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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

STATE OF NEW YORK,

STATE OFCONNECTICUT,

STATE OFMARYLAND, and STATE OF
NEW JERSEY, Civil Action No. 1:18<v-06427 (JPO)

Plaintiffs,
V.

STEVEN MNUCHIN, in his official capacity
as Secretary of the United States Department
of Treasurythe UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OFTHE TREASURY;
CHARLES P. RETTIGin his official capacity
as Commissioner of tHgnited State$nternal
Revenue Service; tHeNITED STATES
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE; and the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Defendants.

PLAINTIFES * LOCAL RULE 56.1 STATEMENT

Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 56.1, Plaintiffs State of New York, State of Coengcstate
of Maryland, and State of New Jerséyhe Plaintiff Staté§, hereby submit thdollowing
statement of material facts, as to which Plaintiffs contend that there existeunagayissue to be
tried.

A. Background on theLimits of Federal Tax Power

1. During the debates regarditige framing of theUnited States Constitution, one

topic of concern was the consequence of vesting the federal governmeagetéral power of
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taxation over all objects of taxatiorPlaintiffs Exhibit 1 (L James KentCommentaries on
American Lawd67 (O. Halsted ed., 1826)).

2. In part to respond to this concerhetFrameradopted a dual federalist structure
and reserved to the Stata concurrent tax authori®laintiffs Exhibit 2 (The FederalisiNo. 33
(Hamilton)).

3. In the decades following thatificationof the Constitutionthe federal government
was primarily financed by customs duties and excise taxes, rather thanrigyresenue sources
traditionally taxed by the States, such as property and inddaigtiffs Exhibit 3 Roy G. Blakey
& Gladys C. BlakeyThe Federal Income T&X(1940)).

4, When Congress first considered imposing an income tax during the War of 1812,
an initial proposal for a federal income tax exempted entirely state and localrtaxetederal
taxation, providing that the federal income tax would extemlly to such capital or employments
as are not taxed by any existing lawBlaintiffs Exhibit 4 (28 Annals of Cong. 1079 (Jan. 18,
1815)).

5. When Congress adopted the first federal income tax in 1861, it provided a
deduction for‘all national, state, or local taxes assessed upon the propertyyificmthe income
is derived.”Plaintiffs’' Exhibit 5 (Act of Aug. 5, 1861, ch. 45, § 49, 12 Stat. 292, 309).

6. During the debate regarding the first federal incomeHause Ways and Means
Committee member Justin Smith Morrill statéld:is a question of vital importance to [the States]
that the General Government should not absorb all their taxable resetie¢she accustomed

objects of State taxation should, in some degree at least, go untouched. The orbit ofeithe Uni

1 The Plaintiff Statgsexhibits are attachedo the Declaration of Owen T. Conroy
(December 14, 2018or voluminous sources such as books and statutes, only relevant excerpts
have been attached.



States and the States must liféecent and not conflicting. Plaintiffs Exhibit 6 (Cong. Globe,
37th Cong., 2d Sess. 1194 (1862)).

7. Committee Chairman Thaddeus Stevens stated that Congress was concerned with
avoiding ‘double taxatiori,and statedthat the drafters tiended td‘exclud[e] from this tax the
articles and subjects of gain and profit which are taxed in another’ fMaintiffs Exhibit 7
(Cong. Globe, 37th Cong., 2d Sess. 1577 (1862)).

8. Although the Civil War income tax was modified several times, the dieduor
SALT remained in effect until the federacome tax was repealed in 18 Raintiffs Exhibit 8
(Act of July 1, 1862, ch. 119,%1, 12 Stat. 432, 4784); Exhibit 9 (Act of June 30, 1864, ch. 173,

§ 117, 13 Stat. 223, 281Exhibit 10 @Act of March 3, 1865, ch. 78, 13 Stat. 469, ¥ EXxhibit 11
(Act of March 2, 1867, ch. 169, 8 13, 14 Stat. 471)4#8hibit 12 (Act of July 14, 1870, ch. 255,
§ 9, 16 Stat. 256, 258).

9. When the federal income tax was briefly revived between 1894 and 1895,
legislators provided a deduction faall national, State, county, school, and municipal taxes, not
including those assessed against local benefits, paid within thé Ré&antiffs’ Exhibit 13 (Act
of August 27, 1894, ch. 349, § 28, 28 Stat. 509, 553).

10.  During the ratification debates regarding the Sixteenth Amendnrerty state
legislators raised concerns that the proposed amendment would expand ridlegfedanmens
powerat the expense of the StatBfaintiffs Exhibit 14 John D. BuenkeiThe Ratification of the
Federal Income Tax AmendmehtCato J. 183, 204 (1981)).

11. InJanuary 1910, the@overnor (and later Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court)
Charles Evans Hughes deliedra message to the New York Legislature opposing ratification on

federalism grounds and expressing concern that the proposed ameridwoeid be an



impairment of the essential rights of the State¢luding the Statesability to generate reanue
from traditional sourcesPlaintiffs Exhibit 15 Hughes is Against Income Amendmefhty.
Times, Jan. 6, 1910, a}.2

12.  Officials in multiple other States cited the Hughes Messadecapressed similar
concernsPlaintiffs Exhibit 16 (John D. Buenkef;he Income Tax and the Progressive E83,
264-65 (1985)).

13.  Georgia initially voted against the amendment, with legislators warningjtinats
a grave thing for States to confer such power on the Federal Governarahthat‘it would
probably bebetter for Georgia to adopt an income tax law for herself and rejeatoppesition for
a National income taX.Plaintiffs Exhibit 17 Georgia Avoids Income TaK.Y. Times, Aug. 6,
1909, at 1).

14.  After the Virginia legislature rejected the amendment, one local newspagek. stat
“It will be a long time before Virginia will set her sister States the example oénslaring
unnecessarily to the central government any important right now reseivedstates. Plaintiffs
Exhibit 18 (Decisive Blow at the Income Tax Amendm@&aily Press (Newport Nes, V.A.),
Mar. 10, 1910, at 4).

15.  Speaking in support of the #&\mendment, U.S. Senator William Borah stated:
“[t]he taxing power of the United States is subject to an implied restraint arisingffe existence
of the powers in the State which are obviously intended to be beyond thel obrnitre General
Government.’Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 19 (45 Cong. Rec. 1696 (Feb. 10, 1910)).

16. U.S. SenatoElihu Root seha letter to the New York legislature responding to the
Hughes Message, statirgt]he taxing power of the Federal Government does noextend to

the means or agencies through or by the employment of which the Statesphgoressential



functions.” Plaintiffs Exhibit20 (Root for Adoption of Tax AmendmgytY. Times, Mar. 1, 1910,
at 4).

17. U.S. Senator Joseph Bailstated “It is not true that such an amendment would
abridge the rights of the State. No change but one is proposed, and that is that thearcome
should be levied upon wealth rather than populationEverything the State can do or tax now it
can do aker ths amendment is adoptédPlaintiffs Exhibit 21 (Bailey Speaks at Columbia
Watchman and Southron (Sumter, S.C.), Feb. 19, 1910, at 6).

18.  The first federal income tax laafter the 18 Amendment was ratifiee-the
Revenue Act of 1913-included a deduction fdiall national, State, county, school, and muratip
taxes paid within the yedrPlaintiffs Exhibit 22 (Revenue Act of 1913, cli6, § II(B), 38 Stat.

114, 167).

19. H. Parker Willis, an economist who advised the House Banking and Currency
Committee on the 913 Revenue Act, wrote that Congreés$esired that the question of
interference with state taxes should very carefully be safeguiaadddit was believed[] the field
oughtto be shared with the stateRlaintiffs Exhibit 23 (H. Parker Willis,TheTariff of 1913: 1|,

22 J. Pol. Econ. 218, 224, 227 (1914)).

20.  When considering reforms to the tax code in 1963, a House Report stated that it
was necessary to retain the SALT deduction to preserve federalism“thieeState and local
governments on one hamaad the Federal Government on the other hiapdhis same revenue
source. Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 24 (H.R. Rep. No. 88-749, at 48 (1963)).

21. During the 1980s, a proposal to eliminate the SALT deduction was defeated after a

number of constitutional scholarscaelected officials argued that repealing the SALT deduction



was unconstitutionaPlaintiffs Exhibit 25 (Sarah F. Liebschutz & Irene Luri€he Deductibility
of State and Local Taxe$6 Publius 5164-70 (1986)).

22.  During the debate over the proposalS. Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan stated
that repealing the SALT deduction would disrupt‘tbenstitutional blance in some fundamental
way.” Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 26 (Tax Reform ProposaisXIX: Hearing Before the S. Finance Comm.
99th Cong. 70 (1985)).

23. The Governor of New York, Mario M. Cuomo, testified before Congress that the
SALT deduction is &fundamental constitutional conc€pand that repealing the deduction would
violate the"essential predicateof the compact between the States #relfederagovernment.
Plaintiffs' Exhibit 27 (The Impact of Repeal of the Deductions for State and Local Taxes: Hearings
Before the Subcomm. on Monetary and Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic Conf8ifte€ong.

87 (1985)).

24. U.S. Senator Dave Durenberger, thealthof the Senate Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations, argued that the SALT deductimrevent[ed] the national
government from capturing all of the tax bas@reserve[d] some portion of the base for state and
local revenue sharingand “cushiofied] the harmful tax competition among states by reducing
the effect of fiscal disparities amotigem? Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 26 (Tax Reform ProposatsXIX:
Hearing Before the S. Finance Comah.7, 99th Cong. 70 (1985)).

25.  Although Congress has imposed some incidental limitations on the deduction in the
past,until 2017 the core of the deduction for state and local property and income taxes remained
intact, across 51 different Congses and 56 different tax actBlaintiffs Exhibits 2-83

(collecting relevant federal tax statutes)



B. The Plaintiff States Taxation and Fiscal Policies.

26. The Plaintiff Stategach levy state taxes and use the tax revenue to offer services
to their residentsPlaintiffs Exhibit 84 (Tax Policy CenterHow Do State and Local Individual
Income Taxes Woyk

27.  For fiscal year 2012018, New YorKs state personal income tax raised $51.5
billion, andthe Statés sales, excise, and user taxes generated $15.7 Hlantiffs Exhibit 85
(New York State Depof Taxation and Financéiscal Year Tax Collection2017-2018

28. Inthe 208 state fiscal yeaNew YorKs tax revenues funded education, hospitals
and other health services, transportation, social services, parks, envirorenentgmic
development, and other servicd®laintiffs Exhibit 8 (State ofNew York FY 2019 Enaed
Budget Financial Plan at 66).

29.  For fiscal year 2016, New York, Connecticut, and New Jersey all paid more in
federal taxes than their residenggeived in federal spendinBlaintiffs Exhibit 87 (New York
Office of the ComptrolleiNew Yorks Balance of Payments in the Federal Budget, Federal Fiscal
Year 2016at 37 (2017)).

C. The 2017 Tax Act.

30.  Priorto Pub. L. No. 115-97, § 11042, 131 Stat. 2054 (2017) (“the 2017 Ta) Act”
federal law permitted individuals who itemized their individual income tax diethscto deduct,
with only incidental limitations, all of their: (1) state and local real estate taxesai@ypsd local
personal propertiaxes, and (3) either state and local income taxes or state and local sales taxes.
Plaintiffs Exhibit 88 26 U.S.C. 8l64(a){b) (aseffective December 18, 2015 to December 21,

2017).



31. Underthe 2017 Tax Act, individuals may deduct only up to $10,00drdixstate
and local real and personal property taxes, and (ii) either state and tmrakitaxes or state and
local sales taxe®laintiffs Exhibit 89 (Pub. L. No. 115-97, § 11042).

32. Married taxpayers filing separately mdgduct only up to $5,00Geh.Plaintiffs
Exhibit 89 (Pub. L. No. 115-97, § 11042).

33. In 2015, the most recent year for which tax data is available, the average SALT
deduction claimed by the 3.3 million New York taxpayers who itemized their deductiohsion t
federal tax returns was $21,943eclaration of LynrHolland (ECF No. 11) (“Holland Decl)

113.

D. Federal Officials Admitted That The 2017 Tax Act Was Intended to Coercehe
States to Change Their Taxation and Fiscal Policies.

34. On September 7, 2017, Republican House Speaker Paul Ryan appeared at an event
hosted by the New York Timesd statedhat the SALT deduction should be eliminated because:
“People in states that have balanced budgets, whose state governments have donerbdeir job a
kept their books balanced and tddmave big massive pension liabilities, theyeffectively payng
for states that donh” Plaintiffs Exhibit 90 (Mike DeBonis,To Make Their Tax Plan Work,
Republicans Eye a Favorite Blue-State Bréalash. Post, Sept. 16, 2017

35.  On October 11, 2017, President Donald Trump appeared>oNéws, wheré&ean
Hannity stated his belief that for taxpayéirs a state like New York or lllinois and New Jersey or
California, you woft be able to deduct your local or state incomé tader the 2017 Tax Act
which he understood to be sending a messagé[ijratother words, if you elect politicians that
want to raise taxes, you will g@ to pay [sic] the penaltyPlaintiffs Exhibit 91 (Transcript:

President Trump Vows Largest Tax Cut iisthry, Fox News Oct. 11, 2017).



36. President Trump agreedth Hannity, singling out Floridas Republicared state
government for praise and stating: “And those are the people that frankly should-efifeetpat
had the intelligence to elect them should really benefit. Andstdtat we are doing. We are
creating an incentivé Plaintiffs' Exhibit 91 (Transcript: President Trump Vows Largest Tax Cut
in History, Fox News,Oct. 11, 2017).

37. Inthe same appearanéaesident Trump also statedt’s finally time to say, hey,
make sure that your politicians do a good job of running your state. Otherwise, you goengot
to benefit from the 2017 Tax ActPlaintiffs Exhibit 91 (Transcript: President Trump Vows
Largest Tax Cut in Kdtory, Fox News Oct. 11, 2017).

38. On October 12, 2017, Defendant Steven Mnuchin, the Secudtéing Treasury,
appeared on CNBC and statéwve dorit want this to hurt New York, and California, and New
Jersey, and Connecticut, and lllinois too much, but on the other hand Wwéaam the federal
government coimue to subsidize the state®laintiffs Exhibit 92 (First on CNBC: Transcript:
Treasury Secretary Steven Mnuchin Speaks with C8iB&tjuawk BdkToday, CNBC, Oct.12,
2017).

39. On October 12, 2017, Speaker Ryan appeared at a Heritage Foundation event and
argued for the elimination ohé SALT deduction by stating:l would argue wee propping up
profligate, big government states and meehaving states that actually got their act together pay
for states that didn | think Wisconsin versus lllinoisPlaintiffs’ Exhibit 93 (Lindsey McPherson,
Brady and Ryan Mulling Big Gamble on Key Tax Deductirwil Call,Oct. 16, 2017).

40. On October 27, 2017, Republican House Member Duncan Hunter appeared on
radio station KUSI and commented on the SALT dedud®iollows “California, NewJersey,

New York, and other states that have horrible governments, ygesottas good for those states.



Plaintiffs Exhibit 94 @oshua StewartRep. Duncan Hunter said GOP tax bill could cost
Californians more than others, but he still supportSdn Diego Uion Tribune, Oct. 30, 2017).

41. On October 31, 2017, Republican House Majority Leader Kevin McCarthy
attended a conference call with reporters eailtedthe cap on the SALT deductioa”challenge
[to] our governors™to lower state taxe®laintiffs’ Exhibit 95 (GOP Leaders to Governors: Lower
State TaxesWVall Street Journal, Oct. 31, 2017).

42.  OnNovember 8, 2017, the National Review published a column that stfibd:
fact that these tax increases will fall most heavilyldne’' parts of the country is obviously not
an accident. Plaintiffs Exhibit 96 (Ramesh PonnuriRed States, Blue States, and Takéx |
Rev, Nov. 8, 2017).

43.  On November 9, 201 BecretaryMnuchingave a speech at the Economic Club in
New York City in which hestated “I do hope that [the SALT deduction cap] sends a message to
the state governments that, perhaps, they should try to get their budgets .in. lidend the
guestion is: why do you need 13 or 14% state taxB$&intiffs Exhibit 97 (Mnuchin Fires
Warning Shot to High-Tax States: Get Control of Your Budéets Business, Nov. 9, 2017).

44. On November 28, 2017, Senator Rob Portman, a Republican fromappeared
on CNN and stated:The biggest issue ydre pointing to is the state and local tax issue. And
you're right, particularly pedp at the higher end, this gee#t’s a—it’s a regressive tax in the
sense that over 50 percent of the benefit goes to families making over $200,000 agdar. A
states like New York and states like California, not having that deductioloaggr does kick
some of those folks who are upper middle class or high income folks into a situatientveyer
don’t get that deductioh.Plaintiffs Exhibit 98 (Transcript: Moore Back on Campaign Trail

CNN, Nov. 28, 2017).
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45.  On December 5, 2017, Bloomberg News quoted conservative economist Stephen
Moore, who advised the Donald Trump campaign on tax policy, as stating that the 201Gt Tax A
meant‘death to DemocratsPlaintiffs Exhibit 99 (Sahil Kapur, Death to Democrats How the
GOP Tax Bill Whacks Liberal TeneBloomberg, Dec. 5, 2017).

46.  After the 2017 Tax Act passed, Republican Senator Ted Cruz stébed:
hopefully positive result of this legislation will be that state and local officials wiksseeager to
jack up the tags on hard working AmericarisPlaintiffs Exhibit 99 Sahil Kapur, Death to
Democrats How the GOP Tax Bill Whacks Liberal TeneBoomberg, Dec. 5, 2017).

E. Harms Inflicted on Plaintiff States by 2017 Tax Act.

47.  Among the States, New York, Connecticut, Maryland, New Jersey, and California
have the highest percentages of taxpayersefieoleral taxourdenincreasd under the 2017 Tax
Act. Declaration of ScofPalladino (ECF No. 1-2) Palladino Decl) 1123-29.

48. Under the 2017 Tax Acthe share of the federal tax cuts received by the Plaintiff
States was smallénan theirshare of the federal tax base. Palladino DecBOf%1.

49. Taxpayersn the Plaintiff Statearepaying billions of dollars inadditional federal
income taxes because of the cap on the SALT deduction, relative to what they swaufohid if
the 2017 Tax Act had been enacted without the Rajpadino Decl. 11.5-22;Affidavit of Ernest
Adamo(ECF No. 13) (“Adamo Aff) 11 10-11;Declaration of Andrew MSchaufelf ECF No.

1-4) (“Schaufele Decl) 1 3; Declaration of MartifPoethk§ ECF No. 15) (“Poethke Decl) 11 8-
14.
50. New York expects that the new cap on the SALT deduction will cause New York

taxpayersd pay $121 billion more to the federal government between 2018 andr2G2ive to
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what they would have paid if the 2017 Tax Act had been enacted without thatadino Decl.
1 18.

51. Connecticut expects that the new cap on the SALT deduction willCaiseecticut
taxpayers2018 federal income tax liability by approximately $2.8 billion, relative to what they
would have paid if the 2017 Tax Act had been enacted without thddamo Aff. §10.

52. By assessing the lost deductions and converting thoseedignto increased tax
liability using 2017 rate tables, estimafesecastthat the new cap on the SALT deductioay
raise Maryland taxpayer®018 federal income tax liability by approximately $1.7 billion
Schaufele Decl. §.

53. New Jersey expects ththte new cap on the SALT deduction will raise New Jersey
taxpayersannual federal income tax liability by approximately $3.136 billion, using 2015 dollars
relative to what they would have paid if the 2017 Tax Act had been enacted without .the cap
PoethkeDecl. T 11.

54.  Plaintiff State taxpayeracrosanultiple income brackets will serdreases in thie
federal tax liability, relative to what they would have paid if the 2017 Tax Act haddreeted
without the capPalladino Decl. {1.9-20; Adamo Decl. T 11.

55. The 2017 Tax Act increased the portion of the federal governsngmmome tax
revenues paid by taxpayensthe Plaintiff StatedPlaintiffs’ Exhibit 100 (nstitute on Taxation and
Economic PolicyFinal GORP-Trump Bill Still Forces California and New Yotk Shoulder a
Larger Share of Federal Taxes Under Final GORimp Tax Bill; Texas, Florida, and Other
States Will Pay Leg®ec. 17, 2017)

56. The 2017 Tax Act redudethe portion of the federal governmenincome tax

reverues paid by most other Stat€daintiffs’ Exhibit 10 (Institute on Taxation and Economic
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Policy, Final GOP-Trump Bill Still Forces California and New York to Shoulder a Larger Share
of Federal Taxes Under Final GGRump Tax Bill; Texas, Florida, and Other States Will Pay
Less(Dec. 17, 2017)

57. By capping the deductibility of property taxes that were previously fully disdieic
the 2017 Tax Act makes homeownersiniphe Plaintiff Statesnore expensive and decreases the
value of real estatie the Plaintiff States by billions of dollarslollandDecl. {7; Poethke Decl.
1915-2Q Schaufele Decl{5-7.

58. New York expects that the total value of home equity potentially lost due to the
SALT deduction cap could be as high as $63.1 billion. Holed. 716.

59. New York expects the decline in home equity due to the SALT deduction cap to
cause an annual reduction in household spending in New York State of between $1.26 billion and
$3.15 billion. HollandDecl. 719.

60. New York expects reductions in household spendindNew York residents to
result ina reduction in sales for businessethin the StateHollandDecl. 120.

61. As a resulbf lower sales caused by the decline in home equity associated with the
imposition of the SALT deduction cap, New York expects to lose between 12,500 and 31,300 jobs.
Holland Decl. 120.

62. The New York Department of Budget estimates that home price decldd
result in a decline in real estate transfer tax collections of $24.5 millidAvf@019, with $15.3
million attributable to the SALT deduction cap, and a decline of $110.4 million for FY 2020, wi

$69.2 million attributable to the SALT deduction cap. Holl@wtl. 121.
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63. Estimates oMarylands housing market forecast a slowdowattributable to the
SALT deduction cap, resulting in a reduction of $22.5 billion in property value ind(4 8 lost
growth Schaufele Decl. $.

64. Estimates oMarylands housing market forecast a slowdowattributable to the
SALT deduction capwhich is estimatedo cost Maryland a total of $52.3 million in reduced
revenue from real estate and transfer taxes in 2018 and 2019. Schaufele Decl. § 7.

65. New Jersey expects home values to decline by 8.5% from their peak, ak afres
the SALT deduction caproethke Decl. 16.

66. New Jersey expects its realty transfer fee and additional assessmentiarrearta
property value over $1 million to decline by a combined total of $16#8llion from fiscal year
2019 through fiscal year 202Boethke Decl. 20.

F. Plaintiff States’ Responses to the 2017 Tax Act.

67. In the months since the enactment of the 2017 TaxtAetPlaintiff States have
taken, or are considering taking, legislative and other action to allelveataitden the 2017 Tax
Act places on their taxpayemRlaintiffs Exhibit 101 (N.J.S.A. 8 54:466.9 (entitling taxpayers to
a property tax credit for certain qualifying local charitable donatjp&hibit 1@ (N.Y. State
Fin. Law 8§ 92gg (same); Exhibit 103 (2018 Conn. Legis. Serv. P.A.-4® (S.B. 11)Stat. §12-
699(entitling pass through entities tax credits to allevia¢doss of the SALT deductionfxhibit
104 (aura Davison, Lynnley Browning, and B&tevermanNew York, Connecticut Taxpayers
Have Plan B Options to Beat SALBlpomberg, Aug. 27, 2018).

68. OnAugust Z, 2018,Defendants Department thfe Treasury and Internal Revenue
Serviceissued proposed regulations providing that a taxpayer who makes payments erstransf

property to an entity listed in section 170(c) must reduce their charitablebcoiotn deduction
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by the amount of any state or local tax credit the taxpayer receiegpeaxts to receiv@laintiffs
Exhibit 105 Contributions in Exchange for State or Local Tax Credits, &8 Reg. 43563-01
(proposed August 27, 2018) (to be codified at 26 C.F.R. pt. 1)).

69. Theproposed regulations state that they are intended to respostdt® d4nd local
tax credit progranisthat “now give taxpayers a potential means to circumvert S8®&LT
deduction capPlaintiffs’ Exhibit 105 Contributions in Exchange for State or Local Tax Credits,
83 Fed. Reg. 43563-01 (proposed August 27, 2018) (to be codified at 26 C.F.R. pt. 1)).

Dated: December 12018 STATE OF NEW YORK

BARBARA D. UNDERWOOD
Attorney General

By: _/s/Owen T. Conroy
Owen T. Conroy
Assistant Attorney General
owen.conroy@ag.ny.gov
Caroline A. Olsen
Assistant Solicitor General
carolineolsen@ag.ny.gov
Steven C. Wu
Deputy Solicitor General
steven.wu@ag.ny.gov
Eric Haren
Special Counsel
eric.haren@ag.ny.gov
Justin Wagner
Assistant Attorney General
justin.wagner@ag.ny.gov
New YorkOffice of the Attorney General
28 Liberty Street, 23rd Floor
New York, New York10005
212-416-6184tel.)
212-416-8962fax)

Attorneysfor Plaintiff
State of New York

(Signature block continues on next page)
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

By:

GEORGE JEPSEN
Attorney General

/sl Mark F. Kohler By:

Mark F. Kohler*

Assistant Attorney General

mark.kohler@ct.gov
Michael K. Skold*

Assistant Attorney General

michael.skold@ct.gov
Connecticut Office of the Attorney General
55 Elm StreetP.O. Box 120
Hartford, Gnnecticut 06141
860-808-502(tel.)
860-808-5341fax)

Attorneysfor Plaintiff
State of Connecticut

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

By:

GURBIR S. GREWAL
Attorney General

/s/ Jeremy M. Feigenbaum

Jeremy M. Feigenbaum
Assistant Attorney General
jeremy.feigenbaum@njoag.gov
New Jersey Office of the Attorney General
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex
25 Market Street, 8th Floor, West Wing
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
609-292-492%tel.)
609-777-4015 (fax)

Attorney for Plaintiff
State of New Jersey

*Admitted pro hac vice.
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STATE OF MARYLAND

BRIAN E. FROSH
Attorney General

/s/ Sarah W. Rice

Sarah W. Rice
Assistant Attorney General
SRice@oag.state.md.us

Maryland Office of the Attorney General
Civil Division

200 St. Paul Place, 20th Floor

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

410-576-7847 (tel.)

410-576-6955 (fax)

Attorney for Plaintiff
State of Maryland



