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I.
Introduction
In the summer of 2003, Governor Brad Henry convened the Economic Development Generating Excellence (EDGE) Commission to examine issues facing Oklahoma across the economic and political landscape and recommend a plan of action to address those issues.  One of the recommendations of the team that was adopted into the formal EDGE Action Plan was as follows:

“Putting in place a system to quantify the costs and benefits of existing incentives and tax credits.  The state should systematically quantify the costs and benefits of all current and proposed business incentives and tax credits to determine whether they effectively encourage the type of business behavior they seek to stimulate.”

As a result of this recommendation, the Oklahoma State Legislature enacted Senate Bill 1516 (SB1516) in the 2004 legislative session.  SB1516 created the Incentive Review Committee (IRC) and charged it with conducting a review of existing tax incentives in Oklahoma. To this end, the bill directs the IRC to annually select a particular section of State tax code, and within that code to choose which incentives it will review in the given year.  The review is required to include the following information.

1. An identification of the purpose of the tax incentive;

2. A determination of whether the potential revenue impact on the state can be quantified and if so, an estimate of the potential revenue impact on the state;

3. A determination of whether the economic gain to the state can be quantified and if so, an estimate of the economic gain measured in jobs, wages, investments, or other economic criteria;

4. An estimate of the effect on the distribution of the tax burden;

5. An estimate of the number of taxpayers receiving the benefit;

6. A determination of the growth potential of the industry eligible to claim the incentive;

7. A determination of the effectiveness in achieving the desired objective;

8. A determination of whether the tax incentive is the most fiscally effective means of achieving its stated purpose;

9. An analysis of the costs and burdens of administration;

10. An analysis of the competitive position of Oklahoma relative to other states with similar incentives;

11. A determination of the effectiveness of evoking a change in taxpayer behavior; and

12. A public hearing, at which persons receiving the incentives reviewed, or other interested parties, may testify.

The IRC held the first meeting for its third term on February 8, 2007.  At this meeting the IRC voted unanimously to select the Income Tax as their 2007 tax type of study.  After extensive presentations by staff of the Oklahoma Tax Commission, the committee decided to pursue a rigorous review of three tax incentives within the income tax code: the Small Business Capital Credit, the Rural Small Business Capital Credit and the Venture Capital Credit.
These credits are all very similar in their calculation.  Each is an income tax credit equal to a percentage of the amount invested in the specified type of business venture.  Table 1 details the investment requirements and tax credit percentage for each of the credits.
	Table 1. Description of Capital Credits

	Credit
	Basis of Credit
	Credit Amount
	Sunset Date

	Venture Capital
	Cash amount invested in qualified venture capital companies which are subsequently invested in an Oklahoma business venture.
	20%
	December 31, 2008

	Small Business Capital
	Qualified investment in qualified small business capital companies which is subsequently invested in an Oklahoma small business venture.
	20%
	December 31, 2011

	Rural Small Business Capital
	Qualified investment in qualified rural small business capital companies which is subsequently invested in an Oklahoma rural small business venture.
	30%
	December 31, 2011


These incentives were chosen for study for two primary reasons.  First, of the $64 million in individual income tax credits identified by OTC, at least $28 million were in these three credits in tax year 2005.  The actual number could be much higher since only one-half of the credits claimed were not identified in the filing.  The second reason these credits were chosen for review is the fact that these three incentives have sunset dates in the very near future.
The remainder of this report is laid out as follows: Section II offers a brief review of the specific applications of income tax incentives; Section III re-states the principles of sound tax incentive policy the committee established in its first year of work.  Section IV evaluates each of the three incentives against these principles and shows the findings of the review process and Section V presents the committee’s recommendations with respect to each of the three incentives reviewed.

II.
Primer on Tax Credits

Tax credits are among the important policy tools used by Oklahoma state government to promote economic development.  These incentives are aimed at changing the behavior of economic decision-makers who respond positively to the prospect of receiving higher after-tax income.  As is the case with many other state economic development incentives, tax credits are reflected in firms’ tax returns.  The purpose of this section is to review the basic features of tax credits and clarify some of the differences between tax credits and other types of incentives.  

The discussion begins with an overview of Oklahoma’s corporate income tax return and how the return is impacted by different types of incentives.  Key elements in designing a tax credit incentive are introduced.  The discussion concludes with notes on federal tax liability, deductions v. credits, and capital and venture company abuses.

A. Corporation Tax Return Summary
Here are major features of the Oklahoma Corporation Income Tax Return as they appear in Oklahoma Tax Commission Form 512 for the tax year 2006:

· Total Income = (gross receipts or gross sales minus cost of goods sold) + (dividends, interest, rents, royalties, capital gains and other income).

· Deductions = salaries and wages, rents, taxes, interest, depreciation, employee benefit programs, other deductions and any tax law specified deductions from total income.

· Taxable Income = Total Income minus Deductions.
· Tax Liability = Taxable Income * 6 percent.

· Balance of Tax Due = Tax Liability minus Tax Credits.
B. How Incentive Programs Affect the Corporation Income Tax Return
Here are examples of three major incentive programs used by Oklahoma State government and how they reduce Balance of Tax Due—and therefore how they provide a development incentive by increasing the after-tax income of a corporation.

· Ad Valorem Tax Exemption—New and expanded manufacturing facilities are exempt from the local property tax for a period of five years (68 O.S. Sec. 2902). This incentive reduces the “taxes” component of Deductions.
· The Oklahoma Quality Jobs Program—Qualifying companies receive quarterly cash payments from the state of up to 5 percent of newly created gross taxable payroll (68 O.S. Sec. 3601 et seq.).  This incentive increases the “other income” component of Total Income.

· The Investment/New Jobs Income Tax Credit—This credit is available to manufacturers purchasing new depreciable property and hiring new employees.  At its most basic level it provides a five year tax credit equal to either 1 percent of the new investment or $500 per new employee (68 O.S. Sec. 2357.4).  This is subtracted from the Tax amount and directly reduces Balance of Tax Due. 

C. Making a Tax Credit Operational and Effective

There are two features of making a tax credit workable.  The first involves determining the objective to be achieved by the credit and then the creation of some formula for calculating the credit.   The second feature involves what to do if there is no tax liability in the first place.

The above example of the Investment/New Jobs Income Tax Credit indicates that the objective of the credit is to increase the level of spending on depreciable assets and employment within the state.  Over time, Oklahoma state government has adopted many different tax credits for a wide variety of purposes—most of which have something to do with economic development.  Oklahoma Tax Commission Form 512 lists 35 distinct tax credit programs.  

Once the objective of a tax credit is identified, then a process must be defined for specifying the amount of the credit.  In the case of the Investment/New Jobs Income Tax Credit, the credit was calculated based on either the volume of investment of on the number of new jobs created.  The use of investment and/or jobs is typical of the base of calculation for other tax credit programs.  

Funds for investment in depreciable property may first flow through a qualified capital company which accumulates financial capital from investors and lenders including banks.  In these cases, the capital company obtains the tax credits.

If a firm has no tax liability in a given year, then a credit limited to that year is of no value to the firm.  Start-up firms—those of particular interest for economic development—may be among the most likely to experience losses in early years.  There are two ways to overcome this problem.  First, the credits themselves may be made transferable, i.e. they may be sold to a buyer who has a tax liability toward which the credits can be applied. For example, the state’s Venture Capital Tax Credit is “freely transferable to and by subsequent transferees for a period of three (3) years from the date of investment in the Oklahoma business venture” (68 O.S. Sec. 2357.7).  These credits will tend to sell for less than face value—especially to firms that intend to use them in future tax returns.

Second, the credits may be carried over for several years and eventually applied when the firm does experience a tax liability.  For example, the Small Business Capital Formation Tax Credit may be carried forward for a maximum of three taxable years (68 O.S. Sec. 2357.63).

D. State Tax Credit Value and Federal Taxes

A firm’s total income tax liability is always the sum of state and federal taxes paid.   When a firm receives an Oklahoma tax credit for, say, $2,000, the amount of state taxes that it can deduct from its federal tax return is reduced by the same amount, i.e. the firm’s taxable federal income rises by $2,000.  A reasonable assumption for the federal corporation income tax is 35 percent.  This means that the firm will have to pay an additional $700 in federal taxes as a result of receiving the Oklahoma tax credit.  The overall tax saving (income increase) for the firm is $1,300.  That means that the true value of the incentive to the firm is $1,300, while the initial cost of the incentive to state government is $2,000.  To the extent that the tax credit generates new economic activity, that activity will generate future revenues to the state and reduce the eventual net cost to the state.  

E. State Tax Credit Compared with Other Incentives

Let’s again assume a state tax credit of $2,000.  A tax reduction of $2,000 could also be recorded in OTC Form 512 by a reduction in Total Income or by an increase in Deductions.  How might this work with an increase in Deductions such as an increase in allowed depreciation?  With a corporation income tax rate of 6 percent, there would need to be an increase in deductions of $33,333 in order to achieve a reduction in Tax of $2,000.   Note that $33,333 * 0.06 = $2,000.
It is possible that critics of incentives may be less sensitive to the impact of tax credits in comparison with the impacts of increases in deductions; the numbers are much smaller in the case of tax credits achieving the same stimulus (and the same impact on state general revenues).

Since tax credits are ultimately the equivalent of an appropriation from the state’s general revenue fund, how do they compare with a hypothetical case in which a firm needing financial capital simply received a direct grant?  It appears that the use of tax credits through a business capital company generates much greater leverage than a direct grant with respect to the final amount of funds available for investment in depreciable assets.  

The Incentive Review Committee received testimony illustrating how $20 million in actual investment can be generated though a business capital company using $6 million of Oklahoma tax credits along with federal “New Markets” credits, equity funds, and industrial authority loans.  In this hypothetical illustration, the transferability of the Oklahoma credits was an important determinant of success.  

Again, the tax credits are less transparent to critics of economic development incentives than would be a direct grant through the appropriations process.  Moreover, the business capital companies are in a position in which it is to their advantage to invest in projects with relatively high rates of return on investment.  Thus the economic development projects supported tend to be relatively efficient.

F. Controlling Abuses and Loopholes in Tax Credit Incentive Programs
Some of the legislation using tax credits to promote economic development applies to companies that attract investment from several individuals to create a corpus in order to place funds in emerging companies.  In general, such capital companies or venture capital companies represent a desirable vehicle to channel needed capital to new or expanding firms.  Several programs provide tax credits equivalent to 20 or 30 percent of the amount investors place in such companies.  The credits apply to individual tax returns as well as corporate returns.  

By 2005, several entrepreneurs had figured out how to meet the requirements of tax credit programs and generate a far greater amount of tax credits than were warranted by actual investment in productive assets.  The Oklahoma Tax Commission reported that in 2005, venture capital tax credits cost the state treasury $66 million—while the cost of the program in previous years averaged only about $2 million.  An attempt to close loopholes and curb abuses took the form of extensive amendments in S.B. 1577 of the 2006 Oklahoma Legislature.  

The 2006 legislation specified that investors’ funds must in fact be at risk and that the investments cannot be made chiefly for the purpose of reducing tax liability.  The language in S.B. 1577 applying to the rural venture program is expressive.  The Oklahoma Tax Commission is required to assure that credits are issued only when they “are for a legitimate business purpose of the Oklahoma rural small business venture and not for the primary purpose of obtaining the tax credits . . .  on the basis of activity which does not have substantial economic profit-based potential.”

Extensive reporting requirements were added and substantial information about the investors was to be made public.  Improved reporting should help the state to determine the potential revenue reductions it faces as a result of its tax credit programs.  Emphasis was placed on requirements that the projects are located within the state of Oklahoma and that the application of funds to projects is made on a timely basis.

In spite of the reforms of S.B. 1577, it appeared in 2007 that there were still legal abuses available to investors in venture capital programs.  It was reported in the October 12 issue of The Oklahoman that Capital West Securities was promoting a program of the “Foxborough” venture capital firm in a letter sent to state bankers.  

The letter created a furor in Oklahoma’s financial community because it described Foxborough’s desire to use state tax credit programs similar to ways in which a tax credit loophole was abused last year.  The abuses prompted state officials to temporarily shut down the programs and enact reforms that were supposed to correct the problems.
The newspaper report indicated a serious problem.  The potential investors were being told that they could earn $2 in state tax credits for every $1 invested.

III.
Principles of Sound Tax Incentives

A review of the literature on economic development incentives provides a basis for identifying various principles that are widely agreed to.  These principles can be used to guide the specification of a new program.  They can also be used as a means for evaluating an existing program.  Below we list 8 principles that the committee deems as important.  

Principle 1.  The costs of the incentive system should be less than the benefits.

Too often, we consider only the benefits, not the costs.  Too often, we view the effect of incentives in a partial equilibrium sense, not general.  For example, a highly successful incentive program might raise the cost of doing business for firms not receiving the incentive, necessitating a reduction in employment.  States with balanced budget requirements must recognize that less revenue from one source creates greater burdens on existing firms and citizens.  Similarly, when estimating the benefits and costs of an incentive program, the time value of money should be considered.  That is, if the benefits of an incentive all occur many years in the future, the current benefit is significantly lessened and this impact must be accounted for in estimates of both costs and benefits.

Principle 2.  An individual incentive program should fit well within the broad strategic framework of state economic objectives.

Individual programs should fulfill at least one key role in a broad portfolio of state economic development policy initiatives that focus on business attraction, business retention, new business start-up, high technology, efficient land use, geographic balance, and training to improve productivity.  In addition, the state’s objectives include a tax system characterized by equity and distributive justice.  Tax incentives for economic development are inherently selective and not available to all competitors within an industry (see Principle 4 below).  To the extent possible, tax incentives should have minimum negative impacts on existing competitors unable to take advantage of the incentives’ benefits

Principle 3.  The objectives of the program should be clearly identified.

Incentive programs have as their purposes (a) expansion of business activity that exports outside the regional economy, (b) substitution for imports to the regional economy, (c) increased productivity, (d) improved resource utilization, i.e., reduction of unemployment and underemployment.  Just how a program is going to yield specific results should be clearly specified.

Principle 4.  Incentive programs should be targeted to firms where the program will clearly make a difference.

Firms are not equal in their ability to contribute to the economic well-being of a region, as is evident by substantial variation in industry output, income, employment multipliers and emerging sectors wherein special competencies and competitive advantages rooted in regional research experience exist.  This is a basic fact of economic expansion that needs to be heeded.  Targeting may also be necessary in order to compete with incentives offered by other jurisdictions.  The epitome of targeting is a “deal-closing” fund which is used by many jurisdictions to provide the marginal difference to a business making the location decision.  “Deal-closing” funds are commonly used to create incentives to create or retain jobs by defraying costs for infrastructure, employee training or tax incentives.

Carefully administered targeting programs can reduce the overall cost to a state of its incentive programs.  Targeting can avoid turning economic development incentives into generalized business “entitlements” which cost the state money but which do not change the behavior of business firms and thus do not promote economic development.  

Principle 5.  Incentive programs should be neutral with respect to the types of industries that qualify for the program.

Service industries are dominating growth in US businesses.  If a firm’s application meets the tests of export expansion, import substitution, or other enhancements to resource utilization, it should not matter what industry the firm is identified with.

Principle 6.  Incentive programs should have built-in evaluation mechanisms.

Without the capability to evaluate the benefits and costs of a program, there is little or no rationale for undertaking the program in the first place.  Evaluation programs and generation of the appropriate data sources for evaluation need to be specified before the program is undertaken.  The evaluation process needs to be followed closely according to plan.

Principle 7.  Incentive programs should have sunset provisions and other features that enhance accountability.

Sunset provisions focus attention on the evaluation process and outcomes, and, thus, should be components of these programs.  Industry is probably more mobile now than it has ever been, historically.  Economic development initiatives should not fall into the trap of attempting to attract footloose industries and other copy-cat initiatives.

Principle 8.  Incentive systems should be based on rules versus discretion.

Basing decisions on who gets incentives on a set of well-defined guidelines of eligibility is imperative to the ultimate potential for favorable evaluation.
IV.
Review of Capital Credits
The Committee is seriously hampered in its attempt to evaluate these three credits.  The hindrance is caused by the significant changes made to these credits by Senate Bill 1577 (SB 1577), enacted during the 2006 Legislative session.  SB 1577 imposed new restrictions on these three credits.

The most recent data available to the Committee represents tax filing for the calendar year 2005.  Thus, no information is available to the Committee that would be of assistance in addressing the issues, and in estimating the costs and benefits of these credits, post SB 1577.

As a result of this limitation, the Committee is choosing to focus its review of these credits on the basis of its adopted 8 Principles of Sound Tax Incentives, outlined in the previous section.  This review will evaluate each of the incentives within the stated principle.
Principle 1.  The costs of the incentive system should be less than the benefits.

As discussed above, the Committee has no information with which to estimate the costs or benefits of these three credits in light of the revisions as part of Senate Bill 1577 enacted during the 2006 Legislative session.  Thus, the Committee is unable to evaluate the credits against this principle.
Principle 2.  An individual incentive program should fit well within the broad strategic framework of state economic objectives.

These three credits clearly target the encouragement of new business start-up as the credit is provided for investment in such businesses.  The Committee received significant testimony about the amount of investment where the existence of these credits was a critical factor.

Without these credits it is quite likely that less investment in new business start-up would have occurred in Oklahoma.  However, this statement should in no way be interpreted as an endorsement of the cost effectiveness of these credits.

In terms of fitting well within the broad strategic framework of state economic objectives, the credits reviewed can all be said to perform admirably.  

Principle 3.  The objectives of the program should be clearly identified.

While not specifically outlined in State law, the objective of these three credits is easily and very clearly inferred to be encouraging investment in new business start-ups.  Based on this obvious clarity, all three of these credits are viewed favorably by the Committee with respect to this principle.
Principle 4.  Incentive programs should be targeted to firms where the program will clearly make a difference.

This principle requires discretion on the part of an administering agency to utilize the incentive in a selective manner with the objective of selecting which projects do and do not receive the tax credits.  These three credits do not allow the Oklahoma Tax Commission such flexibility as the statutes very clearly define the requirements to receive the credits.  

However, the Committee believes the three credits should be viewed favorably with respect to this principle.  The reason for this position is that the targeted activity, investment in new business start-up, is more likely to occur in activities that offer large multipliers for output, income and employment.
Principle 5.  Incentive programs should be neutral with respect to the types of industries that qualify for the program.

The three capital credits are all governed by State statute that provides relatively broad guidelines, in terms of qualifying industries, for earning the credit.  There are restrictions on investments in agricultural, energy, finance, real estate and retail sectors of the economy.  In general, these three credits receive a favorable review from the Committee with respect to the industry neutrality.
There is one exception to this favorable review that causes the Committee a significant amount of concern.  This relates specifically to the Venture Capital Credit.  The last sentence of section C of Title 68 O.S. Section 2357.7 states: “No investor in a venture capital company organized after July 1, 1992, may claim tax credits under the provisions of this section.”  In other words, for a firm to qualify for the venture capital credit it must have been in existence prior to July 1, 1992.
The committee finds this disturbing for a number of reasons.  First, this creates a significant competitive advantage for the firms that do qualify, at the expense of those that do not, violating the neutrality of the tax incentive.  Second, if the benefits to the State from this credit are in excess of the costs, then one of two outcomes must be the result.  Either potential opportunities to increase the State’s economic outcomes are being forgone, or the private benefit for facilitating the improved outcomes is being artificially targeted to firms that existed prior to July 1, 1992.  

That is, either growth is stifled or the distribution of economic gains is centrally controlled via this policy.  For these reasons, the Committee has concerns about the Venture Capital Credit specifically.
Principle 6.  Incentive programs should have built-in evaluation mechanisms.

This issue has been addressed, at least in part, by SB1577 and by Senate Bill 1, enacted during the 2007 Legislative Session.  The committee awaits the development of systems to make the information about these three capital credits publicly available.  Until such time as the systems are in place and the reporting becomes regular, the Committee reserves judgment of the three capital credits with regard to this principle.
Principle 7.  Incentive programs should have sunset provisions and other features that enhance accountability.

Each of these three credits has a sunset provision.  The Venture Capital Credit is due to sunset at the end of calendar year 2008 while the Small Business Capital Credit and the Rural Small Business Capital Credit will sunset at the end of 2011.  The credits receive a favorable review from the Committee in this regard.
Principle 8.  Incentive systems should be based on rules versus discretion.

The three capital credits are all based on very clear statutory language that makes it very clear what activities qualify for the credit.  Further, the administering agency, the Oklahoma Tax Commission, has taken a clear and consistent path in the granting of these credits and letter rulings when requested.  Thus, in light of this principle, the three credits are reviewed very favorably by the Committee.
V.
Committee Recommendations
Based on the preceding review of the three capital credits, the Incentive Review Committee has formulated a number of recommendations for consideration by State policymakers.
Venture Capital Credit
Based on the Committee’s review of this credit with respect to the Principles of Sound Tax Incentives, the Venture Capital Credit is found lacking in at least one respect.  For this reason the committee presents the following recommendations:
Recommendation 1. The Venture Capital Credit should not be extended beyond 2008.

As mentioned above, the Venture Capital Credit sunsets at the end of calendar year 2008.  The committee finds no compelling reason to extend the sunset provision for this credit.  The most bothersome component of this particular credit is the provision in state law that only venture capital companies in existence prior to July 1, 1992 may claim this credit.
If the Legislature does find interest in extending the Venture Capital Credit, a serious discussion about the merits of this credit is imperative.  The Committee recognizes that other factors often come to bear in the very political process of setting tax policy.  In order to fully inform any potential discussion about whether to extend the Venture Capital Credit, the Committee recommends the following:

Recommendation 2. Prior to considering extension of the Venture Capital Credit, the Legislature and Governor should request the information outlined in Attachment A to this report of those requesting the extension.

The Committee believes that this information would demonstrate concerns about the Venture Capital Credit.  If upon receipt of the information the Legislature and Governor deem extension appropriate, the Committee forwards the following recommendations:
Recommendation 3. Any extension of the Venture Capital Credit should be for no more than three years.

Finally, the Committee feels so strongly about the need for public disclosure of all information related to this tax credit that it forwards the following recommendations.  These recommendations are offered by the Committee with full understanding that part of the statutory changes in SB1577 and SB1 address the concern of public knowledge of the tax credit.

Recommendation 4. To the extent not already required by existing law, statutory language should be added requiring public disclosure of the firms claiming the Venture Capital Credit and the amount claimed by each.

Recommendation 5. To the extent not already required by existing law, statutory language should be added requiring public disclosure of the names of any individuals or entities to whom the firms claiming the Venture Capital Credit are transferred or passed through and the amounts transferred or passed through.

Small Business and Rural Small Business Capital Credits
The Committee received comments from a number of concerned parties about these credits.  Based on these comments and other discussion, the Committee forwards the following recommendations.
Recommendation 1. Revise the statutory requirement that 51% of funds invested must be spent on fixed asset to require that 85% of funds invested must be spent on tangible and intangible assets and adopt restrictions similar to those accompanying the federal New Markets Tax Credit with respect to investment vehicles for funds invested in a small business or rural small business capital company.

SB1577 added new language to the statutes requiring that at least 50% of the funds invested in an Oklahoma small business venture must be used to purchase tangible or intangible assets.  This change was intended to prevent certain types of abuses of the credit.  
Based on testimony of several individuals, it is clear to the Committee that the restriction has had unintended consequences and has actually hampered investments.  The obstacle is that many of the Oklahoma business ventures are in a position where the purchase of tangible or intangible assets is unnecessary.  A prime example is the many firms being created in the bio-technology arena.  Bio-tech start-ups do not have a great need for assets; instead their greatest need is typically actual operating capital.

As a result, the committee finds the approach used in the administration of the federal New Markets Tax Credit appealing.  This change would allow the Oklahoma business ventures to use the invested funds as true “working capital”.  The Committee believes this recommended change would provide the flexibility needed to a broad array of investments, without opening the door to rampant abuse.
Recommendation 2. Make these credits fully transferable and applicable to income tax liabilities only.
Technically speaking, these credits are not transferable in that they cannot be sold.  In practice, however, they are transferred relatively easily via the creation of limited partnerships.  As a result, the value of the tax credits is diminished due to the accounting and legal costs required in the creation of the partnerships.

As the Committee understands the process, $100 worth of non-transferable credits can routinely be obtained for a price of approximately $65, while the same amount of transferable credits fetch a price of approximately $90.  Making a credit is transferable, will increase the return to the investor and generate economic saving in terms of the accounting and legal resources than can then be directed to more highly valued purposes.  For these reasons, the committee recommends allowing full transferability of the Small Business Capital Credit and the Rural Small Business Capital Credit.

The Committee also reiterates the recommendations regarding the need for public disclosure of all information related to these two tax credits.

Recommendation 3. To the extent not already required by existing law, statutory language should be added requiring public disclosure of the firms claiming the Small Business and Rural Small Business Capital Credits and the amount claimed by each.

Recommendation 4. To the extent not already required by existing law, statutory language should be added requiring public disclosure of the names of any individuals or entities to whom the firms claiming the Small Business and Rural Small Business Capital Credits are transferred or passed through and the amounts transferred or passed through.

	Attachment A. Debt Investments in Oklahoma Business Ventures (Includes debt securities and loans, including convertible loans

	       or loans with warrants; Exclude any Debt Investments which did not qualify for tax credits under Section 2357.7)
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