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Findings
An analysis of IRS data on low-income working families who received the Earned Income
Tax Credit (EITC) between tax years 2000 and 2003 reveals that:

■ The number of taxpayers receiving the EITC rose to 21.4 million in 2003, up 14
percent from 2000. Changing economic conditions helped fuel a rise in the proportion
of all taxpayers receiving the EITC, from 15 percent to 17 percent. Of 122 large cities
studied, 113 experienced at least a one-half percentage point rise in the share of their
taxpayers earning the credit.

■ In 2003, the average EITC recipient earned a credit of $1,788, and EITC dollars
accounted for 68 percent of recipients’ net tax refunds. The extension of a portion of
the Child Tax Credit to lower-income working families beginning in 2001 increased total
tax refunds for EITC recipients. Among cities, the average EITC ranged from just over
$1,200 in Cambridge, MA, to nearly $2,300 in McAllen, TX.

■ The proportion of EITC recipients who filed their returns through paid tax prepar-
ers increased from 65 percent in 2000 to 71 percent in 2003. Cities and suburbs in
the New York area experienced a dramatic 15 percentage point rise in the average share
of their EITC earners using paid preparers. By contrast, fewer than 2 percent of EITC
recipients nationwide accessed a free volunteer return preparation program to file their
taxes in 2003, although programs in Tulsa, OK; Albuquerque, NM; Minneapolis-St.
Paul, MN; and other cities reached higher proportions of recipients.

■ Fewer than 8 percent of EITC recipients with qualifying children in 2003 received
the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (CDCTC) to offset their child care costs.
Despite research suggesting that 20 percent of EITC-eligible families with children pay
for child care, most miss out on the benefits of the CDCTC because it is nonrefundable.
Similarly, just 2.7 percent of EITC earners accessed either the Hope or Lifetime Learner
credits to help pay for postsecondary education expenses.

Although the magnitude of these trends varied among U.S. cities and suburbs, the broader
picture emerging from 2000 to 2003 points to three opportunities for policymakers to assist
low-income working families: preserving and expanding the EITC at the federal and state
levels; increasing the still-limited reach of volunteer income tax preparation programs; and
making the CDCTC refundable to help low-income taxpayers pay for quality child care.



Introduction

The early years of the twenty-
first century marked a period
of change in both the labor
market and in public policy

for the nation’s low-income working
families. Most prominently, employ-
ment conditions deteriorated after
2000. The nation’s unemployment rate
climbed from 4 percent in 2000 to 6
percent in 2003. The unemployment
rate for workers with less than a high
school education rose to nearly 9 per-
cent in 2003. Real hourly wages
continued to increase slightly for most
workers during this period, but the
weak labor market reduced the num-
ber of hours worked, along with
overall earnings and family incomes.
The steady rise in labor force partici-
pation among low-income families
during the 1990s, spurred in part by
the 1996 welfare reform law and other
policies to “make work pay,” gave way
to a decline after 2000.1

These labor market difficulties coin-
cided with changes to the federal tax
system for low-income working fami-
lies. The tax system looms especially
large for these workers, as it includes
the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC),
the largest antipoverty program tar-
geted to families with children. In
2003, the federal EITC provided more
than $38 billion to low-wage workers
and their families. 

In 2001, a massive new tax cut
package tilted largely toward higher-
income individuals included a small
but meaningful provision that
extended some of the benefits of the
Child Tax Credit (CTC) to a wider
group of working families. The same
law also slightly expanded eligibility
for the EITC for married couples.2

These changes increased the value of
tax benefits for working families but
may have created additional filing
complexity for lower-income workers.

At the state level, meanwhile, a 
fiscal crisis spurred cuts in services
such as public health insurance and
subsidized child care that dispropor-

tionately affect lower-income popula-
tions.3 Yet between 2000 and 2003,
three states also introduced new
refundable earned income credits tied
to the federal EITC, and another six
states with existing refundable EITCs
expanded those credits.4 During the
same period, a growing number of
local government, business, and civic
leaders joined forces to promote the
availability of federal and state EITCs
to low-income workers who might be
missing out on these important bene-
fits. They also worked to create a
robust network of volunteer tax assis-
tance programs across the country.5

Reconciling how these competing,
dynamic forces affected the well-being
of low-income families and their com-
munities is difficult at best. One useful
view, however, emerges from federal
income tax data during the past few
years. The number and characteristics
of taxpayers receiving the EITC, and
how they differ across the United
States, provide valuable insights into
the changing incidence and nature of
low-wage work in the 2000s, and the
critical role the EITC played in sup-
porting families during tough economic
times. These trends indicate that as fis-
cal pressures continue to constrain
public expenditures on lower-income
families, the EITC increasingly consti-
tutes a large part of a new safety net for
the low-wage workforce.

After briefly reviewing the method-
ology, this paper examines national,
regional, and local trends in receipt of
the EITC from 2000 to 2003, and its
financial value to recipients. It
explores recent changes in the ways
that EITC recipients and other low-
income taxpayers file their taxes and
claim their refund dollars. It also
offers a first look at the extent to
which low-income working families
access other tax credits designed to
offset child care and education
expenses. The paper concludes with a
discussion of the policy implications
arising from these recent low-income
tax trends.

Methodology

The primary data source for
this analysis is the
IRS–Stakeholder Partner-
ships, Education, and

Communication (SPEC) Return Infor-
mation Database, which contains data
extracted annually by the IRS’s Wage
and Investment Research Unit from
the Electronic Tax Administration
Marketing Database. Original return
data are summarized to provide counts
of individual income tax return char-
acteristics for all U.S. ZIP codes and
then grouped by geographic levels,
including places, counties, and states.
The analysis draws on databases for
tax years 2000 to 2003, which corre-
spond to returns filed in calendar
years 2001 to 2004.6 Throughout the
paper, the term “tax year” is implied in
each reference to a particular year. 

The IRS–SPEC database contains
return information aggregated within
each geographic area by “market seg-
ment.” Market segments include,
among others, all individual income
tax returns, returns for which the tax-
payer received the EITC, and returns
for which the taxpayer’s adjusted gross
income was less than the income ceil-
ing for the EITC in that year. This
paper makes use of all three of these
market segments at various points in
the analysis.

The EITC is a tax credit and wage
supplement for low-income workers.
Most EITC dollars (97 percent in
2003) are directed to families with
children that have incomes below
$35,000. In 2005, families with earn-
ings between $7,800 and $14,400
were eligible for the largest credits
(Figure 1).7 Unlike most other credits
in the tax code, the EITC is refund-
able, meaning that taxpayers receive
the full amount of the credit for which
they are eligible (in the form of a tax
refund) even if it exceeds their tax lia-
bility. A new review of research on the
EITC highlights the program’s long-
standing effectiveness in reducing
poverty, encouraging work, and help-
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ing low-income families to make ends
meet.8

A portion of the CTC is now
refundable for taxpayers with earnings
exceeding $11,000 in 2005.9 The CTC
effectively boosts the value of the
EITC for low- and moderate-income
workers with children (Figure 1). This

paper refers to the refundable portion
of the CTC as the Additional Child
Tax Credit (ACTC).10

In addition to analyzing trends at
the national level, this report examines
patterns within 88 large metropolitan
areas with populations greater than
500,000 in 2000.11 The 88 metro areas

include 122 large cities and their 
suburbs.12 Because the EITC supports
families with working members, it is
helpful to view use dynamics within
metropolitan areas, which most closely
resemble local labor markets.

The geographic building blocks of
the IRS data (ZIP codes) often do not
conform to the boundaries of smaller
municipalities. We use Geographic
Information System (GIS) software to
assign ZIP codes to cities. This tech-
nique effectively splits ZIP codes along
city and town boundaries, and filers
within those ZIP codes are allocated
on the basis of the distribution of pop-
ulation (at the census block level)
inside and outside those boundaries.13

In large cities, which typically contain
a dozen or more ZIP codes, two or
three ZIP codes that cross city borders
can be split without introducing a high
degree of potential error into the
analysis. 

Findings

A. The number of taxpayers
receiving the EITC rose to 
21.4 million in 2003, up 
14 percent from 2000. 
The most striking pattern to emerge
from the data at the national level is
the dramatic increase between 2000
and 2003 in the number of taxpayers
receiving the EITC. Throughout the
late 1990s, subsequent to the last
major expansion of the credit in 1993,
EITC claims held fairly steady at
approximately 19 million per year.14

Two opposing forces were at play to
keep the overall numbers steady. On
the one hand, more people than ever
before entered the workforce during
this time, many at low wages, which
may have served to increase the num-
ber of people eligible for the EITC. On
the other hand, moderate-income
workers enjoyed wage increases that
lifted many above the credit’s income
eligibility ceiling.15

Beginning in 2001, however, things
changed. The economy officially
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Source: Internal Revenue Service

* Married couples filing jointly are eligible for slightly higher credit amounts in the "phase-out"

range of the EITC.

Figure 1. Value of the Earned Income Credit by Income,
Unmarried Filers*, 2005
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Value of the EITC + Child Tax Credit by Income,
Unmarried Filers with One or Two Children, 2005
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entered a recession in March, ending
in November 2001. The after-effects
for low-wage workers, however, lin-
gered. The number of taxpayers
receiving the EITC climbed modestly
from 2000 to 2001, before jumping by
nearly 2 million in 2002. An additional
500,000 taxpayers earned the EITC in
2003, lifting the total to 21.4 million.
Nearly 17 percent of taxpayers that
year benefited from the EITC, up from
15 percent in 2000 (Figure 2).

EITC receipt increased in nearly
every corner of the nation. Each
region (Northeast, Midwest, South,
and West), and 49 of the 50 states and
the District of Columbia (New Mexico
was the exception) experienced an
increase in the absolute number and
percentage of taxpayers receiving the
EITC. At the local level, the propor-
tion of taxpayers receiving the EITC
increased by at least one-half percent-
age point in 113 of 122 large cities,

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data

Figure 2. EITC Receipt, United States, Tax Years 2000 to 2003
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Table 1. Top and Bottom Cities/Suburbs by Share of Taxpayers Receiving EITC, 
and Change in Share 2000–2003

Change Share, Change
Rank Share, 2000–03 2003 2000–03 

2003 (%) (% pts) Rank (%) (% pts)

Cities Suburbs of metro area

1 New Orleans, LA 38.5 Allentown, PA 5.3 1 McAllen-Edinburg-Pharr, TX 54.2 Colorado Springs, CO 4.2

2 McAllen, TX 37.9 Warren, MI 4.9 2 El Paso, TX 51.3 El Paso, TX 3.6

3 Birmingham, AL 37.3 Memphis, TN 4.2 3 Bakersfield, CA 28.1 Orlando, FL 3.1

4 Detroit, MI 36.9 Baton Rouge, LA 4.0 4 Fresno, CA 27.7 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami Beach, FL 3.0

5 Miami, FL 36.9 Orlando, FL 3.8 5 New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 24.9 McAllen-Edinburg-Pharr, TX 2.8

6 El Paso, TX 36.7 Detroit, MI 3.7 6 Baton Rouge, LA 22.9 Honolulu, HI 2.8

7 Memphis, TN 36.1 Hartford, CT 3.6 7 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami Beach, FL 22.6 Salt Lake City, UT 2.8

8 Newark, NJ 35.7 Cleveland, OH 3.6 8 Albuquerque, NM 21.3 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 2.8

9 Hartford, CT 35.5 Arlington, TX 3.6 9 Charleston-North Charleston, SC 21.2 Greensboro-High Point, NC 2.8

10 San Bernardino, CA 35.0 Greensboro, NC 3.5 10 Little Rock-North Little Rock, AR 20.4 Greenville, SC 2.7

113 Cambridge, MA 7.9 Ontario, CA 0.5 79 Toledo, OH 9.4 Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA 1.2

114 Santa Clara, CA 7.4 Atlanta, GA 0.4 80 Worcester, MA 8.7 Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY 1.2

115 Fremont, CA 7.3 Arlington, VA 0.4 81 Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 8.1 Baltimore-Towson, MD 1.1

116 Arlington, VA 7.0 Washington, DC 0.4 82 San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 8.1 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 1.0

117 Thousand Oaks, CA 6.4 San Bernardino, CA 0.4 83 Madison, WI 7.9 Sacramento--Arden-Arcade--Roseville, CA 0.8

118 Scottsdale, AZ 6.3 Riverside, CA 0.3 84 Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 7.8 Stockton, CA 0.7

119 Sunnyvale, CA 5.8 Albuquerque, NM 0.2 85 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 7.6 Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 0.6

120 Bellevue, WA 5.6 Santa Ana, CA 0.1 86 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 7.5 Bakersfield, CA 0.0

121 Livonia, MI 4.6 Sacramento, CA 0.0 87 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 6.2 Albuquerque, NM -0.1

122 Naperville, IL 4.2 Oxnard, CA 0.0 88 Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 5.5 Fresno, CA -1.2

Total - 122 cities 21.7% 2.2% Total - 88 metropolitan suburbs 13.3% 1.8%

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data



and in 85 of 88 large metropolitan
suburbs (tax data for individual cities
and suburbs can be found in Appendix
Tables A and B). The overall rise in
cities (in percentage point terms) out-
paced that in suburbs by only a small
amount (2.2 versus 1.8 percentage
points) (Table 1). 

Two geographic patterns add texture
to the overall trend. First, Southern
cities and suburbs, as well as some in
the Midwest, experienced the most
rapid rises in EITC receipt from 2000
to 2003. These regions saw the largest
declines in poverty during the 1990s,
and apparently were the first to suffer
during the recession of the early
2000s. Notably, New Orleans exhib-
ited the highest rate of EITC receipt
among major cities in 2003, signaling
that much of the poverty evident in
the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina

was, in fact, working poverty. As Map
1 demonstrates, EITC receipt remains
higher in the South than elsewhere,
with many counties seeing at least 30
percent of their filers earn the credit
in 2003.

Second, increases in EITC receipt
throughout southern and central Cali-
fornia were much more muted during
the 2000–2003 period. These areas,
which seemed to weather the recent
recession relatively well, contained
four of the five cities and four of the
five suburbs that witnessed the small-
est increases in the proportion of their
taxpayers receiving the EITC. During
this same period, many of these places
experienced an influx of middle-class
households from more expensive
coastal areas such as San Francisco
and Los Angeles, a factor that may
have lowered the proportion of taxpay-

ers eligible for the EITC.16

Rising EITC receipt also altered the
spatial distribution of working poverty
at the community level. Paul Jar-
gowsky’s analysis of census data
revealed that the 1990s saw a dra-
matic decline in concentrated poverty.
Tax data also reflect this trend.
Between 1997 and 2000, the number
and proportion of EITC recipients liv-
ing in ZIP codes with high
concentrations of working poor (where
more than 40 percent of taxpayers
received the credit) dropped (Figure
3).17 During the next three years, how-
ever, the concentration of EITC
recipients in such ZIP codes
increased. By 2003, approximately one
in eight low-income working families
lived in a community with high num-
bers of working poor.18 This raises the
possibility that some of the progress
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Map 1. EITC Recipients as a Percentage of Total Returns by County, TY 2003
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made against concentrated neighbor-
hood poverty in the 1990s may have
eroded during the first part of the
2000s.

Faltering economic conditions do
not necessarily dictate such wide-
spread increases in EITC receipt. In
theory, the proportion of taxpayers
receiving the credit could move in
either direction during an economic
downturn. To qualify for the EITC, a
taxpayer must have earnings from
work. Thus, workers who are unem-
ployed for an entire tax year as a result
of an economic downturn would be
ineligible for the credit, which could
fuel a decline in the number of fami-
lies claiming it. However, these effects
can be outweighed by other labor mar-
ket changes that increase the number
of families who qualify for the EITC.
For example, families with multiple
earners may lose one earner during
the recession, or poor economic condi-
tions may force full-time workers to
either cut back their hours or take a
lower-paying job. Both types of
changes could have contributed to a
rise in taxpayers newly eligible for the
EITC. In addition, fewer low-wage
workers experienced wage gains during
the early part of the decade, suggest-
ing that more taxpayers remained
eligible for the EITC during this
period than they did during the
stronger economy of the late 1990s.19

Changing economic conditions were
an important influence, although not
the only one, on the number of taxpay-
ers receiving the EITC in the early
2000s. In addition to simplifying cer-
tain eligibility rules, legislative
changes to the EITC in 2001
expanded eligibility for married-couple
families by increasing the credit’s
income ceiling for joint filers by
$1,000.20 Between 2001 and 2003, the
percentage of EITC recipients who
filed joint returns increased from 22
percent to 24 percent, suggesting that
these statutory changes played some
role (although not a predominant one)
in expanding the reach of the EITC.

These economic and statutory

changes likely affected the number of
taxpayers eligible for the credit. A third
possibility is that the degree to which
eligible workers and families actually
file a claim for the credit—the partici-
pation rate—changed during the early
part of this decade. An increase in the
participation rate could stem from
more intensive outreach efforts or
from changes in the characteristics of
eligible taxpayers that are associated
with the likelihood of participation.
The most reliable recent estimates
from the late 1990s suggest that
approximately 80 to 85 percent of
EITC-eligible taxpayers received the
credit; those who did not typically
failed to file a tax return altogether.21

The widespread rise, however, despite
varied outreach efforts in different
areas of the country, suggests that
increases in credit eligibility rather
than increases in the participation rate
explain the bulk of the trend. 

Regardless of which factors
accounted for rising receipt of the
EITC during the early 2000s, the
credit clearly became an even more
important support for working families
during a time of economic uncertainty
and public expenditure austerity.

B. In 2003, the average EITC
recipient earned a credit of
$1,788, and EITC dollars
accounted for 68 percent recipi-
ents’ total tax refunds.
Despite increases in the number of
taxpayers claiming the EITC, and
probable accompanying changes in the
characteristics of EITC recipients, the
inflation-adjusted average value of the
EITC held remarkably steady from
2000 to 2003.22 In 2000, the average
recipient claimed an EITC worth
$1,778 (in 2003 dollars). The compa-
rable figure for 2003 was $1,788.

The average credit masks a signifi-
cant difference between the amounts
received by EITC recipients with and
without qualifying children. The for-
mer group is eligible for the largest
credits, while those without children
qualified for, at most, a $400 credit in
2005 (see Figure 1). The data
employed for this study do not contain
information on EITC receipt by num-
ber of qualifying children claimed.
However, other IRS data indicate that
for tax year 2003, the average EITC
recipient who claimed qualifying chil-
dren received a credit worth $2,139.
These taxpayers made up 80 percent
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* ZIP codes in which at least 40% of taxpayers receive the EITC

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data

Figure 3. Share of EITC Recipients Living in High Working-
Poverty Communities*, United States, 1997 to 2003
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of those claiming the credit in 2003.23

Moreover, these figures conceal
tremendous variation in the average
value of the credit in different parts of
the country. Among the 122 large
cities, for instance, the average EITC
(for all earners) in 2003 ranged from
roughly $1,200 in Cambridge, MA, to
$2,284 in McAllen, along the Texas-
Mexico border (Table 2). Similar
disparities were evident across metro-
politan suburbs as well. These
differences in average EITC value
reflect underlying variation across
places in several factors: average wage
levels; the presence of children in low-
wage workers’ households; the relative
availability of full- and part-time work;
and the prevalence of single-earner
versus multiple-earner households.
Because most families with children

who receive the EITC have incomes in
the “phase-out” range of the credit
(generally above $14,000 annually), a
larger average credit at the community
level generally indicates lower average
household earnings there.24

Most families receive the majority
of the EITC for which they qualify in
the form of a tax refund. In 2003, 88
percent of EITC dollars claimed were
refunded, while the remainder served
to offset income taxes owed by these
families. However, EITC recipients’ tax
refunds include more than the pro-
ceeds of the credit alone. In 2003, the
total value of the EITC nationwide—
including both the amount used to
offset taxes and the amount refunded
to filers—was $38.3 billion. Given that
EITC recipients claimed tax refunds
amounting to $56.9 billion, the value

of the EITC accounted for 68 percent
of recipients’ total tax refunds that
year.25 In other words, the $1,788
value of the average EITC in 2003
represented 68 percent of the $2,626
average refund amount for EITC
recipients.

Other components of tax refunds
include wages withheld from pay-
checks and a refundable portion of the
ACTC. Among a sample of 44,000
EITC recipients served at volunteer tax
sites during 2005, the average taxpayer
claimed $416 in withheld taxes as part
of a refund.26 Since 2001, a portion of
the ACTC has been refundable for
families with at least modest incomes
(greater than $10,000 in 2001,
increasing to more than $11,000 in
2005). The introduction of this refund-
able portion of the ACTC seems largely
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Table 2. Top and Bottom Cities/Suburbs by Average Value of EITC*, 2003

Average Value, Average Value, 

Rank City 2003 ($) Rank Suburbs of Metropolitan Area 2003 ($)

1 McAllen, TX 2,284 1 McAllen-Edinburg-Pharr, TX 2,483

2 Baton Rouge, LA 2,241 2 El Paso, TX 2,355

3 New Orleans, LA 2,205 3 Baton Rouge, LA 2,052

4 El Paso, TX 2,165 4 New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 2,046

5 Memphis, TN 2,126 5 Bakersfield, CA 2,009

6 San Bernardino, CA 2,109 6 Fresno, CA 1,993

7 Birmingham, AL 2,088 7 Memphis, TN-MS-AR 1,959

8 Atlanta, GA 2,061 8 Charleston-North Charleston, SC 1,907

9 Detroit, MI 2,050 9 Houston-Baytown-Sugar Land, TX 1,905

10 Bakersfield, CA 2,037 10 San Antonio, TX 1,896

113 Arlington, VA 1,412 79 Worcester, MA 1,520

114 Bellevue, WA 1,373 80 Springfield, MA 1,516

115 Santa Clara, CA 1,336 81 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 1,497

116 Madison, WI 1,322 82 Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 1,493

117 Livonia, MI 1,298 83 Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 1,491

118 Sunnyvale, CA 1,297 84 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 1,464

119 Scottsdale, AZ 1,283 85 Madison, WI 1,462

120 San Francisco, CA 1,230 86 San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 1,441

121 Seattle, WA 1,224 87 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 1,438

122 Cambridge, MA 1,219 88 Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 1,388

Total - 122 cities $1,842 Total - 88 metropolitan suburbs $1,732

* includes credits to filers with and without qualifying children

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data



responsible for lowering the proportion
of tax refunds attributable to the EITC
itself, from 74 percent in 2000 to 68
percent in 2003.27

The relative importance of the
EITC to recipients’ overall tax refunds
varies widely across the United States.
In Miami, Los Angeles, and New York,
the credit accounted for nearly 80 per-
cent of recipients’ total tax refunds. In
Boston, MA; Seattle, WA; and Virginia
Beach, VA, by contrast, EITC amounts
equaled only about 60 percent of total
refunds claimed by credit recipients.
These differences suggest that local
tax outreach efforts may wish to
emphasize the availability of additional
tax benefits to lower-income filers,
depending on their area (Section D
focuses on one such tax benefit). In
any event, the data serve as a reminder
that for low-income working families
and the places they live, the financial
benefits of filing tax returns stretch
beyond the EITC.

C. The proportion of EITC recip-
ients who filed their returns
through paid tax preparers
increased from 65 percent in
2000 to 71 percent in 2003.
Although politicians make much ado
about lessening the complexity of the
federal tax code, the most recent
changes they have enacted—the 2001
tax bill, in particular—have only
tended to exacerbate that complexity.28

One useful measure of the code’s
intricacy is the percentage of tax filers
who pay someone else to do their
taxes.29 In 2003, a majority of taxpay-
ers nationwide—59 percent—retained
the services of a paid preparer. In
using a paid tax preparer, high-income
taxpayers may obtain expertise in
negotiating a thicket of tax code provi-
sions on investments and deductions,
and receive tax planning guidance.
Fewer such provisions apply to lower-
income taxpayers, but the sometimes

conflicting rules regarding eligibility
for dependent exemptions, the EITC,
CTC, the CDCTC, and head-of-
household filing status may lead these
filers to seek added assurance from
paid professionals that they are claim-
ing the correct tax benefits.30

Of course, complexity is not the
only reason that taxpayers seek assis-
tance. Some turn to tax preparers to
obtain their refund dollars faster, via
electronic filing and associated finan-
cial products such as Refund
Anticipation Loans (RALs). Language
barriers and lack of familiarity with
the U.S. tax system may also lead
some to seek assistance in completing
and filing their tax returns.31

The link between demographic
composition and tax preparer use
among EITC recipients is evident in
Map 2. The cities with the highest
proportion (above 80 percent) of
lower-income workers and families
who use tax preparers are home to
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Map 2. Top and Bottom Cities by Share of EITC Filers Using Paid Preparers, 2003
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(with a few exceptions) significant
immigrant populations, especially
from Latin America and Asia. Cities
that rank lowest on this measure, with
60 percent or fewer of EITC recipients
using paid preparers, tend to have
larger non-Hispanic white populations
among their working poor.

Many lower-income taxpayers are
well served by paid preparers, and high
participation rates in the EITC owe in
part to the widespread availability of
commercial tax preparation assistance.
Nevertheless, concerns persist regard-
ing the professionalism and accuracy
of paid preparers, stemming from the
numerous “fly-by-night” preparers who
operate each tax season, and limited
IRS oversight of participants in its e-
file program.32 For low-income
taxpayers, the typical fee incurred for
preparing a federal and state income
tax return exceeds $100, although that
varies significantly by location. Prepar-
ers also charge incremental fees for
each form and schedule they file.
Therefore, taxpayers who claim the
EITC with qualifying children, the
ACTC, or the CDCTC can expect to

pay additional amounts.33

EITC recipients, more so than other
taxpayers, accessed paid preparers
with increasing frequency from 2000
through 2003. As shown in Figure 4,
the share of middle- and higher-
income taxpayers—those with adjusted
gross incomes above $35,000—using a
paid preparer remained steady at 61
percent during this period.34 For tax-
payers receiving the EITC, however,
the rate was higher and climbing—
from 65 percent in 2000 to 71 percent
in 2003. The increase was largest
between 2002 and 2003. Other low-
and moderate-income taxpayers who
did not receive the EITC used paid
preparers at a considerably lower rate:
47 percent in 2000, rising to approxi-
mately 52 percent from 2001 through
2003.

Shifts in the population eligible for
the credit, increases in complexity for
low-income families with children, or
supply-side changes in the prevalence
or marketing strategies of tax prepara-
tion firms could have contributed to
this recent rise in paid preparer usage
among EITC recipients.

The increased use of paid preparers
among EITC recipients varied sub-
stantially by geography. Cities in the
greater New York region exhibited the
most dramatic increases from 2000 to
2003 in the share of low-income fami-
lies using a paid preparer. Six of the
ten cities with the largest increases in
the share of EITC recipients using a
preparer—Hartford, CT; Providence,
RI; New York City; Bridgeport, CT;
Newark, NJ; and New Haven, CT—are
located within a 100-mile radius of
southern Connecticut (Map 3). In
New York City, the number of EITC
recipients rose by nearly 100,000 dur-
ing the three-year period, while the
number of recipients using a paid pre-
parer rose by roughly 200,000. 

At the same time, several areas of
the United States showed little change
or even a decline in use of preparers
among EITC earners. These cities
were more dispersed geographically
than those cities seeing rises in paid
tax preparation, although a few in
North and South Carolina rank among
those experiencing the least change on
this measure.

At the local level, trends were not
confined to EITC recipients. Cities
that saw a surge in the percentage of
low-income filers using paid preparers
also experienced an uptick—although
generally smaller—in preparer use
among other taxpayers.

The availability of RALs—high-cost
loans that advance a taxpayer the pro-
ceeds of his or her tax refund net tax
preparation costs and other fees—
seems not to have contributed to more
frequent use of preparers in 2003,
even though EITC recipients are the
most frequent users of RALs. By all
indications, the share of EITC recipi-
ents using a RAL remained steady
between 2002 and 2003, even as the
share using a preparer rose. About 38
percent of EITC returns in 2003 were
accompanied by a preparer request for
the “debt indicator”—a tool that pre-
parers and their partner banks use in
underwriting refund loans35 —the
same percentage as in 2002. Never-
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Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data

Figure 4. Percentage of Taxpayers Using Paid Preparer, 
United States, 2000 to 2003
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theless, the cities that experienced
larger increases in EITC recipients’
use of paid preparers from 2000 to
2003 tended to experience smaller
declines in those recipients’ use of
RALs during the same period (Figure
5).36

Nor did there appear to be any link
between increased overall receipt of
the EITC and changes in EITC recipi-
ents’ use of preparers at the local level.
Cities in the New York region experi-
enced no greater rise in the share of
taxpayers claiming the credit than big
cities generally.37 This indicates that to
whatever extent economic, policy, or
outreach changes boosted the share of
filers claiming the EITC between
2000 and 2003, those new recipients
did not appear to make disproportion-
ate use of paid tax preparers.38

The early part of this decade also
saw a mushrooming of state and local
campaigns to connect low-income 
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Map 3. Top and Bottom Cities by Change in Share of EITC Filers Using Paid Preparers, 2000–2003
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Figure 5. Change in Preparer Usage vs. Change in RAL Usage
Among EITC Recipients, Large Cities, 2000-2003
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filers to free tax preparation sites
staffed by volunteers. These efforts
helped more low-income working fam-
ilies to access their refunds at no cost.
However, the percentage of EITC
recipients nationwide served by volun-
teer programs remains low.39 Just 1.5
percent of all EITC returns (327,000)

were completed by volunteer programs
in 2003, up from 0.9 percent in 2000.
These programs, which include Volun-
teer Income Tax Assistance (VITA),
Military VITA, and Tax Counseling for
the Elderly (which includes AARP’s
Tax Aide program), serve more than
EITC filers alone. However, EITC

recipients are a natural target market
for such volunteer efforts.

Although the national numbers
remain rather low, some cities have
established free tax preparation serv-
ices in recent years that have begun to
serve a noticeable share of EITC
recipients (Table 3). In some cities,
such as Tulsa, OK; Albuquerque, NM;
and Denver, CO, existing volunteer tax
preparation entities expanded their
efforts between 2000 and 2003. As
Map 2 indicates, efforts in Tulsa and
Albuquerque may be responsible for
the below-average rates of paid pre-
parer use among EITC recipients. In
other cities, such as San Antonio, TX;
Rochester, NY; and Boston/Cam-
bridge, MA, very small-scale efforts in
2000 to serve low-income taxpayers
bloomed into full-fledged campaigns
by 2003. Meanwhile, New York City,
San Antonio, and Chicago led all cities
in 2003 in the absolute number of
EITC returns completed by volunteer
programs.

The introduction of the ACTC and
small expansions to the EITC between
2000 and 2003 were important for
low-income working families. How-
ever, the recent rise in their use of
paid tax preparers raises concerns
about the increased amounts that fam-
ilies may be spending to secure their
tax refunds, the effects of tax-code
complexity on their understanding and
receipt of the EITC and other tax ben-
efits,40 and whether differences in
preparers’ marketing practices might
have contributed to such dramatic
variation among cities in the magni-
tude of this trend. 

D. Fewer than 8 percent of 
EITC recipients with qualifying
children in 2003 received the
CDCTC to offset their child 
care costs.
As noted above, the EITC and the
ACTC are rather unique among tax
credits for being (at least partially)
refundable. Most credits, including
the CDCTC, in the federal code only
reduce tax owed, regardless of the size
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Table 3. Cities with Highest Proportion, and Absolute Number,
of EITC Returns Completed by Volunteer Preparers, 2003

Total EITC Returns Share served

EITC Filed by Volunteer by volunteer 

Rank City Filers Program program (%)

Highest Proportion

1 Tulsa, OK 31,501 3,035 9.6

2 Albuquerque, NM 37,187 2,553 6.9

3 St. Paul, MN 18,748 1,216 6.5

4 Minneapolis, MN 25,382 1,634 6.4

5 San Antonio, TX 135,077 7,102 5.3

6 Milwaukee, WI 56,485 2,936 5.2

7 Bellevue, WA 2,994 151 5.1

8 Rochester, NY 24,312 1,153 4.7

9 Boston, MA 41,464 1,857 4.5

10 Cambridge, MA 3,763 165 4.4

11 New Orleans, LA 68,116 2,915 4.3

12 Denver, CO 36,555 1,562 4.3

13 Pittsburgh, PA 23,358 976 4.2

14 San Francisco, CA 37,974 1,422 3.7

15 Hartford, CT 15,800 584 3.7

Highest Absolute Number

1 New York, NY 803,798 14,865 1.8

2 San Antonio, TX 135,077 7,102 5.3

3 Chicago, IL 281,118 6,214 2.2

4 Philadelphia, PA 158,264 4,053 2.6

5 Tulsa, OK 31,501 3,035 9.6

6 Milwaukee, WI 56,485 2,936 5.2

7 New Orleans, LA 68,116 2,915 4.3

8 Houston, TX 205,383 2,781 1.4

9 Albuquerque, NM 37,187 2,553 6.9

10 El Paso, TX 83,705 2,316 2.8

11 Boston, MA 41,464 1,857 4.5

12 Los Angeles, CA 336,496 1,707 0.5

13 Minneapolis, MN 25,382 1,634 6.4

14 Phoenix, AZ 91,398 1,582 1.7

15 Denver, CO 36,555 1,562 4.3

Total--122 cities 5,150,771 100,161 1.9

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data



of the credit for which a family may
qualify.

One tax benefit that could be espe-
cially useful to low-income working
families is the CDCTC. The credit off-
sets a portion of taxpayers’ costs for
paid care for children or other depend-
ents under the age of 13. The amount
of credit for which a family qualifies
depends on its income and its total
child care expenses, but in general the
credit ranges from 20 to 35 percent of
expenses up to $3,000 per child (for
up to two children). 

A significant minority of low-
income working families with children
incur out-of-pocket child care
expenses. One recent study puts the
proportion at a little over 20 percent
in 2002, with expenses for those fami-

lies averaging $3,000.41 Because the
CDCTC is nonrefundable, however,
relatively few EITC recipients are able
to claim any benefit from it. A single
parent with two children in 2005 must
earn more than $23,700 to derive any
benefit from the credit.42

Overall, just 6 percent of EITC
recipients nationwide received the
CDCTC in 2003. Assuming, as is
reported in other IRS data, that one in
five EITC recipients claims the credit
for workers without qualifying children,
this still implies that fewer than 8 per-
cent of EITC earners with qualifying
children benefit from the CDCTC.43

Thus, a considerable gap exists
between the number of low-income
families who pay for child care and the
number who receive the CDCTC.

Some places have much higher use
of the CDCTC among EITC recipi-
ents.44 As shown in Table 4, in a
handful of cities, at least one in eight
estimated EITC recipients with quali-
fying children receive the CDCTC,
including in large Eastern cities such
as New York City, Washington, DC;
and Baltimore, MD. At the same time,
in cities near the bottom of the list, 5
percent or fewer of estimated EITC
filers with qualifying children receive
the CDCTC, in places as diverse as
Miami, FL; Scranton, PA; and San
Francisco, CA.

Some of these differences in
CDCTC use may reflect underlying
income differences among EITC earn-
ers across cities and metropolitan
areas. Higher-income EITC recipients
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Table 4. Top and Bottom Cities/Suburbs by Estimated Share of EITC 
Recipients with Children Using CDCTC,* 2003

Share, Share, 

Rank City 2003 (%) Rank Suburbs of Metropolitan Area 2003 (%)

1 New York, NY 14.5 1 Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV 10.7

2 Virginia Beach, VA 14.2 2 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 10.5

3 Washington, DC 13.7 3 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 10.4

4 Baltimore, MD 13.5 4 Columbia, SC 10.4

5 Newark, NJ 13.0 5 Baltimore-Towson, MD 9.9

6 Raleigh, NC 12.9 6 Richmond, VA 9.7

7 Greensboro, NC 12.7 7 Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL 8.9

8 Poughkeepsie, NY 12.5 8 Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA 8.6

9 Jacksonville, FL 12.5 9 Raleigh-Cary, NC 8.5

10 Charlotte, NC 12.4 10 Greensboro-High Point, NC 8.4

113 Miami, FL 5.0 79 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 3.4

114 Salt Lake City, UT 5.0 80 Albuquerque, NM 3.3

115 Providence, RI 4.9 81 Stockton, CA 3.3

116 San Antonio, TX 4.8 82 Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 3.2

117 Scranton, PA 4.7 83 Fresno, CA 2.8

118 Milwaukee, WI 4.5 84 Toledo, OH 2.8

119 El Paso, TX 3.7 85 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 2.8

120 San Francisco, CA 3.4 86 San Antonio, TX 2.5

121 Youngstown, OH 3.4 87 McAllen-Edinburg-Pharr, TX 1.9

122 McAllen, TX 3.0 88 El Paso, TX 1.0

Total - 122 cities 9.1 Total - Suburbs of 88 Metro Areas 6.5

*See text for details on estimation technique

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data



are more likely to be able to use the
CDCTC because they are more likely
to have a bottom-line tax liability after
subtracting exemptions and deduc-
tions. Yet not all cities near the top of
the list have disproportionately higher-
income EITC recipients. The incomes
of recipients in Baltimore, MD;
Newark, NJ; and Jacksonville, FL do
not differ greatly from the incomes of
recipients elsewhere. Similarly, cities
near the bottom of the list feature
EITC earners with both above-average
(San Francisco) and below-average
(Miami) incomes. 

Thus, taxpayer income differences
alone cannot explain differences in
CDCTC take-up among EITC recipi-
ents. The differing availability of direct
child care subsidies among states (the
CDCTC can only be used to offset
unreimbursed expenses), or demo-
graphic differences among cities that
correlate with families’ propensity to
use paid versus unpaid care (e.g., that
provided by a relative) may explain
some, though likely not all, of the
remaining differences.45 The availability
and generosity of state-level versions of
the CDCTC may also contribute to dif-
ferences in take-up across cities.46

Use of the CDCTC among EITC
recipients in metropolitan suburbs
tends to follow city patterns. Both
Washington, DC, and its suburbs, for
example, exhibit above-average use,
while San Antonio, TX, and its sub-
urbs both rank low. Some differences
between particular cities and suburbs,
however, raise questions for researchers
and outreach leaders. Why, for
instance, do EITC recipients in the
suburbs of Atlanta and San Francisco
use the CDCTC more often than
recipients in those cities? Why do the
cities of New York and Newark rank
high on this indicator, but their com-
mon suburbs do not? Such disparities
may relate to city-suburb differences in
wages or family structure, but nonethe-
less merit further investigation.

The IRS has for the first time
reported use of two education tax ben-
efits—the Hope and Lifetime Learner

credits—among EITC recipients.
These credits offset a portion of quali-
fied postsecondary education expenses
for a taxpayer or his or her depend-
ents. As with the CDCTC, though,
both are nonrefundable credits, and
are thus useful to only some low-
income working families. Nationwide
in 2003, 4.2 percent of all taxpayers
claimed one of these credits, as did
just 2.7 percent of EITC recipients.
Cities with the highest proportions
receiving education credits included
mainly wealthier areas with significant
student populations, such as Cam-
bridge, MA; Arlington, VA; and
Madison, WI. But Newark, NJ, and
Birmingham, AL, showed relatively
high use of education credits among
EITC recipients as well, demonstrat-
ing that these tax-based investments
can be valuable to lower-income cities.
Nevertheless, these credits reach a 
relatively limited proportion of low-
income workers and their children.

Discussion and Implications

This review of federal income
tax trends among low-
income families in the early
part of the current decade

underscores the importance of local
experience. The number and propor-
tion of taxpayers who receive the EITC
vary considerably across the United
States as do recent changes in the
expanded use of the credit. Even
among EITC recipients, local dynam-
ics shape the contribution of the EITC
to overall tax refunds, the method by
which filers gain access to the credit,
and the financial value of other tax
code benefits.

Even with such local variation, the
analysis highlights a few key trends
applicable across most U.S. cities and
suburbs:

■ Use of the EITC became more
widespread between 2000 and
2003 as the proportion of all tax
filers receiving the credit rose
from 15 to 17 percent.

■ The real average value of the
EITC remained relatively con-
stant, but the introduction of the
refundable ACTC reduced the
portion of tax refunds attributable
to the EITC itself to 68 percent.

■ Perhaps not coincidentally, more
taxpayers claiming the EITC used
a paid preparer to file their
returns during this period. The
national share rose from 65 to 
71 percent in 2003, and the 
share in the greater New York
area ballooned by 10–20 percent-
age points.

■ Although research suggests that a
significant minority of EITC-eligi-
ble families pay for child care,
only 8 percent of EITC recipients
with children appeared to receive
the CDCTC in 2003.

Together, these trends suggest a few
key considerations for policymakers
and local leaders seeking to maximize
the value of tax-code benefits for low-
income workers and families:

1. Continue to support and expand
federal and state EITCs
With more federal safety net programs
delivered in the form of block grants 
to state and local governments, the
EITC has emerged as a key safety net
to support lower-wage workers during
difficult economic times. Even though
the economy slumped from 2000 to
2003, the number of families receiving
cash assistance through the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
program declined by 123,000. More
low-income families used unemploy-
ment insurance in 2003 than in 2000,
but the rise in EITC receipt among
these families far outweighed the rise
in unemployment benefits.47 Indeed,
the expanded reach of the EITC during
this period helped offset job and
income losses, continued to make work
pay, and likely helped to keep labor
force participation rates for less-skilled
workers from eroding further. In this
way, the credit provides critical labor
market “insurance” for those near the
bottom of the wage distribution.
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The success of the EITC in good
and bad economic times testifies to its
responsiveness as a policy tool. Recog-
nizing this, several states have created
or expanded their own versions of the
credit in recent years. Nonetheless,
the EITC faces recurring challenges at
the federal level. In 2005, the budget
resolution passed by the House of
Representatives proposed deep cuts in
programs such as the EITC.48

Although cuts to the credit were even-
tually forgone in favor of cuts to other
low-income programs, continuing
budget deficits and efforts to further
cut taxes for higher-income Americans
are likely to increase pressure on the
EITC and perhaps the ACTC, the
refundable portion of the Child Tax
Credit. Proposals to simplify the tax
code, such as those recommended by
the President’s Advisory Panel on Fed-
eral Tax Reform, could also change
significantly the value of federal tax
benefits for those currently receiving
the EITC and ACTC.49 Individuals and
organizations interested in preserving
(and eventually extending) supports
for low-wage workers and families
should thus continue to demonstrate
the value of the tax code to this grow-
ing segment of the labor force. 

At the state level, low-income fami-
lies would benefit from efforts not
only to introduce EITCs in states that
lack them, but also to convert nonre-
fundable EITCs to refundable credits.
States such as Illinois, Oregon, and
Rhode Island initially adopted versions
of the federal credit that did not
refund excess dollars to eligible recipi-
ents, but migrated to small refundable
credits within a few years. Maine,
Delaware, Iowa, and Virginia all cur-
rently have nonrefundable state
EITCs.

2. Expand support for volunteer tax
preparation
The increased reach of the EITC dur-
ing the economic downturn in the
early 2000s was welcome news. The
sharp rise in the proportion of EITC
recipients using commercial preparers

to access the credit, however, raises
concerns. Many of these taxpayers
now benefit from the ACTC as well as
the EITC, but the complex interaction
between these two credits and the
slightly different rules that govern
their eligibility and that of other child-
related tax provisions may have
induced more low-income filers to pay
for tax preparation. Moreover, abnor-
mally large increases in EITC
recipients’ use of paid preparers in the
New York region suggest that the rela-
tion between filers in that region and
the tax preparation industry deserves
further scrutiny.

Regardless of the reasons why more
taxpayers have flocked to paid tax pre-
parers, the volunteer sector still serves
only a tiny fraction of EITC recipients.
Only 1.5 percent of low-income work-
ing families were served by either a
conventional VITA site, a military
VITA site, or a Tax Counseling for the
Elderly project in tax year 2003—
roughly one-fiftieth the market share
of paid preparers. This proportion has
nearly doubled since 2000, but
remains very low. Volunteer efforts
remain highly dependent on local and
philanthropic funding to sustain and
increase the number of clients they
serve each year. 

Although efficiency considerations
suggest that these volunteer programs
need not serve the bulk of EITC filers,
additional support could help more
cities and metropolitan areas to join
the ranks of Tulsa, OK; Albuquerque,
NM; and Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN,
in reaching a significant minority of
EITC recipients through volunteer
efforts. The IRS does not provide any
direct monetary support to these pro-
grams. Even a modest $10 million
annual appropriation for qualified
return preparation clinics could greatly
expand the number of low-income
clients served and sustain these pro-
grams over the long run.50 Federal
grants for these services could include
a matching requirement to leverage
public, private, and philanthropic dol-
lars at the state and local level.

A handful of states provide annual
appropriations to community-based
organizations that conduct outreach to
low-income tax filers and provide free
tax preparation. Illinois, Maryland,
Michigan, Minnesota, and Pennsylva-
nia have all provided varying levels of
support for these activities. Additional
states could provide modest ongoing
support to these campaigns to boost
family self-sufficiency and to increase
use of tax credits and other federally
funded public benefits such as food
stamps and subsidized health insur-
ance for eligible families.51

3. Increase the value of the Child
and Dependent Care Tax Credit for
low-income working families
As currently designed, the CDCTC is
largely a subsidy to middle- and
higher-income families. In 2005, two-
thirds of the credit’s benefits accrued
to households with incomes above
$50,000. Only about 8 percent of
EITC filers with qualifying children
claim the CDCTC, despite evidence
suggesting that far more of these fami-
lies incur out-of-pocket child care
costs.

Traditionally, low-income families
have accessed direct subsidy programs
to pay for child care costs. These pro-
grams are typically funded by states
through the TANF block grant or the
Child Care and Development Block
Grant. Yet direct child care subsidies
for low-income families are chronically
underfunded. State expenditures on
child care declined between 2003 and
2004.52 Most states further restricted
eligibility for subsidies during the time
period examined here.53 Moreover, if
Congress adopts changes to the TANF
program included in the 2006 budget
reconciliation agreement, even fewer
children in low-income working fami-
lies not receiving cash welfare will
receive assistance in coming years.54

Certainly, direct child care subsidies
for cash-constrained, low-income,
working families deserve greater 
support from federal and state govern-
ments and cannot be replaced by a tax
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credit. Congress, however, should
nonetheless consider extending the
benefits of the CDCTC to more fami-
lies by making the credit refundable.
Researchers at the Urban-Brookings
Tax Policy Center estimate that if the
CDCTC were made fully refundable,
an additional 1.3 million families with
incomes under $20,000 could benefit
from the credit, at a cost of $1.6 bil-
lion in 2005 (over and above the
credit’s $3.2 billion cost under current
law). These families would receive
average CDCTC amounts of $700 to
$900 under a refundable credit.55

Such a change would recognize the
significant, and increasing, child care
cost burdens borne by low-income
workers, and move toward a system
that ties the CDCTC to a family’s
actual child care expenses, rather than
its level of income tax liability.56

Even under current law, some eligi-
ble families may be missing out on the
assistance that the CDCTC provides.
The significant differences across
cities in the degree to which EITC
recipients use the CDCTC suggest
that outreach and free tax preparation
programs in some markets might focus
on providing information and assis-
tance to eligible lower-income filers
and their child care providers. Impor-
tantly, helping a family claim the
nonrefundable CDCTC can increase
the refund that family receives from
the ACTC.57 Moreover, 26 states and
the District of Columbia offer versions
of the CDCTC through their own
income tax codes, which help to bol-
ster filing benefits for working parents.

Conclusion

The nation’s economic strug-
gles during the early years of
the 2000s created a difficult
environment for low-wage

workers and their families. Employ-
ment opportunities became scarce,
and family incomes stagnated. Fortu-
nately, the EITC and, increasingly, the
CTC responded by supplementing
low-income families’ earnings, forming
the foundation of a new safety net
designed to make work pay. The
EITC’s expanded reach was evident
across the United States, especially in
its hard-hit Midwestern and Southern
regions. This analysis demonstrates
the continuing value of refundable tax
credits to low-income workers and
their local communities. It also high-
lights potential areas of concern for
EITC recipients; namely, increasing
use of paid tax preparers and low use
of the CDCTC. These areas merit fur-
ther investigation and possible policy
responses. Careful attention to these
issues will ensure that the tax code
continues to reward work and to help
parents care for their children in a
hopefully more robust economy in the
years to come.
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Appendix A. EITC Profile for Large Metropolitan Cities, 2000–2003

EITC EITC Change EITC Average EITC

EITC Filers EITC Filers EITC Sum EITC % of 

Filers 2003 Filers 2000 2000–03 2003 2003 Refunds

City 2003 (%) 2000 (%) (%) ($1000s) ($) 2003

Akron, OH 20,444 22.4 19,140 19.5 2.9 36,309 1,776 67.2

Albany, NY 8,346 20.2 7,677 18.3 1.9 14,359 1,721 66.2

Albuquerque, NM 37,187 18.1 32,330 17.9 0.2 61,736 1,660 67.7

Alexandria, VA 7,255 10.2 6,539 9.2 1.0 11,083 1,528 66.3

Allentown, PA 10,449 23.9 8,289 18.5 5.3 19,625 1,878 65.6

Arlington, VA 7,287 7.0 6,830 6.6 0.4 10,291 1,412 69.4

Arlington, TX 26,511 18.5 21,652 15.0 3.6 49,232 1,857 66.7

Atlanta, GA 41,642 24.8 43,164 24.3 0.4 85,838 2,061 72.6

Aurora, CO 18,482 15.8 15,830 12.9 2.9 31,751 1,718 67.7

Austin, TX 42,516 15.4 36,533 12.7 2.7 71,332 1,678 66.2

Bakersfield, CA 24,028 25.2 21,942 23.9 1.3 48,941 2,037 75.7

Baltimore, MD 72,706 29.1 72,965 27.7 1.4 134,243 1,846 65.3

Baton Rouge, LA 28,023 32.7 25,123 28.6 4.0 62,796 2,241 75.1

Bellevue, WA 2,994 5.6 2,435 4.3 1.3 4,112 1,373 70.0

Birmingham, AL 34,328 37.3 34,287 34.4 2.9 71,682 2,088 68.0

Boston, MA 41,464 15.8 38,783 14.1 1.7 64,738 1,561 62.0

Bridgeport, CT 14,660 25.9 13,451 23.1 2.8 25,650 1,750 61.8

Buffalo, NY 29,989 28.2 28,847 25.6 2.6 55,701 1,857 68.5

Cambridge, MA 3,763 7.9 3,099 6.4 1.6 4,588 1,219 60.7

Charleston, SC 7,945 18.7 7,131 17.1 1.5 14,194 1,787 70.8

Charlotte, NC 46,631 18.4 38,627 15.5 2.9 86,323 1,851 68.3

Chicago, IL 281,118 25.0 273,880 23.2 1.8 540,636 1,923 68.8

Cincinnati, OH 30,929 22.6 30,461 20.1 2.5 57,443 1,857 67.5

Clearwater, FL 7,106 15.3 6,301 13.1 2.2 11,813 1,662 67.3

Cleveland, OH 58,635 32.5 57,817 28.9 3.6 114,298 1,949 69.2

Colorado Springs, CO 23,362 14.5 18,599 11.3 3.2 38,917 1,666 66.9

Columbia, SC 10,484 23.7 9,988 21.4 2.3 19,511 1,861 69.1

Columbus, OH 60,416 17.9 52,410 15.0 2.8 107,226 1,775 65.6

Dallas, TX 115,041 25.5 109,297 22.6 2.9 222,031 1,930 66.5

Dayton, OH 17,005 26.3 16,395 23.0 3.3 30,967 1,821 66.4

Denver, CO 36,555 15.3 36,179 13.6 1.7 58,420 1,598 68.2

Detroit, MI 106,580 36.9 106,653 33.2 3.7 218,447 2,050 71.1

El Paso, TX 83,705 36.7 75,936 33.2 3.5 181,197 2,165 74.3

Fort Lauderdale, FL 14,522 20.2 13,325 17.9 2.3 25,434 1,751 69.0

Fort Worth, TX 55,825 25.4 50,047 22.5 3.0 109,042 1,953 65.6

Fremont, CA 6,380 7.3 4,244 4.6 2.8 9,276 1,454 70.4

Fresno, CA 42,064 26.7 39,863 25.8 0.8 82,823 1,969 73.9

Grand Rapids, MI 15,153 18.7 13,519 15.9 2.8 27,406 1,809 66.8

Greensboro, NC 18,051 18.8 15,032 15.3 3.5 32,077 1,777 66.7

Greenville, SC 4,997 21.6 4,541 18.7 2.8 8,831 1,767 69.0

Harrisburg, PA 6,482 28.6 6,193 26.4 2.2 11,329 1,748 63.0

Hartford, CT 15,800 35.5 15,061 31.9 3.6 28,614 1,811 63.4

Honolulu, HI 22,332 12.7 17,744 10.1 2.6 32,874 1,472 65.6

Houston, TX 205,383 26.4 188,274 23.8 2.6 411,916 2,006 71.7
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Change EITC

EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC w/ EITC w/ Educ. 

Paid Paid Paid Paid Vol. Vol. EITC w/ CDCTC** w/Educ. Credit

Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer* Preparer CDCTC 2003 Credit*** 2003

2003 2003 (%) 2000 (%) 2000–03 (%) 2003 2003 (%) 2003 (%) 2003 (%)

13,061 63.9 60.3 3.5 467 2.3 861 5.4 374 1.8

6,092 73.0 66.2 6.8 270 3.2 767 11.8 248 3.0

20,683 55.6 52.1 3.5 2,553 6.9 2,210 7.6 923 2.5

5,191 71.6 61.0 10.5 80 1.1 482 8.5 337 4.6

8,048 77.0 72.0 5.0 135 1.3 520 6.3 215 2.1

4,980 68.3 55.6 12.7 72 1.0 355 6.4 298 4.1

18,639 70.3 67.6 2.7 201 0.8 2,069 9.6 1,140 4.3

29,960 71.9 68.2 3.7 359 0.9 2,649 7.8 728 1.7

12,762 69.1 65.6 3.5 355 1.9 1,494 10.0 521 2.8

27,047 63.6 59.0 4.6 956 2.2 2,368 7.2 1,014 2.4

18,552 77.2 69.2 8.0 133 0.6 1,462 7.5 420 1.7

49,993 68.8 62.1 6.6 342 0.5 7,984 13.5 1,644 2.3

20,652 73.7 67.3 6.4 297 1.1 1,222 5.3 662 2.4

1,571 52.5 50.2 2.3 151 5.1 161 7.1 105 3.5

24,575 71.6 59.7 11.9 198 0.6 2,681 9.5 1,378 4.0

26,241 63.3 56.7 6.6 1,857 4.5 3,377 10.6 1,471 3.5

11,244 76.7 59.9 16.8 204 1.4 848 7.3 401 2.7

22,333 74.5 67.0 7.5 1,018 3.4 2,349 9.9 762 2.5

2,096 55.7 52.6 3.1 165 4.4 269 9.5 202 5.4

6,148 77.4 77.1 0.3 83 1.0 443 7.0 211 2.7

36,080 77.4 77.4 0.0 440 0.9 4,695 12.4 1,605 3.4

205,852 73.2 65.3 8.0 6,214 2.2 25,037 10.9 8,900 3.2

22,193 71.8 68.6 3.1 346 1.1 1,701 7.0 593 1.9

4,872 68.6 65.8 2.7 101 1.4 499 9.2 185 2.6

40,753 69.5 62.3 7.2 714 1.2 3,246 6.9 975 1.7

14,387 61.6 61.5 0.1 578 2.5 1,745 9.5 666 2.9

7,862 75.0 74.8 0.2 80 0.8 834 10.0 264 2.5

40,280 66.7 66.4 0.2 410 0.7 3,785 8.0 1,916 3.2

87,891 76.4 69.6 6.8 582 0.5 6,284 6.7 4,060 3.5

11,339 66.7 59.9 6.8 310 1.8 759 5.6 282 1.7

23,539 64.4 62.9 1.5 1,562 4.3 1,872 6.6 849 2.3

80,458 75.5 67.7 7.8 1,195 1.1 6,917 7.9 2,975 2.8

61,365 73.3 69.7 3.6 2,316 2.8 2,489 3.7 2,071 2.5

10,629 73.2 66.1 7.1 139 1.0 817 7.2 509 3.5

42,455 76.1 73.1 3.0 282 0.5 3,040 6.7 1,390 2.5

4,161 65.2 61.1 4.1 204 3.2 333 6.7 245 3.8

28,460 67.7 58.1 9.6 533 1.3 1,829 5.4 681 1.6

10,196 67.3 61.8 5.4 320 2.1 699 5.8 351 2.3

12,856 71.2 69.9 1.3 161 0.9 1,833 12.7 687 3.8

4,049 81.0 82.1 -1.1 5 0.1 297 7.5 152 3.0

4,577 70.6 66.5 4.1 136 2.1 506 9.9 93 1.4

11,471 72.6 52.1 20.5 584 3.7 967 7.6 440 2.8

14,333 64.2 57.0 7.2 565 2.5 1,176 6.9 901 4.0

156,273 76.1 69.5 6.5 2,781 1.4 10,588 6.3 7,144 3.5
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Appendix A (continued). EITC Profile for Large Metropolitan Cities, 2000–2003

EITC EITC Change EITC Average EITC

EITC Filers EITC Filers EITC Sum EITC % of 

Filers 2003 Filers 2000 2000–03 2003 2003 Refunds

City 2003 (%) 2000 (%) (%) ($1000s) ($) 2003

Indianapolis, IN 68,909 19.4 61,516 16.8 2.5 123,659 1,795 63.8

Jacksonville, FL 76,277 22.1 66,082 19.7 2.4 139,900 1,834 63.0

Joliet, IL 7,689 14.5 6,336 13.0 1.5 13,840 1,800 62.7

Kansas, MO 37,989 19.7 35,875 17.8 1.9 67,168 1,768 66.0

Knoxville, TN 14,313 20.1 13,300 18.4 1.7 24,307 1,698 67.4

Las Vegas, NV 35,794 16.6 30,754 14.7 1.9 61,046 1,705 62.7

Little Rock, AR 18,055 22.8 16,295 19.8 3.1 35,306 1,955 69.6

Livonia, MI 2,295 4.6 1,709 3.4 1.3 2,980 1,298 61.4

Long Beach, CA 37,907 21.3 36,395 20.4 0.9 71,430 1,884 74.2

Los Angeles, CA 336,496 23.4 323,476 22.9 0.5 613,667 1,824 79.9

Louisville, KY 27,280 25.7 26,472 23.1 2.7 48,079 1,762 65.6

Madison, WI 8,247 8.4 7,096 7.1 1.2 10,896 1,321 65.7

McAllen, TX 15,556 37.9 13,791 35.3 2.6 35,530 2,284 81.7

Memphis, TN 95,283 36.1 90,870 31.9 4.2 202,591 2,126 67.9

Mesa, AZ 24,292 15.2 20,348 12.9 2.3 41,778 1,720 66.6

Metairie, LA 10,089 15.2 8,463 12.2 2.9 17,477 1,732 70.9

Miami, FL 54,475 36.9 49,972 34.5 2.3 103,859 1,907 80.4

Milwaukee, WI 56,485 23.4 54,289 21.3 2.1 105,940 1,876 69.0

Minneapolis, MN 25,382 15.4 23,271 13.4 2.0 40,082 1,579 70.5

Naperville, IL 2,553 4.2 1,600 2.6 1.6 3,709 1,453 65.4

Nashville-Davidson, TN 47,795 19.2 42,532 16.7 2.4 82,118 1,718 63.5

New Haven, CT 11,291 24.0 10,283 21.7 2.3 19,341 1,713 62.7

New Orleans, LA 68,116 38.5 66,971 36.2 2.3 150,214 2,205 73.1

New York, NY 803,798 24.5 717,200 22.1 2.4 1,471,327 1,830 77.3

Newark, NJ 34,719 35.7 33,783 35.0 0.7 67,103 1,933 65.3

Newport News, VA 19,415 24.4 16,643 21.1 3.3 37,021 1,907 65.0

Norfolk, VA 25,987 27.7 23,350 25.0 2.7 50,008 1,924 66.2

Oakland, CA 26,556 16.7 26,647 15.4 1.3 43,230 1,628 72.8

Oklahoma City, OK 46,167 21.8 41,538 19.5 2.3 85,110 1,844 70.9

Omaha, NE 26,431 15.1 23,061 12.7 2.4 44,855 1,697 64.6

Ontario, CA 14,674 24.6 13,911 24.1 0.5 28,201 1,922 71.5

Orlando, FL 22,617 26.4 19,484 22.6 3.8 43,658 1,930 67.6

Oxnard, CA 13,085 23.4 14,882 23.5 0.0 24,495 1,872 70.9

Philadelphia, PA 158,264 26.9 149,989 24.8 2.1 288,752 1,824 63.8

Phoenix, AZ 91,398 19.2 84,197 17.1 2.1 168,218 1,841 67.2

Pittsburgh, PA 23,358 16.9 23,147 15.7 1.3 37,407 1,601 63.6

Portland, OR 32,050 13.8 28,948 11.5 2.2 46,694 1,457 72.0

Poughkeepsie, NY 2,016 17.2 1,786 15.4 1.8 3,332 1,653 62.4

Providence, RI 18,000 26.5 16,483 24.7 1.8 34,162 1,898 69.6

Raleigh, NC 17,311 13.5 13,584 10.8 2.7 29,577 1,709 67.5

Richmond, VA 20,651 23.9 19,827 22.1 1.9 37,352 1,809 66.2

Riverside, CA 19,712 19.0 18,121 18.7 0.3 36,249 1,839 71.4

Rochester, NY 24,312 28.5 23,307 25.5 3.1 45,267 1,862 69.1

Sacramento, CA 32,103 18.1 31,209 18.1 0.0 57,120 1,779 70.5
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Change EITC

EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC w/ EITC w/ Educ. 

Paid Paid Paid Paid Vol. Vol. EITC w/ CDCTC** w/Educ. Credit

Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer* Preparer CDCTC 2003 Credit*** 2003

2003 2003 (%) 2000 (%) 2000–03 (%) 2003 2003 (%) 2003 (%) 2003 (%)

48,202 70.0 69.0 0.9 761 1.1 4,748 8.7 1,600 2.3

54,306 71.2 67.2 4.0 1,206 1.6 7,704 12.5 2,244 2.9

5,659 73.6 72.4 1.2 131 1.7 525 8.5 217 2.8

27,009 71.1 69.1 2.0 549 1.4 2,456 8.1 879 2.3

10,228 71.5 68.0 3.4 197 1.4 684 6.2 244 1.7

26,131 73.0 67.1 5.9 382 1.1 2,698 9.4 812 2.3

13,346 73.9 69.4 4.5 394 2.2 1,448 9.9 643 3.6

1,449 63.1 58.4 4.7 38 1.6 128 7.3 121 5.3

29,637 78.2 70.9 7.3 167 0.4 2,928 9.5 1,256 3.3

274,013 81.4 73.6 7.8 1,707 0.5 21,525 7.9 9,030 2.7

19,326 70.8 71.9 -1.0 772 2.8 1,368 6.4 568 2.1

4,278 51.9 52.3 -0.4 142 1.7 441 7.3 321 3.9

11,988 77.1 67.8 9.2 214 1.4 384 3.0 259 1.7

71,202 74.7 67.0 7.7 1,001 1.1 7,078 9.0 2,414 2.5

15,945 65.6 64.3 1.4 377 1.6 1,588 8.1 885 3.6

6,870 68.1 61.5 6.6 113 1.1 723 9.0 365 3.6

38,972 71.5 59.8 11.7 884 1.6 2,187 5.0 2,032 3.7

40,061 70.9 69.0 1.9 2,936 5.2 2,037 4.5 1,471 2.6

16,674 65.7 61.6 4.1 1,634 6.4 1,434 7.2 923 3.6

1,535 60.1 54.3 5.8 11 0.4 180 9.1 126 4.9

33,786 70.7 67.5 3.2 818 1.7 3,325 8.9 1,162 2.4

8,280 73.3 62.5 10.8 303 2.7 710 7.9 321 2.8

48,880 71.8 65.0 6.7 2,915 4.3 3,383 6.0 2,117 3.1

600,705 74.7 56.8 17.9 14,865 1.8 95,079 14.5 24,544 3.1

27,217 78.4 65.9 12.5 63 0.2 3,697 13.0 1,708 4.9

12,778 65.8 65.5 0.3 445 2.3 1,633 10.4 544 2.8

18,357 70.6 67.9 2.7 460 1.8 1,878 9.0 555 2.1

18,577 70.0 60.4 9.6 958 3.6 1,510 7.2 687 2.6

32,835 71.1 65.2 6.0 1,193 2.6 2,345 6.4 1,063 2.3

17,711 67.0 66.6 0.4 398 1.5 2,465 11.9 768 2.9

11,864 80.9 75.3 5.6 37 0.2 1,044 8.7 428 2.9

16,486 72.9 67.9 5.0 101 0.4 1,432 7.9 604 2.7

10,569 80.8 76.0 4.7 101 0.8 948 8.8 296 2.3

99,958 63.2 54.0 9.1 4,053 2.6 12,766 9.9 4,800 3.0

65,632 71.8 66.5 5.3 1,582 1.7 5,330 7.2 2,269 2.5

14,363 61.5 59.8 1.7 976 4.2 1,146 6.4 712 3.0

17,618 55.0 51.0 3.9 976 3.0 1,847 7.6 885 2.8

1,433 71.1 63.6 7.5 8 0.4 200 12.5 57 2.9

14,854 82.5 62.2 20.3 148 0.8 706 4.9 505 2.8

11,116 64.2 66.0 -1.8 170 1.0 1,782 12.9 612 3.5

13,982 67.7 61.0 6.7 43 0.2 1,661 10.2 433 2.1

14,892 75.6 71.1 4.5 320 1.6 1,376 8.6 629 3.2

17,772 73.1 74.3 -1.2 1,153 4.7 1,591 8.1 519 2.1

22,369 69.7 61.1 8.6 372 1.2 1,990 7.8 764 2.4
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Appendix A (continued). EITC Profile for Large Metropolitan Cities, 2000–2003

EITC EITC Change EITC Average EITC

EITC Filers EITC Filers EITC Sum EITC % of 

Filers 2003 Filers 2000 2000–03 2003 2003 Refunds

City 2003 (%) 2000 (%) (%) ($1000s) ($) 2003

Salt Lake City, UT 11,236 15.2 9,621 12.5 2.7 18,100 1,611 68.4

San Antonio, TX 135,077 27.3 120,230 24.5 2.8 268,014 1,984 67.9

San Bernardino, CA 22,852 35.0 20,684 34.6 0.4 48,195 2,109 75.0

San Buenaventura, CA 4,910 11.1 4,598 10.3 0.8 7,475 1,522 70.7

San Diego, CA 76,723 14.0 70,639 13.1 0.9 127,747 1,665 70.1

San Francisco, CA 37,974 9.9 31,622 7.6 2.3 46,721 1,230 73.4

San Jose, CA 38,529 10.7 31,285 7.9 2.8 58,932 1,530 69.8

Santa Ana, CA 27,871 24.5 27,791 24.4 0.1 53,073 1,904 71.6

Santa Clara, CA 3,411 7.4 2,231 4.5 3.0 4,557 1,336 67.3

Sarasota, FL 4,222 18.2 3,918 16.4 1.8 7,054 1,671 67.6

Scottsdale, AZ 6,413 6.3 4,959 5.0 1.3 8,228 1,283 70.0

Scranton, PA 5,696 18.1 4,874 15.0 3.1 9,436 1,657 62.8

Seattle, WA 24,161 8.5 22,061 7.3 1.2 29,581 1,224 65.0

Springfield, MA 15,463 26.2 14,020 23.1 3.1 28,043 1,813 66.1

St. Louis, MO 41,691 29.9 42,406 28.4 1.5 79,421 1,905 70.1

St. Paul, MN 18,748 15.8 16,554 13.2 2.6 30,818 1,644 67.7

St. Petersburg, FL 22,958 20.3 21,297 18.3 2.0 40,326 1,757 65.3

Stamford, CT 5,009 8.9 4,155 7.3 1.6 7,394 1,476 66.3

Stockton, CA 22,310 23.6 20,691 22.7 0.8 41,820 1,875 70.4

Sunnyvale, CA 2,993 5.8 2,065 3.5 2.3 3,881 1,297 68.9

Syracuse, NY 14,500 26.8 13,592 24.0 2.8 26,816 1,849 68.5

Tacoma, WA 12,371 16.2 11,783 15.0 1.3 20,831 1,684 64.1

Tampa, FL 31,700 23.6 29,107 21.6 2.0 58,804 1,855 66.5

Thousand Oaks, CA 3,579 6.4 3,087 5.6 0.8 5,266 1,471 79.2

Toledo, OH 28,092 21.4 26,081 18.3 3.1 50,631 1,802 67.1

Tucson, AZ 41,679 21.8 36,722 19.1 2.7 75,321 1,807 69.8

Tulsa, OK 31,501 20.1 28,497 17.2 2.9 55,854 1,773 70.9

Vancouver, WA 9,636 15.1 7,911 12.5 2.5 16,123 1,673 69.7

Virginia Beach, VA 27,108 14.6 23,899 12.3 2.3 46,192 1,704 59.5

Warren, MI 7,683 14.1 6,158 9.2 4.9 12,854 1,673 65.9

Washington, DC 48,933 18.9 48,707 18.5 0.4 82,997 1,696 65.1

Wichita, KS 25,228 17.1 21,310 14.1 3.0 43,430 1,721 65.7

Worcester, MA 12,330 17.0 10,993 14.8 2.2 20,937 1,698 62.5

Youngstown, OH 8,424 28.0 8,291 24.8 3.2 15,957 1,894 70.7

Total – 122 cities 5,150,771 21.7% 4,747,068 19.6% 2.2% 9,489,933 1,842 70.2%

NATIONAL 21,431,377 16.9% 18,843,836 14.9% 2.0% 38,309,902 1,788 67.4%

*VITA, Military VITA, or TCE

**As percentage of estimated EITC recipients with qualifying children; see text

***Hope or Lifetime Learner credit

****Statistics are from the old city of Louisville, pre-merger in 2003

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data
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Change EITC

EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC w/ EITC w/ Educ. 

Paid Paid Paid Paid Vol. Vol. EITC w/ CDCTC** w/Educ. Credit

Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer* Preparer CDCTC 2003 Credit*** 2003

2003 2003 (%) 2000 (%) 2000–03 (%) 2003 2003 (%) 2003 (%) 2003 (%)

6,583 58.6 54.8 3.8 319 2.8 429 5.0 362 3.2

91,472 67.7 66.9 0.8 7,102 5.3 5,236 4.8 3,226 2.4

18,733 82.0 74.7 7.3 139 0.6 1,334 7.1 573 2.5

3,431 69.9 65.3 4.6 111 2.3 375 9.7 141 2.9

55,877 72.8 65.2 7.6 1,394 1.8 3,577 5.9 2,139 2.8

24,467 64.4 60.0 4.5 1,422 3.7 941 3.4 1,038 2.7

28,827 74.8 65.6 9.2 439 1.1 1,696 5.6 1,188 3.1

22,930 82.3 77.5 4.7 59 0.2 1,812 7.9 560 2.0

2,279 66.8 62.4 4.4 57 1.7 173 6.7 123 3.6

3,046 72.2 70.7 1.4 16 0.4 280 8.6 67 1.6

3,924 61.2 59.1 2.1 95 1.5 420 8.5 228 3.6

3,670 64.4 61.3 3.1 57 1.0 203 4.7 161 2.8

14,182 58.7 50.9 7.8 715 3.0 960 5.6 775 3.2

9,931 64.2 62.1 2.1 379 2.5 980 8.0 318 2.1

31,014 74.4 68.5 5.9 558 1.3 1,692 5.1 824 2.0

12,013 64.1 59.0 5.1 1,216 6.5 1,209 8.2 603 3.2

15,693 68.4 65.5 2.9 579 2.5 1,827 10.3 586 2.6

3,715 74.2 65.1 9.1 75 1.5 336 8.5 161 3.2

16,921 75.8 65.8 10.0 166 0.7 1,015 5.6 336 1.5

1,930 64.5 61.0 3.5 62 2.1 142 6.3 149 5.0

10,476 72.2 69.1 3.2 440 3.0 1,138 9.8 316 2.2

8,074 65.3 60.6 4.6 292 2.4 761 7.9 277 2.2

22,375 70.6 70.6 0.0 268 0.8 2,110 8.5 715 2.3

2,644 73.9 63.9 10.0 10 0.3 214 7.5 86 2.4

18,725 66.7 62.8 3.9 447 1.6 1,391 6.3 615 2.2

27,990 67.2 65.5 1.7 908 2.2 2,256 6.9 1,068 2.6

19,192 60.9 59.0 1.9 3,035 9.6 1,572 6.2 654 2.1

5,709 59.2 54.3 4.9 238 2.5 659 8.6 262 2.7

16,518 60.9 61.8 -0.9 762 2.8 3,090 14.2 1,014 3.7

5,508 71.7 66.6 5.1 16 0.2 399 6.6 205 2.7

33,992 69.5 60.1 9.4 1,284 2.6 5,325 13.7 1,735 3.5

17,166 68.0 66.7 1.4 697 2.8 1,705 8.6 776 3.1

7,984 64.8 56.7 8.1 135 1.1 738 7.6 442 3.6

5,591 66.4 62.6 3.8 141 1.7 223 3.4 120 1.4

3,707,646 72.0% 64.5% 7.5% 100,161 1.9% 374,841 9.1% 146,222 2.8%

15,146,008 70.7% 65.3% 5.4% 327,050 1.5% 1,333,171 7.8% 572,005 2.7%
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Appendix B. EITC Profile for Large Metropolitan Suburbs, 2000–2003

EITC EITC Change EITC Average EITC

EITC Filers EITC Filers EITC Sum EITC % of 

Filers 2003 Filers 2000 2000–03 2003 2003 Refunds

City 2003 (%) 2000 (%) (%) ($1000s) ($) 2003

Akron, OH 21,994 9.4 17,831 7.6 1.9 33,856 1,539 63.4

Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 38,997 11.1 34,143 9.8 1.3 63,396 1,626 63.5

Albuquerque, NM 28,303 21.3 24,973 21.4 -0.1 49,425 1,746 66.8

Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 32,341 9.9 26,037 8.2 1.7 50,753 1,569 61.0

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 321,344 17.6 257,726 14.9 2.8 600,760 1,870 69.5

Austin-Round Rock, TX 43,595 13.8 33,420 11.5 2.3 76,070 1,745 64.9

Bakersfield, CA 43,722 28.1 40,679 28.0 0.0 87,845 2,009 75.9

Baltimore-Towson, MD 94,271 10.2 83,009 9.0 1.1 153,078 1,624 63.0

Baton Rouge, LA 47,360 22.9 41,413 20.6 2.2 97,187 2,052 71.0

Birmingham-Hoover, AL 63,448 17.8 57,110 16.2 1.6 119,447 1,883 66.6

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 141,875 8.1 118,433 6.7 1.5 211,790 1,493 63.7

Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 16,361 5.5 13,059 4.3 1.3 22,702 1,388 64.8

Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY 43,034 10.4 36,616 8.8 1.7 67,592 1,571 62.6

Charleston-North Charleston, SC 45,114 21.2 39,934 19.6 1.6 86,035 1,907 68.7

Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord, NC-SC 67,739 17.5 57,681 15.5 2.1 122,126 1,803 65.8

Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI 305,872 10.8 249,545 8.8 2.0 519,154 1,697 64.5

Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 96,421 11.8 80,297 9.8 2.0 162,533 1,686 62.9

Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 85,263 10.3 70,215 8.2 2.1 139,976 1,642 64.8

Colorado Springs, CO 12,977 14.1 9,022 9.9 4.2 22,468 1,731 64.8

Columbia, SC 49,992 20.3 43,946 18.2 2.2 92,619 1,853 67.4

Columbus, OH 49,951 10.8 39,457 8.7 2.1 82,572 1,653 63.2

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 227,336 15.1 180,247 12.5 2.5 407,027 1,790 65.3

Dayton, OH 39,458 11.7 32,199 9.4 2.3 64,824 1,643 62.2

Denver-Aurora, CO 60,071 9.4 47,532 7.5 1.9 93,293 1,553 66.8

Detroit-Warren-Livonia, MI 152,518 9.7 120,454 7.6 2.1 245,475 1,609 66.2

El Paso, TX 26,706 51.3 22,960 47.6 3.6 62,885 2,355 75.3

Fresno, CA 41,910 27.7 42,208 28.9 -1.2 83,513 1,993 75.2

Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI 29,410 11.8 23,513 9.4 2.4 48,513 1,650 61.6

Greensboro-High Point, NC 38,628 19.8 33,626 17.1 2.8 69,306 1,794 65.7

Greenville, SC 42,536 18.7 36,929 16.0 2.7 75,081 1,765 67.6

Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA 23,354 9.6 19,588 8.1 1.5 35,526 1,521 57.3

Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 39,690 7.8 33,702 6.5 1.3 59,196 1,491 60.4

Honolulu, HI 33,677 14.1 26,265 11.3 2.8 55,749 1,655 59.3

Houston-Baytown-Sugar Land, TX 234,156 17.9 192,270 15.7 2.2 446,169 1,905 68.7

Indianapolis, IN 38,428 10.3 29,883 8.4 1.9 63,035 1,640 61.2

Jacksonville, FL 30,452 14.5 25,611 13.1 1.4 51,032 1,676 62.7

Kansas City, MO-KS 77,048 11.6 63,222 9.6 2.0 127,736 1,658 63.7

Knoxville, TN 31,069 15.0 26,994 13.3 1.7 52,635 1,694 66.6

Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 77,412 16.1 61,913 14.6 1.4 130,802 1,690 61.8

Little Rock-North Little Rock, AR 39,280 20.4 34,055 18.2 2.2 72,155 1,837 67.6

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 566,611 16.9 522,938 15.9 1.0 1,001,500 1,768 75.6

Louisville, KY-IN 61,488 14.1 52,038 12.0 2.1 102,482 1,667 61.8

Madison, WI 12,612 7.9 9,991 6.6 1.4 18,434 1,462 62.8

McAllen-Edinburg-Pharr, TX 95,076 54.2 82,589 51.4 2.8 236,092 2,483 82.0
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Change EITC

EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC w/ EITC w/ Educ. 

Paid Paid Paid Paid Vol. Vol. EITC w/ CDCTC** w/Educ. Credit

Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer* Preparer CDCTC 2003 Credit*** 2003

2003 2003 (%) 2000 (%) 2000–03 (%) 2003 2003 (%) 2003 (%) 2003 (%)

13,048 59.3 55.8 3.6 311 1.4 951 3.8 564 2.6

26,805 68.7 66.4 2.3 608 1.6 2,537 7.6 1,004 2.6

17,054 60.3 56.5 3.7 1,315 4.6 1,209 3.3 384 1.4

21,289 65.8 61.8 4.0 317 1.0 1,846 6.2 859 2.7

227,629 70.8 66.0 4.9 1,600 0.5 28,699 10.4 9,129 2.8

27,201 62.4 58.4 4.0 731 1.7 2,818 5.6 906 2.1

33,206 75.9 68.4 7.6 513 1.2 1,973 4.2 514 1.2

60,204 63.9 60.2 3.7 932 1.0 9,888 9.9 3,053 3.2

32,459 68.5 62.0 6.5 307 0.6 2,650 5.3 1,005 2.1

47,042 74.1 67.3 6.8 222 0.4 4,181 6.3 1,672 2.6

93,453 65.9 58.7 7.1 1,685 1.2 8,194 6.4 4,207 3.0

11,431 69.9 55.9 14.0 248 1.5 895 4.4 445 2.7

29,904 69.5 65.0 4.5 571 1.3 2,732 6.0 1,545 3.6

34,767 77.1 76.9 0.2 680 1.5 3,072 7.9 1,033 2.3

53,804 79.4 78.0 1.4 485 0.7 5,615 8.1 1,512 2.2

214,760 70.2 64.4 5.8 3,695 1.2 22,090 6.7 11,064 3.6

65,596 68.0 66.9 1.1 695 0.7 5,040 5.7 2,139 2.2

52,599 61.7 57.3 4.4 1,096 1.3 5,301 5.8 2,563 3.0

7,487 57.7 60.1 -2.4 244 1.9 803 4.4 276 2.1

36,860 73.7 73.3 0.4 412 0.8 4,604 10.4 1,218 2.4

31,435 62.9 62.1 0.8 374 0.7 2,864 4.7 1,150 2.3

156,981 69.1 66.1 2.9 1,518 0.7 16,325 6.3 7,449 3.3

24,171 61.3 59.7 1.6 791 2.0 2,235 5.9 848 2.1

36,742 61.2 58.6 2.6 1,621 2.7 4,156 6.3 1,585 2.6

106,707 70.0 65.0 4.9 1,006 0.7 7,644 4.7 4,748 3.1

20,788 77.8 75.4 2.4 578 2.2 550 1.0 370 1.4

28,223 67.3 55.4 12.0 330 0.8 1,534 2.8 483 1.2

18,870 64.2 61.6 2.6 206 0.7 1,591 5.4 718 2.4

29,098 75.3 74.0 1.3 283 0.7 3,107 8.4 764 2.0

33,975 79.9 79.8 0.1 139 0.3 2,578 7.2 950 2.2

14,365 61.5 59.2 2.3 480 2.1 1,789 8.6 588 2.5

25,263 63.6 57.3 6.3 733 1.8 2,771 7.4 1,221 3.1

20,441 60.7 54.2 6.5 1,191 3.5 2,028 6.0 1,202 3.6

164,223 70.1 64.7 5.4 2,445 1.0 13,815 5.3 7,214 3.1

25,451 66.2 66.1 0.1 351 0.9 2,385 4.3 808 2.1

20,372 66.9 64.4 2.5 442 1.5 2,264 4.8 646 2.1

53,107 68.9 68.2 0.7 1,442 1.9 5,595 7.2 1,959 2.5

21,946 70.6 69.1 1.5 621 2.0 1,405 4.8 480 1.5

55,302 71.4 66.1 5.3 1,064 1.4 5,809 8.0 1,879 2.4

28,511 72.6 69.9 2.7 1,044 2.7 2,615 6.9 825 2.1

439,653 77.6 70.1 7.5 3,460 0.6 38,891 6.6 18,127 3.2

43,707 71.1 71.3 -0.2 879 1.4 3,730 6.3 1,361 2.2

7,997 63.4 60.6 2.8 104 0.8 817 6.6 317 2.5

76,629 80.6 71.8 8.8 603 0.6 1,566 1.9 976 1.0
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Appendix B. (continued) EITC Profile for Large Metropolitan Suburbs, 2000–2003

EITC EITC Change EITC Average EITC

EITC Filers EITC Filers EITC Sum EITC % of 

Filers 2003 Filers 2000 2000–03 2003 2003 Refunds

City 2003 (%) 2000 (%) (%) ($1000s) ($) 2003

Memphis, TN-MS-AR 54,781 19.8 46,530 17.8 1.9 107,339 1,959 65.7

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami Beach, FL 477,003 22.6 399,642 19.6 3.0 869,496 1,823 72.0

Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 28,812 6.2 22,024 4.7 1.5 41,437 1,438 62.5

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 87,551 7.6 66,643 5.8 1.7 131,063 1,497 65.3

Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro, TN 55,025 14.8 45,254 12.7 2.1 92,203 1,676 63.9

New Haven-Milford, CT 33,485 9.9 29,264 8.5 1.4 53,277 1,591 62.0

New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 76,128 24.9 67,681 22.3 2.6 155,728 2,046 71.9

New York-Northern New Jersey-

Long Island, NY-NJ-PA 493,751 10.3 433,312 9.0 1.3 812,089 1,645 66.6

Oklahoma City, OK 44,887 17.0 38,673 14.9 2.2 79,021 1,760 68.8

Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA 19,615 10.4 15,396 8.6 1.9 31,803 1,621 60.3

Orlando, FL 151,193 20.1 120,216 17.0 3.1 282,205 1,867 66.8

Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA 22,479 12.4 18,442 10.9 1.5 37,866 1,684 70.7

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, 

PA-NJ-DE-MD 193,933 9.5 167,626 8.2 1.3 313,103 1,614 62.0

Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ 95,050 13.8 74,744 12.5 1.4 164,895 1,735 65.6

Pittsburgh, PA 113,091 11.5 101,384 10.1 1.4 174,770 1,545 62.4

Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton, OR-WA 65,077 11.1 53,744 9.4 1.8 106,285 1,633 69.7

Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY 28,967 10.7 25,170 9.5 1.2 49,904 1,723 65.7

Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA 73,726 11.1 66,141 10.0 1.2 115,696 1,569 61.8

Raleigh-Cary, NC 35,419 13.3 28,657 11.6 1.7 62,355 1,760 67.1

Richmond, VA 58,783 13.5 50,882 12.0 1.5 100,943 1,717 63.1

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 227,575 19.9 199,418 19.3 0.6 429,882 1,889 73.4

Rochester, NY 42,114 10.9 34,634 8.8 2.1 67,913 1,613 63.6

Sacramento--Arden-Arcade--Roseville, CA 79,244 11.9 70,260 11.1 0.8 130,667 1,649 71.0

Salt Lake City, UT 45,564 13.2 35,385 10.4 2.8 76,643 1,682 66.4

San Antonio, TX 55,177 19.4 46,326 17.6 1.9 104,641 1,896 66.4

San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 104,062 14.2 93,630 13.0 1.2 176,078 1,692 69.3

San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 101,315 8.1 84,495 6.5 1.6 146,023 1,441 69.4

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 22,364 7.5 18,004 5.7 1.8 32,748 1,464 69.0

Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL 35,662 12.7 30,261 11.4 1.4 58,650 1,645 65.3

Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA 29,173 13.0 25,335 11.2 1.9 45,331 1,554 60.3

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 108,415 10.4 89,731 8.6 1.8 171,899 1,586 63.2

Springfield, MA 26,756 10.8 22,780 9.2 1.7 40,566 1,516 64.3

St. Louis, MO-IL 144,533 12.9 126,482 11.2 1.7 248,777 1,721 64.2

Stockton, CA 22,514 15.7 20,000 15.0 0.7 39,475 1,753 69.8

Syracuse, NY 28,542 12.1 24,684 10.4 1.7 46,216 1,619 63.3

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 140,096 16.4 117,197 14.3 2.1 238,308 1,701 65.7

Toledo, OH 16,219 9.4 13,012 7.5 1.9 25,555 1,576 61.7

Tucson, AZ 23,907 13.6 20,040 12.2 1.5 41,886 1,752 68.5

Tulsa, OK 37,747 18.7 32,231 16.1 2.6 67,025 1,776 68.1

Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, 

VA-NC 62,576 17.4 51,649 15.6 1.9 114,970 1,837 64.4

Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-

MD-WV 203,949 10.3 171,533 9.0 1.3 334,505 1,640 65.8
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Change EITC

EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC w/ EITC w/ Educ. 

Paid Paid Paid Paid Vol. Vol. EITC w/ CDCTC** w/Educ. Credit

Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer* Preparer CDCTC 2003 Credit*** 2003

2003 2003 (%) 2000 (%) 2000–03 (%) 2003 2003 (%) 2003 (%) 2003 (%)

40,979 74.8 71.5 3.3 308 0.6 4,566 5.5 1,167 2.1

345,369 72.4 64.4 8.0 5,445 1.1 32,181 8.1 22,478 4.7

17,092 59.3 57.9 1.4 597 2.1 1,596 3.4 988 3.4

54,930 62.7 58.7 4.1 2,830 3.2 8,806 10.5 3,135 3.6

40,441 73.5 74.0 -0.5 305 0.6 3,380 5.2 961 1.7

23,489 70.1 60.2 10.0 339 1.0 1,890 6.2 991 3.0

53,122 69.8 63.3 6.5 899 1.2 4,283 4.5 2,280 3.0

374,566 75.9 64.6 11.3 3,286 0.7 38,774 6.3 19,499 3.9

29,886 66.6 61.9 4.7 929 2.1 2,556 4.9 1,072 2.4

12,947 66.0 66.8 -0.8 539 2.7 2,039 7.6 540 2.8

105,216 69.6 65.6 4.0 862 0.6 10,505 8.1 3,951 2.6

17,391 77.4 72.6 4.7 193 0.9 1,534 5.6 640 2.8

127,903 66.0 61.1 4.8 2,337 1.2 14,950 7.0 6,396 3.3

63,562 66.9 63.5 3.3 1,629 1.7 6,217 5.1 2,789 2.9

69,922 61.8 59.0 2.8 1,552 1.4 3,575 3.8 3,033 2.7

35,250 54.2 49.8 4.3 1,530 2.4 4,809 7.8 1,509 2.3

20,505 70.8 63.6 7.2 186 0.6 1,990 8.3 719 2.5

51,982 70.5 62.1 8.4 737 1.0 4,534 7.3 2,035 2.8

23,890 67.4 66.9 0.5 209 0.6 2,962 8.5 881 2.5

37,408 63.6 60.4 3.3 530 0.9 5,336 9.7 1,295 2.2

172,668 75.9 68.6 7.3 2,812 1.2 14,227 6.8 6,170 2.7

28,199 67.0 66.9 0.1 748 1.8 2,327 5.7 1,287 3.1

52,841 66.7 59.5 7.2 1,155 1.5 5,081 7.0 1,939 2.4

27,479 60.3 57.6 2.7 766 1.7 2,360 5.9 1,439 3.2

35,765 64.8 62.9 1.9 1,649 3.0 2,514 2.5 1,203 2.2

75,778 72.8 66.3 6.5 2,499 2.4 5,727 5.2 2,570 2.5

68,205 67.3 60.8 6.5 2,389 2.4 5,325 5.2 2,997 3.0

15,221 68.1 60.0 8.0 352 1.6 912 2.8 585 2.6

24,912 69.9 68.4 1.4 339 1.0 2,605 8.9 610 1.7

18,940 64.9 59.7 5.2 157 0.5 1,083 4.4 894 3.1

67,232 62.0 57.1 4.9 2,720 2.5 6,957 7.1 2,609 2.4

16,132 60.3 56.3 3.9 463 1.7 1,383 4.9 607 2.3

101,051 69.9 68.1 1.8 2,046 1.4 9,064 6.8 3,825 2.6

16,322 72.5 62.9 9.6 198 0.9 939 3.3 350 1.6

19,423 68.1 65.5 2.6 439 1.5 1,338 5.1 919 3.2

93,673 66.9 64.7 2.2 1,527 1.1 9,842 7.4 3,113 2.2

9,636 59.4 57.7 1.7 181 1.1 684 2.8 357 2.2

15,535 65.0 65.4 -0.4 701 2.9 1,331 3.7 591 2.5

24,852 65.8 62.6 3.2 1,553 4.1 1,762 4.4 655 1.7

39,503 63.1 62.1 1.0 975 1.6 5,216 6.8 1,723 2.8

135,651 66.5 58.2 8.3 2,112 1.0 19,504 10.7 8,464 4.2
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Appendix B. (continued) EITC Profile for Large Metropolitan Suburbs, 2000–2003

EITC EITC Change EITC Average EITC

EITC Filers EITC Filers EITC Sum EITC % of 

Filers 2003 Filers 2000 2000–03 2003 2003 Refunds

City 2003 (%) 2000 (%) (%) ($1000s) ($) 2003

Wichita, KS 12,784 12.4 9,912 9.7 2.7 21,442 1,677 63.7

Worcester, MA 24,171 8.7 20,536 7.4 1.3 36,743 1,520 61.4

Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 32,849 13.7 28,968 11.6 2.1 54,801 1,668 65.0

Total – 88 metropolitan suburbs 7,504,964 13.3% 6,353,199 11.4% 1.8% 12,996,064 1,732 67.3%

Suburbs include all metropolitan territory located outside cities listed in Appendix A

*VITA, Military VITA, or TCE

**As percentage of estimated EITC recipients with qualifying children; see text

***Hope or Lifetime Learner credit

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of Internal Revenue Service data
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Change EITC

EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC EITC w/ EITC w/ Educ. 

Paid Paid Paid Paid Vol. Vol. EITC w/ CDCTC** w/Educ. Credit

Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer Preparer* Preparer CDCTC 2003 Credit*** 2003

2003 2003 (%) 2000 (%) 2000–03 (%) 2003 2003 (%) 2003 (%) 2003 (%)

8,517 66.6 66.3 0.3 273 2.1 825 4.0 317 2.5

15,027 62.2 57.3 4.9 164 0.7 1,416 6.0 474 2.0

21,337 65.0 61.4 3.5 408 1.2 954 3.2 779 2.4

5,240,305 69.8% 64.6% 5.2% 90,240 1.2% 503,023 6.5% 222,597 3.0%
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