EITC. More than 27 percent of
households with incomes between $20,000 and $40,000 would get a tax cut (table 11).
The largest cut would go to households with incomes between $30,000 and $40,000—an
average of $106, or 0.4 percent of income. Very low income households get little benefit,
however, because few of them are in the phaseout range for the EITC.

Option 5, extending the point at which the EITC is completely phased out by 10
percent in 2005 for married couples only, is more targeted at households that suffer
marriage penalties (the rationale for the EGTRRA changes) and costs less than half as
much as Option 4. Option 5 would reduce tax revenues by about $21 billion over 10
years. The distribution of tax benefits is otherwise similar to Option 4, but the average
benefit is cut proportionately (table 12). This option is also somewhat targeted to child
care costs because few married couples are eligible for the EITC if they do not have
children.

Option 6, creating a third tier of the EITC for families with three or more
children, is most targeted to costs of child rearing. It only applies to families with three or
more children. For that reason, even though the credit is much larger for those who
qualify than the credit in Option 4, it costs nearly $11 billion less—$35 billion over 10
years. Because it only applies to large families, less than 5 percent of households in any
income class would receive a tax cut, but the tax cut for those families will be substantial
(table 13). Qualifying tax filers with incomes between $30,000 and $40,000 would
receive an average tax cut of over $1,000 (not shown in table). By comparison, the
average tax cut for qualifying recipients of Option 4 was only about $400 in the same
income range. Unlike the other options, this one would also provide substantial help to

' Again, we combine the cost of the refundable and nonrefundable credits. Under official scoring rules, the
refundable portion would be considered an outlay rather than a tax cut.
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lower-income households. Almost 25 percent of the benefits would accrue to those
families with incomes between $10,000 and $20,000, and 5 percent would go to those
with incomes under $10,000. Less than 6 percent of the tax cuts in Options 4 and 5 would
go to families with incomes below $20,000.

An advantage of these options is that they would all extend the benefits of the
EITC to more working families, but they would also create mixed economic incentives.
The phaseout of the EITC creates an implicit tax on earnings, at rates as high as 21.06
percent. By reducing the EITC phaseout rates, all these options would enhance work
incentives for some lower-income households. However, many more families would
become subject to the EITC phaseouts under the proposal, reducing their incentives to
work more. Economic evidence suggests that the main way taxes affect work decisions is
through the choice of a spouse to work, not on the decision of how many hours to work.
In that context, expanding the EITC so that it applies to more couples should increase
work incentives for married couples on balance.

Conclusion

Although the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 purportedly
increased the value of the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit, the actual benefit eluded
most low-income people. First, because the credit is not refundable, low-income families
that do not owe income taxes cannot benefit from the credit, regardless of the credit rate.
Second, low-income families are unlikely to have sufficiently high child care expenses to
take advantage of the increased limit on child care expenses. Higher-income families,
however, received a benefit from the legislation because they have higher child care
expenses. A small group of people benefited from the increased rates, but most people
will continue to receive a CDCTC worth 20 percent of expenses, up to a legislated
maximum.

The CDCTC does not replace the direct subsidy programs. Although benefits of
the CDCTC are focused on higher-income people, low-income people are the
beneficiaries of direct subsidy programs. Direct subsidy programs remain chronically
underfunded and leave many low-income people with no child care assistance as they
struggle to work outside the home. It is possible to change the CDCTC in order to
provide assistance to more low-income families. One relatively simple way to do this
would be to make the CDCTC refundable. This would allow low-income families to take
advantage of the credit, similar to the refundable EITC.

If making the CDCTC refundable is not an option, another possibility would be to
expand the existing refundable tax credits. Our simulations show that such expansions
can be accomplished at similar budget cost to the CDCTC reforms. An advantage of this
approach is that it does not require the creation of a new refundable credit. It is also
neutral with respect to how families arrange for child care. A disadvantage is that it is
less targeted to those with the greatest child care costs.
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Figure 1. Child and Dependent Care Credit: Legislated Amount versus Actual Value for a
Head of Household with Two Children, 2002 and 2005 (2005$)
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Source: Authors' calculations.

Note: Calculations assume the maximum allowable expenses, only source of income is earned income, and expenses for the CDCTC come from two
children who also qualify for the Child Tax Credit and the Earned Income Tax Credit. Calculations for "actual value" are tax liability absent the
CDCTC minus tax liability with the CDCTC.
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Table 1. Value of Tax Subsidies for Child Care in FY 2006 (millions of dollars)

Provision Cost”
CDCTC 2,810
Employer exclusion 810
Employer tax credit 10
Total 3,630

Source: Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United States of America, Fiscal Year 2006, Analytical Perspectives (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 2005), p. 318.

?Tax expenditure estimates for fiscal year 2006. The total ignores possible interactions among the three tax expenditures, which could increase or decrease the
estimate.



Table 2. Distribution of Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit in 2005, With and Without Refundability, by Cash Income

All Tax Units Tax Units that Claim Nonrefundable Tax Credit Tax Units that Claim Refundgble
. (Current Law) or Nonrefundable Tax Credit

) N NP P e T P T e e
claimants  benefit (dollars) benefits claimants  benefit (dollars)  benefits

<10,000 19,560 13.5 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 544 6.9 2.8 704 8.0
10,000 — < 20,000 25,611 17.7 157 2.5 0.2 241 0.6 955 12.1 3.7 911 17.8
20,000 — < 30,000 19,953 13.8 668 10.5 2.6 510 8.2 809 10.3 3.9 769 114
30,000 — < 40,000 15,289 10.6 843 13.3 5.1 609 14.3 861 10.9 5.4 664 10.8
40,000 — < 50,000 11,738 8.1 564 8.9 4.8 557 9.8 578 7.3 4.9 568 6.8
50,000 — 100,000 32,636 22.6 2,513 39.6 7.7 516 40.6 2,538 322 7.8 522 27.5
100,000 — 200,000 14,432 10.0 1,312 20.7 9.0 532 219 1,314 16.7 9.1 533 14.6
More than 200,000 4,774 33 284 44 5.9 538 4.8 285 3.6 5.9 538 32
All 144,573 100.0 6,341 100.0 4.2 529 100.0 7,889 100.0 5.4 629 100.0

Source: Urban—Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Note: Tax benefits are relative to current law with no CDCTC.

* Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a description of cash income, see
http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm. Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded
from the analysis.




Table 3. Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (CDCTC) Options
Static Impact on Individual Income Tax Liability and Revenue, 2005-15 ($ billions)

Fiscal Year Revenue®

Option 1: Allow CDCTC regardless of tentative AMT®

Option 2: Option 1 plus make EGTRRA changes permanent’

Option 3: Option 2 plus index for inflation®

Option 4: Option 3 plus make fully refundable

Option 5: Option 4 plus 50 percent top credit rate, phaseout starts at $15,000
Option 6: Option 4 Plus 50 percent top credit rate, phaseout starts at $30,000°
Addendum: Revenue cost of CDCTC under current law

Calendar Year Liability

Option 1: Allow CDCTC regardless of tentative AMT

Option 2: Option 1 plus make EGTRRA changes permanent

Option 3: Option 2 plus index for inflation

Option 4: Option 3 plus make fully refundable

Option 5: Option 4 plus 50 percent top credit rate, phaseout starts at $15,000
Option 6: Option 4 plus 50 percent top credit rate, phaseout starts at $30,000

Addendum: Revenue cost of CDCTC under current law

Year
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015  2005-15
0.0 -0.3 -1.3 -1.5 -1.7 -1.8 -1.8 -1.1 -1.3 -1.5 -1.7 -14.1
0.0 -0.3 -1.3 -1.5 -1.7 -1.8 -1.9 -1.6 -1.8 -2.0 2.2 -16.2
0.0 -0.3 -1.4 -1.6 -1.8 2.1 2.2 -1.9 2.2 2.5 -2.7 -18.6
-0.3 -1.9 -3.1 -34 -3.7 -4.0 -4.2 -3.9 -4.2 -4.6 -5.0 -38.3
-0.7 -3.7 -4.9 =52 -5.6 -5.9 -6.1 -5.7 -6.1 -6.5 -6.9 -57.2
-0.7 -3.7 -5.0 -5.4 -5.7 -6.1 -6.3 -5.9 -6.3 -6.7 -7.2 -59.0
-3.1 2.9 -2.0 -1.9 -1.8 -1.7 -1.6 -1.5 -1.4 -1.3 -1.2 -20.6
0.0 -1.3 -1.5 -1.6 -1.8 -2.0 -1.1 -1.3 -1.5 -1.7 -1.9 -15.6
0.0 -1.3 -1.5 -1.6 -1.8 2.0 -1.6 -1.8 -2.0 2.2 2.4 -18.1
0.0 -1.3 -1.6 -1.8 -2.0 2.2 -1.9 2.1 2.4 2.7 -3.0 -21.0
-1.6 -3.0 -3.3 -3.6 -3.9 4.2 -3.8 -4.2 -4.5 -4.9 -5.2 -42.5
-3.4 -4.8 -5.2 -5.5 -5.9 -6.2 -5.6 -6.0 -6.4 -6.8 -7.2 -62.9
-3.4 -4.9 -5.3 -5.6 -6.0 -6.4 -5.8 -6.2 -6.6 -7.1 -7.5 -65.0
-3.2 -2.0 -1.9 -1.8 -1.7 -1.7 -1.5 -1.5 -1.4 -1.2 -1.2 -19.1

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Note: Baseline is current law.

* Fiscal-year revenue numbers assume a 20-80 split. The actual effect on receipts could differ.

® Under current law, the temporary provision that allows the CDCTC regardless of tentative AMT is scheduled to expire 12/31/05. This proposal would make the provision permanent.
“ EGTRRA makes the following changes to the CDCTC: increase the maximum credit rate from 30 to 35 percent, increase allowable expenses from $2,400 to $3,000 for one eligible individual and from $4,800 to $6,00(
for two or more eligible individuals, and increase the start of the phasedown of the credit rate from $10,000 to $15,000 of AGI. These provisions are scheduled to sunset 12/31/10. This proposal makes these provisions

permanent.

¢ The maximum eligible expenses and the AGI level at which the credit rate begins to phase down would be indexed for inflation starting 01/01/06. The rounding factor for indexation would be the nearest multiple of

$10, the same as for the Earned Income Tax Credit.

° Taxpayers would be eligible for the credit regardless of individual income tax liability, effective 01/01/05.

"The top credit rate of 50 percent would be reduced by 1 percentage point for each $2,000 (or fraction thereof) by which AGI exceeds $15,000 (indexed for inflation after 2005). The minimum credit rate would be 20

percent.

¢ The top credit rate of 50 percent would be reduced by 1 percentage point for each $1,000 (or fraction thereof) by which AGI exceeds $30,000 (indexed for inflation after 2005). The minimum credit rate would be 20

percent.



Table 4. Option 2: Allow CDCTC Regardless of Tentative AMT and Extend EGTRRA Provisions
Number of Returns and Amount Reported Compared with Current Law, 2015

Cash income class Current Law Proposal Average Share of tax
Returns Reported Credit Returns Reported Credit
(thousands of 2005 Average Average tax change  change
a Number Percentof  Amount ($ Percent of . Number  Percent of  Amount ($ Percent of .
dollars) (thousands) total millions) total credit (8) (thousands) total millions) total credit (8) ® (percent)

Less than 10 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N/A 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N/A 0 0.0
10-20 144 3.7 41.2 2.5 285 145 2.0 47.7 1.2 330 0 0.1
20-30 645 16.3 2943 18.0 456 648 9.0 427.6 10.3 660 -4 3.8
30-40 835 21.1 373.7 22.8 448 851 11.9 505.7 12.2 594 -6 43
40-50 701 17.7 289.6 17.7 413 799 11.1 442.8 10.7 554 -10 6.0
50-100 1,070 27.1 424.6 25.9 397 2,457 342 1,400.9 33.9 570 -25 39.2
100-200 439 11.1 152.6 9.3 347 1,837 25.6 1,046.1 253 569 -42 373
More than 200 118 3.0 62.5 3.8 532 440 6.1 266.8 6.4 606 -27 8.3
More than 1,000 12 0.3 7.6 0.5 620 13 0.2 9.4 0.2 737 -4 0.1
All 3,952 100.0 1,638.5 100.0 415 7,177 100.0 4,137.5 100.0 577 -15 100.0

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).
N/A = not applicable

Notes: Calendar year. Proposal includes the effects of allowing the CDCTC regardless of tentative AMT and making the EGTRRA changes permanent.
* Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a description of cash income, see
http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm. Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded from the analysis.



Table 5. Option 3: Index CDCTC for Inflation
Number of Returns and Amount Reported Compared with Option 2, 2015

. Proposal Change from Option 2
Cash income class - -
(thousands of 2005 Returns Reported Credit Average Returns Reported Credit Average
a Number  Percent of = Amount ($ Percent of . Number Amount ($ Percent of .
dollars) (thousands) total millions) total credit () (thousands) millions) total credit ()
Less than 10 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N/A 0 0 0.0 N/A
10-20 145 2.0 48.9 1.0 339 0 1 0.2 9
20-30 648 9.0 499.1 10.4 771 0 71 11.0 110
30-40 851 11.9 615.9 12.9 723 0 110 17.0 130
40-50 799 11.1 515.6 10.8 645 0 73 11.2 91
50-100 2,457 34.2 1,598.5 334 651 0 198 30.4 80
100-200 1,837 25.6 1,201.0 25.1 654 0 155 23.8 84
More than 200 440 6.1 308.2 6.4 700 0 41 6.4 94
All 7,177 100.0 4,787.3 100.0 667 0 650 100.0 91

Source : Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).
N/A = not applicable

Notes: Calendar year. Proposal includes the effects of allowing the CDCTC regardless of tentative AMT and making the EGTRRA changes permanent.
Proposal indexes the maximum eligible expenses and the AGI level at which the credit rate begins to phase down, effective 01/01/06.

* Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a description of cash income, see
http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm. Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded
from the analysis.



Table 6. Option 4: Index CDCTC for Inflation and Make Refundable
Number of Returns and Amount Reported Compared with Option 3, 2015

Cashi Proposal Change from Option 2
ash income class Returns Reported Credit Returns Reported Credit
(thousands Of 2005 Number Percentof Amount($ Percent of Avef'age Number Percent of Amount ($§ Percent of Ave{'age
dollars) (thousands) total millions) total credit (3) (thousands) total millions) total credit (3)
Less than 10 567 6.2 504.8 7.1 890 567 29.8 505 21.7 890
10-20 1,140 12.6 1,381.6 19.4 1,212 995 52.3 1,333 57.4 874
20-30 882 9.7 858.6 12.1 973 235 12.3 359 15.5 203
30-40 899 9.9 677.1 9.5 753 48 2.5 61 2.6 30
40-50 812 8.9 528.6 7.4 651 13 0.7 13 0.6 6
50-100 2,490 27.4 1,635.0 23.0 657 33 1.8 234 10.1 86
100-200 1,842 20.3 1,209.0 17.0 656 5 0.3 8 0.3 3
More than 200 441 4.9 308.9 43 701 1 0.0 42 1.8 94
All 9,078 100.0 7,109.1 100.0 783 1,902 100.0 2,322 100.0 116

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Notes : Calendar year. Proposal includes the effects of allowing the CDCTC regardless of tentative AMT and making the EGTRRA changes permanent. Proposal indexes
the maximum eligible expenses and the AGI level at which the credit rate begins to phase down, effective 01/01/06.

* Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a description of cash income, see
http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm. Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded from the
analysis.



Table 7. Option 4: Index CDCTC for Inflation and Make Fully Refundable
Distribution of Federal Tax Change by Cash Income Class, 2015

Percent Average

Cash income class Tax Units® Pefcent‘ of tax change in federal tax Share of
(thousands of 2005 units with tax total federal
a Number Percent of b after-tax change
dollars) (thousands) total cut income’ (dollars) tax change
Less than 10 15,853 9.7 3.6 0.5 -32 9.8
10-20 24,587 15.1 4.5 0.3 -53 253
20-30 22,795 14.0 3.5 0.1 21 9.1
30-40 17,610 10.8 4.4 0.0 -14 4.8
40-50 13,922 8.5 39 0.0 -15 4.0
50-100 38,901 23.8 6.4 0.0 -29 224
100-200 21,328 13.1 7.6 0.0 -48 19.9
More than 200 7,569 4.6 5.8 0.0 -32 4.7
All 163,160 100.0 4.7 0.1 -32 100.0

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Notes: Calendar year. Baseline is current law. The maximum eligible expenses and the AGI level at which the credit rate begins
to phase down would be indexed for inflation starting 01/01/06. The rounding factor for indexation would be the nearest multiple
of $10, the same as for the Earned Income Tax Credit. Proposal also includes allowing the CDCTC regardless of AMT liability
and extending the EGTRRA provisions.

*Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a description of
cash income, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm.

" Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded from the analysis.

¢ After-tax income is cash income less individual income tax, net of refundable credits; corporate income tax; payroll taxes (Social
Security and Medicare); and estate tax.



Table 8. Effect of Making Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit Refundable with 50 Percent Maximum Rate on Average
Credits and Distribution of Tax Benefits in 2005, by Cash Income

All Tax Units Option 5-Slow Phaseout Starting at $15,000 Option 6—Fast Phaseout Starting at $30,000
Cash income” . Percent Percent  Average  Percent . Percent  Percent  Average  Percent
(dollars) (tlli) 1;1;1:;6;5) Percent ( glzﬁ;?éi) .of who credit® of tax ( 512)1(15121111112155) 'of who credit® of tax

claimants  benefit (dollars)  benefits claimants  benefit  (dollars)  benefits

<10,000 19,560 13.5 544 6.9 2.8 1,006 16.4 544 6.9 2.8 1,006 16.0
10,000 — < 20,000 25,611 17.7 955 12.1 3.7 1,306 36.1 955 12.1 3.7 1,314 355
20,000 — < 30,000 19,953 13.8 809 10.3 3.8 1,141 17.2 809 10.3 39 1,237 18.9
30,000 — < 40,000 15,289 10.6 861 10.9 53 1,039 10.9 861 10.9 5.4 1,195 14.4
40,000 — < 50,000 11,738 8.1 578 7.3 4.9 947 6.7 578 7.3 4.9 1,012 7.6
50,000 — 100,000 32,636 22.6 2,538 322 5.5 676 12.3 2,538 32.2 3.1 610 7.2
100,000 — 200,000 14,432 10.0 1,314 16.7 0.2 537 0.3 1,314 16.7 0.1 536 0.2
More than 200,000 4,774 33 284 3.6 0.0 540 0.0 284 3.6 0.0 540 0.0
All 144,573 100.0 7,889 100.0 3.8 854 100.0 7,889 100.0 33 866 100.0

Source: Urban—Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Note: Tax benefits are calculated relative to current law.

*Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a description of cash income, see
http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfim. Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded
from the analysis.

® Full CDCTC credit claimed, not the increase in credit.




Table 9. Expand Refundable Tax Credits for Families with Children
Static Impact on Individual Income Tax Liability and Revenue, 2005-15 ($ billions)

Year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015  2005-15
Fiscal Year Revenue®
Option 1: Make EGTRRA CTC provisions permanenth 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -6.3 -31.4 -31.8 -32.2 -32.6 -134.2
Option 2: Option 1 plus allow CTC for all dependent children® -2.3 -11.6 -11.5 -11.5 -11.5 -11.3 -17.4 -42.3 -42.4 -42.6 -42.8 -247.2
Option 3: Make EGTRRA EITC provisions permanentd 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.4 -1.9 -1.8 -1.8 -1.8 -71.7
Option 4: Option 3 plus extend point at which EITC is phased out by 10 percent © -0.7 -3.4 -3.5 -3.6 -3.7 -3.8 -4.3 -5.7 -5.8 -5.8 -5.9 -46.2
Option 5: Option 3 plus Option 4 for married couples onlyr -0.3 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.7 -3.0 -3.0 -2.9 -2.8 -20.6
Option 6: Option 3 plus third tier of EITC for those with three or more children® -0.6 2.9 -2.9 -2.8 -2.8 -2.8 -3.1 -4.4 -4.4 -4.4 -4.4 =353
Calendar Year Liability
Option 1: Make EGTRRA CTC provisions permanent 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 =313 -31.7 -32.1 -32.6 -32.8 -160.4
Option 2: Option 1 plus allow CTC for all dependent children -11.6 -11.5 -11.6 -11.5 -11.4 -11.1 -42.3 -42.4 -42.6 -42.8 -42.8 -281.5
Option 3: Make EGTRRA EITC provisions permanent 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.9 -1.8 -1.8 -1.8 -1.8 -9.2
Option 4: Option 3 plus extend point at which EITC is phased out by 10 percent 3.4 -3.5 -3.6 3.7 3.8 -39 -5.7 -5.7 -5.8 -5.9 -6.0 -50.9
Option 5: Option 3 plus Option 4 for married couples only -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -3.0 -3.0 -2.9 2.8 2.8 -22.8
Option 6: Option 3 plus third tier of EITC for those with three or more children 2.8 29 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.7 -4.4 -4.4 -4.4 -4.4 -4.4 -38.8

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Note: Baseline is current law.

* Fiscal-year revenue numbers assume a 20-80 split. The actual effect on receipts could differ.

® Provisions include the following: allow CTC regardless of tentative AMT, increase maximum amount per child to $1,000 from $500, allow credit to be refundable at a rate of 15% of earned income in excess of $10,000,
indexed for inflation after 2001.

¢ Under the proposal, qualifying children for the CTC are all those eligible under current law plus any dependent child not currently eligible.

4 Provisions include the following: increase beginning point of the phaseout by $3,000 for married couples filing a joint return, indexed for inflation after 2008; repeal reduction in EITC due to AMT liability; and use AGI
instead of modified AGI in calculation of EITC.

¢ Proposal reduces the EITC phasedown rates to ensure the credit is completely phased out at an income level that is 10 percent higher than under current law, effective 01/01/05. For single and head-of-household filers, the
rates would be 6.24 percent, 13.47 percent, and 18.02 percent for O children, 1 child, and 2 or more children, respectively. For married couples filing a joint return, the rates would be 6.05, 13.34, and 17.87 for 2005 through
2007 and 5.96, 13.27, and 17.8 percent for 2008 and thereafter.

f Proposal reduces the EITC phasedown rates to ensure the credit is completely phased out at an income level that is 10 percent higher than under current law, for married couples filing a joint return only, effective 01/01/05.
For 2005 through 2007, the new phasedown rates would be 6.05, 13.34, and 17.87 percent for O children, 1 child, and 2 or more children, respectively. For 2008 and thereafter, the rates would be 5.96, 13.27, and 17.8
percent.

€ The phase-in rate for three or more children would be 50 percent; the other parameters would be the same as for two or more children under current law. Proposal is effective 01/01/05.



Table 10. Option 2: Allow CTC for All Dependent Children
Distribution of Federal Tax Change by Cash Income Class, 2005

Cash income class Tax Units” Percent of tax Percen.t Average Share of
(thousands of 2005 units with tax change in federal tax total federal
a Number Percent of b after-tax change
dollars) (thousands) Total cut income* (dollars) tax change
Less than 10 19,560 13.5 0.2 0.0 -1 0.1
10-20 25,611 17.7 2.6 0.1 -15 33
20-30 19,953 13.8 5.8 0.3 -58 9.9
30-40 15,289 10.6 7.4 0.3 -83 10.9
40-50 11,738 8.1 9.4 0.3 -112 11.4
50-100 32,636 22.6 12.7 0.3 -156 43.8
100-200 14,432 10.0 13.9 0.2 -159 19.8
More than 200 4,774 33 1.3 0.0 -14 0.6
All 144,573 100.0 7.2 0.2 -80 100.0

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Notes: Calendar year. Baseline is current law. Under the proposal, qualifying children for the CTC are all those eligible
under current law plus any dependent child not currently eligible.

*Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a
description of cash income, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm.

® Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded from the analysis.
¢ After-tax income is cash income less individual income tax, net of refundable credits; corporate income tax; payroll taxes
(Social Security and Medicare); and estate tax.



Table 11. Option 4: Increase Point at Which EITC Is Phased Out by 10 Percent
Distribution of Federal Tax Change by Cash Income Class, 2005

Cash income class Tax Units” Percent of tax Percen.t Average Share of
(thousands of 2005 units with tax change in federal tax total federal
a Number Percent of b after-tax change
dollars) (thousands) Total cut income* (dollars) tax change
Less than 10 19,560 13.5 4.1 0.0 -1 0.5
10-20 25,611 17.7 12.9 0.1 -7 5.3
20-30 19,953 13.8 27.2 0.3 -56 335
30-40 15,289 10.6 27.1 0.4 -106 48.1
40-50 11,738 8.1 8.9 0.1 -31 11.0
50-100 32,636 22.6 0.5 0.0 -1 1.6
100-200 14,432 10.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
More than 200 4,774 33 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
All 144,573 100.0 10.3 0.1 -23 100.0

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Notes: Calendar year. Baseline is current law. Proposal reduces the EITC phasedown rates to ensure the credit is
completely phased out at an income level that is 10 percent higher than under current law. For married couples filing a joint
return only the rates would be 6.05, 13.34, and 17.87 percent for O children, 1 child, and 2 or more children, respectively.
*Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a
description of cash income, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm.

® Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded from the analysis.
¢ After-tax income is cash income less individual income tax, net of refundable credits; corporate income tax; payroll taxes
(Social Security and Medicare); and estate tax.



Table 12. Option 5: Increase Point at Which EITC Is Phased Out by 10 Percent for Married Couples
Only
Distribution of Federal Tax Change by Cash Income Class, 2005

Cash income class Tax Units’ Percent of tax Percen.t Average
(thousands of 2005 units with tax ~ Changein - federaltax  Share of total
a Number Percent of b after-tax change federal tax change
dollars) (thousands) Total cut income® (dollars)
Less than 10 19,560 13.5 0.1 0.0 0 0.1
10-20 25,611 17.7 1.6 0.0 -1 1.9
20-30 19,953 13.8 7.8 0.1 -16 22.8
30-40 15,289 10.6 11.7 0.2 -49 54.2
40-50 11,738 8.1 5.9 0.1 -22 18.5
50-100 32,636 22.6 0.3 0.0 -1 2.3
100-200 14,432 10.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
More than 200 4,774 33 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
All 144,573 100.0 3.2 0.0 -10 100.0

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Notes: Calendar year. Baseline is current law. Proposal reduces the EITC phasedown rates to ensure the credit is completely phased
out at an income level that is 10 percent higher than under current law. For married couples filing a joint return only, the rates
would be 6.05, 13.34, and 17.87 percent for 0 children, 1 child, and 2 or more children, respectively.

*Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a description of
cash income, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm.

® Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded from the analysis.
¢ After-tax income is cash income less individual income tax, net of refundable credits; corporate income tax; payroll taxes (Social
Security and Medicare); and estate tax.



Table 13. Option 6: Create Third Tier of EITC for Those with Three or More Children
Distribution of Federal Tax Change by Cash Income Class, 2005

Cash income class Tax Units” Percent of tax Percen.t Average Share of
(thousands of 2005 units with tax change in federal tax total federal
a Number Percent of b after-tax change
dollars) (thousands) total cut income* (dollars) tax change
Less than 10 19,560 13.5 1.3 0.1 -7 5.0
10-20 25,611 17.7 2.7 0.2 -27 24.5
20-30 19,953 13.8 4.1 0.2 -45 314
30-40 15,289 10.6 4.9 0.2 -52 28.2
40-50 11,738 8.1 3.4 0.1 -22 9.2
50-100 32,636 22.6 0.2 0.0 -1 1.6
100-200 14,432 10.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
More than 200 4,774 33 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
All 144,573 100.0 2.1 0.0 -20 100.0

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0305-2).

Notes: Calendar year. Baseline is current law. Under the proposal, the phase-in rate for three or more children would be 50
percent; the other parameters would be the same as for two or more children under current law.

*Tax units with negative cash income are excluded from the lowest income class but are included in the totals. For a
description of cash income, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/TaxModel/income.cfm.

® Includes both filing and non-filing units. Tax units that are dependents of other taxpayers are excluded from the analysis.
¢ After-tax income is cash income less individual income tax, net of refundable credits; corporate income tax; payroll taxes
(Social Security and Medicare); and estate tax.
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