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INCENTIVE EVALUATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

AUG. 26, 2021 

Oklahoma State Capitol Building  

Senate Conference Room 4S.9, 4S.8 (419-C, B)  

2300 N. Lincoln Blvd., Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

 

This meeting was live streamed through the Oklahoma Senate. http://oksenate.gov/room-4s9  

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    

Lyle Roggow, President, Designee of the OK Professional Economic  

  Development Council  

Carlos Johnson, Certified Public Accountant  

Mandy Fuller, CPA, Auditor of Private Company  

Earl Sears, Bartlesville, OK  

Dr. Robert Dauffenbach, Economist  

Charles Prater, Chairman, Tax Commission, Ex Officio; Non-voting  

Brandy Manek, OMES Designee, Ex Officio; Non-voting  

Brent Kisling, Director, Dept. of Commerce, Ex Officio; Non-voting  

 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  None. 

 

STAFF/GUESTS:      
Beverly Hicks, OMES 

Taylor Ferguson, OTC  

Randall Bauer, PFM       

Josh McGoldrick, ODOC  

Daniel Alvarez, OMES 

John Riesengberg, Senate 

Cate Brantley, Senate 

Cheryl Purvis, Senate Atty 

Quinen Dilberk, Senate 

Shawn Ashley, ECAPITOL 

David Oakley, LegisOK 

 

1. Call to order and establish a quorum. [Lyle Roggow, chairman] 

Chairman Roggow called this meeting to order at 10:07 a.m. A roll call was taken, and a quorum 

established. A meeting notice was filed with the Secretary of State and agenda posted in accord-

ance with the Open Meeting Act.  
 

2. Approval of minutes from the Mar. 25, 2021, hybrid special commission meeting: 
 

Earl Sears moved to approve the meeting minutes for March. Mandy Fuller seconded the motion. 

The following votes were recorded, and the motion passed: 

 

Mr. Johnson, aye; Ms. Fuller, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye; Mr. Sears, aye; Dr. Dauffenbach, aye. 
 

3. Update on the 2021 incentive evaluation process by PFM Consultant, Randall Bauer: 
 

Mr. Bauer gave a recap on the project activity to date. PFM provided a full set of working draft 

foundational documents to the members of the Commission earlier in the month that excluded the 

findings and recommendations.  

http://oksenate.gov/room-4s9
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PFM will release the final drafts of the eight evaluations for 2021 in their entirety to the members 

on October 1, 2021. These final drafts will be posted to the IEC.ok.gov website for public docu-

ments.  

No action taken. Information only. 
 

4. Timeline for next steps in the 2021 incentive evaluation process by PFM Consultant, Randall 

Bauer: 
 

Mr. Bauer provided information on timeline for next steps in the 2021 incentive evaluation pro-

cess: 
 

Oct. 1 IEC receives eight draft evaluation reports on facts and findings from PFM. 

Oct. 14 A formal presentation of the draft evaluation reports will be given by PFM. 

Oct. 28 Public hearing to receive public comments regarding PFM’s recommendations. 

Nov. 18 IEC takes into consideration all public comments received and makes a decision 

on each of the incentives to make recommendations to the Governor, Speaker of 

the House and Senate Pro Tempore. 

Dec. 9 IEC gives final approval of the report to go to the Governor, Speaker of the 

House and the Senate Pro Tempore by or before December 15, 2021.  
 

No action taken. Information only. 
 

5. Discussion of possible changes to the evaluation process:  
 

Mr. Bauer gave a summary of HB 2182 in practice. He believes there are some aspects of the 

statute that might benefit from refinement and gave an overview on areas of concern with existing 

statute.  The following are areas of concern in existing statute:  
 

Definition of an incentive – Currently reads “a tax credit, tax exemption, tax deduction, tax ex-

penditure, rebate, grant, or loan that is intended to encourage businesses to locate, expand, invest, 

or remain in Oklahoma, or to hire or retain employees in Oklahoma.” These suggest direct benefits 

to a business, but at least one program evaluated in the first cycle (REAP) directs the benefits to 

cities rather than businesses. PFM agrees with the Commission perspective that the goal for that 

program is to (indirectly) benefit businesses by providing needed infrastructure. The definition 

could be expanded to include, for example, “or to provide local government assistance where its 

primary goal is to encourage businesses to locate, expand, invest or remain in Oklahoma.” 
 

Commission member terms – Currently, commission member terms expire on June 30, the end of 

the state fiscal year, which creates issues related to continuity, as that is the middle of the yearly 

incentive evaluation process. For continuity purposes, terms should end at the completion of the 

evaluation process, being December 31, therefore new members, if any, would take office on Jan-

uary 1, of the following year. 
 

Time frame for evaluation – Currently, statute requires that “The Incentive Evaluation Commis-

sion shall ensure that each incentive is evaluated at least once every four years unless the Com-

mission determines that the incentive is exempt from evaluation.” While the intent of the language 
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appears to be that each incentive be regularly evaluated, in practice it locks in the current schedule 

of evaluations, since movement would prevent an incentive from being evaluated every four years.  

Suggested alternate language would be “evaluated once in each four year evaluation cycle”. 
 

Scheduling incentives for evaluation – Currently, statute requires that “The schedule for evaluating 

the incentives shall be developed so that the incentives having the highest fiscal impact to the state 

revenue system…shall be evaluated before other incentives.” While the intent of the language 

makes sense – to prioritize certain incentive evaluations – there are other priorities that may be 

equally important. As an example, incentives have been grouped by characteristics (such as the 

various Quality Jobs incentives or those focused on a specific industry) that would not be possible 

with a literal reading of this language. It would also not allow the Commission to consider sched-

uling constraints (the first year of the cycle, for example). Suggest deleting language or allowing 

other considerations (such as grouping similar incentives). 
 

The statute focuses on ‘micro’ looks at each specific incentive. Each incentive is evaluated on 

criteria specific to that incentive. There is no direction to review incentives in relationship to other 

incentives. 
 

The statute does not provide an opportunity to take a broader, ‘macro’ look at incentive policy or 

strategy. The existing requirements are in place for each incentive, regardless of the number of 

times it has been reviewed. The existing statute does not allow the project team to answer some of 

the important questions that the Commission has raised about incentive use and outcomes. Even if 

there was legislative direction to undertake a more holistic review, there are time constraints with 

the current process that could not be overcome. The specific ‘micro’ changes have been raised 

before, and legislation (SB 214) was introduced last legislative session (but did not make it 

through). That legislation would still be eligible for consideration in the next legislative session. 
 

Suggested approach to broaden the evaluation process – Maintain the current ‘micro’ evaluation 

process for all incentives under the following circumstances: 
 

All incentives for two review cycles (i.e., twice in eight years). Any new incentives or those with 

material changes to the program or use for additional two review cycles. Conduct an abridged 

review of incentives on their third review. Provide updates on data, benchmarking, findings. 

Likely, 3-5 pages rather than 30-40 pages. Use the freed-up time to conduct a macro review (or 

reviews) as directed by the Commission. Topics might include a gap analysis of existing state 

programs, addressing the layering or ‘but for’ issues, new developments in other state policies, etc. 

Commission could vote on this at their prior December meeting. The broader changes to the pro-

cess have not been introduced in a bill.  
 

If the Commission is supportive of those changes, PFM is happy to participate in dialogue with 

policy makers, if the members so wish.  

No action taken. Information only. 

6. Announcements – The next scheduled meeting is Oct. 14, 2021, in SCR – 4S.9. 
 

7. Adjournment: 
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There being no further business, Earl Sears made the motion to adjourn. Carlos Johnson seconded 

the motion. Seeing no opposition, the meeting adjourned at 11:15 a.m. 


