
 
33 Whitney Avenue • New Haven, CT 06510 • Phone 203-498-4240 • Fax 203-498-4242 Web Site: www.ctkidslink.org 
53 Oak Street, Suite 15 • Hartford, CT 06106 • Phone 860-548-1661 • Fax 860-548-1783 E-mail: voices@ctkidslink.org 
 

Getting Connecticut’s Fiscal House in Order:  
Revenue Changes in the May 2011 Budget Bill Compared 

to the Governor’s February Proposals1
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Introduction 

The revenue package recently passed by the General Assembly and signed by the Governor on May 4, 2011 
(SB1239, An Act Concerning the Budget for the Biennium Ending June 30, 2013, “Budget Bill”) has been hailed as 
bold and necessary, but also critiqued.  Though this newly-adopted revenue package is the largest in recent history in 
absolute dollars, it is smaller as a share of the state budget than the revenue increases of the early 1990s (when 
Connecticut first adopted a broad-based personal income tax).  Further, close review of the May 2011 Budget Bill 
demonstrates that an increase in revenues was necessary to end Connecticut’s legacy of “smoke and mirrors” budget 
practices and adopt a truly balanced budget that positions Connecticut for long-term and sustainable growth. 

Comparing General Fund revenues in the current fiscal year to next year (FY12) illustrates the point.  Total General 
Fund revenues are projected to increase in FY12 by $474.3 million (2.6%) -- from an estimated $18,245.3 million in 
revenues in FY11 (as of May 2011) to $18,719.6 million under the Budget Bill (the total of consensus estimates of 
revenues under current law and the policy changes adopted in SB 1239).  However, General Fund tax revenues will 
increase by $2,434.0 million (21%) - from an estimated $11,582.2 million this year (as of May 2011) to $14,016.2 
million next year.  How can it be that the FY12 budget increases taxes so much, but total General Fund revenues 
increase slightly? Simply put, much of this difference2

As the State Comptroller noted in his May 2, 2011 letter to Governor Malloy, the current General Fund budget 
ending in June (FY11) relies on $2,093.7 million in one-time revenues: $739.6 million in federal stimulus assistance, 
$646.6 million in borrowing through the issuance of Economic Recovery Revenue bonds, $552.6 million in prior 
years’ budget reserves (including our Rainy Day Fund), $114.9 million in transfers from various other budget funds 
to the General Fund, and $40 million from electric ratepayer charges between January and June of 2011.  Like a 
household that has paid its mortgage, food and utility bills for the last few years with lottery winnings and charges to 
its credit cards, the day of reckoning for Connecticut’s short-sighted budget practices has arrived. The Budget Bill 
recognizes that a truly balanced budget requires that on-going expenses be supported by on-going revenues, and it 
actually raises those revenues.   

 results from finally addressing the long-neglected cost of 
Connecticut’s short-sighted budget choices, including the state’s extraordinary reliance on one-time revenues for 
on-going expenses.   

The Budget Bill, though quite similar to the Governor’s February revenue recommendations, also improves on them 
by asking Connecticut’s wealthy to pay a larger share of the increased taxes, while reducing the financial impact on 
the state’s low and middle-income taxpayers. 
 

1 All distributional impact estimates in this report were created with the generous support and assistance of the Institute on Taxation and 
Economic Policy (ITEP). Tax impact by taxpayer income level was calculated using ITEP’s micro-simulation tax model.  
http://www.itepnet.org/about/ITEP_tax_model_simple.php 

http://www.itepnet.org/about/ITEP_tax_model_simple.php�
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Under the Governor’s February 
proposal, middle-income residents 
would have borne the heaviest 
increase as a portion of their 
income, largely because of his 
proposal to eliminate the $500 
property tax credit. The Governor 
and members of the General 
Assembly, working together, 
improved this proposal in ways that 
reduce the tax impact on lower and 
middle incomes. Figure 13

Compared to the Governor’s plan, 
the Budget Bill raises the average 
tax increase for the top 5% of 
income earners by roughly one fifth of one percent of their income (0.2%) while reducing the tax increase for the 
“bottom” 80% of taxpayers. The final result is a more progressive proposal whose impact on taxes more uniformly 
rises with higher incomes. However, it is important to note that while these changes will make Connecticut’s overall 
state and local tax system slightly less regressive, middle- and lower-income Connecticut taxpayers will still pay a 
higher share of their income in state and local taxes than those who are wealthy.

, right, 
compares the average tax impact by 
income group of the May Budget 
Bill (in SB 1239) to the Governor’s 
February plan.  

4

Changes in the Budget Bill in the sales and corporate income taxes were more mixed, with some positive revisions 
(such as the so called “Amazon tax” to capture sales tax on some Internet sales) being replaced with negative 
revisions (such as the elimination of the Throwback rule for the corporation business tax that would help level the 
playing field between large corporations and small businesses in Connecticut).  

 Importantly, the Bill also adopts 
the Governor's landmark recommendation to provide alternative revenue sources to our cities and towns, while 
improving on his proposal by devising ways of sharing these revenues more equitably among towns, and in a 
manner consistent with smart growth initiatives.  

This brief compares the revenue changes adopted in the May Budget Bill to the Governor’s February revenue 
proposals. 

Income Tax 

Tax Rates.  Compared to the Governor’s February proposal, the Budget Bill (SB 1239) reduces the number of tax 
brackets from 8 to 6, and applies slightly higher rates on taxable income over $200,000 for joint filers ($100,000 for 
single filers) while leaving unchanged the Governor’s proposed top rate of 6.7%. To raise additional revenue 
without increasing this new top rate, in SB 1239 the 6.7% rate kicks in at a lower-income level – $500,000 for joint 
filers ($250,000 for single filers), down from $1,000,000 ($500,000) in the Governor’s February recommendations. 
The table below compares current rates, the rates proposed in the Governor’s budget recommendations, and the 
rates recently approved by the General Assembly and Governor in SB 1239. 

  

–1.0% 
–0.8% 
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–0.4% 
–0.2% 
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+0.2% 
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Figure 1:  Impact of revised tax package more 
favorable to lower and middle incomes   

Revised Tax Plan (SB 1239)

February Tax Plan (Gov.'s 
Recommendations)

Tax change as % of income
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Table 1. Current and Proposed Tax Rates and Brackets 
   

CT Taxable Income Tax Rates 
Married Filing Jointly Single 

Over 
But Not 

Over Over 
But Not 

Over Current 
Feb. 

Budget 
SB 

1239 
$0  $20,000  $0  $10,000  3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 

$20,000  $100,000  $10,000  $50,000  

5.0% 

5.0% 5.0% 
$100,000  $200,000  $50,000  $100,000  5.5% 5.5% 
$200,000  $400,000  $100,000  $200,000  5.75% 6.0% 
$400,000  $500,000  $200,000  $250,000  6.0% 6.5% 
$500,000  $600,000  $250,000  $300,000  

6.7% $600,000  $800,000  $300,000  $400,000  6.25% 
$800,000  $1,000,000  $400,000  $500,000  6.5% 

Over $1,000,000 Over $500,000 6.5% 6.7% 
 

State Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). The Budget Bill (SB 1239) maintains without change the highly beneficial 
EITC that the Governor proposed in February. The credit, equal to 30% of the federal EITC, reduces state income 
tax liability for low-income working individuals and families dollar-for-dollar. If the taxpayer’s state income tax 
liability is less than the amount of the credit, the balance is paid to the taxpayer in the form of a refund. The state 
EITC will provide needed support to low-income residents who will bear the brunt of the sales tax increases 
included in the Budget Bill, and who also currently pay the highest portion of their incomes in state and local taxes 
of any Connecticut income group. 

Three Percent Tax Rate Phase-out. Like the Governor’s February recommendation, SB 1239 includes a provision that 
would begin to phase out the lowest marginal rate of 3% and impose the 5% rate beginning at taxable income over 
$100,500 for joint filers ($56,500 for singles).  However, SB 1239 reduces by half the length of the phase-out in the 
Governor’s recommendations, ending at $145,500 for joint filers ($101,500 for single filers) rather than $200,500 
($156,500). The shorter phase-out period increases the revenue raised by this provision since more taxable income 
will be subject to the 5%, rather than the 3%, rate.    

Tax Table Benefit Recapture. In addition to the 3% phase-out, SB 1239 includes a second tax rate phase-out for 
wealthy households. Starting at incomes of taxable income of $400,000 for joint filers ($200,000 for single filers), 
taxpayers will pay an additional $150 ($75) for every $10,000 ($5,000) of taxable income until a maximum payment 
of $4,500 ($2,250) is reached. This provision gradually eliminates the benefit taxpayers receive from having a 
portion of their incomes taxed at the lower marginal rates. At $700,000 or more of taxable income for joint filers (at 
$350,000 or more for single filers), Connecticut taxpayers will be paying an income tax rate of 6.70% on all of their 
taxable income, not just a portion.  

Property Tax Credit. The state’s property tax credit is maintained in SB 1239 (rather than eliminated as the Governor 
proposed), but the maximum value of the credit is reduced from $500 to $300. In addition, the credit phases out at 
a steeper rate than under current law (by 15% for every $10,000 in additional CT AGI, rather than by 10% under 
current law).  The combination of the lower maximum credit and the steeper phase-out reduces the number of 
taxpayers who are eligible for the credit.  Under SB 1239, joint filers will be ineligible for the credit when their 
income exceeds $160,500, compared to $190,500 under current law (and single filers are ineligible if their income 
exceeds $116,500, compared to $146,500 under current law). 
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Together, these changes to Connecticut’s personal income tax will start to rebalance Connecticut’s currently 
regressive system of state and local taxes by reducing taxes on many of Connecticut’s lower-income residents 
(through the EITC) while modestly increasing taxes at higher incomes. Connecticut ranks among the top ten 
highest tax states in the country in the share of income paid in state and local tax by its poorest 20%, though its 
wealthiest 1% pay a smaller share of their incomes in state and local taxes than in most other states.5

Figure 2, below, shows the component and overall impact, by income group, of the income tax changes included in 
SB 1239 as compared to current law.  

  

Estate and Gift Taxes 

Under the Rell Administration, and in response to changes in the federal estate tax, Connecticut repealed its 
inheritance tax and adopted, in its place, a unified tax on transfers of taxable gifts and estates with a combined 
lifetime total of $2 million or more (PA 05-251).  Then, effective January 2010, the tax threshold was increased from 
a $2 million lifetime total to $3.5 million, rates were reduced across-the-board by 3-4 percentage points, and a tax 
“cliff,” (which resulted in first-dollar taxation as soon as a taxpayer exceeded the lifetime total) was eliminated.  SB 
1239 returns the tax threshold to $2 million and extends the existing 7.2% rate to estates and gifts valued at between 
$2 million and $3.5 million, but maintains the 2010 rate reduction and “cliff fix.”  This is consistent with the 
Governor’s February budget recommendations.  

Sales and Other Consumption Taxes 

Rate changes.  SB 1239 adopts the Governor’s recommendation to increase the general sales and use tax rate from 
6.00% to 6.35%, with revenues from 0.1 percentage point of the rate increase distributed to municipalities through a 
new Municipal Revenue Sharing Account (discussed below).  

The Governor’s proposed luxury tax was changed in SB 1239 from a 3% surtax on the value over defined 
thresholds for certain luxury items to a 7% tax on the full sales price of these items. The thresholds over which the 
luxury tax would apply are:  motor vehicles over $50,000 (excluding commercial vehicles and cars purchased by 
someone in active duty military service stationed in Connecticut), boats over $100,000, jewelry over $5,000, and 

–1.0% 

–0.8% 

–0.6% 

–0.4% 

–0.2% 

—

+0.2% 

+0.4% 

+0.6% 

+0.8% 
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Figure 2: Impact of Revised Income Tax Proposal by Income Group
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clothing or footwear (including some accessories) over $1,000.  Municipalities would receive revenues from 0.1 
percentage point of the 7.0% 
luxury tax through 
distributions from the 
Municipal Revenue Sharing 
Account. 

Figure 3, right, shows how the 
two proposals differ using the 
example of motor vehicles. 
Under SB 1239, vehicles sold 
for between $50,000 and 
roughly $80,000 would have a 
higher sales tax than under the 
Governor’s original proposal, 
but a smaller sales tax increase 
as prices rise above $80,000.  

SB 1239 also adopts the 
Governor’s recommendation to increase the hotel occupancy tax from 12% to 15% and to increase the rental car 
surcharge to 9.35% (an additional 3 percentage points), with the revenues from 1 percentage point of each of these 
rate increases being remitted to a new Regional Performance Incentive Account (discussed below).    

New non-lapsing municipal revenue funds.  Under SB 1239, the municipal share of the revenues from the increased sales 
tax rate, the luxury tax, and the real estate conveyance tax (discussed below) are to be deposited into a new non-
lapsing fund – the Municipal Revenue Sharing Account.  Funds from this Account will first fund manufacturing 
transition grants to municipalities in amounts equal to what the towns have received as PILOT payments for eligible 
commercial vehicles, manufacturing equipment and machinery, and real property in enterprise zones.  Funds then 
remaining will be distributed to municipalities as follows: a) 50% on a per capita basis, according to the most recent 
federal 10-year census; and b) 50% according to an existing property tax relief formula that apportions funds based 
on a municipality’s population, adjusted equalized net grant list per capita, and per capita income of town residents.   

Similarly, revenues from 1 percentage point of the 15% hotel occupancy tax and 1 percentage point of the 9.35% 
rental car surcharge are to be deposited in a new, non-lapsing fund – the Regional Performance Incentive Account.  
Funds from this account are to be used to enhance the existing regional performance incentive grant programs, 
which are awarded by OPM to regional entities that perform a local service on a regional basis. 

The creation of these two new non-lapsing accounts for the benefit of Connecticut municipalities, and the manner 
in which the various new municipal revenues are to be shared among Connecticut’s cities and towns, stands in 
marked contrast to the Governor’s February proposal.  The Governor had proposed to eliminate PILOT payments 
for manufacturing equipment and machinery (now exempt from property tax), allow some now-exempt property to 
be taxed by towns, and also allow each town to retain the municipal share of revenues generated within the town 
from the increased sales, hotel, car rental, and real estate conveyance taxes.  Analysis of the Governor’s proposal 
showed, however, that it would have provided the greatest net financial benefit to some of Connecticut’s wealthiest 
towns, while imposing increased burden on some of Connecticut’s poorer cities and towns.6  While SB 1239, like 
the Governor’s proposal, helps diversify municipal revenues – an important breakthrough on its own - the revisions 
made by SB 1239 help assure a fairer distribution of these new municipal revenues and are more consistent with 
state smart growth initiatives. 

4.0%
4.5%
5.0%
5.5%
6.0%
6.5%
7.0%
7.5%
8.0%
8.5%
9.0%

$0 $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 $300,000
Price of Vehicle

Figure 3. Effective Tax Rate on Motor Vehicles, 
Governor's Recommendations vs. SB 1239

Effective tax rate, governor's 
recommendation
Effective tax rate, HB1007

Effective Sales Tax Rate
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Broadening the sales tax base.  SB 1239, like the Governor’s February proposal, removes several sales tax exemptions 
and extends the sales tax to a handful of services that currently are not taxed. The Office of Legislative Research 
released a table listing these extensions of the sales and use tax (Table 2). Some goods and services that that would 
have been taxed under the Governor’s plan have been excluded from SB 1239, such as haircuts, car washes, 
coupons, auto trade-ins, and boat services. Some services not included for taxation in the Governor’s 
recommendations have been included in SB 1239, such as spa services.   

Table 2: Sales & use tax extensions (Source: Office of Legislative Research) 

Exemptions Eliminated New Services Taxed 
Containment or removal of hazardous waste 
or other contaminants  

Motor vehicle storage, including storage for 
motor homes, campers, and camp trailers, 
excluding self-storage units 

Valet parking at any airport  Packing and crating, other than that 
provided by retailers in connection with the 
sale of tangible personal property 

Yoga instruction at a yoga studio  Motor vehicle towing and road services, 
other than repairs 

Clothing and footwear costing less than $ 50  Intrastate transportation via limousine, 
community car, or van with a driver, 
excluding taxis, buses, ambulances, 
scheduled public transportation, and 
funerals 

Non-prescription drugs and medicine  Pet grooming, boarding, and obedience 
classes, other than grooming or boarding 
provided as an integral part of veterinarian 
services 

Cloth or fabric for non-commercial sewing  Cosmetic medical procedures, excluding 
reconstructive surgery 

Property or services used in operating solid 
waste-to-energy facilities  

Manicure, pedicure, and other nail services 

Yarn  Spa services, including body waxing and 
wraps, peels, scrubs, and facials 

Smoking cessation products  Repair of light aircraft (< 6,000 lbs)  
 

Internet sales.  SB 1239 also includes the so-called “Amazon tax” which was not a part of the Governor’s original tax 
package.  It requires Internet retailers (like Amazon) that have no in-state presence, but that have affiliate 
relationships in Connecticut (and cumulative gross receipts through those relationships of greater than $2,000 per 
year) to collect and remit sales tax on purchases made over the Internet.  Although Connecticut residents already are 
liable for “use” tax on their Internet purchases if sales tax is not collected by the seller, tax compliance is weak.  The 
“Amazon tax” is one effort to try to level the playing field between in-state retailers who collect and remit sales tax 
to Connecticut, and the many Internet retailers that do not and so enjoy a price advantage equal to the sales tax rate.    

Business Taxes 

The most significant difference in the Governor’s proposed corporate income tax changes is the rejection in SB 
1239 of the so-called “throwback rule” and replacement with an additional temporary 10% corporate income tax 
(CIT) surcharge (for a total surcharge of 20% that will expire at the end of income year 2013). The surtax is 
imposed on companies that have at least $100 million in annual gross income and a tax liability of more than $250. 
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The Office of Fiscal Analysis estimates that new revenue from the additional surcharge would equal $46 million in 
FY2012 and $116 million in FY2013, compared with $20 million per year from the throwback rule.  

While an additional surcharge will generate more revenue in the short-term, it will be replacing a permanent reform 
that would capture revenue that inadvertently leaks out of Connecticut’s tax system through cross-state sales. The 
throwback rule would have helped to level the playing field between the mostly larger businesses that now benefit 
from having less than 100% of their income taxed and many local businesses without out-of-state sales that must 
pay tax on all of their income. Moreover, raising the CIT surcharge does nothing to address the current inequities in 
the taxation of Connecticut large multi-national corporations and its small businesses; the surtax falls only on those 
companies that actually are paying the corporate tax.  What is needed are permanent business tax reforms that rein in 
practices that allow businesses to avoid paying state taxes.  In addition to the “throwback” rule, these reforms 
include mandatory combined reporting (which would prevent corporations from artificially shifting income out of 
the state) and stricter review of tax expenditures.  

Consistent with the Governor’s recommendation, SB 1239 increases from $11 million to $20 million the total 
amount of business tax credits available for creating new jobs under three job creation tax credit programs (Conn. 
Gen. Stat. §§10-217ii, 12-217nn, 12-217oo). 

SB 1239 also adopts the Governor’s proposal to lift the current 70% tax liability reduction limit on corporations 
claiming tax credits for those corporations that have net new job creation in income years 2012 and 2013.  The cap 
on tax credits is lifted by $6,000 for each net new job created (with restrictions on what types of jobs qualify for the 
credit).  SB 1239 also lifts the cap on tax credits for job creation for insurance companies, and for hospital and 
medical services corporations.  

SB 1239 rejects the Governor’s proposal to increase the insurance premiums tax rate (from 1.75% to 1.95%) and 
instead lowers, from 70% to 30%, the amount by which an insurance company can reduce its insurance premium 
tax liability through tax credits (though exempting insurance reinvestment fund tax credits from this new tax credit 
cap). Companies that add net employment in calendar years 2011 and or 2012 would be able to reduce their tax 
liability beyond 30% to as much as 100% (see above).  

Finally, SB 1239 limits the degree to which the film production tax credits can be sold, and increases the percentage 
of principal photography days—to 50%, up from 25%—that must occur in Connecticut for productions to be 
eligible for tax credits. Beginning in January 2011, only 50% of the value of the credit would be salable, declining to 
25% in 2012 and thereafter.  Notably, however, entities subject to the corporation or insurance premium tax are not 
bound by these new tax credit sale and transfer restrictions, nor are productions created in whole or significant part 
in a DECD-qualified in-state production facility.  

Electric Generation Tax  

SB 1239 recommends establishing a new temporary tax of 0.25 cents per net kilowatt hour on companies that 
generate electricity from coal, natural gas, oil and nuclear facilities, but exempts energy generated at facilities that 
exclusively use fuel cells or an alternative energy system (such as wind and solar). The tax expires on June 30, 2013.  
This tax is 0.05 cents per kilowatt higher than the Governor’s February proposal.   

Health Provider Taxes 

To maximize federal reimbursements under the Medicaid program, SB 1239 adopts the Governor’s proposals to 
increase the nursing home provider tax (from 5% to the 6% maximum allowed by federal law), add a new provider 
tax on Intermediate Care Facilities for individuals with mental retardation (ICF-MRs), and replace the hospitals’ 
gross earnings tax with a provider tax – a quarterly tax on net patient revenue.  Revenues generated from these three 
taxes, along with federal reimbursements, are to be returned (for the most part) to the health care facilities.  It is 
estimated that these provider taxes, coupled with the increased federal reimbursements and the enhanced provider 
payments, will result in a net revenue gain to Connecticut of about $130 million.  
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Other Tax and Fee Changes 

SB 1239 makes some other changes to Connecticut’s tax code and fees, some of which are consistent with the 
Governor’s February recommendations (e.g., increased tobacco, alcoholic beverage, diesel fuel taxes; repeal of 
exemptions to admissions tax) and some of which differ (e.g., no increase in gas tax, some changes to Governor’s 
proposal regarding the real estate conveyance tax).  Other tax and fee changes include: 

• Cigarette and tobacco taxes.  Increase cigarette tax from $3.00 to $3.40 per pack, snuff tobacco tax from $0.55 
to $1.00 per ounce, and all other tobacco products from 27.5% to 50% of the wholesale price.  A “floor 
tax” (tax on current inventory) also is imposed at these new rates. 

• Alcoholic beverages tax.  Increase the excise tax on alcoholic beverages by 20% and impose “floor tax” on 
current inventory.  

• Diesel fuels tax.  Increase the base rate on diesel fuel from 26 cents to 29 cents per gallon and impose floor 
tax on inventory.  (The Governor’s proposal to increase the tax on gasoline was not included in SB 1239.) 

• Real estate conveyance tax.  Increase the state real estate conveyance tax rates by 0.25% (to 0.75% or 1.25%, 
depending on the type and price of the property sold) and make permanent the 0.25% base municipal real 
estate conveyance tax (which was scheduled to expire on July 1, 2011). Require the DRS Commissioner to 
deposit revenue from the increase in the state tax into the Municipal Revenue Sharing Account. (Not 
included in SB 1239 is the Governor’s proposal to extend the currently optional additional 0.25% municipal 
tax to all municipalities.) 

• Admissions tax.  Repeal nineteen current exemptions from the 10% admissions tax. 
• Cabaret tax.  Impose a 3% tax on admissions, food, drink, service, and merchandise sold at any place 

offering live music, dancing or other entertainment in addition to serving alcoholic drinks (“cabarets”).  Tax 
revenues are to be disbursed to the towns where sales occurred. 

• Fine for failing to register motor vehicle. Increase the fine for a Connecticut resident failing to register a motor 
vehicle within 60 days of taking up state residence to $1,000 (from $150 to $300).  Implement an amnesty 
program; any Connecticut resident with out-of-state plates who registers the vehicle by January 1, 2012 is 
exempt from fines, interest or penalties for failure to register, but must pay any taxes due upon registration.  
Total revenues are to be remitted to the municipalities in which the violation occurs. 

• DMV fee and fine increases.  Increase multiple Department of Motor Vehicle fees and fines (e.g., on motor 
vehicle registrations, drivers’ licenses). 

                                                 

2  More than $400 million of the difference results from the adoption of new or expanded health provider taxes as a way to generate 
additional Medicaid reimbursements (while concurrently increasing payments to providers). 

3 These tax impact graphs estimate the impact of new taxes on Connecticut residents and subtract out the estimated impact on non-
residents. The graphs incorporate the majority of proposed tax and fee increases in each proposal. They do not include, however, changes 
to the estate tax or changes in business taxes, such as the 20% surcharge.  

4 Estimates from 2009 show that the lowest income 20% of Connecticut paid 12% of their incomes in state and local taxes while the top 
1% paid only 4.9%. SB 1239 would reduce the state and local tax impact on the lowest 20% by roughly 0.2% and increase the impact on 
the top 1% by less than 1%.  Institute on Taxation & Economic Policy, “Who Pays? A Distributional Analysis of the Tax Systems of All 50 
States.” November 2009. 

5 Tax rankings as a proportion of income were as of October 2009 tax law and account for the tax-deductibility on federal income tax 
returns of some state and local taxes. Institute on Taxation & Economic Policy. “Who Pays? A Distributional Analysis of the Tax Systems 
of All 50 States.” November 2009.  

6 See S. Geballe, Municipal Aid and Revenues: The Impact of the Governor’s Proposed FY12-FY13 Budget (March 2011), available at: 
http://ctkidslink.org/publications/b11municipalaidrevenuefullreport.pdf  


