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Executive Summary
Does it pay to save?  The answer is often no.  In fact, penalties for saving are astronomical for 

some households, particularly young, single-parent and lower-income families.  But these are the very 
people who need the strongest incentives to save for retirement.  

Determining the effective marginal tax on additional saving is difficult because of the complex-
ity of the tax code and the interaction of different government tax and transfer programs (such as food 
stamps) that are limited to households below certain income and asset ceilings.  Saving and wealth accu-
mulation can put a family over an asset limit and cost thousands of dollars in lost benefits.  

To calculate the effective marginal tax on saving, this study uses financial planning software that 
carefully determines tax and transfer payments at each stage of a person’s life, based in part on economic 
choices they make in prior periods.  The model assumes people try to even out consumption over their 
lifetimes.    

The results:  For single parents with two children, effective marginal taxes on savings are regres-
sive — lower-income households pay higher rates than high-income households.  Furthermore, these 
households face the highest tax rates at younger ages:

l	 A 30-year-old single parent earning $15,000 a year faces an effective marginal tax on saving 
of 260 percent; for each additional dollar saved, the parent loses $2.60 in additional taxes and 
foregone government benefits.

l	 By contrast, if the same parent earned $250,000, the marginal tax on saving would be only 31 
percent.

l	 At age 45, a single parent earning $10,000 a year faces an effective marginal tax on saving of 
109 percent, compared to 39 percent for one earning $250,000. 

l	 A 60-year-old earning $15,000 a year faces an effective marginal tax on saving of 41 percent, 
compared to 36 percent for one earning $250,000.

In contrast to single parents, couples with two children face lower marginal taxes on saving from 
younger ages through middle age.  However, among 60-year-old couples, those with modest incomes pay 
the highest marginal tax rates on saving.  Overall:  

l	 A 30-year-old couple with two children faces an effective marginal tax on savings ranging from 
20.5 percent for a couple earning $20,000 a year to 51.5 percent for those earning $500,000 an-
nually. 

l	 Similarly, a 45-year-old couple faces effective marginal taxes ranging from 20.1 percent for a 
couple earning $20,000 to 43.4 percent for one earning $500,000. 

l	 But among 60-year-old couples whose children have reached adulthood, households earn-
ing $20,000 face the highest effective marginal tax rate (38.6 percent), while couples earning 
$50,000 face a marginal tax of only 22 percent.   

The U.S. fiscal system penalizes young, lower-income households that should be given incentives 
to save early in life.  There is a federal tax incentive that provides a federal match of up to 50 cents for 
each dollar saved by a low- to moderate-income family.  However, households with a zero or negative tax 
liability are ineligible for this Saver’s Credit.  This is one of the many ways that unrelated provisions of 
the tax and benefit systems interact to penalize even the most negligible savers.
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Introduction
Does it pay to save?  While the question appears simple, the answer 

is quite complicated. This is largely due to the complexity of the tax code 
and the interaction of different government tax and benefit systems that base 
eligibility on meeting certain income or asset tests.  Income tests often with-
draw $1 of benefits for each additional $1 of income above a specified income 
ceiling.  Asset tests often withdraw all benefits if assets exceed the ceiling by 
$1.  As a result, saving and wealth accumulation can cost some households 
thousands of dollars in lost benefits.  

Penalties for saving are particularly severe for young, single-parent 
and low-income families.  But these are the very households that need the 
strongest incentives to save for their retirements.  

Measuring Effective Marginal Taxes on Saving
While effective marginal tax rates on labor income have been re-

searched extensively, there has been little research on saving.2  An effective 
marginal tax rate on labor is the sum of taxes paid plus the reduction in gov-
ernment benefits that occurs when a dollar of income is earned.  For example, 
many low-wage workers who pay no income taxes lose $1 in benefits when 
they earn $1.  Thus, their effective marginal tax rate is 100 percent.  For this 
reason, individuals on temporary assistance may have very little incentive to 
work.  An additional dollar of saving works the same way through the asset 
tests required for some transfer programs.  

Determining effective marginal net tax rates on saving requires taking 
into account effective marginal taxes plus all future transfer payments people 
might lose from saving.  First, the calculations must include a host of federal 
personal income taxes, corporate income taxes, payroll taxes, and state taxes, 
as well as Social Security benefits and welfare benefits — including Tempo-
rary Assistance to Needy Families, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, 
food stamps and energy assistance.  Second, how each of these taxes and 
transfers is calculated must be determined.  Third, the interactions of the dif-
ferent tax and transfer programs must be analyzed.  Finally, how taxes are paid 
and transfers received over time must be considered.  

This study uses ESPlanner™, a personal financial planning software 
program developed and marketed to the public by Economic Security Plan-
ning, Inc., to analyze the marginal tax levied on savers with different expected 
lifetime earnings.  This software program determines a household’s highest 
sustainable living standard and the saving and insurance needed to sustain it.  
In the process, the program makes highly detailed, year-by-year federal and 
state income tax and Social Security benefit calculations.  

The gain (or loss) from extra saving can be measured by calculating 
how much current consumption a household must forgo in order to have the 

“Saving an additional dollar 
can cost a family thousands of 
dollars in benefits.”
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same amount of income (adjusted for inflation) available to consume at a later 
point in time.  Consider, for example, an individual currently age 30 and the 
same individual at age 65.  If there were no effective marginal taxes on saving, 
a 30-year-old reducing current consumption by $100 in order to save for retire-
ment would be able to increase consumption by $100 (measured in present 
value) at age 65.  If, however, at age 65, this individual has only an additional 
$50 to consume, there is a 50 percent effective marginal tax on saving. 

The simulations of households used in this study examine individu-
als who live for many years.  When there is more than one period in which 
to consume — for example, spending saved income over 20 years of retire-
ment — there is no standard definition of the effective tax on saving in the 
economics literature.  Assumptions about the choices households make affect 
the results of the simulations.  For example, how much a family that saves 
$100 today will have to consume in the future depends on when and over what 
number of years the savings will be consumed.  Different choices will gener-
ate different effective tax rates.  This is because the interest earned by savings 
compounds over time, and (as discussed below) accumulating more than a 
minimum amount of saving can put a family over the asset limit for certain 
benefits.  Thus, the longer the period over which a household allocates its sav-
ing, or the further into the future the consumption of that saving commences, 
the higher the effective tax rate will be. 

Consistent with economic theory as well as actual behavior, the simu-
lations used in this study assume that, other things equal, people will try to 
maintain their standard of living — or smooth their consumption — over their 
lifetimes, even though their wage income fluctuates.  For example, a couple 
starting out with a modest income may borrow to buy a house or to pay educa-
tion expenses for their children.  At middle age, when their children have left 
the nest and their wages are higher, the couple may accumulate savings and 
pay down their mortgage.  During their retirement years, they live on the sav-
ings accrued during their working years.  [See the Appendix for more informa-
tion on household characteristics.]

The Effects of Saving on Asset-Tested Benefits 
Since households must meet an asset test to qualify for many assistance 

programs, putting an additional dollar of income into a regular savings account 
can render an individual completely ineligible for certain benefits.  This “all 
or nothing” qualification penalizes even the most negligible savers.  It is also 
important to note that the interest earned on savings is part of a household’s 
adjusted gross income.  Thus, a household that is ineligible for a program with 
an asset test may also eventually be ineligible for an income-tested program 
that does not have an asset test, if the household’s interest income puts them 
over a maximum income limit.

Because eligibility requirements for benefit programs vary by state, 
calculations in this paper are based on rules for the Commonwealth of Mas- 

“Effective marginal tax rates 
include taxes and lost govern-
ment benefits.”
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sachusetts in 2005.  The benefit programs included are Transitional Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, food stamps, Supplemental Security In-
come, Medicaid and the Saver’s Credit.  [See Table I for a summary.]

Transitional Aid to Families with Dependent Children (TAFDC).  
TAFDC, Massachusetts’ Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) 
program, is a federal block grant to the states that provides cash assistance 
to low-income pregnant women living alone or to families with a depend-
ent child.  States are allowed some flexibility in determining eligibility and 
the length of benefit payments.  In Massachusetts, benefits are limited to 24 
months over a five-year period.  TAFDC applicants must pass two income 
tests:  1) Gross income (including unearned income such as unemployment 
compensation or interest from a savings account) must not exceed 185 per-
cent of the federal poverty level for a household, and 2) gross income minus 
certain deductions (such as dependent care deductions) must not exceed 100 

 Transitional Aid to Households with $2,500 $2,500 No 
 Families with  dependent children. 
 Dependent   
 Children (TAFDC) 

 Food Stamps Households with $2,000 $2,000 No
  or without children.
  
 Emergency Aid to  Households with needy $250 $500 No
 Elders, Disabled and  children, elderly or
 and Children  disabled. 
 (EAEDC) 
 
 Supplemental  Individuals who are age $2,000 $3,000 No
 Security Income  65 or older, or those of
 (SSI) any age who are blind or
  disabled. 

 Medicaid Households with pregnant $0 $0 Yes, over 65 years
 (MassHealth) women, infants, children   old and institution-
  or disabled persons.   alized individuals 
     of any age**

TABLE   I

Asset Tests for Benefits 
(2005)

 Benefit Eligible Asset Test Asset Test Age Limits
 Program Applicants* Limit for Singles Limit for Couples on Asset Test?

  * Various income tests apply.
** Asset limit is $2,000 for singles and $3,000 for couples.
Source:  MassResources.org and the Social Security Administration. 

“An individual with $250 in 
savings isn’t eligible for state 
emergency aid.”
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percent of the poverty level.  The federal poverty level is the income required 
to purchase basic necessities such as food and shelter.  It varies by family size 
and is adjusted for inflation.

Applicants must also pass an asset test; countable assets cannot be 
greater than $2,500.3  The catch is that a savings account, retirement account 
and even the cash surrender value of a life insurance policy is a countable as-
set; thus, if a household saves an additional dollar of income beyond $2,499, it 
becomes ineligible for TAFDC benefits.  For example:

l	 If a family of three (adult with two children) has countable monthly 
income of $500 and a savings account balance of $2,499, they will 
receive the difference between the maximum monthly benefit and 
their income — $133 a month.4 

l	 However, if the family puts an additional dollar into their savings 
account, they fail the asset test and become ineligible for the $133 
a month; hence, their immediate effective marginal tax rate on an 
additional dollar of saving is 1,330 percent!

Food Stamps.  The federal Food Stamp Program requires applicants to 
meet an income test (not to exceed 200 percent of the federal poverty level), 
and also requires some applicants to meet an asset test.5  There is no asset test 
for households with children under 19, for pregnant women, or for households 
that receive TAFDC, Supplemental Security Income or Emergency Aid to El-
ders, Disabled and Children (EAEDC).  Households that do not fall into any of 
those categories must have countable assets of less than $2,000 to qualify for 
food stamps.

Food stamp payments are determined by subtracting 30 percent of the 
household’s net monthly income (gross income after deductions) from the 
maximum monthly benefit for a particular family size.  For example, a single 
woman who is not pregnant and has no children in the house under age 19 is 
eligible for a maximum monthly benefit of $149:

l	 If her monthly net income is $400 she is eligible to receive $29 in 
food stamps.

l	 However, if her assets total $1,999 and she saves an additional 
dollar, she loses the food stamp benefit; hence, her current mar-
ginal tax on saving from losing the food stamp benefit alone is 290 
percent.

Supplemental Security Income (SSI).  SSI is a federal assistance 
program for low-income individuals age 65 or older, or the blind or disabled of 
any age.  SSI eligibility is subject to income and asset limits.  After deductions, 
the monthly income limit (including unearned income such as unemployment 
benefits) is $708 for a single person and $1,071 for a couple.6  The income 
limit is equal to the maximum benefit payment for a household and benefits 

“Each benefit program has 
its own asset limits.”
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are determined by subtracting countable income from this maximum benefit 
level.7  Therefore, an additional dollar of income causes the household to lose 
a dollar in benefits.  In addition, a single person must have less than $2,000 in 
assets, while a married couple cannot have more than $3,000.8  

Emergency Aid to Elders, Disabled and Children (EAEDC).9   
EAEDC is a Massachusetts program that provides cash assistance in addi-
tion to medical benefits.10  EAEDC benefits are available to the elderly, the 
disabled, and families with needy children who do not receive, or who are 
waiting to receive, other benefits such as SSI.  EAEDC is also available to 
those who do not qualify for TAFDC due to family restrictions.11  The asset 
limit is low, however — to qualify for this program, asset values must be less 
than $250 for an individual or $500 for a couple or family.  Thus, for a couple, 
an additional dollar of savings can render them ineligible for up to $395 (the 
maximum for a family of two) in monthly benefits.

Medicaid.  Medicaid is a joint federal-state program that provides 
medical care to the poor.  Each state establishes its own eligibility standards 
and general rules, but they are required to cover those with negligible in-
comes.  Under the MassHealth Standard Program, coverage differs according 
to the characteristics of household members and monthly income before taxes 
and deductions.  Households consisting of a pregnant woman and infant are 
covered if income does not exceed 200 percent of the federal poverty level; 
households with noninfant children less than 19 years old are eligible at 150 
percent of poverty; and households that include parents and their children 
under age 19 qualify at 133 percent of poverty.

Medicaid does not have an asset test for individuals under age 65; 
however, there is an asset limit for individuals 65 and over, and for institution-
alized individuals of any age.  The assets counted include savings accounts, 
retirement accounts, pensions and annuities.  Depending on the type of Med-
icaid plan available, countable asset limits range from $2,000 to $4,000 for an 
individual and from $4,000 to $6,000 for a couple.

Saver’s Credit.  The Saver’s Credit is a federal program that is sup-
posed to help low-income people save.  But because of the complexity of the 
tax code and interactions with other benefit programs, few people actually 
qualify for the Saver’s Credit.  The program allows single households with 
adjusted gross incomes of less than $25,000 and married households with ad-
justed gross incomes of less than $50,000 to receive a match of up to 50 cents 
from the federal government for every dollar they contribute to a retirement 
plan, such as an IRA, 401(k), 403(b), SIMPLE, SEP or 457 plan.12 

The problem with the Saver’s Credit is that it is only available to 
households with a positive tax liability.  Consider a 30-year-old couple with 
two children, earning a total household income of $25,000 a year.  When filing 
their 2005 tax return:

“Most low-income families 
can’t get a tax credit that 
rewards saving.”
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l	 They qualify for the standard personal exemption (married filing 
jointly), plus child tax credits. 

l	 As a result, they will owe no federal taxes, but will also be ineli-
gible for the Saver’s Credit.

l	 Even those with a minimal tax liability will benefit little from the 
Saver’s Credit, compared to high-income couples who benefit sub-
stantially through tax-deferred savings plans.

Due to their income, this couple could qualify for a tax credit of 50 
cents for every dollar they contribute to savings, up to a maximum federal 
match of $2,000 annually (depending on their tax liability).  However, since 
their tax liability has been wiped out, they no longer qualify for the Saver’s 
Credit. 

Effective Marginal Taxes on Saving
ESPlanner™ software was used to analyze how the various programs 

discussed above, in combination with federal and state income tax schedules 
and the payroll (FICA) tax, determine overall incentives to save.  This analysis 
considers representative single-parent and same-age, married-couple house-
holds at various ages and income levels.  Both household types are assumed 

FIGURE   I

Effective Marginal Tax on Regular Saving 
(Couples, Age 30)

20.5% 20.1% 20.5%
24.9%

51.5%

$20,000 $30,000 $50,000 $100,000 $500,000

 Annual Income

Source: Authors’ calculations.

“The tax for young, low- 
income couples starts at a 
high level.”
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FIGURE   II

Effective Marginal Tax on Regular Saving 
(Couples, Age 45)

20.1% 21.4% 22.0%
25.0%

43.4%

$20,000 $30,000 $50,000 $100,000 $500,000
 Annual Income

Source: Authors’ calculations.

FIGURE   III

Effective Marginal Tax on Regular Saving  
(Couples, Age 60)

38.6%

22.1% 22.0%

34.1%
36.5%

$20,000 $30,000 $50,000 $100,000 $500,000
 Annual Income

Source: Authors’ calculations.

“Middle-age, middle-income 
couples face higher tax penal-
ties.”

“Low-income couples face the 
highest marginal taxes among 
60-year-old couples.”
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FIGURE   IV

Effective Marginal Tax on Regular Saving 
(Singles, Age 30)

82.7%

260.4%

30.6% 20.4% 30.6%

$10,000 $15,000 $25,000 $50,000 $250,000
 Annual Income

Source: Authors’ calculations.

to have two children born when the parents were ages 27 and 29.  The effec-
tive marginal tax on saving was measured by uniformly allocating a reduction 
in spending in 2005 to all future periods, such that consumption income in all 
future years is increased by the same percentage.

Couples with Children.  For couples with children, effective mar-
ginal taxes on saving generally fall between 20 percent and 40 percent at most 
income levels.  For young and middle-aged households, the effective marginal 
tax on saving rises with income.  But for 60-year-old couples, the tax rate rises, 
falls and then rises again as income increases.  Specifically: 

l	 Effective marginal taxes on couples at age 30 range from 20.5 
percent for households earning $20,000 a year to 51.5 percent for 
those earning $500,000.  [See Figure I.]

l	 For 45-year-old couples, tax rates are also high, but progressive 
— ranging from 20.1 percent for couples earning $20,000 a year to 
43.4 percent for couples earning $500,000.  [See Figure II.]

l	 For 60-year-old couples, however, the highest marginal tax rate 
is 38.6 percent for a couple earning $20,000, while those earning 
$50,000 face only a 22 percent marginal tax.  [See Figure III.]

“Young, low-income single 
parents face extraordinarily 
high marginal taxes!”
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Singles with Children.  The effective marginal tax rates on regular 
savings for single-parent households are very different from those for couples.  
At higher incomes and at older ages, the rates range from around 20 percent 
to 40 percent.  However, for very low-earning, young and middle-aged single 
parents, the rates are astronomical, reflecting the impact of various asset tests 
on transfer benefits.  As Figure IV shows:

l	 A 30-year-old single parent earning $10,000 a year faces an 82.7 
percent effective marginal tax on an additional $1 of saving.

l	 A 30-year-old single earning $15,000 a year faces an effective mar-
ginal tax of 260 percent! 

In both of these cases, low-income single households become ineli-
gible for transfer benefits because their savings have surpassed the asset limit.  
Compare these low-income households to those with much higher incomes at 
the same age:

l	 A 30-year-old single parent earning $100,000 faces only a 25.5 
percent effective marginal tax on a dollar of saving, one-third the 
rate on the $10,000-a-year single household.

l	 A 30-year-old single parent earning $250,000 faces a 30.6 percent 
effective marginal tax on a dollar of saving, less than one-sixth the 
tax rate on the single household earning only $15,000 a year!

This mishmash of regressive tax rates does not stop with the 30-year-
old single.  Similar comparisons can be made with 45-year-old singles [see 
Figure V]:

l	 For the lowest-income single parent, at $10,000 a year, the effec-
tive marginal tax on an additional dollar of saving is almost 110 
percent; but for a single earning just $5,000 more (at $15,000) the 
rate falls to less than 20 percent!

l	 For the single earning $250,000 a year, the effective marginal tax 
rate (39.2 percent) is higher than the $15,000-a-year earner, but 
still significantly lower than for the $10,000-a-year earner.

Compare low- and high-income single-parent households at age 60.  
Figure VI shows: 

l	 A 60-year-old earning $10,000 has the lowest effective marginal 
tax on saving (20.5 percent) of all the income levels at this age.

l	 However, the highest rate among 60-year-olds is 41.4 percent, 
which applies to the single earning only $15,000 a year.

l	 By contrast, the rate for a single earning $250,000 a year is 35.8 
percent.

“Single-parent households 
face much different tax rates 
than couples.”
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FIGURE   V

Effective Marginal Tax on Regular Saving 
(Singles, Age 45)

109.4%

19.6% 19.7% 20.2%

39.2%

$10,000 $15,000 $25,000 $50,000 $250,000
 Annual Income

Source: Authors’ calculations.

FIGURE   VI

Effective Marginal Tax on Regular Saving 
(Singles, Age 60)

20.5%

41.4%

22.0%

30.3%

35.8%

$10,000 $15,000 $25,000 $50,000 $250,000
 Annual Income

Source: Authors’ calculations.

“Additional savings by some 
low-income singles are ef-
fectively taxed away.”

“Low-income singles face the 
highest marginal taxes among 
60-year-olds.”
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Again, these arbitrary rates are due to the fact that low-income singles 
begin losing transfer benefits as their savings surpass the asset-test limit. 

Conclusion
Saving is an important way for families to build their own safety net, 

finance their own retirement and become less dependent on government ben-
efits.  Yet, the U.S. fiscal system provides most households with very strong 
reasons to limit their saving.  Furthermore, the effective marginal tax rates on 
saving have no particular rhyme or reason; they penalize young, single-parent, 
lower-income households that should have an incentive to save early, while 
giving incentives to older, higher-income households to save later.

NOTE: Nothing written here should be construed as necessarily reflecting the 
views of the National Center for Policy Analysis or as an attempt to aid or 
hinder the passage of any bill before Congress.

“The U.S. tax and benefit sys-
tem penalizes many savers.”
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As indicated, the calculations of the effective (net) marginal tax rate on saving assume the re-

duction in 2005 spending in order to save an additional $100 is allocated uniformly to all future periods 

such that the living standard (consumption income) in all future periods rises by the same percentage.  

To create this outcome, two things are done in ESPlanner™.  First, the representative households are 

permitted to borrow as much as they need to sustain their living standards, allowing them to save ad-

ditional money for the future while maintaining their current consumption income.  Second, the living 

standard index used by the program is increased for all years from 2006 onward by 10 percent.  This 

tells the program to lower 2005 consumption and raise consumption from 2006 onward in order to 

generate a 10 percent higher living standard from 2006 onward.  In determining the effective tax rate on 

saving, the increase in the present value of consumption spending from 2006 onward is compared with 

the associated reduction in consumption spending in 2005. 

The nominal discount rate used to determine the present value change in future consumption, 

measured in 2005 dollars, is 7 percent, which is the assumed real rate of return before any federal and 

state taxes are paid.  The assumed inflation rate is 3 percent.

The effective tax rate on saving is calculated as 1- X/Y, where X is the present value increase in 

consumption from 2006 onward that is financed by a reduction in the amount Y of 2005 consumption.  

The representative households consist of single parents or married couples whose spouses are 

the same age.  Households are considered at ages 30, 45 and 60.  Both the single-parent and the mar-

ried households have two children to whom they gave birth at ages 27 and 29.  The single households 

have initial income levels from $0 to $250,000.  For married couples, the income spread is double that 

of the singles, ranging from $0 to $500,000.  All household heads and spouses retire and start collecting 

Social Security benefits at age 65.  Earnings between the household’s 2005 age and retirement at age 65 

are assumed to remain fixed in real terms.  Each household is assumed to have mortgage and nonmort-

gage housing expenses.  The 30-year-old households have initial assets equal to a quarter of a year’s 

earnings for each income level, and expenses are scaled up as income levels increase.  For example, a 

30-year-old earning $10,000 a year has a home valued at three times his/her income ($30,000), a mort-

gage balance of $24,000 and assets equal to $2,500.  College expenses are also factored in as part of 

nonhousehold expenses, and are equal to a quarter-year’s earnings per child (for four years) or up to 

$50,000 per child.  The parents pay the college expenses when the children are 19 to 22 years old.  The 

maximum age of each adult is 100 years.  [See Appendix Table I for the assets and liabilities of other 

income levels.] 

APPENDIX

Calculating Effective Marginal Taxes on Regular Saving
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APPENDIX TABLE   I

Characteristics of Representative Households

Single Households
 Total
 Annual  Annual   Monthly Annual Annual 
 Household Assets at College House  Mortgage Property Home 
 Earnings Age 30 Expense Value Mortgage Payment Taxes Maintenance

Married Households
 Total
 Annual  Annual   Monthly Annual Annual 
 Household Assets at College House  Mortgage Property Home 
 Earnings Age 30 Expense Value Mortgage Payment Taxes Maintenance

 $10,000 $2,500 $2,500 $30,000 $24,000 $300 $300 $150
 $15,000 $3,750 $3,750 $45,000 $36,000 $450 $450 $225
 $25,000 $6,250 $6,250 $75,000 $60,000 $750 $750 $375
 $35,000 $8,750 $8,750 $105,000 $84,000 $1,050 $1,050 $525
 $50,000 $12,500 $12,500 $150,000 $120,000 $1,500 $1,500 $750
 $100,000 $25,000 $25,000 $300,000 $240,000 $3,000 $3,000 $1,500
 $250,000 $62,500 $50,000 $750,000 $600,000 $7,500 $7,500 $3,750

 $20,000 $5,000 $10,000 $60,000 $48,000 $600 $600 $300
 $30,000 $7,500 $15,000 $90,000 $72,000 $900 $900 $450
 $50,000 $12,500 $25,000 $150,000 $120,000 $1,500 $1,500 $750
 $70,000 $17,500 $35,000 $210,000 $168,000 $2,100 $2,100 $1,050
 $100,000 $25,000 $50,000 $300,000 $240,000 $3,000 $3,000 $1,500
 $200,000 $50,000 $50,000 $600,000 $480,000 $6,000 $6,000 $3,000
 $500,000 $125,000 $50,000 $1,500,000 $1,200,000 $15,000 15,000 $7,500
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