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April 18, 2012 
 
 
 
 
To: The Honorable Mary Fallin 

Governor 
 
The Honorable Todd Lamb 
Lieutenant Governor 
 
The Honorable Brian Bingman 
President Pro Tempore 
Oklahoma State Senate 

 
The Honorable Kris Steele 
Speaker Of The House 
Oklahoma House of Representatives 
 
The Honorable Jeffrey Hickman 
Speaker Pro Tempore 
Oklahoma House of Representatives 

 

Dear Governor Fallin, Lieutenant Governor Lamb, Senator Bingman and Representatives Steele and Hickman: 
 
The Incentive Review Committee (IRC) has taken the charge delegated to the committee by Senate Bill 1516 
enacted during the 2004 legislative session to select a specific tax type each year and conduct a thorough 
analysis of specific tax preferences within that tax.    
 
In 2011, the committee studied key incentive elements, verification data needed, and incentives of neighboring 
states.  In addition, the committee followed task force activities, purposes and uses of tax credits.  The following 
report outlines the findings of the IRC.  The committee wishes to express its thanks and appreciation for the 
extensive services in the preparation of this report to Lesli D. Walsh, Research Analyst, Oklahoma Department of 
Commerce. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Douglas Branch 

Bruce Crum 

Robert Dauffenbach, Ph.D. 

Jonathan Forman 

Michael Laird 

William Lohrey 

Mark Snyder 

Larkin Warner, Ph.D. 

Don Wood                                                    



4 
 

I. Introduction & Committee Background 

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 the 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 committee consists of nine members, with three each appointed by the Governor, the Pro Tempore of the 
Senate, and the Speaker of the House. Organizational support for the committee is provided by the Oklahoma 
Department of Commerce. Important basic information and financial data are provided by the Oklahoma Tax 
Commission and Department of Commerce. The committee has no specific budget for staff or research projects.  
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II.   Incentives Reviewed in 2011 

Included as Appendix A to this report, are the committee’s Principles of Sound Tax Incentives. Included as 
Appendix B to this report, is the November 3rd, 2011 Report summarizing the IRC recommendations for 2005-
2010.   

In April 2011, the committee voted and approved study of the following in 2011: 

• Key elements of the structure of a model incentive review department or committee 

• A list of the types of data necessary for, and staffing needs of such a model department, for it to 
perform an intelligent assessment of various incentives and tax expenditures 

• State regional comparison of how other states review their incentives benefits 

A. In May 2011, the committee reviewed the May 2011 Report from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 
entitled “Promoting State Budget Accountability Through Tax Expenditure Reporting” (See Appendix C). 

B. In June 2011, the committee reviewed the 2011 Oklahoma Academy Town Hall article about the Incentive 
Review Committee written by Drs. Larkin Warner and Robert Dauffenbach (See Appendix D). 

C. In July 2011, the committee heard a presentation and reviewed an “Update to the Oklahoma Quality Jobs 
Program Triennial Report” dated March 2011 from Dave Lopez, Oklahoma Secretary of Commerce & Tourism 
(See Appendix E). 

D. In June and July 2011, the committee voted and approved the following decision based on studies and 
discussion: 

►COMMITTEE DECISION: The following goals for tax incentives were determined: 

1. They should result in increased employment and income within the state 
2. Incentive recipients should ultimately produce increased revenue to the state or local government 
3. They should increase capital growth 
4. They should be competitive with other neighboring states 
5. They should encourage an educated workforce  

 
The committee created a list of potential items necessary to determine the impact of an incentive to the 
following: 

 
1. Company payroll and wage data before receiving credit 

2. Company payroll and wage data after receiving credit 

3. Employee benefit package 

4. Company investment dollars in the state 

5. Company’s capital expenditure budget in Oklahoma 

6. Company sales, assets and net income 

7. In-state and Out-of-state purchases 

8. Oklahoma sales and use taxes paid 

9. Company NAICS Code 

10. Property taxes paid in Oklahoma 

11. Regional average wage data 

12. Regional unemployment data 
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E.   In September 2011, the committee heard from Mr. Steven Barker, Senior Research Analyst with the 
Oklahoma Department of Commerce, regarding other states comparison of how incentives are reviewed (See 
Appendix F). Also included in Appendix F is a regional state comparison of taxes and credits. 

F.   October 2011 through January 2012, the committee followed the activities of two Oklahoma Legislative Task 
Forces; one on Tax Incentives, and one on Comprehensive Tax Reform. The committee heard from Mr. Melvin 
Mungai, Legislative Liaison with the Oklahoma Department of Commerce on some of these activities (See both 
task force final reports – Appendices G and H). 

G.   In November 2011, the committee heard from Representative David Dank with the Oklahoma House of 
Representatives on the Tax Incentives Task Force activities and conclusions. 

H.   In December 2011, the committee heard from Mr. Gary Jones, State Auditor on his department’s thoughts 
about tax credits/incentives. 

I.   In January 2011, the committee discussed the final reports of two legislative task force reports: 

1.  The Task Force on Comprehensive Tax Reform Final Report (Senator Mike Mazzei and 
Representative David Dank) (See Appendix G); and 
 
2.  The Task Force on Tax Credits and Economic Incentives (Representative David Dank and Senator 
Mike Mazzei) (See Appendix H). 
 

J.   In February 2011, the committee heard from Mr. Melvin Mungai, Legislative Liaison with the Department of 
Commerce about various legislative issues. 

K.   In March 2011, discussed various legislative issues. The committee also reviewed and made changes to its 
draft report and to Appendix F on Regional Taxes & Credits (See Appendix F). 

M.   In April 2011, the committee again discussed various legislative issues and again reviewed and made 
changes to its draft report. 
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III. Committee Recommendations 

The Incentive Review Committee offers recommendations about the goals for economic development tax 
incentives, about the design of these tax incentives, and about the evaluation of these tax incentives. The 
Incentive Review Committee believes that properly structured and monitored tax incentives can be useful tools for 
promoting economic development in Oklahoma.  
 
The Incentive Review Committee offers the following goals for Oklahoma’s economic development tax incentives: 

1. Tax incentives should generally result in increased employment and income within the state. 
2. Incentive recipients should ultimately produce increased revenue to state and local governments. 
3. Tax incentives should increase capital growth in Oklahoma. 
4. Oklahoma’s tax incentives should be competitive with other neighboring states. 
5. Tax incentives should generally result in a more skilled and educated workforce. 

 
The Incentive Review Committee offers the following recommendations about the design of Oklahoma’s 
economic development tax incentives: 

1. The purpose of each credit/incentive (both current and future) should be clearly defined in the legislation 
(See the 2010 Report of the Incentive Review Committee, at p. 14). 

2. The committee believes that economic development tax credits should serve a public purpose, be 
supported by adequate consideration, and have adequate controls and safeguards (See the 2010 Report 
of the Incentive Review Committee, at p. 14). 

3. Tax incentives should be transparent so that interested persons and policymakers can evaluate their 
effectiveness. 

4. Tax Incentive legislation should: 
a. State why the special tax rule is needed to help meet a specified goal; 
b. Why the rule is better than an overall tax rate reduction; 
c. Why non-tax alternatives are not pursued; 
d. Which taxpayers will benefit and their income level; and 
e. The direct and indirect costs of the tax incentive.1

5. Principles of tax policy, including equity, simplicity, neutrality, efficiency, and transparency should be 
considered in the design of any tax incentive. 

 

6. The legislature should create a “unified budget” that includes both direct spending and the spending that 
is part of the tax law (tax incentives and tax expenditures). 

7. Those incentive systems that utilize tax credits should consider the costs of those tax credits to the State 
and seek to structure credits in a manner that will maximize the dollars flowing to the intended purpose 
per dollar of state expenditures on the tax credit. Thus, all tax credits should be designated as directly 
transferable, given that (i) even when designated to be "non-transferable" by the enabling legislation, the 
benefits of tax credits can be bought and sold nonetheless, and (ii) the derivative transfers of non-
transferable tax credits significantly increases the costs to the State thereby decreasing the overall 
economic benefit to Oklahoma. See Appendix A (Principles of Sound Tax Incentives, Principle 9). For a 
detailed explanation of the need for tax credits to be transferable, see Appendix I (which builds upon 
Recommendation No. 1 from the 2008 Report of the Incentive Review Committee, at pp.4-7). 

8. All newly enacted economic development tax incentives should include minimum eligibility requirements; 
such as an agreement to build new facilities in Oklahoma, hire new employees, or invest a minimum 
amount of capital in projects located here. 2

                                                 
1 See, e.g., Annette Nellen, “How To Assess California's Tax Expenditures and Ensure Their Effectiveness” (testimony for the California 
Legislature, February 22, 2012), 

 

http://arev.assembly.ca.gov/sites/arev.assembly.ca.gov/files/TaxExpEffectiveness2-22-2012_Nellen.pdf.  
2 See, e.g., Andy Nichols, “Every Dollar Counts:  Why it’s Time for Tax Expenditure Reform” [Washington State Budget & Policy Center, 
February 8, 2011], http://budgetandpolicy.org/reports/every-dollar-counts-why-its-time-for-tax-expenditure-reform. 
 

http://arev.assembly.ca.gov/sites/arev.assembly.ca.gov/files/TaxExpEffectiveness2-22-2012_Nellen.pdf�
http://budgetandpolicy.org/reports/every-dollar-counts-why-its-time-for-tax-expenditure-reform�
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9. Oklahomans should not subsidize businesses that move jobs out-of-state. Therefore, in addition to filing 
annual surveys and reports detailing their use of tax incentives, businesses should remain eligible for tax 
incentives only if they continually maintain a minimum number of employees in Oklahoma, continue using 
Oklahoma-based facilities (especially those built with tax incentive dollars), and make future investments 
in Oklahoma. 

 
The Incentive Review Committee offers the following recommendations about the evaluation of Oklahoma’s 
economic development tax incentives: 

1. Accountability measures should be included for any new tax incentive.  The enacting legislation should 
also specify what data is needed to enable a review of the provision’s effectiveness, how that data will be 
collected and analyzed, and how and who will monitor and analyze that data. 

2. The following data may be necessary to determine the effectiveness of an economic development tax 
incentive: 

a. Company payroll and wage data before receiving credit, 
b. Company payroll and wage data after receiving credit, 
c. Employee benefit package, 
d. Company investment dollars in the state, 
e. Company’s capital expenditure budget in Oklahoma, 
f. Company sales, assets and net income, 
g. In-state and Out-of-state purchases, 
h. Oklahoma sales and use taxes paid, 
i. Company NAICS Code, 
j. Property taxes paid in Oklahoma, 
k. Regional average wage data, 
l. Regional unemployment data. 

3. Additional resources are needed for the proper evaluation of tax incentives.  Any agency charged with 
evaluating tax incentives will need resources for staff and research. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



9 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



10 
 

Appendix A 
 

 
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 9 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.   An overarching consideration in the choice and 
design of economic development incentives is the need to compete effectively with other jurisdictions which also 
offer incentives.   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.    
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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. 

Principle 9.   Incentive systems using tax credits should seek to maximize the dollars flowing to the 
intended purpose.    

Those incentive systems that utilize tax credits should consider the costs of those tax credits to the State and 
seek to structure credits in a manner that will maximize the dollars flowing to the intended purpose per dollar of 
state expenditures on the tax credit.  Thus, all tax credits should be designated as directly transferable, given that 
(i) even when designated to be "non-transferable" by the enabling legislation, the benefits of tax credits can be 
bought and sold nonetheless, and (ii) the derivative transfers of non-transferable tax credits significantly increases 
the costs to the State thereby decreasing the overall economic benefit to Oklahoma. 
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Appendix B 
 

Incentives Reviewed 
 
Based on the above direction, the IRC has reviewed the following incentives: 

• 2005 - Investment/New Jobs Tax Credit 

• 2006 - Ad Valorem Tax Exemptions and Tax Increment Financing Districts 

• 2007 - Small Business Capital Credit, Rural Small Business Capital Credit, Venture Capital Credit 

• 2008 - Cash Rebate Incentives, Income tax and Insurance Premium Tax Credits & Transferability  

• 2009 - Income Tax and Insurance Premium Tax Credits 

• 2010 - Insurance Premium Tax Credits and Quality Jobs and Related Programs 

• 2011 - Key Incentive Elements, Verification Data Necessary For Review, Incentives Of 
Neighboring States, State Task Force Activities and Purposes And Uses Of Tax Credits 

 
All committee reports can be viewed on the Department of Commerce website at: 
 
http://www.okcommerce.gov/Data-And-Research/Downloads/Incentive-Review-Committee-IRC  

http://www.okcommerce.gov/Data-And-Research/Downloads/Incentive-Review-Committee-IRC�


Appendix C
For the full report, go to http://www.cbpp.org/files/5-11-11sfp.pdf 

































































































































Appendix I 

To the extent the State of Oklahoma elects to use tax credits to create incentives to support particular 
industries and create jobs, it is important that the credits seek to maximize the dollars flowing to the 
intended purpose. In order to do so, tax credits should be made transferable or, in the alternative, 
legislation should be enacted that results in “non-transferable” tax credits being truly non-transferable. 

After one year of study, review and conducting interviews, the committee voted to add Principle # 9 in 
Appendix A of this report citing the explanation and example below: 

Principle No. 1 of our Principles of Sound Tax Incentives requires an estimation of the costs of a tax 
incentive.  While some tax credits will expire unused and some will be used in later years, thereby 
lowering their net present value cost, when considering the trade-offs between “non-transferable” tax 
credits and transferable tax credits, we suggest it is appropriate to assume that each costs the State 
of Oklahoma $1.00 in lost revenue for each $1.00 in tax credit.  This is particularly the case in 
programs that generate significant amounts of tax credits because a network of promoters, brokers, 
lawyers and accountants has developed around the State’s tax credit programs that make it likely that 
credits are used quickly. 

In the case of transferable tax credits, it is the brokers who are preeminent.  They bring the sellers 
(generally industries that generate the credits but have no use for them because of the lack of taxable 
income) and the buyers together.  For this the brokers receive a fee (generally in the range of 6%) 
paid from the proceeds from the sale.  The role of lawyers and accountants in the transferable tax 
credit business is relatively minor.  Normally it is limited to ascertaining that the credit is valid 
(essentially due diligence) and estimating its net present value to the prospective purchaser.  In this 
context, any lawyers’ or accountants’ fees are paid by the purchaser of the credits.  Third-party 
promoters are virtually non-existent in the transferable tax credit arena. 

This is in stark contrast to the “non-transferable” tax credit industry.  Quotations are appropriate when 
referring to non-transferable tax credits because, despite the name, they are indeed transferable, 
albeit through a system that is both inefficient and costly to the State of Oklahoma. 

We will first describe the manner in which “non-transferable” tax credits are allocated and thus 
transferred and the roles of the various participants in that process.  Second, we will describe the 
adverse tax consequences to the State of Oklahoma when compared to transferable tax credits. 

The most common method of allocating or transferring a “non-transferable” tax credit is through the 
use of a partnership that allocates the tax credit to a particular class of partners whose only economic 
reason for becoming partners joining in the partnership is to receive the allocation of tax credits.  
Because there is material cost involved in organizing the partnership, the allocation of “non-
transferable” tax credits generally takes place in programs where it is possible to generate large 
amounts of tax credits through capital investments.  Structuring and administering these partnerships 
results in significant “up front” costs paid to lawyers and accountants and ongoing fees paid to the 
promoters of the programs.  But these costs – the promoter, the brokers, the lawyers and the 
accountants – pale in comparison to the cost associated with the federal income tax treatment of 
“non-transferable” tax credits. 

When an investor purchases an interest in a partnership for the purpose of enabling the partnership 
to allocate to the investor a “non-transferable” tax credit, the investor is, in substance, purchasing the 
tax credit.  However, for federal income tax purposes, the investor is not treated as having purchased 
a tax credit and therefore has no tax basis in the credit.  While the investor can use the allocated 
credit to reduce the investor’s state tax liability, the investor is also not entitled to deduct, for federal 
income tax purposes, any amount associated with the payment of that state tax liability.  In contrast, 
had the investor paid its state tax liability in cash, the amount of the cash payment would have been 
deductible by the investor for federal income tax purposes. 



As a result of this federal income tax treatment, a prospective investor desiring to receive an 
allocation of non-transferable tax credits would rarely, if ever, pay more than $0.65 for each $1.00 in 
state tax credits received.  And, as noted in the following table, most often the value associated with 
these non-transferable credits is approximately 50¢ on the dollar. 

In the case of a transferable tax credit, the purchaser of the credit is treated for federal income tax 
purposes as having purchased an asset (the tax credit) in which the purchaser has tax basis.  When 
the credit is surrendered to the state for payment of tax, the purchaser is entitled to a deduction for 
federal income tax purposes for the payment of the tax, just as if the purchaser had paid its state tax 
liability in cash.  The principal difference is that, to the extent there is a spread (the difference 
between the amount paid by the purchaser for the tax credit and the purchaser’s state tax liability); 
the purchaser will have a taxable gain on the spread.  While this reduces the value of the transferable 
tax credit to the purchaser, the reduction in value is relatively small.* Further, the state participates in 
the taxes associated with the taxable gain on the spread.  The final principal difference is that the 
seller of a transferable tax credit realizes a taxable gain from the sale of the credit equal to the 
proceeds received from the sale.  Most often, the seller of the tax credit will not have state income tax 
liability.  If it did, it would use the credit itself rather than sell it.  However, the sale is a taxable gain 
and it may create tax revenue in the year of the sale or, by reducing the amount of a net operating 
loss, create taxable income in the future. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

*By way of example, if $100 in transferable tax credits are sold for $85, the extra value to the purchaser from the 
federal income tax treatment is $28.00 over $100 in “non-transferable” credits.  The formula for this calculation is 
40% (x) ($85-$15) where 40% is the assumed marginal tax rate (federal and state), $85 is the purchase price of 
the transferable tax credits, and $15 is the gain on the spread. 

 

 



The following table is intended to reflect/illustrate the difference in cost to the State of Oklahoma of a 
transferable credit and a non-transferable credit.  Cost to the State of Oklahoma is treated as the 
difference between the amount of investment which the tax credit generates as compared to the loss of 
tax revenue.  As noted above, it is assumed that all tax credits are applied against tax in the year 
generated.  The table is based upon the following assumptions: 

1. Amount of tax credits – $5,000,000. 
2. Effective “sale” price of tax credits (these are approximate prevailing market 

prices): 
 Transferable tax credits – $0.85 
 Non-transferable tax credits – $0.50 

3. Seller of transferable tax credit generates no immediate tax revenue as a result 
of the sale. 

4. Promoter/management fees and expenses – three years, 3% per annum. 
5. Broker fees – 6% of the amount raised. 
6. Lawyer fees – $50,000. 
7. Accountant fees – three years, $25,000 per year. 
 
 
 
 

Transferable Non-Transferable 

Proceeds from sale of tax credits $4,250,000 $2,500,000 

Plus proceeds from 

– gain from sale -0- -0- 
– gain from spread 37,500 -0- 

(5% of $750,000) 

Less – Broker fees (255,000) (150,000) 
– Promoter/Mgmt. fees -0- (225,000) 

and expenses 
– Lawyer fees -0- (50,000) 
– Accountant fees       -0-         (75,000) 
Net available for investment $4,032,500 $2,000,000 

Cost to Oklahoma $5,000,000 $5,000,000 
   Net available for investment (4,032,500) (2,000,000) 
Net cost to Oklahoma $   967,500 $3,000,000 
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