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STATE OF OKLAHOMA

INCENTIVE EVALUATION COMMISSION

The Honorable Governor Fallin, President Pro Tempore Schulz and Speaker McCall:

We would like to thank each of you for the opportunity to serve as members on the
Incentive Evaluation Commission (IEC). As the five voting members with diverse
backgrounds and qualifications, we have taken our duties and responsibilities very
seriously as Commissioners.

In our second year, IEC reviewed 12 incentives during this evaluation process. We have
continued our contractual relationship with Public Financial Management Inc. (PFM),
who won the bid in 2016. They are a nationally recognized firm specializing in public
sector finances. IEC members received draft evaluation reports on facts and findings on
Sept. 29, 2017, with a formal presentation to the Commission Meeting on Oct. 12,
2017. As required in statute, a public hearing meeting took place on Nov. 3, 2017, to
receive public comments regarding the consultant’s recommendations.

The commission took into consideration all public comments received at the November
meeting before deciding the final vote to retain, repeal or modify incentives under
review. It is in hope that our votes, based on public comments and PFM’s facts and
findings, help in assisting each of you and the Legislature in making imperative
decisions. This year, PFM made alternative recommendations for improvement on all
incentives if IEC chose to not follow the final PFM report.

Pursuant to the Incentive Evaluation Act of 2015, 32 O.S. § 7001-7005, the commission
is providing the honorable governor, president pro tempore and speaker with the
2017, year two report. The report will also be made publicly available on the Oklahoma
Department of Commerce website and at documents.ok.gov.

Enclosed in the packet is a commission action summation chart immediately following
the letter and the compiled reports by PFM.

We hope the information provided you is helpful during the upcoming 2nd Session of
the 56th Legislature.

Respectfully,

T te Obuhoma lhcentive Lvabuation Commission

INCENTIVE EVALUATION COMMISSION e |[EC.OK.GOV


http:IEC.OK.GOV
http:documents.ok.gov

INCENTIVE EVALUATION COMMISSION ACTIONS

INCENTIVE

Quality Jobs Program

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION

Retain with modifications: 1) require
filing for incentive payments each
quarter; 2) Regularly review eligible
industries; 3) Centralize data tracking.

COMMISSION ACTION
4-0 to approve to adopt the
recommendations, as modified by
the Oklahoma Department of
Commerce
(Brown absent)

Small Employer Quality Jobs
Program

Retain with modifications: 1) require
filing for incentive payments each
quarter; 2) Regularly review eligible
industries; 3) Centralize data tracking.

4-0 to approve recommendation,
inclusive of the recommendations
as modified by the Oklahoma
Department of Commerce
(Brown absent)

21* Century Quality Jobs Program

Retain with modifications: 1) require
filing for incentive payments each
quarter; 2) Regularly review eligible
industries; 3) Centralize data tracking.

4-0 to approve recommendation
(Brown absent)

High Impact Quality Jobs Program

Reconfigure by decreasing the job
creation requirement and increasing the
benefit.

4-0 to repeal incentive
(Brown absent)

Capital Gains Deduction

Repeal.

3-1 to retain incentive
(Brown, absent; Rogers, against)

Home Office Tax Credit

Reconfigure by tying the credit to job
creation and collecting payroll data from
companies receiving credits to improve
future evaluations.

3-1 to approve recommendation
(Brown, absent; Johnson, against)

Clean-Burning Fuel Vehicle Credit

Reconfigure by retaining the
infrastructure credit while sunsetting
the vehicle credit; structuring the
program to phase out; and improving
reporting on credit.

4-0 to approve with modifications
to not sunset the vehicle credit and
retain it, and retain the
infrastructure of the program
(Brown absent)

4-0 to approve recommendation

Ethanol Fuel Retailer Tax Credit Repeal.
(Brown absent)
Economically At-Risk Lease Tax 4-0 to approve recommendation
Repeal.
Rebate (Brown absent)
Production Enhancement Rebate Repeal 4-0 to approve recommendation
(Gross Production) peal. (Brown absent)
Re-Established Production Rebate Repeal 4-0 to approve recommendation
(Gross Production) peal. (Brown absent)
Split vote due to a member absent.
Coal Tax Credits Repeal. (Brown, absent; Johnson, against;

Roggow against).
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Incentive Evaluation Commission
Special Meeting Minutes
Nov. 3, 2017
Oklahoma State Capitol
Rm. 419-C, 1:00 p.m.
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

A meeting notice was filed with the Secretary of State and an agenda posted in accordance with

the Open Meeting Act.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Ron Brown, Layperson

MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF/GUESTS:

Jim Denton, CPA, Auditor of Private Firm

Dr. Cynthia Rogers, Economist

Lyle Roggow, President of the OK Professional Economic
Development Council

Commissioner Burrage, Ex Officio; Non-voting (Tax Commission)

Secretary Snodgrass, Ex Officio; Non-voting (Dept. of Commerce)

Carlos Johnson, Certified Public Accountant
Denise Northrup, Ex Officio; Non-voting (OMES)

Beverly Hicks, OMES Recording Secretary

Mary Ann Roberts, OK Tax Commission

John Gilbert, OMES

Denise White, OMES Public Affairs

Kalen Taylor, Senate

Randall Bauer, PFM

Leslie Blair, ODOC

Jamie J. Herrera, ODOC

Jon Chiappe, ODOC

Scott Minton, OnCue

Justis Huddleston, Guest

Lundy Kiger, AES Shady Point

Russell Riecken, CNG Interstate

Nathan Moles, PSCNG

Jim Dunlap, Guest

Dr. Russell Evans, OCU, Meinders School of Business
Rod Cleveland, Cleveland County Commissioner

Rae Rice, OGE

Rocky Chavez, ONG

Sherrie Merrow, NGV America

Danny Smith, UPS, Vice President of Public Affairs
Jeff Shockley, Mayor of the City of Poteau

Michael Teague, Secretary of Energy and Environment
Katie Lippoldt, Office of the Secretary of Energy and Environment
Rep. Rick West, District 3

Rep. Meloyde Blancett, District 78
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STAFF/GUESTS: David Blatt, OK Policy Institute

Craig Jackson, GCI Mining

Ryan Kenny, Clean Energy Fuels

Dave Bond, OCPA

Dave Miller, ONG

Norman Herrera, Sparq Natural Gas

Richy Marson, PSCNG

Matt Richardson, GCI

Kurt Foreman, Greater OKC Chamber of Commerce
Mike Jackson, OK State Chamber of Commerce
Robert Cooper, Farrell-Cooper Mining

Bud and Cynthia Kelley, Bob Cooper of Farrell Cooper Mining
Shawn Ashley, ECapitol

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

Chairman Lyle Roggow called the meeting to order at 1:03 p.m. A roll call was taken and
a quorum established. The Chair was advised that notice of the meeting was given and an
agenda posted in accordance with the Open Meeting Act.

Approval of minutes from the Oct. 12, 2017 Commission meeting. [Lyle Roggow]

Mr. Brown moved to approve meeting minutes of October. Mr. Denton seconded the
motion; the motion passed and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Brown, aye; Mr. Denton, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.
Discussion and possible action on the 2017 Twelve Incentives. [Lyle Roggow]

Quiality Jobs:
Speaker: Jon Chiappe, Oklahoma Department of Commerce.

Mr. Chiappe said in order to improve oversight and administration of the incentive, the
Oklahoma Department of Commerce request the Commission consider the following:

1) Codifying in statute, current administrative practices that would increase stability and
continuity, provide certainty to current and future participants and protect taxpayers,
by ensuring program oversight includes other state agencies.

e Requiring all potential incentive projects are reviewed by the Incentive Approval
Committee (IAC). The Incentive Approval Committee is defined in statute (68 O.S.
§ 3603). It consists of the Executive Director of the Department of Commerce, the
Director of the Office of Management and Enterprise Services (OMES) and a member
from the Oklahoma Tax Commission. However, the statute currently requires only
companies with a limited number of NAICS or those with an out-of-state sales
requirement to be reviewed by IAC. The agency’s current practice requires every
company be fully reviewed by IAC after an initial examination by the Commerce
Review Team (CRT). This additional layer of review strengthens the integrity of
program.
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e Requiring a company representative be present at an Incentive Approval Committee
(IAC) meeting prior to a contract award. To warrant the award of a taxpayer-funded
state incentive, applicants should be willing to address a representative of Commerce,
the Tax Commission and OMES in person and answer questions about their financial
stability, business plans and commitment to the state. Commerce believes that both of
these practices enhance transparency and accountability. To ensure they continue
beyond the existing administration, they request they be set in statute.

2) To improve the fiscal performance of the Quality Jobs program and ensure the
incentive is used to foster growth and job creation, they recommend eliminating the
change-in-control provision, which allows existing companies at risk for leaving the
state after a change in ownership, to qualify retained jobs for the QJ program without
adding any new jobs in the state. Commerce believes this is problematic. Firstly, the
state has imperfect information about whether the company actually intends to leave;
secondly, some of the companies that have participated in the QJ program under this
provision have been in a compromised financial situation; and/or thirdly, some of the
companies qualified utilizing this provision are part of cyclical or declining industries.
Commerce estimates that the state could have saved $2.2 million over the last 5 fiscal
years if this provision were not a part of the QJ Program. More importantly, the state
has a superior tool for business retention. The Oklahoma Pooled Finance incentive
permits the utilization of retained jobs for companies that are planning significant
investments in the state.

Small Employer Quality Jobs:
Speaker: Jon Chiappe, Oklahoma Department of Commerce.

Mr. Chiappe stated the mission of the Oklahoma Department of Commerce is to deliver
high-impact solutions that lead to prosperous lives and communities for all Oklahomans.
In accordance with that mission, we endeavor to ensure that:
e The state has the tools to attract new jobs and investment in a competitive marketplace.
e The program is not a fiscal burden and remains revenue neutral or revenue positive to
the state.
Commerce appreciates PFM’s recommendation to retain the Small Employer Quality Jobs
Program with modifications. They recommend utilizing a different employment threshold
to increase participation. Specifically, they request the committee consider amending the
statutory requirement that qualifying companies have no more than 90 jobs, stating, there
are a number of mid-sized companies and projects for which Oklahoma could compete if
the threshold was increased.

215 Century Quality Jobs: No speaker.

High Impact Quality Jobs:
Speaker: Jon Chiappe, Oklahoma Department of Commerce.

Mr. Chiappe made known the Oklahoma Department of Commerce appreciates the
Incentive Evaluation Commission’s review of incentives established by HB 2182, as well
as PFM’s time and effort devoted to the analyses and recommendations. The mission of
the Oklahoma Department of Commerce is to deliver high-impact solutions that lead to
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prosperous lives and communities for all Oklahomans. In accordance with that mission, we
endeavor to ensure that:
e The state has the tools to attract new jobs and investment in a competitive marketplace.
e The program is not a fiscal burden and remains revenue neutral or revenue positive to
the state.
Commerce appreciates PFM’s recommendation to retain the High-Impact Quality Jobs
Program with modifications and the confidence that the consultant has in the Quality Jobs
family of programs. However, Commerce recommends repealing this incentive. The State
does not need a variation of QJ for every eventuality; we would rather strengthen the
regular QJ Program, the 21st Century QJ Program and the Small Employer QJ Program
than leave an incentive on the books that is not being used.

Capital Gains Deduction:

Speaker: David Blatt, Executive Director of the Oklahoma Policy Institute.

Mr. Blatt is in support of the recommendation to eliminate the capital gains tax exemption.
As a public policy think-tank committed to the fair and adequate funding of public services,
they are very concerned by the erosion of the state’s revenue base as a result, and in part,
of ineffective tax breaks and are strongly supportive of efforts to repeal those incentives
that do not have a positive economic impact.

Speaker: Mike Jackson, OK State Chamber, Exec. VP of Government & Political Affairs.
Mr. Jackson spoke on the importance of the capital gains tax policy and the lack of data
cited in the report and spoke on the differences between voter-approved tax policy and
incentives.

Speaker: Dave Bond, Oklahoma Policy Institute.
Mr. Bond expressed his support for keeping the deduction and why doing so would be
beneficial for Oklahoma.

Home Office Tax Credit:

Speaker: Kurt Foreman, Greater OKC Chamber, Executive VP of Economic Development.
Mr. Foreman spoke on the Chamber’s support of the incentive. The Chamber is a premiere
economic development organization for the Regional Home Office and Insurance Premium
Tax Credit. Focusing on the program’s importance to economic diversification in their
region and the priority of major employers. The Chamber utilizes a number of the state’s
incentive programs, but only lists six on their agenda to protect. This program is one of the
six on their list, because of its importance to economic development.

Speaker: Mike Jackson, OK State Chamber, Executive VP of Govt. & Political Affairs.
Mr. Jackson spoke on the importance of the incentive and the role it plays in growing
industry and jobs.

Speaker: Dr. Evans, Ph.D., Associate Professor of Economics, Executive Director,
Economics Research & Policy Institute.

Dr. Evans reported that the tax credit is not intended as a short run economic development
incentive tied to the annual change in employment, or job creation, rather, as a permanent
long-run tax differential commitment to firms who maintain a sizeable employment base
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in the state with the commitment defined by the level of employment. Viewed from its
proper perspective the success of the program is clear. The tax credit provides a modest
differential tax burden between those firms that write policies in the state but elect not to
locate a significant employment presence here and those that commit to the state with home
office employment of at least 200. The credit is successful in maintaining and deepening
these relationships and in securing a base of high compensation jobs in the state.

Clean-Burning Fuel Vehicle Credit:

Speaker: Scott Minton, OnCue Express, Director of Business Development.

Mr. Minton provided feedback from a station developer’s viewpoint regarding the
recommendation to keep the infrastructure incentive and sunset the vehicle incentive. In
his opinion, the State of Oklahoma has enough stations to support the market in most areas
of the state (there are still some areas which need improvement), but without a large
increase in the number of vehicles on the road, there will be no need for the current number
of stations in operation, let alone more stations. He would like see the focus of the incentive
strengthen to improve the number of vehicles buying fuel, especially in saturated areas.
Speaker: Secretary Teague, Secretary of Energy and Environment.

Secretary Teague believes there are additional opportunities available for alternative fuel
vehicles in the future. He is convinced it is an incentive not ready to close, with even greater
opportunities beyond what natural gas has already accomplished, looking forward, toward
electric vehicles. He agrees on the infrastructure recommendation to retain the credit, but
would modify to allow for public use. Five years ago, electric vehicles were removed from
the vehicle tax credit, due to the misuse of the program on transportation that was not
intended for, such as golf carts. In looking towards the future of electric vehicles for the
state and around the country, popularity is rising and the cost is lowering. The Secretary
believes electric vehicles should be included in the incentive, but be caveated to exclude
low or medium speed vehicles, which would be golf carts and utility vehicles. The next
generation of electric vehicles are coming and the state should be on the front-end of the
development, and use the incentive to spur development and be seen as an opportunity.
Secretary Teague provide a letter to the Commission on the Volkswagen settlement. Earlier
in the week, Governor Fallin signed a Beneficiary Agreement and an executive order for
the Volkswagen Trust. The State of Oklahoma will receive an allocation from a national
settlement reached between Volkswagen and the Unites States Environmental Protection
Agency. The State will receive approximately $21 million from the settlement, and is to be
administered by the Department of Environmental Quality with oversight from his office.
In closing, Secretary Teague said if that amount were planned towards reducing the NOx
emissions from the transportation sector, coupled with the Clean Burning Fuel
Infrastructure and Vehicle Tax Credit, it would make a huge impact across the state on
things that would get done.

Speaker: Sherrie Merrow, Director of State Government Advocacy for NGVAmerica.
Ms. Merrow stated that Oklahoma’s leaders had a vision when they decided to promote the
expanded use of natural gas in transportation and the promise of that vision has already
achieved clear benefits to the state. That is why NGVAmerica and its members of the
Oklahoma NGV Coalition are calling for the continuation of natural gas vehicle, fuel and
station incentives in Oklahoma. The incentives for natural gas vehicles and stations are
working and Oklahoma is a leader for clean and sustainable transportation, but there is
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much still to be done. It is a true success story that Oklahoma should be proud to tell and
she encourages the State of Oklahoma to not turn back now.

Speaker: Norman Herrera, Chief Exec. Officer of Sparq Natural Gas.

Mr. Herrera stated Sparq supports PFM’s recommendation to retain the CNG tax credit
and improve tax credit reporting with the Oklahoma Tax Commission. Retaining the Clean
Burning Motor Fuel Property tax credit allows Sparg to continue its forward business
planning into 2018 and 2019, as they desire legislative certainty for their future businesses
decisions. Vehicles, and not infrastructure, are the means to continue Oklahoma’s national
leadership in the CNG market. Government subdivisions need public/private partnerships,
and infrastructure developers such as Sparq, that make private investments to support their
full fleet deployment particular in areas of refuse and sanitation collection, landfills, and
the state’s Department of Transportation. Sparq estimates the current incentive to be a net
positive for the State of Oklahoma when you factor in fuel cost savings, Department of
Labor fees, state fuel excise taxes, and sales taxes.

Speaker: Rod Cleveland, Cleveland County Commissioner.

Commissioner Cleveland discussed his counties development of natural gas vehicles. He
expressed his support for the Commission’s work with the CNG industry and the
conclusion to retain the incentive. He supports the continuation of the tax credit in its
current form until expiration in December 2019, allowing for CNG fueling station
development and increased infrastructure for Oklahoma’s county governments to access.
Cleveland County relies on natural gas stations by private sector for natural gas fueling. In
closing, he would like to express his support for improved reporting that allows better
analysis of the impact of the tax credit.

Speaker: Danny Smith, UPS VP of Public Affairs.

Mr. Smith spoke in favor of the Commission’s recommendation to retain the credit, citing
UPS’s alternative fuel vehicle/infrastructure presence in Oklahoma.

Speaker: Ryan Kenny, Clean Energy, Senior Public Policy & Regulatory Affairs Advisor.
Mr. Kenny discussed the value of the fuel, fueling stations and the supporting tax credits.
Speaker: Russell Riecken, Managing Partner of CNG Interstate of Oklahoma.

Mr. Riecken spoke on the need to continue, and improve, the alternative fuels incentive
program. Due to current economics of gasoline vs. alternative fuels, the incentive program
needs to be strengthen, or the alternative fuels industry will disappear in Oklahoma. They
have had two conversion business close recently, and will see the investment made in
fueling stations go to waste as older vehicles are taken out of service, if nothing is done to
encourage the use of these cleaner, greener fuel sources.

Speaker: Rae Rice, OGE

Mr. Rice spoke on behalf of their customers who drive electric vehicles; OGE would
support adding electric vehicles back into the incentive in the Oklahoma first energy plan
in its entirety. They are in support of both infrastructure and vehicles of the incentive, but,
if posed with sacrificing one, they would adopt the recommendations made in today’s
meeting to be in support of the vehicles. In reference made to the public/private partnership,
they would support allowing municipalities, government entities to take advantage of the
incentive.

Ethanol Fuel Retailer Tax Credit: No speaker.
Economically At-Risk Lease Tax Credit: No speaker.
Production Enhancement Rebate: No speaker.
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Re-Established Production Rebate: No speaker.

Coal Tax Credit Program:

Speakers: Craig Jackson, GCI Mining - Bob Cooper, Farrell Cooper Mining - Lundy Kiger,
AES Shady Point.

These men came in support of one another and spoke on behalf of the coal producers that
make up the two largest coal-mining companies in the state. Mr. Kiger represented the coal
consumers for AES Shady Point, as the state’s largest purchaser of Oklahoma Coal. Mr.
Cooper and Mr. Jackson spoke on behalf of the coal producers that make up the two largest
coal-mining companies in the state. Mr. Kiger provided the Commission with several
supportive documents for both coal consumers and producers outlining their comments;
and many supportive letters from the community, companies, and elected officials on
behalf of both credits. Seven other speakers were present that voiced their support of the
Program.

Speaker: Mike Jackson, OK State Chamber, Exec. VP of Government & Political Affairs.
Mr. Jackson spoke on the importance of the coal industry in Oklahoma and the inaccuracies
of some of the data provided in the report generated in the PFM Group report.

. Adjourn. [Lyle Roggow]

There being no further business, Mr. Brown made the motion to adjourn. Mr. Roggow
seconded the motion. Seeing no opposition, the meeting adjourned at 2:55 p.m.
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Incentive Evaluation Commission
Special Meeting Minutes
Nov. 17, 2017
Oklahoma State Capitol
Rm. 419-C, 1:00 p.m.
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

AMENDED

A meeting notice was filed with the Secretary of State and an agenda posted in accordance with

the Open Meeting Act.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF/GUESTS:

Jim Denton, CPA, Auditor of Private Firm

Carlos Johnson, Certified Public Accountant

Dr. Cynthia Rogers, Economist

Lyle Roggow, President of the OK Professional Economic
Development Council

Commissioner Burrage, Ex Officio; Non-voting (Tax Commission)

Secretary Snodgrass, Ex Officio; Non-voting (Dept. of Commerce)

Ron Brown, Layperson
Denise Northrup, Ex Officio; Non-voting (OMES)

Beverly Hicks, OMES Recording Secretary
Mary Ann Roberts, Deputy General Counsel, OTC
John Gilbert, OMES

Shelley Zumwalt, Gov/OMES

Randall Bauer, PFM

Leslie Blair, ODOC

Jamie J. Herrera, ODOC

Senator Julie Daniels

Denise Crosswhite Hader, House of Representatives
Dennis Adkins, A&A Advocates

Haley Blood, A&A Advocates

Craig Jackson, GCI

Eric Pollard, ACOG

Ryan Kilpatrick, FKG Consulting

Scott Minton, OnCue

Norman Herrera, Sparq

Lundy Kiger, AES Shady Point

Shawn Ashley, ECapitol

Molly Fleming, The Journal Record
Samantha Kiger, OK.Biz

Tres Savage, NonDoc Media

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

Page 1



IEC, November 17, 2017, Minutes

Chairman Lyle Roggow called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. A roll call was taken and
a quorum established. The Chair was advised that notice of the meeting was given and an
agenda posted in accordance with the Open Meeting Act.

. Approval of minutes from the Nov. 3, 2017 Commission meeting. [Lyle Roggow]
Mr. Denton moved to approve. Dr. Rogers seconded the motion; the motion passed and the
following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, abstain; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

. Discussion and possible action to approve 2018 meeting dates. [Lyle Roggow]
Jan. 25, 1:00 P.M. Oct. 4, 10:00 A.M. Nov. 15, 10:00 A.M.

April 26, 1:00 P.M. Oct. 18, 10:00 A.M. Dec. 6, 10:00 A.M.
Aug. 23, 1:00 P.M. Nov. 1, 10:00 A.M.

Mr. Denton moved to approve. Dr. Rogers seconded the motion; the motion passed and the
following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on the 2017 Twelve Incentives. Possible action may
include to approve, disapprove, modify or take no action. [Lyle Roggow]

Discussion and possible action on Quality Jobs:
PFM: Recommend to retain, with modifications.

Secretary Snodgrass asked that the Commission accept the Department of Commerce’s
recommended changes as outlined in the November 3, 2017, meeting minutes.

Dr. Rogers moved to adopt the recommendations from the PFM Group as modified by the
Oklahoma Department of Commerce. Mr. Denton seconded the motion; the motion passed
and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on Small Employer Quality Jobs:
PFM: Recommend to retain, with modifications.

Secretary Snodgrass said the Department of Commerce believes this incentive is important,
particularly, to rural Oklahoma. They have changed their process, tightened up and have
applied several restrictions. If there are concerns of a contractor breaching job protection,
they have stipulations in place, where no money is received, until, they contact the
Commission.

The Department of Commerce is doing everything they can to protect taxpayers in rural
Oklahoma through their methodic process that is performance based.
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Chairman Roggow reiterated that Commerce is supposed to create certain amount of jobs
gauged against the size of a community before they receive any incentive. It is performance
based; they have to go through the various established protocols and is essentially, a
program that does work, is incentive driven and meant to help small businesses to add jobs.

Mr. Denton moved to recommend retaining with modifications, inclusive of the
recommendations as modified by the Oklahoma Department of Commerce. Dr. Rogers
seconded the motion; the motion passed and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on 21t Century Quality Jobs:
PFM: Recommend to retain, with modifications.

There was some concern about the cost per jobs being too high; even though they are good
jobs, there still should be some leveraging and modifications to address those concerns.
Mr. Bauer stated the primary projects have been with Aerospace Industry and Boeing. They
are jobs in the Oklahoma City area that would be $150 thousand dollars a year, three times
the average comp rate. They are good jobs, which also brings the remainder of the jobs as
well. They fit into the Quality Jobs model and not the point per incentive. The programs
are two different not meant to overlap one another. Mr. Bauer indicated there is some
definite overlap and clearly, of the incentives reviewed from last year, when it comes to
the aerospace credits, there would be some layering between the both of them, with a direct
alignment to where some of the benefit goes to the employees, although a fair amount goes
to the employers.

Dr. Rogers raised a point of developing a centralized database, which can be accessed for
any of the programs in terms of differing employers and would be helpful for this type of
analysis.

Mr. Denton motioned to retain with modifications. Mr. Johnson seconded the motion; the
motion passed and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on High Impact Quality Jobs:
PFM: Recommend to reconfigure.

The Department of Commerce recommendation is to repeal this incentive. It is an incentive
that is not being used and therefore no reason to keep it on the books.

Mr. Bauer said he would defer to the recommendation of the Department of Commerce.

Dr. Rogers motioned to repeal the High Impact Quality Jobs Program. Mr. Denton
seconded the motion; the motion passed and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Page 3



IEC, November 17, 2017, Minutes

Discussion and possible action on Capital Gains Deduction:
PFM: Recommend to repeal.

There was some debate amongst the members if this incentive is a tax policy or a true
incentive. Some discussed to refer it to the legislature for legislative action. Commissioner
Johnson said, “Even though it appears to be a tax policy, when you read the definition in
the Act (HB2182), it is defined as a tax deduction and therefore it is an incentive as defined
in HB2182.” Dr. Rogers discussed the lack of theoretical and empirical research supporting
the efficacy of the program. She also noted the lack of data needed to evaluate. Mr. Denton
mentioned the use of the program for tax planning purposes.

Mr. Denton motioned to retain. Mr. Johnson seconded the motion; the motion passed and
the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, nay; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on Home Office Tax Credit:
PFM: Recommend to reconfigure.

Mr. Bauer referred to comments in a memo that members had received related to some of
what was discussed in the public hearing, and had also provided them with a report of some
best practices prepared by a couple of practitioners in the area for the State of Alabama. In
their report, they spoke on competiveness for incentives and not just making them
something that is a low bar for a specific industry with a specific tax and the incentive is
why the insurance premium tax is just for an insurance industry, it is a gross receipts tax
and is not related to creation of new jobs. It is a low bar of a number for jobs that they are
required to have in a state to be eligible. PFM finds that kind of incentive to be generally a
poor incentive, because it does not focus on what generally incentives are supposed to do,
which is build an industry, create new jobs and grow payroll.

This is why PFM has issue with this tax credit and is why they suggest reconfiguring as it
relates to making it a payroll-related incentive for specific employment improvement in
the industry. His second suggestion for reconfiguration relates to improving the data.

Dr. Rogers motioned to accept PFM’s recommendation to reconfigure this program as
stated in the meeting. Mr. Denton seconded the motion; the motion passed and the
following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, nay; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on Clean-Burning Fuel VVehicle Credit:
PFM: Recommend to retain.
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Dr. Rogers motioned to modify the recommendation to not sunset the vehicle credit and
retain it, to retain the infrastructure of the program and improve the reporting on the credit.
Mr. Johnson seconded the motion; the motion passed and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on Ethanol Fuel Retailer Tax Credit:
PFM: Recommend to repeal.

Mr. Bauer stated there is no real return on investment or an ethanol industry in the State of
Oklahoma and is the reason for the recommendation.

Dr. Rogers motioned to accept the recommendation of PFM to repeal. Mr. Denton
seconded the motion; the motion passed and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

The chair made known that the next three agenda items have been sunset by the
legislature. When the schedule was initially set, the items were scheduled to review this
year. The legislature took action, the Commission had already commenced the process of
reviewing them and decided to go forward as planned in agreement with the legislature.

Discussion and possible action on Economically At-Risk Lease Tax Credit:
PFM: Recommended to repeal.

Dr. Rogers motioned to accept the recommendation of PFM to repeal and follow the
legislation. Mr. Denton seconded the motion; the motion passed and the following votes
recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on Production Enhancement Rebate:
PFM: Recommend to repeal.

Dr. Rogers motioned to accept the recommendation of PFM to repeal and follow the
legislation. Mr. Denton seconded the motion; the motion passed and the following votes
recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on Re-Established Production Rebate:
PFM: Recommend to repeal.

Dr. Rogers motioned to accept the recommendation of PFM to repeal and follow the
legislation. Mr. Denton seconded the motion; the motion passed and the following votes
recorded:
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Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.

Discussion and possible action on Coal Tax Credit Program:
PFM: Recommended to repeal.

Mr. Bauer addressed discussion made at the public hearing on the questioning of the data
they used for their analysis. He made known they always rely on public source data for the
analysis they conduct, to be sure that it has been duly vetted and compared to other public
resource data. As it relates to the credit as a whole, it is also something along the lines of
what was discussed about on the insurance industry. It is an industry specific credit, not
competitive in nature in terms of how the industry will receive it. It relates to the price of
coal.

Upon conclusion of their metrics, as it relates to the industry as a whole and when viewed
in relationship to other incentives, PFM concluded in relationship to other incentives, it
does not stand up in terms of what it provides to the state. Understanding, that there is a
component of the state, where the industry is important; it is not clear that the credit going
away is going to make the industry go away. There are aspects of the industry that will
continue, particularly, as it relates to parts of the coal production used for non-generational
electricity. There is strong indication that parts of the industry will continue to do well. In
terms of jobs and payroll of what would normally be the kind of metrics they use for
incentives, PFM could not justify nor identify it as being a high performer compared to
other high performing incentives that had been analyzed in the past couple of years.

Commissioner Burrage respected and appreciated the recommendation of PFM, but
strongly advocated for the coal industry and begged the Commission to retain the credit,
due to the hardship is would cause on the people living in rural Southeastern Oklahoma.
He pointed out some of those jobs are the highest paying jobs in that part of the state, but
also has a high unemployment rate. The benefit of the incentive to that part of the state is
tremendous, as it relates to filling stations, schools, truck drivers, sales tax and withholding
tax. He implored the Commission not put another nail in the coffin of rural Oklahoma, and
the people who benefit from the credit. The economic benefit that industry produces is a
tremendous benefit to that part of the state.

It is debatable if it is much of an incentive. Oklahoma is the only state that provides a credit
for consumers. Mr. Bauer reported it gives benefit to the power company that uses
Oklahoma coal. Whether or not the industry will exist, with or without the power company
burning the coal is in question. Who receives the benefit could not be determined, due to
insufficient data information provided to PFM, on not being able to separate the consumer
from the producer. Therefore, the voting members are not able to determine who is getting
the credits and whether this is a net benefit, or a net cost to the state.

It was clear that during testimonies given at the public hearing, that the change of
employment had a lot more to do with federal legislation and the ability to get permits to
do mining. The job of the Commission is to assess whether the incentive gets a return on
investment and whether it does what it is supposed to do, which is to increase employment
in coal.
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Commissioner Burrage argued that the incentive has been beneficial, maybe not to this area
or the whole State of Oklahoma, but it has been beneficial to the people in four counties in
Southeastern Oklahoma.

Mr. Denton motioned to accept the PFM report on the repeal of the coal credit. Dr.
Rogers seconded the motion; the motion split and the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, nay; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, nay.
*The Commission vote was split due to one of the voting members being absent.

Discussion and possible action on the acceptance of the final report provided by PFM.
[Lyle Roggow]

Note: The Chair asked this agenda item be moved up in front of agenda item 4.

The Commission members received a copy of the report ahead of time for review before
the meeting. The only changes to the report were Mr. Bauer added a paragraph to the
discussion on the Capital Gains Deduction, to reflect a common perception that it could be
considered a tax policy issue, as opposed to an incentive issue. There were no changes to
the specific recommendations for each of the twelve incentives.

Mr. Denton motioned to accept. Dr. Rogers seconded the motion; the motion passed and
the following votes recorded:

Mr. Denton, aye; Mr. Johnson, aye; Dr. Rogers, aye; Mr. Roggow, aye.
Secretary Snodgrass arrived at 1:08 p.m.
. Adjourn. [Lyle Roggow]

There being no further business, Mr. Denton made the motion to adjourn. Dr. Rogers
seconded the motion. Seeing no opposition, the meeting adjourned at 3:28 p.m.
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Overview

State incentives focused on job creation are common across the United States. During and following the
Great Recession, these programs increased in use as ways to help start and sustain economic recovery. A
list compiled by the National Conference of State Legislatures in 2013 showed 40 states with some form of
job creation incentive program.! Oklahoma created a key job creation incentive in 1993, the Quality Jobs
Program. The program has since incentivized hundreds of companies across various industries that have
chosen to locate a new facility or expand existing facilities in the State.

The goal of the program, according to State statute, is to focus incentives on establishments in basic
industries with potential for “significant development of the economy of the State of Oklahoma.” It offers
qualifying companies quarterly cash rebates for up to 5 percent of newly created taxable payroll for up to 10
years. In order to qualify, a company must operate in an eligible industry and meet requirements related to
the amount of payroll associated with new jobs created, health insurance coverage, and wages.

Primary Recommendation: Retain, with modifications

The Quality Jobs program has incented thousands of jobs in various industries since its first payment was
issued in 1994. In recent history, the program has performed well in terms of economic impact and appears
to be a net benefit to the State. However, there are aspects of the program that may be improved to enhance
its performance and better meet the State’s goals.

Key Findings
= The program is a net benefit to the State in terms of economic impact. If each company that
entered the program in 2011 qualified for full payments that year, the economic activity generated by

those companies would have an economic impact, net of incentive costs, of over $60 million.? In
each year since 2011, the same calculation is consistently positive.

Figure 1: Estimated Net Fiscal Impact of Contracts Issued Each Year, 2011 to 20163
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= Cost controls associated with the administrative process have been effective. Over the life of
the program, the administrative process and the statutory requirements involved in it have saved the
State billions of dollars.

! National Conference of State Legislatures, “Job Creation Tax Credits — 50 State Table”, 2013

2 This analysis assumes jobs would not be created if not for the incentive

3 This represents the annual tax revenue as a result of economic activity generated by the incentive, net of incentive costs. This analysis
assumes each company offered a contract qualifies for payments in each quarter of the year
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= The cost per job over the life of the program is approximately $13,000. According to Oklahoma
Tax Commission (OTC) data, companies received incentive payments for 86,711 qualifying jobs from
1994 to June 2017.* Payments made over the same period total $1,140 million. However, it should
be noted that this job count represents the total number of jobs reported by a company on its last
payment claim. It is unclear for how long the jobs were maintained before or after the final incentive
payment.

= Industries incentivized by Quality Jobs have shown slower growth in employment and annual
average pay over the last five years, compared to the State as a whole. Employment in
incentivized industries contracted by 2.9 percent, while the State as a whole expanded by 2.5
percent.

= Most payments over the last five years have gone to industries lagging behind State growth in
employment and annual average pay. A total of 27 percent of payments were made to
establishments in industries with growth in employment, total wages, and average annual wage
exceed the growth of the State as a whole in those categories.

= Data collection and storage methods complicate the evaluation process. More uniform data
collection and storage among the databases maintained by the OTC and the Department of
Commerce (Department) would ease the data analysis process in the future.

The program can be improved by:

= Requiring companies to file information for payment each quarter. Adding a requirement that
companies file quarterly claims for payment may improve both the predictability of costs to the state,
and the efficacy of the program.

= Establishing a schedule for regular review of eligible industries. Over the last five years,
industries that have received Quality Jobs payments have been growing at a slower rate than the
State as a whole in terms of employment and average annual pay. This may indicate a need to
realign the list of qualifying industries with the State’s intent of incentivizing establishments in
industries with the potential to bring significant development to the economy. Establishing a regular
review of eligible industries as well as clear criteria for an industry to qualify for the program may help
in achieving the State’s goal. Keeping in mind that the establishments that qualify today may receive
payments for the next 10 years, it is important that the State focuses on the industries it sees as
playing a part in future development.

e Maintaining a centralized database of information collected by the Department and the OTC.
Maintaining a single database of Quality Jobs program information that includes the data collected by
both the Department and the OTC can improve future evaluations. This centralized database should
include the following information:

= A unique identifier for each establishment/contract;

= Location;

= NAICS code;

= Contract terms;

» Dollar amount for each quarterly payment made;

= Number of jobs and payroll information reported by companies for each quarterly payment.

4 Job count represents the total of the jobs reported during the last quarter a company received a payment
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Key Findings

The Quality Jobs program has incented thousands of jobs in various industries since its first payment was
issued in 1994. In recent history, the program has performed well in terms of economic impact and appears
to be a net benefit to the State. However, there are aspects of the program that may be improved to enhance
its performance and better meet the State’s goals.

The following provides an analysis of the program’s performance related to the criteria established for its
evaluation.

The program is a net benefit to the State. If each company that entered the program in 2011
qualified for full payments that year, the economic activity generated by those companies would have
an economic impact, net of incentive costs, of over $60 million.® In each year since 2011, the same
calculation is consistently positive.

The cost per job over the life of the program is approximately $13,000. According to OTC data,
86,711 qualifying jobs have been created by companies that received a payment from 1994 to June
2017.% Payments made over the same period total $1,140 million. However, it should be noted that
this job count represents the total number of jobs reported by a company on its last payment claim. It
is unclear for how long the jobs were maintained before or after the final incentive payment.

Industries incentivized by Quality Jobs have shown slower growth over the last five years,
compared to the State as a whole. One of the established criteria for evaluating the Quality Jobs
program is payroll and job growth associated with the incentive.

Examining qualifying industry performance can be helpful for evaluating this. This is a relevant
criteria not only because the incentive is focused on quality job creation, but also because it has a
stated goal of incentivizing industries with the potential to bring significant growth to the State
economy.

Between 2012 and 2016, over $361 million was paid to participating companies across 33 different
three-digit NAICS codes. The following table shows a comparison of the growth rates of the
incentivized industry group and overall State and national employment, average annual pay, and total
wages growth rates.

Table 1. Growth of Industries Receiving Quality Jobs Payments 2012 to 2016
Incentivized Industries = OK Total US Total |

Employment -2.9% 2.5% 5.7%
Average Annual Pay 6.0% 7.2% 8.9%
Total Wages 7.1% 5.0% 15.7%

Source: BLS Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

Although incentivized industries have grown at a faster rate than the State as a whole (in terms of
total wages), they have grown at slower rates compared to the State in employment and average

annual pay. In the case of employment, incentivized industries actually contracted by 2.9 percent,
while the State as a whole expanded by 2.5 percent.

Most payments over the last five years have been to industries lagging overall State growth.
To determine how successful the program has been in incenting growth industries, it is important to
evaluate how much is being paid to growing and declining industries. The following chart shows the

® This analysis assumes jobs would not be created if not for the incentive
6 Job count represents the total of the jobs reported during the last quarter a company received a payment
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breakdown of how payments are distributed among industries outperforming State trends and those
that are lagging behind. An industry is deemed “outperforming” by experiencing growth in
employment, total wages, and average annual wage, which exceed the growth of the State as a

whole.
Table 2: Payments by Industry Performance Relative to the Overall State Growth, 2012 to 2016
Total Payments Percent of Total
Underperforming Industries $262,918,019 73%
Outperforming Industries $98,607,317 27%

Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission and BLS Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

Although the intent of the program is to incentivize industries with the potential for growth in
Oklahoma, 73 percent of payments over the last five years have gone to industries that are
underperforming relative to State growth overall.

= Cost controls associated with the administrative process have been effective. The Quality Jobs
program’s administrative process is designed to control costs to the State. The net bengfit rate is a
significant cost control built into the program. This rate and the maximum benefit amount that limit
total payments made to establishments in the program are intended to ensure the State does not
spend more than each project is expected to return to the State in new tax revenue. The Department
models projected costs and revenues resulting from projects to determine these amounts.

After contract parameters are set by the Department, the OTC further controls costs to the State by
verifying that each establishment filing for quarterly payments is meeting program criteria and that
payments are only made to qualifying establishments. The State is also protected by controls written
in statute, such as the requirement that $2.5 million payroll threshold is met for 4 consecutive quarters
within the first 12 quarters of program participation. If this threshold is not met, the establishment is
removed from the program.

The impact of these cost controls is demonstrated in the following chart, which shows potential

payments based on cumulative maximum contract amounts spread evenly over a 10-year period
versus the actual payments made each year.

Figure 2: Total Quality Jobs Program Payments, 1994-2016

Potential Payments Actual Payments
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Source: Oklahoma Department of Commerce and Tax Commission Data
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A comparison of Department records on contracts issued and OTC data recording all program
payments revealed about 17 percent of companies that enter into a Quality Jobs program contract
never receive a payment. There are several reasons for this, including companies not meeting
payroll requirements, or failing to file claims for payment with the OTC. Even companies that stay in
the program for a full 10-year term may contribute to the difference between potential and actual
payments due to lower than expected job creation or payroll growth. The OTC has recorded reasons
for companies ending program participation. The primary reasons are shown in the following table.

Table 3: Reasons for Ending Program Participation
Reason Number of
Contracts

Did Not Meet Statutory Requirement 208
Voluntarily Withdrew 181
Reached Statutory Limit 116
Other 32

Total 537

Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission

Overall, 60 percent of the recorded reasons for ending program participation are related to statutory
limits or requirements. This number highlights the importance and effectiveness of administrative
process in protecting the State from making excessive payments to companies who enter the
program.

= Data collection and storage methods complicate the evaluation process. Although the
Department and the OTC collaborate effectively to accomplish the administrative tasks associated
with the program, there appears to be a lack of communication when compiling data associated with
the incentive.

The Department has files detailing the terms of each contract issued. Separately, the OTC maintains
records of payments made to qualifying companies. Each of these databases hold key information
for evaluating the incentive. However, there is no unique identifier that can be used to track one
company from the Department’s contract database to the OTC’s payment database. This is
particularly challenging when a company has changed its name since entering a contract or is known
by multiple names. The project team was able to reconcile the two files by combining identifying
information in each file (such as the net benefit rate, location, or projected jobs).

A notable weakness in the data available for evaluation is that while the OTC tracks payment data by
year, it does not maintain a complete database of program payments by quarter. That information,
combined with the job and payroll information each company must report in order to receive quarterly
payments, would be very helpful.

Overall Recommendation: Retain the Quality Jobs Program

The project team recommends retaining the Quality Jobs program, but suggests reviewing the following areas
where the program can be improved.

Recommendation 1: Require filing for incentive payments each quarter. When the program was
created, companies were not required to file quarterly claims. Over time, some requirements were put in
place. For example, in 2001 changes were made requiring companies to make an initial claim for payment
within the first three years of enrollment. An additional restriction was put in statute in 2012 that provided for
a company to be dismissed from the program if it has made one claim for payment but has since failed to file
a claim in the next two years. Even with these added restrictions, a company can file for multiple quarterly
payments at once.
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This creates two disadvantages for the Quality Jobs Program. First, the lack of a quarterly filing requirement
creates irregular payment schedules that create a challenge in predicting State liabilities associated with the
program. The inability to forecast incentive payments due to irregular payment schedules is a significant
budget risk for state incentive programs.” Second, allowing participants to defer payments earned in one
quarter to a later date diminishes the impact of the payment. New and expanding businesses generally apply
a significant discount rate to future cash flows.2 Given that payments are significantly more valuable to them
the faster they are received, it is unclear why companies would choose to defer these payments to a later
date. Interviews with both the OTC and representatives of the State Chamber of Commerce suggest the
process of filing for payment is not overly burdensome for participating companies. However, it is clear that
the value of these payments for both participating companies and the State is highest when received as soon
as possible. Adding a requirement that companies file quarterly claims for payment may improve both the
predictability of costs to the state, and the efficacy of the program.

Recommendation 2: Regularly review eligible industries. Over the last five years, industries that have
received Quality Jobs payments have been growing at a slower rate than the State as a whole in terms of
employment and average annual pay. This may indicate a need to realign the list of qualifying industries with
the State’s intent of incentivizing establishments in industries with the potential to bring significant
development to the economy. Establishing a regular review of eligible industries as well as clear criteria for
an industry to qualify for the program may help in achieving the State’s goal. Keeping in mind that the
establishments that qualify today may receive payments for the next 10 years, it is important that the State
focuses on the industries it sees as playing a part in future development.

Recommendation 3: Centralize data tracking. Maintaining a single database of Quality Jobs program
information that includes the data collected by both the Department of Commerce and the OTC can improve
future evaluations. This centralized database should include the following information:

= A unique identifier for each establishment/contract;

= Location;

= NAICS code;

= Contract terms;

= Dollar amount for each quarterly payment made;

= Number of jobs and payroll information reported by companies for each quarterly payment.

Much of this information is already tracked by either the Department or the OTC, but centralizing data tracking
will make the information more useful.

" The Pew Charitable Trusts, “Reducing Budget Risks” December 2015
8 Anderson Economic Group, “The Economic Impact of Business Tax Credits in Tennessee” December 26, 2016
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Overview

In 2015, HB2182 established the Oklahoma Incentive Evaluation Commission (the Commission). It requires
the Commission to conduct evaluations of all qualified state incentives over a four-year timeframe. The law
also provides that criteria specific to each incentive be used for the evaluation. The first set of 11 evaluations
was conducted in 2016.

The Quality Jobs Program is one of 12 incentives scheduled for review by the Commission in 2017. Several
off-shoots of the Quality Jobs Program — the Small Employer Quality Jobs Program, the 215t Century Quality
Jobs Program and the High Impact Quality Jobs Program — are also evaluated separately this year. Based
on this evaluation and their collective judgement, the Commission will make recommendations to the
Governor and the State Legislature related to each of these incentives.

Introduction

State incentives focused on job creation are common across the United States. During and following the
Great Recession, these programs increased in use as ways to help start and sustain economic recovery. A
list compiled by the National Conference of State Legislatures in 2013 showed 40 states with some form of
job creation incentive program.®

Whether they are provided as tax credits or rebates, job creation incentives like Oklahoma’s Quality Jobs
program often seek to reduce employee costs (primarily related to wages). Reduction in wage costs can
make it easier for firms to expand operations and/or hire more employees at existing locations.

Labor costs in general can be a critical factor in location decisions. A 2016 survey of corporate executives
conducted by Area Development found that labor cost is the third most important factor in location decisions,
trailing only highway accessibility and availability of skilled labor.® This supports the approach of
concentrating incentives on reducing the cost of employment to promote economic growth.

While many job creation incentives target new or maintained jobs, there has been a trend to create specific
incentives that target high wage jobs, often in targeted industries and/or with additional requirements (in many
instances the provision of health care or other employee benefits). For example, many states target job
creation in high-technology industries that help diversify the economy and help establish a foundation in
developing industries.

Incentive Characteristics

Oklahoma'’s Quality Jobs Program was created in 1993. It offers qualifying companies quarterly cash rebates
for up to 5 percent of newly created taxable payroll for up to 10 years. In order to qualify for the rebates, a
company must operate in an eligible industry and meet requirements related to the amount of payroll
associated with new jobs created, health insurance coverage, and wages.

Evaluation Criteria
A key factor in evaluating the effectiveness of incentive programs is to determine whether they are meeting

the stated goals as established in state statute or legislation. In this case, the legislative intent as articulated
in the statute is to:

9 National Conference of State Legislatures, “Job Creation Tax Credits — 50 State Table”, 2013
10 Area Development, “31% Annual Survey of Corporate Executives: Confidence in U.S. Economy, Need for Investment in Infrastructure
Reflected”, 2016
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“provide appropriate incentives to support establishments of basic industries that hold the promise of
significant development of the economy of the State of Oklahoma”

To assist in a determination of the effectiveness of the program, the Incentive Evaluation Commission has
adopted the following criteria:

Change in jobs associated with the cash rebates;

Change in payroll associated with the cash rebates;

Ability of program administrative processes to establish the factual basis for claims related to hours,
wages and benefits;

But-for test — change in jobs/payroll associated with the cash rebates versus state growth rates as a
whole;

Change in jobs/payroll in the qualifying industries versus state industries as a whole;

Return on investment — economic activity versus financial net cost.

The criteria address the key goals of the program, primarily focusing on job creation and payroll growth.
Return on investment is also part of the criteria to determine whether the benefits to the State outweigh the
cost of incentives. These criteria will be discussed throughout the balance of the evaluation.
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Program Administration

The Quality Jobs Program is jointly administered by the Oklahoma Department of Commerce (Department)
and the Oklahoma Tax Commission (OTC). Eligibility guidelines and administrative responsibilities are set
forth in State statutes and administrative rules.!* The essential components of program administration are
summarized below.

1. Eligibility. An establishment starts the qualification process by submitting an application to the
Department. The application must show that the establishment meets program requirements:

=  Must operate in a basic industry as defined in statute;

*  Must provide a plan to reach $2.5 million in new payroll within the next three years;*?

= The average wage of newly created jobs must be greater than or equal to the average wage
of the county where the establishment is located;3

= Must provide health care benefits to new employees which requires employees to pay no
more than 50 percent of premiums.

2. Determining Payments. Once the initial application is approved, the Department prepares a project
profile. This profile summarizes information about the establishment and its plans, including the
project start date, projected employment over the next five years, projected average salary of new
employees hired in new direct jobs in the first and third year of program participation, and the health
benefits plan to be offered to new employees. This information is analyzed by the Department and
used to calculate two key factors in Quality Jobs Program benefits: the net benefit rate and the
maximum benefit amount. These figures determine the quarterly payments the project may receive
and the maximum sum of these payments over the contract term.

The net benefit rate is a percentage representing the amount of benefit the State expects to receive
in excess of projected costs. It is calculated as the projected tax revenue to be received as a result of
the new jobs less the projected costs to the State associated with those jobs, including the cost of
education, public safety, and transportation. This rate is capped at 5 percent, with some exceptions:

= Firms with certain Department of Defense contracts may receive up to 6 percent;
= Firms with veterans accounting for at least 10 percent of gross payroll may receive between 5
and 6 percent;
= Firms already receiving Quality Jobs payments for one year and expanding operations with
new jobs paying at least 150 percent of the average wage of incentivized jobs at the firm the
previous year;
= A net benefit rate of 5 percent is guaranteed for firms locating in:
- An opportunity zone within a high-employment county;
- A county where the per capita personal income is 85 percent or less of the State
average;
- A county where the population has decreased over the previous 10 years;
- A county where the unemployment rate exceeds the lesser of 5 percent or two
percentage points above the State average.

11 Administrative rules for the Department of Commerce are contained in Title 150, Chapter 65. Tax Commission administrative rules are
contained in Title 710, Chapter 85

12 This threshold is $1.5 million for certain food processing, research and development projects or firms that locate on certain former
military bases. Payroll threshold is zero for businesses locating within 10 acres of a Superfund site or a location on the National Priorities
List, or being remediated by the Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality

13 This requirement must be met in all quarters of participation, regardless of payroll

14 Establishments must provide such coverage within 180 days of employment
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Quarterly benefit payments are calculated as the net benefit rate multiplied by the quarterly payroll of
newly created jobs. The maximum benefit amount is the net benefit to the State as a dollar amount
rather than a percentage. The sum of quarterly payments made to the project may not exceed this
dollar amount.

If the Department recommends a contract offer, the Office of the General Counsel prepares a
contract to be reviewed by the Director of the Department and issued to the eligible establishment.®
The contract details the net benefit rate, maximum benefit amount, project start date, initial
employment, employment projections, and average annual wage levels needed to qualify for quarterly
payments.

The OTC is responsible for issuing payments during the term of the contract. Establishments submit
quarterly reports to the OTC that include the number of new employees hired and the new payroll
associated with these jobs. The OTC verifies that each reporting company is meeting the
requirements set forth in its contract. Payments are only issued if an establishment is meeting
contract criteria. Establishments meeting program criteria are able to receive quarterly payments for
up to 10 years.

Reporting. The OTC maintains records of payments made by year to each participating company.
The Department separately maintains records of each company that has entered the program. The
Department also issues monthly press releases listing all new enrollees, including benefit rates and
the maximum benefit amounts for each.

Changes Over Time

Since the program was created in 1993, several changes have been made regarding qualifying industries and
the administration of the program. A timeline of industry additions and significant administrative changes is
shown in the following table.

Table 4: Quality Jobs Program Changes Over Time

1996

Industries Added Administrative Change
Adjustment and Collection firms;
Electrical generation.

None.

1997

Communication Services;
Refuse Systems (generating methane gas).

None.

2001

Participants required to file initial claim for payment

None. within 3 years of project start date.

2003

QOil & Gas Extraction (field jobs excluded). Average wage requirement introduced

2005

Allows currently participating companies to qualify
for a second contract with up to 6 percent net
None. benefit rate if certain requirements are met and
new jobs pay 150 percent of the average wage of
incentivized jobs in the previous year.

2006

Web Portals; Change in Control qualification introduced. Allows
Professional, Scientific, Technical Services; existing companies in the state that have fully
Dairy Cattle & Milk Production Chicken Egg changed ownership and are at risk of leaving the
Production state to qualify for the program, counting existing

employees as qualifying for benefits.

15 Establishments may also be required to receive additional approval by the Incentive Approval Committee. This committee includes
representatives from the Department of Commerce, the Tax Commission, and the Office of State Finance.
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Industries Added

Administrative Change

Sports Teams & Clubs; Duration of benefits extended to 15 years for
2008 Other Support Activities for Air Transport; Sports Teams & Clubs. Net benefit rate allowed to
Professional Organizations; exceed 5 percent for Sports Teams & Clubs, but
Offices of Real Estate Agents/Brokers. may not exceed the personal income tax rate.
2009 | Wind Power Equipment Maintenance/Repair. None.
Construction of Renewable Energy Structures;
Installation of Solar Reflective Coating;
2010 | Solar Heating Equipment Installation; None.
Support Activities for Rail Transport;
Support Activities for Barge Transport.
2012 | Drilling Oil & Gas Wells. fC(_)mpar)y dismissgd jf it files at least one claim but
ails to file again within the next two years.
Any participant that ends operations in the state
Rail Transportation; within 3 years of first claim must repay all benefits
Wired Telecommunications; received.
Securities, Commodities, Investments;
2013 | Support Activities for Oil & Gas; Any establishment that does not ramp up to the
Pipeline Transportation; required payroll threshold and is dismissed may not
reapply to the program for a minimum of 12 months
from the last day of the month in which they were
dismissed.
2015 | Chicken Egg Production. None.

Use of the Incentive

The program’s fiscal impact is driven by contracts issued to companies. As the following figure shows,
participation in the program (in terms of new contracts awarded) has fluctuated over time. The highest
number of contracts issued in any year was 58 in 2012, but the number of annual contracts in the following

years have been lower. In 2016, 11 were issued.

Figure 3: Quality Jobs Contracts, 1994 to 2016
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The following figure shows how State program payments have grown over time. Payments grew rapidly from
a low point of $50 million in 2010 to its peak of $80 million in 2015. This was followed by the largest year-
over-year decline in program payments in 2016, when payments fell by $56 million.

Figure 4: Quality Jobs Program Payments, 1994 to 2016
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The greatest concentration of program payments are to companies located in the State’s two largest
population centers. More than half of the contracts have been awarded to establishments in the cities of
Oklahoma City and Tulsa. The following table lists the most common locations of Quality Jobs
establishments through the history of the program. For comparison purposes, Broken Arrow is part of the
Tulsa Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) and Norman is part of the Oklahoma City MSA.

Table 5: Location of Quality Jobs Contracts, 1994 to 2017
. Percent of
City Contracts Total

Tulsa 257 32.8%
Oklahoma City 195 24.9%
Broken Arrow 22 2.8%
Norman 21 2.7%
Ponca City 16 2.0%

Source: Oklahoma Department of Commerce

The following pie chart shows that Oklahoma City and Tulsa companies make up more than two-thirds of the
combined program payments.
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Figure 5: Total Quality Jobs Program Payments by City

Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission

Manufacturing industries are the most common Quality Jobs contract recipients, with a total of 428 since
1994. This is also where the most jobs associated with program payments have been created.*®

Table 6: Industries Receiving Quality Jobs Contracts, 1994 to 2017

Total Contract Jobs Percent

Description Contracts AMounts Created ogggtsal
31-33 | Manufacturing 428 $1,568,238,438 | 40,510 46.7%
56 Administrative and Supp_ort_ and Wa_ste 103 $832,066,421 21.200 24 4%
Management and Remediation Services
21 Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 51 $357,703,751 5,327 6.1%
51 Information 33 $259,996,948 4,995 5.8%
55 Management of Companies and Enterprises 21 $211,258,507 2,699 3.1%
42 Wholesale Trade 25 $95,920,342 2,696 3.1%
48 to 49 | Transportation and Warehousing 25 $89,407,439 2,171 2.5%
53 Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 4 $6,668,770 1,651 1.9%
52 Finance and Insurance 11 $39,198,176 882 1.0%
71 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 2 $98,655,921 248 0.3%
62 Health Care and Social Assistance 2 $3,826,574 91 0.1%
61 Educational Services 2 $10,037,089 40 0.0%
81 Other Services (except Public Administration) 1 $4,043,412 0 0.0%
Total 790 $3,901,644,100 | 86,711

Source: Oklahoma Department of Commerce

16 Job count represents the total of the jobs reported during the last quarter a company received a payment
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Economic Impact Methodology

Economists use a humber of statistics to describe regional economic activity. Four common measures are
Output, which describes total economic activity and is generally equivalent to a firm's gross sales; Value
Added, which equals gross output of an industry or a sector less its intermediate inputs; Labor Income, which
corresponds to wages and benefits; and Employment, which refers to jobs that have been created in the local
economy.

In an input-output analysis of hew economic activity, it is useful to distinguish three types of effects: direct,
indirect, and induced.

Direct effects are production changes associated with the immediate effects or final demand changes. The
payment made by an out-of-town visitor to a hotel operator or the taxi fare paid for transportation while in town
are examples of direct effects.

Indirect effects are production changes in backward-linked industries caused by the changing input needs of
directly affected industries — typically, additional purchases to produce additional output. Satisfying the demand
for an overnight stay will require the hotel operator to purchase additional cleaning supplies and services. The
taxi driver will have to replace the gasoline consumed during the trip from the airport. These downstream
purchases affect the economic output of other local merchants.

Induced effects are the changes in regional household spending patterns caused by changes in household
income generated from the direct and indirect effects. Both the hotel operator and taxi driver experience
increased income from the visitor's stay, as do the cleaning supplies outlet and the gas station proprietor.
Induced effects capture the way in which increased income is spent in the local economy.

A multiplier reflects the interaction between different sectors of the economy. An output multiplier of 1.4, for

example, means that for every $1,000 injected into the economy, all other sectors produce an additional $400
in output. The larger the multiplier, the greater the impact will be in the regional economy.

Figure 6: The Flow of Economic Impacts

For this analysis, the project team used the IMPLAN online economic impact model with the dataset for the
State of Oklahoma (2014 Model).

State of Oklahoma Tax Revenue Estimate Methodology
To provide an “order of magnitude” estimate for state tax revenue attributable to the incentive being evaluated,

the project team focused on the ratio of state government tax collections to Oklahoma Gross Domestic Product
(GDP).Y” Two datasets were used to derive the ratio: 1) US Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic

17 Gross State Product (GSP) is the state counterpart of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) for the nation. To assist the reader, the project
team has decided to use GDP throughout this section of the report instead of mixing the two terms. This decision was made because
more people are familiar with the term GDP.
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Analysis GDP estimates by state;'® and 2) the OTC’s Annual Report of the Oklahoma Tax Commission.*® Over
the past 10 years, the state tax revenue as a percent of state GDP was 5.4 percent.

Table 7: State of Oklahoma Tax Revenue as a Percent of State GDP

Oklahoma Tax

Oklahoma GDP

Revenue?
2006-07 $8,685,842,682 | $144,171,000,000 6.0%
2007-08 $9,008,981,280 | $155,015,000,000 5.8%
2008-09 $8,783,165,581 | $143,380,000,000 6.1%
2009-10 $7,774,910,000 | $151,318,000,000 5.1%
2010-11 $8,367,871,162 | $165,278,000,000 5.1%
2011-12 $8,998,362,975 | $173,911,000,000 5.2%
2012-13 $9,175,334,979 | $182,447,000,000 5.0%
2013-14 $9,550,183,790 | $190,171,000,000 5.0%
2014-15 $9,778,654,182 | $180,425,000,000 5.4%
2015-16 $8,963,894,053 | $182,937,000,000 4.9%
Average $8,908,720,068 $166,905,300,000 ‘ 5.4%

Source: US Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis and Oklahoma Tax Commission

The value added of an industry, also referred to as gross domestic product (GDP)-by-industry, is the contribution
of a private industry or government sector to overall GDP. The components of value added consist of
compensation of employees, taxes on production and imports less subsidies, and gross operating surplus.
Changes in value added components (such as employee compensation) have a direct impact on taxes such as
income and sales tax. Other tax revenues (such as alcoholic beverage and cigarette taxes) are also positively
correlated to changes in income.

Because of the highly correlated relationship between changes in the GDP by industry and most taxes collected
by the state, the ratio of government tax collections to Oklahoma GDP forms the evaluation basis of the fiscal
implications of different incentive programs offered by the State. The broader the basis of taxation (i.e., income
and sales taxes) the stronger the correlation; with certain taxes on specific activity, such as the gross production
(severance) tax, there may be some variation in the ratio year-to-year, although these fluctuations tend to
smooth out over a period of several years. This ratio approach is somewhat standard practice, and is consistent
with what IMPLAN and other economic modeling software programs use to estimate changes in tax revenue.

To estimate State of Oklahoma tax revenue generated in a given year, the project team multiplied the total
value added figure produced by the IMPLAN model by the corresponding annual ratio (about 5.4 percent). For
example, if the total value added was $1,000,000, then the estimated State of Oklahoma tax revenue was
$54,000 ($1,000,000 x 5.4 percent).

18 http://www.bea.gov/regional/
19 https:/iwww.ok.gov/tax/Forms_&_Publications/Publications/Annual_Reports/index.html
20 Gross collections from state-levied taxes, licenses and fees, exclusive of city/county sales and use taxes and county lodging taxes.
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Economic Impact

The Quality Jobs program provides qualifying companies quarterly cash rebates of up to 5 percent for newly

created taxable payroll for up to 10 years. Each company goes through a formal application with the

Department in which payroll and employment thresholds are established. In addition, the Department uses an
in-house methodology and model to deduct some of the expenses incurred by the State for employees who
will likely move to Oklahoma to work at these companies. The net effect of this calculation is to reduce the
incentive amount offered. This approach is a best practice used in many states to help ensure a positive
return on investment, while creating an incentive program that achieves its goals of jobs creation and higher
wages. For this program, there is a clear and transparent linkage between new payroll and jobs creation and
the incentive amount offered.

To evaluate the economic impact of the incentive program, firms were grouped based on when they entered
the program. For example, all firms that entered in 2013 were grouped together. From a state perspective, the
economic impact of the program is the aggregate impact of these cohort firms over 10 years. However, data
limitations and firms dropping out of the program at various stages hamper this type of analysis. To provide
an order of magnitude impact, the project team estimated the annual economic impact of firms based on the
project year cohort. The calculations were made using information related to the 3-year employment target,
total project new jobs, benefit rate, incentive contract amount, and NAICS code. The IMPLAN model was

used to calculate each firm’s program impact.

The following tables provide the average annual economic and tax impact of each cohort. For example, the
2013 table data illustrates the estimated annual economic and tax impact of all firms that entered the program

in 2013. This annual impact would occur for ten years assuming no firms drop out of the program.

This approach is also appropriate when evaluating the average annual cost of the incentive program. From
the State’s perspective, the goal is for all applicant companies to remain eligible and create new jobs and

payroll. If this occurs, the aggregate incentive contract amount for each cohort is the maximum “cost” to the
State. If this occurs, one should compare the aggregate or average annual cash rebate amount against the
new tax revenue generated by the firms over 10 years or the average annual new tax revenue.

Table 8: Economic Im

Output

Value Added

pact

Labor Income

Employment

Estimated

Oklahoma Tax

Revenue

2011 Direct Effect | $2,276,453,110 $773,851,125 $531,674,184 7,183
Indirect Effect $767,502,515 $401,066,362 $253,397,743 4,890
Induced Effect $604,219,288 $331,004,630 $187,194,568 4,805

Total Effect | $3,648,174,913 | $1,505,922,117 $972,266,495 16,878 $78,307,950
2012 Direct Effect | $2,523,907,355 $701,660,670 $470,795,652 5,885
Indirect Effect | $893,970,852 $506,092,689 $337,677,929 4,944
Induced Effect $616,353,103 $337,899,625 $191,036,414 4,817

Total Effect | $4,034,231,310 | $1,545,652,984 $999,509,995 15,646 $77,282,649
2013 Direct Effect | $2,792,945,809 | $1,459,005,167 | $1,111,995,154 7,099
Indirect Effect | $752,167,296 $426,719,141 $297,107,248 4,506
Induced Effect | $1,069,600,444 $585,035,064 $330,530,773 8,208

Total Effect | $4,614,713,549 | $2,470,759,372 | $1,739,633,175 19,813 $124,255,509
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Output

Value Added

Labor Income

Employment

Estimated

Oklahoma Tax
Revenue

Direct Effect | $1,010,202,769 $467,438,325 $349,365,986 4,088
Indirect Effect $336,059,662 $173,883,367 $114,021,412 2,170
Induced Effect $355,695,364 $194,064,172 $109,736,909 2,674
Total Effect | $1,701,957,795 $835,385,864 $573,124,307 8,932 $45,110,837
2015 Direct Effect | $1,127,654,903 $324,712,287 $252,335,171 4,121
Indirect Effect $372,948,661 $190,999,601 $118,245,201 2,105
Induced Effect $292,178,528 $160,111,658 $90,609,813 2,183
Total Effect | $1,792,782,092 $675,823,546 $461,190,185 8,410 $33,115,354
2016 Direct Effect $356,771,987 $167,638,124 $76,760,973 1,327
Indirect Effect $120,422,498 $63,648,661 $38,738,336 746
Induced Effect $88,828,974 $48,699,032 $27,556,758 660
Total Effect $566,023,459 $279,985,817 $143,056,067 2,732 $13,719,305

As the preceding table shows, the Quality Jobs Program results in increased economic activity in multiple
industry sectors. The level of economic activity varies each year and is directly linked to the industry sector of
the applicant firm as well as net new employment and wages. Multiplying the total value added figure
produced by the IMPLAN model by the corresponding annual tax ratio provides an estimate for total annual
State tax revenue. Over the past 5 years, the Quality Jobs Program (direct + indirect + induced economic

effects) has committed about $822.0 million in total state incentives. Over this same period, the state should
collect $3.7 billion in state tax revenue assuming all companies reach their employment and payroll targets.

Table 9: Estimated Annual Net Impact of Each Cohort
Estimated State of

Average Annual

Incentive OK Tax Revenue Net Impact Return (%)
2011 $18,291,399 $78,307,950 $60,016,551 76.6%
2012 $15,402,084 $77,282,649 $61,880,565 80.1%
2013 $23,648,067 $124,255,509 $100,607,443 81.0%
2014 $11,620,205 $45,110,837 $33,490,632 74.2%
2015 $10,218,226 $33,115,354 $22,897,128 69.1%
2016 $3,028,889 $13,719,305 $10,690,416 77.9%

Based on the economic and fiscal impact analysis, it appears the tax revenue generated exceeds the annual
incentives offered under this program. As a result, it is the project team’s conclusion that the ROI for the
Quality Jobs program is positive.
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Benchmarking

A detailed description of comparable state programs can be found in Appendix A.

For evaluation purposes, benchmarking provides information related to how peer states use and evaluate
similar incentives. At the outset, it should be understood that no states are ‘perfect peers’ — there will be
multiple differences in economic, demographic and political factors that will have to be considered in any
analysis; likewise, it is rare for any two state incentive programs to be exactly the same.?! These
benchmarking realities must be taken into consideration when making comparisons — and, for the sake of
brevity, the report will not continually re-make this point.

Figure 7: Other States Offering Job
Creation Incentives

For many states, job creation programs are seen as a key
tool for economic development. A review of other state
incentive offerings showed 38 states have incentives
related to job creation. The prevalence of similar kinds of
incentives suggests a high level of competition among
state programs.

Approaches to incenting job creation vary among the
states. The most common approach is to offer tax credits
in return for jobs created, but many states use
Oklahoma'’s method of offering cash rebates instead of tax
credits. Within these common incentive types, variation is
found in the duration of the incentive benefit, and in points
of emphasis like capital investment and employee
benefits.

Although job creation incentives are found in most states
across the country, the comparison group for Oklahoma’s
Quality Jobs Program starts with neighboring states. This
is a typical starting point, as states often compete with
nearby states for the same opportunities. Neighboring
states also typically share similar economic and
demographic characteristics that lend themselves to
comparison. Four bordering states have a similar job
creation incentive program. In addition to bordering states,
Louisiana was included based on its proximity to Oklahoma.
Louisiana is also of interest because its program, titled
“Quality Jobs,” shares similar features with Oklahoma'’s.

In general, the distinguishing characteristics of these programs fall into three categories: qualification
requirements, benefit types, and benefit terms.

Qualification Requirements: Four of the total of five comparison states feature a job creation requirement.
For example, Colorado generally requires 20 new jobs to be created in order to receive program benefits. By
contrast, although Oklahoma'’s Quality Jobs program does require that new jobs are created, there is no
specific number of jobs that needs to be reached in order to qualify for payments. Instead, a payroll threshold
is used to measure job creation.

2! The instances of exactly alike state incentive programs mostly occur when states choose to ‘piggyback’ onto federal programs.
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Of the four comparison states requiring a certain number of jobs be created, only Louisiana couples that
requirement with a payroll threshold. Colorado, Kansas, and Missouri each determine benefits based on the
number of jobs, not total new payroll.

Benefit Types: Only one program in the comparison group, Louisiana’s Quality Jobs, also offers a cash
rebate as its benefit. Tax credits are more commonly used.

Benefit Terms: Most benchmark states offer benefits for approximately five years. Oklahoma’s incentive is
the most generous, providing program benefits for up to 10 years.

Benchmarking Program Evaluations

Several benchmark states have conducted useful program evaluations. The evaluations help to determine
the economic efficacy of job creation incentives in general, and they offer examples of how administrative
efficiency and control over similar programs has been addressed in other states.

In general, evaluations have found job creation programs similar to Oklahoma’s Quality Jobs to be a net
benefit for states. In 2008, Arkansas evaluated its Create Rebate program and found that it returned $1.82
for every $1.00 spent by the State.?? Louisiana evaluated its Quality Jobs program in 2009 and also found it
to be an overall benefit to the State; the evaluation found that the program returned $2.32 for each $1.00 the
State spent.?®> However, Louisiana’s analysis makes a significant assumption that all incentive beneficiaries
would not have located in the state but for the incentive. Under the same assumption, Oklahoma’s Quality
Jobs program was found to return $6.60 for each $1.00 spent by the State, according to a report published in
2004.24

In 2016, Mississippi evaluated its program and used a more conservative approach to this calculation. The
report offers figures for return on investment at different levels of influence over business decisions. For
example, assuming none of the participating companies would have located in Mississippi if not for the
incentive (this was assumed in Louisiana’s evaluation), the return to the State was estimated to be $1.9
million.?> However, if 50 percent of the companies would have located in the state even without the incentive,
the net return to the State would have decreased by nearly 74 percent, to $496,000. Mississippi determined
that the return to the State becomes negative once 68 percent or more of the companies receiving program
benefits would have located in the State without the incentive.

Beyond the calculation of return on investment, other evaluations offer information on program administration
issues and potential improvements to program performance. Missouri’s State Auditor issued a report on the
state’s Quality Jobs Tax Incentive Program in 2012.25 The report explained that the number of new jobs
expected to be created, which is collected during the application process as a requirement to qualify for
program benefits, was vastly over stated. The program as a whole was expected to create over 45,000 jobs
based on approved participants from 2005 through 2011, but this figure was reduced to 26,000 due to
companies not meeting their stated goals. Level of investment by participating companies was also found to
be greatly overstated.

Louisiana’s 2009 evaluation suggests keeping program requirements as clear as possible. This helps both
the applicant and the administrative body. The evaluation also recommended taking a closer look at

22 Arkansas Economic Development Commission, “Performance Audit: Selected Programs of the Consolidated Incentive Act of 2003”
October 8, 2009

23 |ouisiana_Economic Development, “Quality Jobs Program 2009 Report” December 2010

24 Oklahoma 215 Century, Inc., “State Policy & Economic Development in Oklahoma: 2004” 2004

% State of Mississippi, “Annual Tax Expenditure Report”, January 2016

26 Missouri State Auditor, “Economic Development: Missouri Quality Jobs Tax Incentive Program July 2012
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whether a project would take place without the incentive during the application review process to help control
costs and improve return on investment.

A 2016 evaluation of Tennessee’s Job Tax Credit emphasized the timing of credit redemption. Under
Tennessee’s program, a company creating 25 new jobs and making a capital investment of at least $500,000
may be awarded a tax credit of $4,500 per new job created. The credit is earned in the year the job creation
takes place and can be carried forward for up to 15 years. The evaluation found many companies were
delaying the redemption of the credit for years. The evaluation noted that this delayed redemption devalues
the payments for businesses and, in turn, diminishes the impact the credit can have on business expansion.
Instead of a carry forward credit, the evaluation recommended making the credit refundable to ensure
companies benefit from the credit in the period when it is earned.?”

27 Anderson Economic Group, “The Economic Impact of Business Tax Credits in Tennessee” December 26, 2016
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Appendix A: Quality Jobs Benchmarking

Quality Jobs Benchmarking

Requirement

depending on county

$250,000 for
businesses with under
50 employees

Oklahoma Arkansas Colorado Kansas Louisiana Missouri
Program Name Quality Jobs Advantage Arkansas Job G_ngwt(i:‘lrlen dcitentlve PEAK Quality Jobs Missouri Works
20 new jobs 10 or more new jobs in 10 or more new jobs
Job Creation 5 new jobs if business is metropolitan areas 2 or more if located in
; None None ; 8 ; 5 New Jobs
Requirement located in an Enhanced 5 new jobs in other rural area or other
Rural Enterprise Zone areas designated zone
$500,000 for
businesses with 50 or
New Payroll $2.5 Million $50,000 to $125,000, None None more employees None

Wage
Requirement

Wages paid to new jobs
must be greater than or
equal to the average
County wage where the
business is located

Average hourly wage of
the company must be
greater than or equal to
the lowest county
average hourly wage

Average wage greater
than or equal to the
county average wage

Wages must be greater
than or equal to the
county median wage

where the company is
located

$14.50 per hour for 5
percent rebate
$19.10 per hour for 6
percent rebate

90% of County Avg
Wage*

Health Insurance

Employees must pay no

Full-time employees
must be offered health
insurance and the

$1.25 per hour in health
care benefits for full-
time employees
Must offer coverage for

Full-time employees
must be offered health
insurance and the

Requirement

. more than 50% of the None None dependents of full-time
Requirement premium cost company must pay at employees company must pay at
least 50 percent of At least 50 percent of least 50 pgrcent of
premium . ) premium
employees in new jobs
must accept coverage
Capital investment of
$100,000 required if
Capital company is located in
Investment None None None None None rural area or other

designated zone where
the job creation
requirement is 2

Benefit Type

Cash Rebate

Income Tax Credit

Income Tax Credit

Retention of State
payroll withholding tax

Cash Rebate

Retention of State
payroll withholding tax
and tax credits

Benefit Amount

5 or 6 percent of

1 to 4 percent of new
payroll, depending on

50 percent of FICA paid

Retention of 95 percent
of State payroll

5 or 6 percent of payroll

Retention of 100
percent of State payroll
withholding tax and tax

Program Cap

Qualified Payroll county on new jobs withholding tax credit of 5 to 6 percent
of new payroll
Benefit Period Up to 10 Years 5 Years 8 Years 5t0 7 Years 5 Years 5or 6 Years
Aggregate None None None None None $116 million
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Appendix B: Quality Jobs Basic Industries

Quality Jobs Basic Industries

Industry
Adjustment and Collection Services (75% out-of-state debtors)

NAICS Codes

561440

Agricultural Production

112120

Alternative Energy Equipment Installation

238160

238220

Alternative Energy Structure Construction

237130

Arrangement of Passenger Transportation

561510

561599

Central Administrative Offices, Corporate Offices and Technical Services

5611

5612

51821

519130

52232

56142

524291

551114

Certain Communications Services

517110

51741

51791

Certain Jobs Related to the Mining of Oil and Gas

2111

213111

213112

486

Certain Refuse Systems that distribute methane gas

5622

Certain Warehouse/Distribution Operations Where 40% of inventory is shipped out-of-
state

No Codes
Listed

Computer Programming, Data Processing and other Computer Related Services

5112

5182

5191

519130

5415
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Appendix B: Quality Jobs Basic Industries

Quality Jobs Basic Industries (continued

Electric Service Companies (90% of energy input sourced in-state, 90% of sales out-of- 221111-
state) 221122
5412

5414-5417

54131

Engineering, Management and Related Services 54133
54136

54137

541990

Federal Civilian Workforce of the FAA Where jobs are migrating to Oklahoma from other No Codes
Federal sites, or expansion here Listed
Flight Training Services 611512
Grocery Wholesale Distributing 4244
4245

Insurance Carriers 5241
. 524210

Insurance Claims Processors Only 524292
31

32

Manufacturing 33
5111

11331

561410

Miscellaneous Business Services 56142
51911

Miscellaneous Equipment Rental 5324
493

Motor Freight Transportation and Warehousing 484
4884-4889

. : 53120
Offices of Real Estate Agents & Brokers (75% of transaction out-of-state) 6215
Other support activities for air transportation 488190
Professional Organizations 813920
Rail Transportation 482
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Appendix B: Quality Jobs Basic Industries

Quality Jobs Basic Industries (continued)

541711
Research, development and testing Labs 541712

541380
Securities, Commodities, Investments 523
Sports Teams & Clubs 711211
Support Activities for Rail and Water Transport jggg
Transportation by Air, If corporate HQ and some reservation activities are within the state
or 75% of air transport sales are to out-of-state consumers 4811
Transportation of Freight or Cargo 541614
Wind Power Electric Generation Equipment Repair & Maintenance 811310
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Overview

State incentives focused on job creation are common across the United States. A list compiled by the
National Conference of State Legislatures in 2013 showed 40 states with some form of job creation incentive
program.?

Oklahoma’s Small Employer Quality Jobs program was created in 1997 under the Small Employer Quality
Jobs Act. The legislative intent is to support the creation of quality jobs, specifically by small businesses. In
pursuit of this goal, the program offers quarterly cash payments to qualifying small employers equaling up to
five percent of newly created payroll for up to seven years.

Primary Recommendation: Retain, with modifications

The Small Employer Quality Jobs program has incented over 1,000 jobs in various industries since it was
created in 1997. In recent history, the program has performed well in terms of economic impact and appears
to be a net benefit to the State. However, there are aspects of the program that may be improved to enhance
its performance and better meet the State’s goals.

Key Findings

= The program is a net benefit to the State. If each company that entered the program in 2011
qualified for full payments that year, the economic activity generated by those companies would have
an economic impact, net of incentive costs, of $2.4 million. In each year since 2011, the same
calculation is consistently positive.

Figure 1: Estimated Net Fiscal Impact of Contracts Issued Each Year, 2011 to 20162
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= The cost per job over the life of the program is approximately $6,700. Over the life of the
program, 1,292 jobs have been incented and $8.7 million in payments have been made. This job
count represents the total number of jobs reported by a company on its last payment claim. Itis
unclear for how long the jobs were maintained before or after the final incentive payment.

= Cost controls associated with the administrative process have been effective. Over the life of
the program, the administrative process and the statutory requirements have protected the State from
excessive payments to participating companies.

1 National Conference of State Legislatures, “Job Creation Tax Credits — 50 State Table”, 2013
2 This represents the annual tax revenue as a result of economic activity generated by the incentive, net of incentive costs. This analysis
assumes each company offered a contract qualifies for payments in each quarter of the year
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Industries incentivized by the Small Employer Quality Jobs program have exhibited slower
growth in employment and average annual pay over the last five years, compared to the State
as awhole. The industry group decreased employment over the last five years, as overall State
employment expanded. The group fell short of State growth in average annual pay but exceeded
State growth in terms of total wages.

About half of the total payments made over the last five years have been to establishments in
industries outperforming the growth of the State overall. This may be improved by revising the
program targeted industries.

Data collection and storage methods complicate the evaluation process. More uniform data
collection and storage among the databases maintained by the Oklahoma Tax Commission (OTC)
and the Department of Commerce (Department) would ease the data analysis process in the future.

The program can be improved by:

Small Employer Quality Jobs

Requiring companies to file information for payment each quarter. Adding a requirement that
companies file quarterly claims for payment may improve both the predictability of costs to the state,
and the efficacy of the program.

Establishing a schedule for regular review of eligible industries. Over the last five years,
industries that have received Quality Jobs payments have been growing at a slower rate than the
State as a whole in terms of employment and average annual pay. This may indicate a need to
realign the list of qualifying industries with the State’s intent of incentivizing establishments in
industries with the potential to bring significant development to the economy. Establishing a regular
review of eligible industries as well as clear criteria for an industry to qualify for the program may help
in achieving the State’s goal. Keeping in mind that the establishments that qualify today may receive
payments for the next 10 years, it is important that the State focuses on the industries it sees as
playing a part in future development.

Maintaining a centralized database of information collected by the Department and the OTC.
Maintaining a single database of Quality Jobs program information that includes the data collected by
both the Department and the OTC can improve future evaluations. This centralized database should
include the following information:

A unique identifier for each establishment/contract

Location

NAICS code

Contract terms

Dollar amount for each quarterly payment made

Number of jobs and payroll information reported by companies for each quarterly payment
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Key Findings

The Small Employer Quality Jobs program has created over 1,000 jobs in various industries since its creation
in 1997. In recent history, the program has performed well in terms of economic impact and appears to be a
net benefit to the State. However, there are aspects of the program that may be improved to enhance its
performance and better meet the State’s goals.

The following provides an analysis of the program’s performance related to the criteria established for its
evaluation.

The program is a net benefit to the State. If each company that entered the program in 2011
qualified for full payments that year, the economic activity generated by those companies would have
an economic impact, net of incentive costs, of $2.4 million. In each year since 2011, the same
calculation is consistently positive.

The cost per job over the life of the program is approximately $6,700. Over the life of the
program, 1,292 jobs have been created and $8.7 million in payments have been made. This job count
represents the total number of jobs reported by a company on its last payment claim. It is unclear for
how long the jobs were maintained before or after the final incentive payment.

Industries incentivized by Small Employer Quality Jobs have exhibited slower growth in
employment and average annual pay over the last five years, compared to the State as a
whole. One of the established criteria for evaluating the Small Employer Quality Jobs program is
payroll and job growth associated with the incentive. This is relevant criteria not only because the
incentive is focused on quality job creation, but also in that it has a stated goal of incentivizing
industries with the potential to bring significant growth to the State economy.

Between 2012 and 2016, over $1.7 million was paid to participating companies across 8 different
three-digit NAICS codes. This group of NAICS codes as a whole decreased employment by 1.0
percent over this period. At the same time, overall State employment and national employment
expanded by 2.5 and 5.7 percent, respectively. The following table shows these rates as well as
comparisons to overall State and national average annual pay and total wages growth rates.

Table 1: Growth of Industries Receiving Small Employer Quality Jobs Payments, 2012 to 2016
Incent_ed OK Total US Total
Industries

Employment -1.0% 2.5% 5.7%
Average Annual Pay 6.4% 7.2% 8.9%
Total Wages 8.7% 5% 15.7%

Source: BLS Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

While the industry group underperformed in employment growth, it nearly matched State growth in
average annual pay and exceeded State growth in terms of total wages.

About half the payments made over the last five years have gone to establishments in
industries outperforming the growth of the State overall. To determine how successful the
program has been in incenting growth industries, it is important to evaluate how much is being paid
growing and declining industries. The following chart shows the breakdown of how payments are
distributed among industries outperforming national trends and those that are lagging behind. An
industry is deemed “outperforming” by experiencing growth in employment, total wages, and average
annual wage, which exceeds the industry’s national growth rate.

Small Employer Quality Jobs 7
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Table 2: Payments by Industry Performance Relative to the Overall State Growth, 2012 to 2016
Total Payments Percent of Total

Underperforming Industries $910,516 52%

Outperforming Industries $856,700 48%

Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission and BLS Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

= Cost controls associated with the administrative process have been effective. The Small
Employer Quality Jobs program’s administrative process is designed to control costs to the State.
The net benefit rate is a significant cost control built into the program. This rate and the maximum
benefit amount limiting total payments made to establishments in the program are intended to ensure
the State does not spend more than each project is expected to return to the State in new tax
revenue. The Department performs thorough modeling of projected costs and revenues resulting
from projects to determine these amounts.

After contract parameters are set by the Department, the OTC further controls costs by verifying that
each establishment filing for quarterly payments is meeting program criteria and that payments are
only made to qualifying establishments. The State is further protected by controls written in statute,
such as the requirement that the job creation threshold is met for four consecutive quarters within the
first two years of program participation. If this threshold is not met, the establishment is removed
from the program.

The following chart shows the impact these restrictions have on the amount the State actually pays to
enrolled companies. The potential payments line represents the amount of payments needed to pay

our each contract at an even rate over the maximum seven year period from the year of qualification.

From 1998 to 2016, the State was liable to pay about $36.4 million to program participants, but actual
payments were about $8.6 million.

Figure 2: Total Small Employer Quality Jobs Payments, 1998-2016
Actual Payments Potential Payments
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Source: Oklahoma Department of Commerce and Tax Commission

The majority of companies offered a Small Employer Quality Jobs contract never receive actual
payments. The Department has recorded 108 companies entering into contracts, while the OTC
reports only 41 companies have received a payment over the life of the program. There are several
reasons for this including companies not meeting payroll requirements, or failing to file claims for
payment with the OTC. Even companies that stay in the program for a full seven year term may
contribute to the difference between potential and actual payments due to lower than expected job
creation or payroll growth. The OTC has recorded 69 reasons for companies ending program
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participation. These reasons are listed in the following table. The most common reason is voluntary
withdrawal, followed by failure to file claims within the first three years, as required in statute.

Table 3: Reasons for Ending Program Participation
Number of

Reason

Contracts
Voluntarily Withdrew 34
Did Not Meet Statutory Requirement 22
Reached Statutory Limit 13
Total 69

Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission

Overall, more than half of the recorded reasons for ending program participation are related to
statutory limits or requirements. This highlights the importance and effectiveness of administrative
process in protecting the State from making excessive payments to companies who enter the
program.

Data collection and storage methods complicate the evaluation process. Although the
Department and the OTC collaborate effectively to accomplish the administrative tasks associated
with the program, there appears to be a lack of communication when compiling data associated with
the incentive.

The Department has files detailing the terms of each contract issued. Separately, the OTC maintains
records of payments made to qualifying companies. Each of these databases hold key information
for evaluating the incentive. However, there is no unique identifier that can be used to track one
company from the Department’s contract database to the OTC’s payment database. This is
particularly challenging when a company has changed its name since entering a contract or is known
by multiple names. The project team was able to reconcile the two files by combining identifying
information in each file such as the net benefit rate, location, or projected jobs.

A notable weakness in the data available for evaluation is that while the OTC tracks payment data by
yeatr, it does not maintain a complete database of program payments by quarter. That information,
combined with the job and payroll information each company must report in order to receive quarterly
payments would be very helpful.

Overall Recommendation: Retain the Small Quality Jobs Program

The project team recommends retaining the Small Employer Quality Jobs program. While the program is
providing sufficient benefit to the State to be retained, there are also areas where the program can be
improved.

Small Employer Quality Jobs

Recommendation 1: Require filing for incentive payments each quarter. When the program was
created, companies were not required to file quarterly claims. Over time, some requirements were
put in place. For example, in 2001 changes were made requiring companies to make an initial claim
for payment within the first three years of enroliment. An additional restriction was put in statute in
2012 that provided for a company to be dismissed from the program if it has made one claim for
payment but has since failed to file a claim in the next two years. Even with these added restrictions,
a company can file for multiple quarterly payments at once.

This creates two disadvantages for the Small Employer Quality Jobs Program. First, the lack of a
quarterly filing requirement creates irregular payment schedules that create a challenge in predicting
State liabilities associated with the program. Inability to forecast incentive payments due to irregular



payment schedules is a significant budget risk for state incentive programs.® Second, allowing
participants to defer payments earned in one quarter to a later date diminishes the impact of the
payment. New and expanding businesses generally apply a significant discount rate to future cash
flows.# Given that payments are significantly more valuable to them the faster they are received, it is
unclear why companies would choose to defer these payments to a later date. Interviews with both
the OTC and representatives of the State Chamber of Commerce suggest the process of filing for
payment is not overly burdensome for participating companies. However, it is clear that the value of
these payments for both participating companies and the State is highest when received as soon as
possible. Adding a requirement that companies file quarterly claims for payment may improve both
the predictability of costs to the State, and the efficacy of the program.

= Recommendation 2: Regularly review eligible industries. Program payments are almost evenly
split between industries that are outperforming the State as a whole and those that are not. This may
indicate a need to realign the list of qualifying industries with the State’s intent of incentivizing
establishments in industries with the potential to bring significant development to the economy.
Establishing a regular review of eligible industries as well as clear criteria for an industry to qualify for
the program may help in achieving the State’s goal. Keeping in mind that the establishments that
qualify today may receive payments for the next 7 years, it is important that the State focuses on the
industries it sees as playing a part in future development.

= Recommendation 3: Centralize data tracking. Maintaining a single database of Small Employer
Quality Jobs program information that includes the data collected by both the Department and the
OTC can improve future evaluations. This centralized database should include the following
information:

= A unique identifier for each establishment/contract

= Location

= NAICS code

= Contract terms

= Dollar amount for each quarterly payment made

= Number of jobs and payroll information reported by companies for each quarterly payment

Much of this information is already tracked by either the Department or OTC, but centralizing data
tracking will make the information more useful.

3 The Pew Charitable Trusts, “Reducing Budget Risks” December 2015
4 Anderson Economic Group, “The Economic Impact of Business Tax Credits in Tennessee” December 26, 2016
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Introduction
Overview

In 2015, HB2182 established the Oklahoma Incentive Evaluation Commission (the Commission). It requires
the Commission to conduct evaluations of all qualified state incentives over a four-year timeframe. The law
also provides that criteria specific to each incentive be used for the evaluation. The first set of 11 evaluations
was conducted in 2016.

The Small Employer Quality Jobs Program is one of the 12 incentives scheduled for review by the
Commission in 2017. It is one of the off-shoots of the Quality Jobs Program — which also includes the 215t
Century Quality Jobs Program, and the High Impact Quality Jobs Program. Each of these, as well as the
original Quality Jobs Program are also being evaluated separately this year. Based on this evaluation and
their collective judgement, the Commission will make recommendations to the Governor and the State
Legislature related to each of these incentives.

Introduction

State incentives focused on job creation are common across the United States. During and following the
Great Recession, these programs increased in use as ways to help start and sustain economic recovery. A
list compiled by the National Conference of State Legislatures in 2013 showed 40 states with some form of
job creation incentive program.®

Whether they are provided as tax credits or rebates, job creation incentives like Oklahoma’s Quality Jobs
program often seek to reduce employee costs (primarily related to wages). Reduction in wage costs can
make it easier for firms to expand operations and/or hire more employees at existing locations.

Labor costs in general can be a critical factor in location decisions. A 2016 survey of corporate executives
conducted by Area Development found that labor cost is the third most important factor in location decisions,
trailing only highway accessibility and availability of skilled labor.® This supports the approach of
concentrating incentives on reducing the cost of employment to promote economic growth.

While many job creation incentives target new or maintained jobs, there has been a trend to create specific
incentives that target high wage jobs, often in targeted industries and/or with additional requirements (in many
instances the provision of health care or other employee benefits). For example, many states target job
creation in high-technology industries that help diversify the economy and help establish a foundation in
developing industries.

Incentive Characteristics

Oklahoma’s Small Employer Quality Jobs program was created in 1997 under the Small Employer Quality
Jobs Act. The legislative intent is to support the creation of quality jobs, specifically by small businesses. In
pursuit of this goal, the program offers quarterly cash payments to qualifying small employers equaling up to
five percent of newly created payroll for up to seven years.

A small employer is defined in statute as a company having no more than 90 employees in the State. To
qualify for benefits, the small employer must create 5 to 15 jobs, depending on the location of the company,
and pay wages that are at least 110 percent of the average wage of small employers in the county where the

5 National Conference of State Legislatures, “Job Creation Tax Credits — 50 State Table”, 2013
& Area Development, “31% Annual Survey of Corporate Executives: Confidence in U.S. Economy, Need for Investment in Infrastructure
Reflected”, 2016
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establishment locates. If all requirements are met, a small employer may receive a rebate of up to five
percent of newly created payroll for a period of seven years.

Evaluation Criteria

A key factor in evaluating the effectiveness of incentive programs is to determine whether they are meeting
the stated goals as established in state statute or legislation. In this case, the legislative intent as articulated
in the statute is to:

“provide appropriate incentives to support the creation of quality jobs, particularly by small
businesses, in basic industries in this state”

To assist in a determination of the effectiveness of the program, the Incentive Evaluation Commission has
adopted the following criteria:

Change in jobs associated with the cash rebates

Change in payroll associated with the cash rebates

Ability of program administrative processes to establish the factual basis for claims related to hours,
wages and benefits

But-for test — change in jobs/payroll associated with the cash rebates versus state growth rates as a
whole

Change in jobs/payroll in the qualifying industries versus state industries as a whole

Return on investment — economic activity versus financial net cost

The criteria address the key goals of the program, primarily focusing on job creation and payroll growth.
Return on investment is also part of the criteria to determine whether the benefits to the State outweigh the
cost of incentives. These criteria will be discussed throughout the balance of the evaluation.

Small Employer Quality Jobs 13
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Incentive Administration

The Quality Jobs Program is jointly administered by the Oklahoma Department of Commerce (Department)
and the Oklahoma Tax Commission (OTC). Eligibility guidelines and administrative responsibilities are set
forth in State statutes and administrative rules.” The essential components of program administration are
summarized below.

1. Eligibility. An establishment starts the process by submitting an application to the Department. The
application must show that the establishment meets program requirements:

= Must operate in a basic industry as defined in statute.

=  Must have no more than 90 employees at the time of application.

= Depending on the population of the city in which the establishment locates, it must create
between 5 and 15 new jobs within two years.

Table 4: Job Creation Requirements by Population
New Job

Requirement

City Population

Less than 3,500 5
3,500 to 7,000 10
Greater than 7,000 15

= The average wage of newly created jobs must be greater than or equal to 110 percent of the
average wage of small employers in the county where the establishment is located.®

= Must provide health care benefits to new employees which require employees to pay no more
than 50 percent of premiums.®

= At least 75 percent of sales must be made out-of-state within two years of entering the program.

2. Determining Payments. Once the initial application is approved, the Department prepares a project
profile. This profile summarizes information about the establishment and its plans including the
project start date, projected employment over the next five years, projected average salary of new
employees hired in new direct jobs in the first and third year of program participation, and the health
benefits plan to be offered to new employees. This information is analyzed by the Department and
used to calculate two key factors in Quality Jobs Program benefits: the net benefit rate and the
maximum benefit amount. These figures determine the quarterly payments the project may receive
and the maximum sum of these payments over the contract term.

The net benefit rate is a percentage representing the amount of benefit the State expects to receive
in excess of projected costs. It is calculated as the projected tax revenue to be received as a result of
the new jobs less the projected costs to the State associated with those jobs including the cost of
education, public safety, and transportation. For Small Employer Quality Jobs, this rate is capped at
five percent. Quarterly benefit payments are calculated as the net benefit rate multiplied by the
quarterly payroll of newly created jobs. The maximum benefit amount is the net benefit to the State
as a dollar amount rather than a percentage. The sum of quarterly payments made to the project
may not exceed this dollar amount.

" Administrative rules for the Department of Commerce are contained in Title 150, Chapter 65. Tax Commission administrative rules are
contained in Title 710, Chapter 85

8 This requirement is reduced to 100 percent for companies locating in a county with an unemployment rate more than 10 percent higher
than the State overall, or a personal poverty rate above 15 percent

9 Establishments must provide such coverage within 12 months of employment
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If the Department recommends a contract offer, the Office of the General Counsel prepares a
contract to be reviewed by the Director of the Department and issued to the eligible establishment.
The contract details the net benefit rate, maximum benefit amount, project start date, initial
employment, employment projections, and average annual wage levels needed to qualify for quarterly

payments.

The OTC is responsible for issuing payments during the term of the contract. Establishments submit
quarterly reports to the OTC that include the number of new employees hired and the new payroll
associated with these jobs. The OTC verifies that each reporting company is meeting the
requirements set forth in its contract. Payments are only issued if an establishment is meeting
contract criteria. Establishments meeting program criteria are able to receive quarterly payments for

up to seven years.

3. Reporting. The OTC maintains records of payments made by year to each participating company.
The Department separately maintains records of each company that has entered the program.

Changes Over Time

Since the program was created in 1998, the Small Employer Quality Jobs program has undergone several
changes to both the list of eligible industries and the administrative process. The following table summarizes

significant changes

Table 5: Changes to the Small Employer Quality Jobs Program Over Time

Year | Industries Added Administrative Change
2001 | None. P'art'lmpants reqwreo! to file initial claim for payment
within 3 years of project start date.
2003 | Oil & Gas Extraction (field jobs excluded). Average wage requirement introduced
Allows currently participating companies to qualify
for a second contract with up to 6 percent net
2005 | None. benefit rate if certain requirements are met and
new jobs pay 150 percent of the average wage of
incentivized jobs in the previous year.
Web Portals; Change in Control qualification introduced. Allows
Professional, Scientific, Technical existing companies in the state that have fully
2006 | Services; changed ownership and are at risk of leaving the
Dairy Cattle & Milk Production; state to qualify for the program, counting existing
Chicken Egg Production. employees as qualifying for benefits.
Sports Teams & Clubs; Duration of benefits extended to 15 years for
Other Support Activities for Air Transport; Sports Teams & Clubs. Net benefit rate allowed to
2008 . o
Professional Organizations; exceed 5 percent for Sports Teams & Clubs, but
Offices of Real Estate Agents/Brokers. may not exceed the personal income tax rate.
Wind Power Equipment;
2009 Maintenance/Repair. None.
Construction of Renewable Energy Allows companies 24 months to create required
Structures; _ _ jobs, increased from 12 months.
Installation of Solar Reflective Coating;
2010 Solar Heating Equipment Installation; Average wage requirement changed to average
Support Activities for Rail Transport; wage of small employers in the county, rather than
Support Activities for Barge Transport. overall county average.

Small Employer Quality Jobs
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Industries Added Administrative Change
Company dismissed if it files at least one claim but

2012 | None. fails to file again within the next two years.
Any participant that ends operations in the state
Rail Transportation; within 3 years of first claim must repay all benefits
Wired Telecommunications; received.

Securities, Commodities, Investments;

2013 Support Activities for Oil & Gas; Any gstablishment that does not ramp up to the
Pipeline Transportation. required payroll threshold and is d[smlssed may
not reapply to the program for a minimum of 12
months from the last day of the month in which
they were dismissed.
2015 | Chicken Egg Production. None.

Use of the Incentive

The following table summarizes the number of contracts issued as well as the total maximum benefit amounts
and job thresholds associated with the contracts in each year of the program. The highest number of
contracts was 15 issued in 2006. Since then, the program has averaged less than 5 contracts per year.

Table 6: Small Employer Quality Jobs Contracts Awarded Since 1998

Number of Total Maximum Total Job
Year

Contracts Contract Amounts Threshold

1998 1 $364,509 10
1999 2 $788,738 25
2000 2 $396,760 20
2001 2 $871,740 20
2002 5 $1,796,317 75
2003 13 $4,893,075 145
2004 8 $2,567,448 60
2005 14 $5,413,466 170
2006 15 $6,630,688 140
2007 8 $4,025,157 95
2008 1 $170,039 5
2009 1 $545,625 15
2010 8 $3,296,401 75
2011 8 $5,400,647 110
2012 4 $1,534,857 45
2013 9 $3,306,454 110
2014 1 $524,686 5
2015 5 $2,964,916 75
2016 1 $165,307 5
Total 108 $45,656,830 1,205

Source: Oklahoma Department of Commerce

The State makes payments to companies based on contract terms. The first actual payment made to a
program participant was in 2001. Total payments made by year are shown in the following chart. Total
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payments peaked in 2009 at $1.6 million. Since then, total payments have remained relatively low. In 2016,
the program cost the State less than $260,000.

Figure 3: Small Employer Quality Jobs Payments, 2001 to 2016
$2.0 $16
$1.5
$1.0

Millions

$0.5 $0.3

$0.0
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission
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Economic Impact Methodology

Economists use a humber of statistics to describe regional economic activity. Four common measures are
Output, which describes total economic activity and is generally equivalent to a firm's gross sales; Value
Added, which equals gross output of an industry or a sector less its intermediate inputs; Labor Income, which
corresponds to wages and benefits; and Employment, which refers to jobs that have been created in the local
economy.

In an input-output analysis of hew economic activity, it is useful to distinguish three types of effects: direct,
indirect, and induced.

Direct effects are production changes associated with the immediate effects or final demand changes. The
payment made by an out-of-town visitor to a hotel operator or the taxi fare paid for transportation while in town
are examples of direct effects.

Indirect effects are production changes in backward-linked industries caused by the changing input needs of
directly affected industries — typically, additional purchases to produce additional output. Satisfying the demand
for an overnight stay will require the hotel operator to purchase additional cleaning supplies and services. The
taxi driver will have to replace the gasoline consumed during the trip from the airport. These downstream
purchases affect the economic output of other local merchants.

Induced effects are the changes in regional household spending patterns caused by changes in household
income generated from the direct and indirect effects. Both the hotel operator and taxi driver experience
increased income from the visitor's stay, as do the cleaning supplies outlet and the gas station proprietor.
Induced effects capture the way in which increased income is spent in the local economy.

A multiplier reflects the interaction between different sectors of the economy. An output multiplier of 1.4, for

example, means that for every $1,000 injected into the economy, all other sectors produce an additional $400
in output. The larger the multiplier, the greater the impact will be in the regional economy.

Figure 4: The Flow of Economic Impacts

For this analysis, the project team used the IMPLAN online economic impact model with the dataset for the
State of Oklahoma (2014 Model).

State of Oklahoma Tax Revenue Estimate Methodology
To provide an “order of magnitude” estimate for state tax revenue attributable to the incentive being evaluated,

the project team focused on the ratio of state government tax collections to Oklahoma Gross Domestic Product
(GDP).%® Two datasets were used to derive the ratio: 1) US Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic

10 Gross State Product (GSP) is the state counterpart of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) for the nation. To assist the reader, the project
team has decided to use GDP throughout this section of the report instead of mixing the two terms. This decision was made because
more people are familiar with the term GDP.
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Analysis GDP estimates by state;!! and 2) the OTC’s Annual Report of the Oklahoma Tax Commission.*? Over
the past 10 years, the state tax revenue as a percent of state GDP was 5.4 percent.

Table 7: State of Oklahoma Tax Revenue as a Percent of State GDP

Oklahoma Tax

Oklahoma GDP

Revenue??
2006-07 $8,685,842,682 | $144,171,000,000 6.0%
2007-08 $9,008,981,280 | $155,015,000,000 5.8%
2008-09 $8,783,165,581 | $143,380,000,000 6.1%
2009-10 $7,774,910,000 | $151,318,000,000 5.1%
2010-11 $8,367,871,162 | $165,278,000,000 5.1%
2011-12 $8,998,362,975 | $173,911,000,000 5.2%
2012-13 $9,175,334,979 | $182,447,000,000 5.0%
2013-14 $9,550,183,790 | $190,171,000,000 5.0%
2014-15 $9,778,654,182 | $180,425,000,000 5.4%
2015-16 $8,963,894,053 | $182,937,000,000 4.9%
Average $8,908,720,068 $166,905,300,000 ‘ 5.4%

Source: US Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis and Oklahoma Tax Commission

The value added of an industry, also referred to as gross domestic product (GDP)-by-industry, is the contribution
of a private industry or government sector to overall GDP. The components of value added consist of
compensation of employees, taxes on production and imports less subsidies, and gross operating surplus.
Changes in value added components (such as employee compensation) have a direct impact on taxes such as
income and sales tax. Other tax revenues (such as alcoholic beverage and cigarette taxes) are also positively
correlated to changes in income.

Because of the highly correlated relationship between changes in the GDP by industry and most taxes collected
by the state, the ratio of government tax collections to Oklahoma GDP forms the evaluation basis of the fiscal
implications of different incentive programs offered by the State. The broader the basis of taxation (i.e., income
and sales taxes) the stronger the correlation; with certain taxes on specific activity, such as the gross production
(severance) tax, there may be some variation in the ratio year-to-year, although these fluctuations tend to
smooth out over a period of several years. This ratio approach is somewhat standard practice, and is consistent
with what IMPLAN and other economic modeling software programs use to estimate changes in tax revenue.

To estimate State of Oklahoma tax revenue generated in a given year, the project team multiplied the total
value added figure produced by the IMPLAN model by the corresponding annual ratio (about 5.4 percent). For
example, if the total value added was $1,000,000, then the estimated State tax revenue was $54,000
($1,000,000 x 5.4 percent).

Economic Impact

The Small Employer Quality Jobs program provides qualifying companies quarterly cash rebates of up to 5
percent for newly created taxable payroll for up to 7 years. Each company goes through a formal application
with the Department where payroll and employment thresholds are established. In addition, the Department
uses an in-house methodology and model to deduct some of the expenses incurred by the State of Oklahoma

1 http://www.bea.gov/regional/
12 https:/iwww.ok.gov/tax/Forms_&_Publications/Publications/Annual_Reports/index.html
13 Gross collections from state-levied taxes, licenses and fees, exclusive of city/county sales and use taxes and county lodging taxes.
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for employees who will likely move to the State to work at these companies. The net effect of this calculation
is to reduce the incentive amount offered. This approach is a best practice used in many states to help ensure
a positive return on investment, while creating an incentive program that achieves its goals of jobs creation
and higher wages. For this program, there are clear and transparent linkages between new payroll and jobs
creation and the incentive amount offered.

To evaluate the economic impact of the incentive program, firms were grouped based on when they entered
the program. For example, all firms that entered in 2013 were grouped together. From a state perspective, the
economic impact of the program is the aggregate impact of these cohort firms over seven years. However,
data limitations and firms dropping out of the program at various stages hamper this type of analysis. To
provide an order of magnitude impact, the project team estimated the annual economic impact of firms based
on the project year cohort. The calculations were made using information related to the 3-year employment
target, total project new jobs, benefit rate, incentive contract amount, and NAICS code. The IMPLAN model
was used to calculate the impact of each firm in the program.

The following tables highlight the average annual economic and tax impact of each cohort. For example, the
2013 table data illustrates the estimated annual economic and tax impact of all firms that entered the program
in 2013. This annual impact should occur for ten years assuming no firms drop out of the program.

This approach is also appropriate when evaluating the average annual cost of the incentive program. From
the State perspective, the goal is for all applicant companies to remain eligible and create new jobs and
payroll. If this occurs, the aggregate incentive contract amount for each cohort is the maximum “cost” to the
state. If this occurs, that state should compare the aggregate or average annual cash rebate amount against
the new tax revenue generated by the firms over 10 years or the average annual new tax reve