
Dat;::i At1alys1s and 

Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts Transparency 
Form 50-772-A 

Chapter 313 Annual Eligibility Report Form 
SE'C flON 1 Appl1<<111t and District li1forrn,H1oi1 

1. Tax year covered by this report: _2_0_1_6_________________ __________ __________ _ 
NOTE: This report must be completed and submitted to the school district by May 15 of every year using information from the previous tax (calendar) year.. 

2. Application number: _2_1___________ __________________________ ______ 

NOTE: You can find your application number and all agreement documents and reports on the website comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 
agreement-docs.php 

3. Name of school district: SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

4. Name of project on original application (or short description of facility): ULTRA LOW SULFUR DIESEL UNIT 

5. Name of applicant on original application: C_O_N_O_C_O_P_H_IL_L_IP_S_C_O_M_P_A_N_Y___________ _ _ ___ _____ 

6. Name the company entering into original agreement with district: _C_O_ N_O_C_O_P_H_IL_L_I_P_S_C_O_M_P_A_N_Y_______________ 

7. Amount of limitation at time of application approval: _$_3_0_,0_0_0_,0_0_0___________________________ _ 

8. If you are one of two or more companies originally applying for a limitation, list all other applicants here and describe their relationships. 
(Use attachments if necessary.) 

N/A 

SEC I ION 2 Cum-'I1t A<Jff'PilH"'r1t l11forrncit1rn1 

1. Name of current agreement holder(s) _P_H_I_L_L_IP_S_ 6_6_C_O_M_P_A_N_Y________________________ _ 

2. Complete mailing address of current agreement holder PROPERTY TAX S1364-03, PO BOX 421959, HOUSTON, TX 77242 

3. Company contact person for agreement holder: 

CHRIS G. CISNEROS SENIOR ADVISOR - PROPERTY TAX 
Name Title 

832-765-4112 CHRIS.G.CISNEROS@P66.COM 
Phone Email 

137165270264. Texas franchise tax ID number of current agreement holder: _______________________________ 

5. If the current agreement holder does not report under the franchise tax law, please include name and tax ID of reporting entity: 

N/A N/A 
Name Tax ID 

6. If the authorized company representative (same as signatory for this form) is different from the contact person listed above, complete the following: 

N/A N/A 
Name Title 

N/A 
Complete Mailing Address 

N/A N/A 
Phone Email 

7. If you are a current agreement holder who was not an original applicant, please list all other current agreement holders. Please describe the chain of 
ownership from the original applicant to the new entities. (Use attachments if necessary.) 

N/A 

The Data Analysis and Transparency Division at the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts For more information, visit our website: 
provides information and resources for taxpayers and local taxing entities. comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 

50-772-A • 03-1713 
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Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts Transparency 
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SECTION 3: Applicant Eligibility Information 

1. Does the business entity have the right to transact business with respect to Tax Code, Chapter 171? 
(Attach printout from Comptroller website: https:llmycpa.cpa.state.tx.uslcoal) ..................... . . .. . . . .. . . . . .. . . . IZJ Yes D No 

2. Is the business entity current on all taxes due to the State of Texas? ll] Yes 

3. Is the business activity of the project an eligible business activity under Section 313.024(b)? ll] Yes 

a) 3a. Please identify business activity: _C_ru_d_e_ O_ il_R_e_fi_n_in_g______________________________ 

SECTION 4: Market Value and Limitation Amount 

Please identify the county appraisal district (CAD) in which the project is located: Brazoria County Ap~p_r_a_is_a_l _D_i_s_tr_i_c_t_______ 
If the project is located in more than one CAD, please identify the name(s) of the other CADs and provide on a separate sheet for each CAD, the 
responses to items 1 through 5 applicable to the property (or portion of property) that is reflected in each CAD's property tax account records. 

For purposes of item 1, "total market value" should reflect the market value as determined by the CAD (and as adjusted after protest) for only eligible 
property in all of the CAD property tax accounts covered by the 313 agreement in that county. Please note: "qualified property" is defined by Tax Code 
section 313.021 (2) and 34 Tex. Admin. Code§ 9.1051 (16) and identified in the executed Chapter 313 agreement. 

1. Total market value of all qualified property from all CAD property accounts subject to 
the 313 agreement .. ~18~1 8~1_ ~1_8 ~I$ ~I~~~~1_8~14 _ _ 7~1_1 ~1O

2. Total value of all applicable exemptions for the qualified property included in item 1 . . . $ ~I-~~~-~1-~l-~~l-~l-~~I-~I_O~I 

3. Total taxable value for school l&S tax purposes for the qualified property (Item 1 less Item 2) ...... $ LI~~~~-~I_8_1~4 ~1_8~17~l1~1_8 ~I~l_8 _ _ ~1_0

4. Limitation amount on appraised value specified as qualified in the 313 agreement. .... $ LI-~~~-~~-~~-~~-~~I_O~I 

5. :~t~~:~~ble value for school M&O tax purposes for the qualified property (lesser of item 3 ....... $ ~I~~~~-~I_ ~l_8 _ _ ~I_08~I4 ~l_8~l7~l1~l_8 ~I 

SECTION 5A:Wage and Employment Information for Applications Prior to Jan. 1, 2014 (#1 Through 999) 

ONLY COMPLETE THE WAGE SECTION (SA or 5B) THAT APPLIES TO YOUR APPLICATION. You can find your application number on the website 
at comptroller.texas.g ov/economy/local/ch313/agreem ent-docs.ph p 

NOTE: All statutory references in Section SA are for statute as it existed prior to Jan. 1, 2014. For job definitions see TAC §9.1051 (14) and Tax Code, 
§313.021 (3). If the agreement includes a definition of "new job" other than TAC §9.1051 (14)(C), then please provide the definition "new job" as used in the 
agreement. Notwithstanding any waiver by the district of the requirement for the creation of a minimum number of new jobs, or any other job commitment 
in the agreement, Tax Code §313.024(d) requires that 80 percent of all new jobs be qualifying jobs. 

211. How many new jobs were based on the qualified property in the year covered by this report? (See note above) . 

2. What is the number of new jobs required for a project in this school district according to §313.021 (2) (A)(iv)(b) , 
10§313.051(b), as appropriate? 

3. Did the applicant request that the governing body waive the minimum job requirement, as provided under 
Tax Code §313.025(f-1)? D Yes ll] No 

3a. If yes, how many new jobs must the approved applicant cre ate under the waiver? . 

4. Calculate 80 percent of new jobs (0.80 x number of new jobs based on the qualified property in the year covered 17by this re port.) 

51 35. What is the minimum required annual wage for each qualifying job in the ye ar covered by the report? ............ $ ______,__0_0_._0_0____ 

6. Identify which of the four Tax Code sections is used to determine the wage standard required by the agreement: 

D §313.021 (5)(A) or D §313.021 (5)(B) or D §313.021 (3)(E)(ii) or ll] §313.051 (b) 

6a. Attach calculations and cite exact Texas Workforce Commission data source as defined in TAC §9.1051. 

Does the agreement require the applicant to provide a specified number of jobs at a specified wage? D Yes [l] No 

7a. If yes, how many qualifying jobs did the approved applicant commit to create in the year covered by 0 
the report? 

0.00 
7b. If yes, what annual wage did the approved applicant commit to pay in the year covered by the report? ...... $ ____________ 

For more information, visit our w ebsite: comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ Page2 
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7c. If yes, how many qualifying jobs were created at the specified wage in the year covered by the report? . ... .. _ _____o______ 
8. How many qualifying jobs (employees of this entity and employees of a contractor with this entity) were based 21

on the qualified property in the year covered by the report? ........................................ .. . . . . _ __________ 

21Ba. Of the qualifying job-holders last year, how many were employees of the approved applicant? .......... . . . ___________ 

8b. Of the qualifying job-holders last year, how many were employees of an entity contracting with the O 
approved applicant? .................................................................... . .. ___________ 

Be. If any qualifying job-holders were employees of an entity contracting with the applicant, does the approved 
applicant or assignee have documentation from the contractor supporting the conclusion that those jobs 
are qualifying jobs? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 Yes D No ll N/A 

SECTION ',R W,HJ,' ,111d Einploynw11t l11forrnc1t1011 tor Appl1c c1t1011~ Afte1 Jc111 . 1, 1014 (#1000 and Above) 

ONLY COMPLETE THE WAGE SECTION (SA or 5B) THAT APPLIES TO YOUR APPLICATION. You can find your application number on the website 
at comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/agreement-docs.php. 

NOTE: For job definitions see TAC §9.1051 (14) and Tax Code, §313.021 (3). 

QUALIFYING JOBS 

1. What is the number of new qualifying jobs the applicant committed to create in the year covered by this report? ... . . ______o______ 
2. Did the applicant request that the governing body waive the minimum qualifying job requirement, as provided under 

Tax Code §313.025(1-1)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . D Yes No 

2a. If yes, how many new qualifying jobs must the approved applicant create under the waiver? •.• ... •. . ••• •.. _ _ _ ___O______ 

3. Which Tax Code section _are you using to determine the wage standard required for this project? D §313.021 (5)(A) or D §313.021(5)(8) 

3a. Attach calculations and cite exact Texas Workforce Commission data sources as defined in TAC §9.1051. 

4. What is the minimum required annual wage for each qualifying job in the year covered by this report? ....... .... $______o______ 
5. What is the annual wage the applicant committed to pay for each of the qualifying jobs in the year covered O.OO 

by this report? ............................................................................ ... .. $ ___________ 

6. How many qualifying jobs (employees of this entity and employees of a contractor with this entity) were based O 
on the qualified property in the year covered by the report? ......................................... .... .. ___ ________ 

06a. Of the qualifying job-holders last year, how many were employees of the approved applicant? .......... . . . ___________ 

6b. Of the qualifying job-holders last year, how many were employees of an entity contracting with the O 
approved applicant? .................................................................... . • . _ __________ 

6c. If any qualifying job-holders were employees of an entity contracting with the applicant, does the approved 
applicant or assignee have documentation from the contractor supporting the conclusion that those jobs 
are qualifying jobs? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 Yes O N/ANo 

7. Do the qualifying jobs meet all minimum requirements set out in Tax Code §313.021 (3) and TAC 9.1051 (30)? O Yes No 

NON-QUALIFYING JOBS 
0

8. What is the number of non-qualifying jobs the applicant had on Dec. 31 of the year covered by this report? . . . . . . . . -----------
0.00

9. What was the average wage you were paying for non-qualifying jobs on Dec. 31 of the year covered by this report? .. $ ______ 

0.00
10. What is the county average weekly wage for non-qualifying jobs, as defined in TAC §9.1051? .................. $ _ _ ________ _ 

MISCELLANEOUS 

11. Did the applicant rely on a determination by the Texas Workforce Commission under the provisions §313.024(3)(F) 
in meeting the minimum qualifying job requirements? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . D Yes No 

11a. If yes, attach supporting documentation to evidence that the requirements of §313.021(3)(F) were met. 

12. Are you part of a Single Unified Project (SUP) and relying on the provisions in Tax Code §313.024(d-2) to meet the 
qualifying job requirements? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . D Yes No 

12a. If yes, attach supporting documentation from the Texas Economic Development and Tourism Office including 
a list of the other school district(s) and the qualifying jobs located in each. 

For more information, visit our website: comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 
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"I am the authorized representative for the Company submitting this Annual Eligibility Report. I understand that this Report is a 
government record as defined in Chapter 37 of the Texas Penal Code. The information I am providing on this Report is true and correct 
to the best of my knowledge and belief' 

SR ADVISOR, PROPERTY TAX 
Title 

11/14/2017 
Signature (Authorized Company Representative) Date 

print.,_
here..- CHRIS G. CISNEROS 832-765-4112 

Print Name of Preparer (Person Who Completed the Form) Phone 

Data Analysts and 
TransparencyTexas Comptroller of Public Accounts 

Form 50-772-A 

SE'( TION 6 Quc1l1fied lnve,trnent During Ouc1l1fied T1rne Period 

ENTITIES ARE NOT REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION IF THE YEAR COVERED BY THE REPORT IS AFTER THE QUALIFYING TIME 
PERIOD OF THEIR AGREEMENT. 

1. What is the qualified investment expended by this entity from the beginning of the qualifying time period through 
0.00the end of the year covered by this report? ...................................................... . ..• $ _____ 

2. Was any of the land classified as qualified investment? ............ . ......•. • ...... • . • ........ . ..... .•....••...• O Yes No 

3. Was any of the qualified Investment leased under a capitalized lease? ....... • . • ...... • .......... • ..... ... ..... .. .. O Yes No 

4. Was any of the qualified Investment leased under an operating lease? .............. • . • .......... • ..... . .. ... .. . . .. O Yes No 

5. Was any property not owned by the applicant part of the qualified investment? .......................... ....... .. .. . NoD Yes 

SFC TION 7 Pc1rt1c1I lntere'>t 

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS MUST BE ANSWERED BY ENTITIES HAVING A PARTIAL INTEREST IN AN AGREEMENT. 
For limitation agreements where there are multiple company entities that receive a part of the limitation provided by the agreement: 
1) each business entity not having a full interest in the agreement should complete a separate form for their proportionate share of required employment 
and investment information; and, 2) separately, the school district is required to complete an Annual Eligibility Report that provides for each question in 
this form a sum of the individual answers from reports submitted by each entity so that there is a cumulative Annual Eligibility Report reflecting the entire 
agreement. 

1. What was your limitation amount (or portion of original limitation amount) during the year covered by this report? .. .• _____0_._0_0_ ____ 

2. Please describe your interest in the agreement and identify all the documents creating that interest. 

N/A 

SE'C flON 8 Aµprovc1I 

For more information, visit our website: comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 

50-772-A • 03-17/3 



FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

FINDINGS 

ofthe 

SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

Under the 

TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

STATE OF TEXAS § 

COUNTY OFBRAZORIA § 

On the 14th day of December 2004, a public meeting of the Board of Trustees of the 
Sweeny Independent School District was held. At the meeting, the Board of Trustees solicited 

input into its deliberations on the application from interested parties within the District. The 
meeting was duly posted in accordance with the provisions of the Texas Open Meetings Act, 

Chapter 551, Texas Government Code. At the meeting, the Board of Trustees took up and 
considered the application of the ConocoPhillips Company for an Appraised Value Limitation on 

Qualified Property, pursuant to Chapter 313 of the Texas Property Tax Code. After hearing 
presentations from the District's administrative staff, and from consultants retained by the District 
to advise the Board in this matter, the Board of Trustees of the Sweeny Independent School 
District makes the following findings with respect to the application of the ConocoPhillips 

Company and the economic impact of that application: 

On September 3, 2004, the Superintendent of Schools of the Sweeny Independent School 

District, acting as agent of the Board of Trustees, received an Application from the 

ConocoPhillips Company, for an Appraised Value Limitation on Qualified Property, pursuant to 
Chapter 313 of the Texas Property Tax Code. This Application was formally amended on 

November 29, 2004. A copy of the revised Application is attached hereto as Attachment A. 

The Board of Trustees has acknowledged receipt of the Application, along with the 

requisite application fee, as established pursuant to Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.025(a)(l) and 

Local District Policy. 

December 14, 2004 



FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

The initial and amended Applications were delivered to the Texas Comptroller's Office 

for review pursuant to Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.025(d). 

The amended Application was reviewed by the Texas Comptroller's Office pursuant to 

Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.026. After review, the Comptroller's Office, by letter dated 

December 13, 2004, recommended that this Board favorably consider the Application. A copy of 

the Comptroller's letter is attached to these findings as Attachment B. 

After receipt of the Application, the Board of Trustees caused to be conducted an 

economic impact evaluation pursuant to Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.026 and has carefully 

considered such evaluation. A copy of the economic impact evaluation is attached to these 

findings as Attachment C. 

The Board of Trustees also directed that a specific financial analysis be conducted of the 

impact of the proposed abatement on the finances of Sweeny Independent School District. A 

copy of a report prepared by Moak, Casey & Associates, LLP is attached to these findings as 

Attachment D. 

After receipt of the Application, the District entered into negotiations with the 

ConocoPhillips Company, over the specific language to be included in the Agreement for an 

Appraised Value Limitation on Qualified Property, pursuant to Chapter 313 of the Texas Property 

Tax Code, including appropriate revenue protection provisions for the District. The proposed 

Agreement is attached to these findings as Attachment E. 

After review of the Comptroller's recommendation, and in consideration of its own 

economic impact study the Board finds: 

Board Finding Number 1. 

A strong relationship between the applicant's industry and the types of qualifying 
jobs to be created by the applicant and the lo.ng-term economic growth plans of this 
State as described in the strategic plan for economic development (ED Plan) 
submitted by the Texas Strategic Economic Development Planning Commission 
under Section 481.033, Texas Government Code, as that section existed before 
February 1, 1999 exists. 

In support ofFinding 1, the economic impact evaluation states: 

The overarching theme of the Texas ED Plan centers on attracting and 

developing industries using emerging technologies - "fu the broadest 

sense, Texas must build a knowledge-based economy." These 

businesses will require highly skilled workers, pay above-average wages, 

and invest millions of dollars in physical facilities and R&D activities. 

Clearly, ConocoPhillips' proposed investment in state-of-the-art 

technologies coupled with the need for highly skilled workers meets 

Page 2 December 14, 2004 



FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY /SD BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

these criteria. ConocoPhillips anticipates paying an average annual 

· salary of nearly $55,640 over the next 10 years, well above the Texas 

average manufacturing industry wage of $37,545, ConocoPhillips' 

taxable investment of $170.1 million in the Sweeny I.S.D. will make it 

one of the largest investments in the area in recent years.7 

In addition, the Texas ED Plan identifies opportunities for a number of 

existing Texas industries. For the oil and gas sector, the Texas ED Plan 

argues that future opportunities will be found by recruiting businesses 

that use technology to " ...reduce costs at all levels of the exploration, 

production, and refining ... " ConocoPhillips proposed facility is designed 

to maximize profits by utilizing the most efficient manufacturing 

equipment and processes. 

The state's oil, gas, and refining industries are constantly in a state of 

change. This pattern is similar to the cyclical nature of other Texas 

industries, such as Austin's semiconductor manufacturers and Dallas' 

telecommunications businesses. For example, global competition, new 

manufacturing techniques, and the growing commodity status of 
microprocessors have cost Austin's electronics industry thousands of 
jobs over the past few years. In spite of this downsizing, communities 

across the nation are offering millions of dollars in public subsidies to 

recruit the new 300mm wafer manufacturing facilities. The Texas ED 

Plan places special emphasis on " ...enhancing business development 

through targeted tax incentives ..." to attract these knowledge-based 

companies, House Bill 1200 was also designed to ensure that qualifying 

companies such as ConocoPhillips continue their investment in Texas. 

While Brazoria County is not strong in semiconductors or software 

development, the area has historically attracted significant levels of 

technology investment. The oil, gas, and refining industries invest as 

much in R&D and technological innovation as any computer, 

telecommunications, or software company. However, Brazoria County 

has not kept pace with other metropolitan areas in terms of attracting 

venture capital funding for technology start-ups. Therefore, it becomes 

more important that Gulf Coast communities continue to exploit their 

dominance in industries that require large-scale technology investments 

and highly trained workers. The Texas ED Plan recognizes the need for 

communities to train workers and then to attract industries that require 

their unique skills - "The demand for technically skilled workers will 

increase. Within ten years, almost all Texas jobs will require technical 

skills." ConocoPhillips' investment strategy for Brazoria County and the 

Sweeny I.S.D. fits this profile. Technological innovations and internal 

production efficiencies should continue to reduce total employment in 

Page 3 December 14, 2004 



FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

traditional manufacturing businesses. Whatever the industry, petroleum 

refining, chemicals, or microprocessor manufacturing, it is vitally 

important that communities continue to recruit these businesses. The 

TWC offers valuable insight into the petroleum industry: "Over the past 

20 years, the Petroleum Refining industry in Texas has been in a state of 

change rather than an industry destined for extinction." 

Board Finding Number 2. 

The economic condition of Brazoria County, Texas is strong, but in need of long­
term improvement. 

In support ofFinding 2, the economic impact evaluation states: 

With a current population ofjust over 5.3 million persons, the Gulf Coast 

region accounts for 23.4 percent of Texas' population. Brazoria County 

is one of the larger counties of the Gulf Coast region, accounting for 

5.0 percent of the total population. Defined by its proximity to the Gulf 

of Mexico, large oil, gas, and chemical operations, and strong population 

growth, the Gulf Coast is snuggling with economic changes experienced 

in many parts of Texas. The region as a whole must address the shortage 
of skilled workers, consolidation of the oil and gas indush'ies, and the 

slow overall economic growth. These challenges are being exacerbated 

by the wide fluctuations in oil prices. 

The Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts (Comptroller) forecasts the 

Gulf Coast's population base will grow 1.5 percent per annum over the 

next five years. Total population for the region will approach 5.7 million 

residents. Over the next 20 years, the Gulf Coast's population growth 

should remain on par with the state as a whole. The region is projected 

to account for 23.8 of the state's total population base, compared to 

23.4 percent in 2005. 

The Texas Workforce Commission projects the Gulf Coast's industry 

employment will grow 3.3 percent per annum from 2000 to 2010. Total 

industry employment for the region will approach 3.9 million workers. 

Over this time period, the Gulf Coast's employment growth should 

remain on par with the state as a whole. The region is projected to 

account for 33.8 percent of the state's total employment base, compared 

to 34.0 percent in 2000. 

The Gulf Coast's gross regional product has tripled over the past three 

decades. Gross regional product surpassed $160 billion in 2000, a 

4.1 percent annual growth rate since 1970. The Comptroller projects that 

gross region product will grow to $181. 1 billion by 2005. 

Page 4 December 14, 2004 



FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY /SD BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Strong productivity gains and modest population growth have 
dramatically increased the Gulf Coast's per capita income levels. The 

Gulf Coast region is projected to have positive growth over the next five 

years, consistent with the state as a whole. 

Brazoria MSA Regional Overview 
Brazoria County's employment base decreased 1.5 percent between Q4 
2002 and Q4 2003, losing 1,115 jobs. In Q4 2003, there were 
approximately 75,400 Brazoria County~based business employees. 
Employment opportunities for Brazoria County residents performed 
better over this time period. In 2003, 104,000 Brazoria County residents 

were employed, a 1.0 percent increase or 830 new jobs compared to 

2002. In the shorHerm, Brazoria County and Gulf Coast employment 
growth should increase steadily as the national and state economies 

improve. 

The Trade, Transportation & Utilities (T.T.U.) and Manufacturing 
sectors have traditionally played a large role in the Brazoria County 
economy. The T.T.U. and Manufacturing sectors accounted for more 
than 35 .1 percent of Brazoria County's total employment in the fourth 
quarter of 2003, consistent with the state average of 30.6 percent. Of 
Brazoria County's 13,000 manufacturing jobs in 2002, nearly 60 percent 
were in chemicals manufacturing. In 2002, Brazoria County's chemicals 
sector ranked 2nd in employment when compared to other Texas 
counties; accounting for 11.0 percent of total Texas employment in 
NAICS 325. Brazoria County's chemicals manufacturing facilities 
currently employ approximately 7,650 workers. Brazoria County is also 
strong in petroleum products manufacturing. In 2002, Brazoria County's 

chemicals sector ranked 5th in employment when compared to other 
Texas counties; accounting for approximately 5 percent of total Texas 

employment in this sector. 

Page 5 December 14, 2004 
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UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Table 2: Brazoria County Employment Trends (NA/CS) 

Description Employment 
2002 Q4 

Employment 
2003 Q4 Change % 

Change 
Natural Resources & Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Trade, Transportation & Utilities 
Information 
Flnancial Activities 
Professional & Business Services 
Education & Health Services 
Leisure & Hospitality 
Other Services 
Nonclassifiable 
Federal Government 
State Government 
Local Government 

1,758 
10,767 
12,641 
14,113 

531 
2,755 
5,039 
5,499 
5,466 
2,262 

41 
488 

2,899 
12,278 

1,352 
9,812 

12,261 
14,231 

479 
2,737 
5,320 
5,436 
5,663 
2,261 

117 
483 

2,782 
12,488 

-406 
-955 
-380 
118 
-52 
-18 
281 
-63 
197 

-1 
76 
.5 

-117 
210 

-23.1% 
-8.9% 
-3.0% 
0.8% 
-9.8% 
-0.7% 
5.6% 

-1.1% 
3.6% 
0.0% 

185.4% 
-1.0% 
-4.0% 
1.7% 

Total Employment 76,537 75,422 ·1,115 -1.5% 

Source: Texas Workforce CQmmlss/on - Quarterly Census ofEmploymenl and Wages 

As a result of a strong economy and close proximity to the Houston 

MSA, large numbers of people began moving to Brazoria County in the 

1990s. This population influx resulted in the number of area labor force 

participants increasing significantly. In 1995, Brazoria County registered 

a labor force of 105,000 workers. Just eight years later (2003), Brazoria 

County's labor force was in excess of 114,000 workers- a growth rate of 

7.9 percent. Even with the 1ise in labor force participants and 

population, the Brazoria County economy does not provide enough jobs 

for residents. Since Brazoria County-based business employ 75,000 

workers, approximately 30,000 residents commute to other counties for 

work each day. 

Unemployment in Brazoria County has dramatically risen since the peak 

of the economic cycle in 2000. The economic recession that followed 

resulted in Brazoria County's unemployment rate rising to above 9 

percent for part of 2004. Fortunately, the economy is in the recovery 

stage and the unemployment rate is falling. Currently, Brazoria County's 

unemployment rate is 7.9 percent compared to the state average of 

5.4 percent. 
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FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Chart 6: Brazoria Counti/ Labor Force vs. Employment Trends 1995 - 2003 
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Chart 7: Brazoria Counti/-B.tsed Business Employment Trends 1999 - 2003 
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FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
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Chart 8: Brazoria Counti; Unemployment Trends 1999 - 2004 
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Population growth in Brazoria County has been strong over the past ten 

years. Since 1993, the County has added over 56,000 residents, an 
increase of 27.1 percent. Brazoria County's fast growth is even more 

impressive when compared to Texas' significant population growth rate 

of 22.6 percent over this same time period. 
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Chart 9: Br.izoria CountiJ Population Trends - 1990-2003 
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While Brazoria County's population growth during the 1990s has been 

rapidly increasing, when compared to the state as a whole, its residents' 

income has not kept pace. Brazoria County's per capita personal income 
is now just 95.2 percent of the Texas average, falling steadily from 99.4 

percent in 1990. This trend will only continue as Brazoria County's 

population growth rate supercedes its employment growth. 

Wages paid to area workers are also lagging state levels. During the 

early 1990s, Brazoria County's workers earned 14 percent more than the 

state average. In 2002, a full-time employee earned $35,382 or 30.9 

percent more than a decade ago. Since 1990, however, the County's 

wage growth rate has not kept pace with the state as a whole. Full-time 

wages are now just 99 percent of the Texas average, falling steadily from 

114 percent in 1990. It is important to note that Brazoria County's oil, 

gas, and chemical industry workers earn nearly double the county 

average. In 2002, workers employed in Brazoria County's petroleum 

products industry earned approximately $83,000, well above the average 

county wage of $36,900. Even with Brazoria County's flat employment 

levels in the petroleum refining industry, industry wages have risen over 

20 percent since 1997. 
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FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY /SD BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Chatt 10: Brazoria Counti; Per Capita Income Trends 1990 - 2002 
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Ch,ut 11: Brazorfo CountiJ Average Annual Wage Per Job Trends 1990 - 2002 
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FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Board Finding Number 3. 

Average salary levels of qualifying jobs will begin at $55,530, which is 19 percent 
above the current Brazoria County average salary per manufacturing job. 

Board Finding Number 4. 

The level of the applicant's total investment per qualifying job over the term of the 
Agreement is estimated to be $16.25 million on the basis of a minimum of 12 
qualifying jobs. 

In support of Findings 3 and 4, the economic impact evaluation contains the following 

information. 

ConocoPhillips' Investment in the Sweeny /.S.D. 
For this study, TXP has calculated the economic impact of 

ConocoPhillips' petroleum refinery expansion in Brazoria County. 

Activities at the expanded facility will include the Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 

Project. For this report, TXP has focused on the economic impact of 

ConocoPhillips' proposed $170 million facility and $670,000 annual 

payroll, The economic assumptions underlying the analysis are 

summarized in the tables below. 

. . CPh"//" I I t. B ounivtr;able 3. Conoco I IPS nvestmen m razona 
Average To!al Taxable 

Salary Taxable Investment 
Year Emolovment Pavro11 Per Job Investment Per Job 

2005 12 $667,680 $55,640 80,000,000 $6,666,667 

2006 12 $667,680 $55,640 195,000,000 $16,250,000 

2007 12 $667,680 $55,640 191,100,000 $15,925,000 

2008 12 $667,680 $55,640 187,280,000 $15,606,667 

2009 12 $667,680 $55,640 183,530,000 $15,294,167 

2010 12 $667,680 $55,640 179,900,000 $14,991,667 

2011 12 $667,680 $55,640 176,270,000 $14,689,167 

2012 12 $667,680 $55,640 172,740,000 $14,395,000 

2013 12 $667,680 $55,640 169,290,000 $14,107,500 

2014 12 $667,680 $55,640 165,900,000 $13,825,000 

Source: TXP, C-Onoc0Ph171ips 

ConocoPhillips' Impact on the Sweeny I.S.D. and Brazoria County 
The benefits of ConocoPhillips to the Sweeny I.S.D., Brazoria County, 

and the entire Gulf Coast economy consist of the day-to-day operation of 

the facility, normal operating expenditures, purchases from local 

vendors, and spending of people employed by these businesses. In the 

final analysis, the economic benefits of this spending materialize in the 

form of increased Brazoria County employment and income. In addition, 

there are significant tax benefits to the Sweeny I.SD., cities in the 

region, and the county. 
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There are also intangible benefits associated with having a major 

petroleum manufacturing facility expansion in the area, These benefits 

include factors such as increased regional, national, and international 

exposure for the area, as well as a certain prestige associated with being 

home to ConocoPhillips. These intangible benefits can easily result in 

increased business activity for the local community, which in tum results 

in the creation of even more jobs and income. These benefits are 

difficult, if not impossible to measure, and no attempt is made here to 

estimate them. 

Economic Impact Methodology 
For this study, TXP has calculated the economic impact of 
ConocoPhillips' petroleum refinery expansion based on annual payroll, 

employment, and local procurement levels. The economic assumptions 

underlying the analysis are summarized in Section 3. Specifically, this 

analysis measures the anticipated economic impacts of ConocoPhillips' 

facility expansion using the IMPLAN input-output economic system, 

TXP has customized the IMPLAN model by modifying the underlining 

industry data and by altering regional purchasing coefficient assumptions. 

When conducting traditional economic impact analysis for an expanding 
or relocating business, output ( closely related to total sales) is typically 

used as the primary input to the model. The ConocoPhillips project is 

more complicated given that ConocoPhillips is expanding an existing 

facility. Therefore, a more conservative approach to estimating the 

economic impact of this project focuses on measuring the effect of wages 

paid to employees and ConocoPhillips' local procurement of goods and 

services. Additional adjustments were made to the data prior to estimating 

the direct, indirect, and induced impacts. For example, even though 

ConocoPhillips will pay $670,000 in annual wages, not all of this money is 

considered take-home pay. Federal taxes, social security charges, and pre­

tax savings contributions (i.e., 401K accounts) must be subtracted from the 

$670,000 million figure. This results in fewer dollars available to be spent 

in the local economy. 

In an input-output analysis of new economic activity, it is useful to 

distinguish three types ofexpenditure 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 is an example of a direct effect, as would be the 

taxi fare that visitor paid to be transported into town from the airport. 

Indirect effects are production changes in backward-linked industries 

caused by the changing input needs of directly affected industries -
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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, for example, and the taxi driver 

will have to replace the gasoline consumed during the trip from the airport. 

These downstream purchases affect the economic status of other local 

merchants and workers. 

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, for example, as do the cleaning 

supplies outlet and the gas station proprietor. Induced effects capture the 

way in which this increased income is in tum spent by them in the local 

economy. 

An economy can be measured in a number of ways. Three of the most 

common are "Output," which describes total economic activity and is 

equivalent to a firm's gross sales, "Employee Compensation," which 

corresponds to wages and benefits, and "Employment," which refers to 

permanent jobs that have been created in the local economy. In order to 
provide an accurate basis of comparison, all dollar-denominated results are 

expressed in constant 2004 figures. 

The interdependence between different sectors of the economy is reflected 

in the concept of a "multiplier." An output multiplier, for example, 

divides the total ( direct, indirect and induced) effects of an initial spending 

injection by the value of that injection - i.e., the direct effect. The higher 

the multiplier, the greater the interdependence among different sectors of 

the economy. An output multiplier of 1.4, for example, means that for 

every $1,000 injected into the economy, another $400 in output is 
produced in all sectors. 

Economic Impact Results 
The tables on the following pages detail the real (inflation-adjusted) output 

and value-added impact of ConocoPhillips' expansion plans on Brazoria 

County. To enable reviewers to compare ConocoPhillips' impact over a 

period of time, TXP has used 2004 as the base year. 
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T. ble 4 R ea Ur/JUt I t f C onocoPhI'//' fps: -a . I O t m1Jac o 2005 2014 
Indirect 

Year Direct +Induced Total 
2005 $667,680 $485,610 $1,153,290 
2006 $653,307 $475,157 $1,128,464 
2007 $639,540 $465,144 $1 ,104,684 
2008 $626,341 $455,544 $1,081,886 
2009 $613,676 $446,333 $1,060,009 
2010 $601,514 $437,486 $1,039,000 
2011 $589,823 $428,984 $1,018,807 
2012 $578,579 $420,806 $999,385 
2013 $567,755 $412,934 $980,689 
2014 $557,329 $405,351 $962,679 

Source: TXP, ConocoPhlllips 

Table 5: Real Employee Compensation Impact of ConocoPhillips: 
2005- 2014 

Indirect 
Year Direct + Induced Total 
2005 $667,680 $57,951 $725,631 
2006 $653,307 $56,704 $710,011 
2007 $639,540 $55,509 $695,049 
2008 $626,341 $54,363 $680,705 
2009 $613,676 $53,264 $666,940 
2010 $601,514 $52,208 $653,722 
201 1 $589,823 $51,193 $641 ,017 
2012 $578,579 $50,218 $628,796 
2013 $567,755 $49,278 $617,033 
2014 $557,329 $48,373 $605,702 

Source: TXP, ConocOPh11/ips 

Table 6: Real Employment Impact (Full & Part-Time) of 
ConocoPhil/lps: 2005 - 2014 

Indirect 
Year Direct +Induced Total 
2005 12 3 15 

2006 12 3 15 
2007 12 3 15 
2008 12 3 15 
2009 12 3 15 

2010 12 3 15 

2011 12 3 15 
2012 12 3 15 
2013 12 3 15 
2014 12 3 15 

Source: TXP, ConocoPh0/ips 

CONOCOPHILLIPSUSA's Annual Local Purchases 
Utilities I Building Maintenance 
$576,000 $110,000I 

Source:Home Depot 

I Waste Management 
$10,000I 

I 
I 

Other Services 
$282,000 

I. 
I 

Total 
$978,000 
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Board Finding Number 5. 

Subsequent economic effects on the local and regional tax bases will be significant. 
In addition, the impact of the added infrastructure will be significant to the region. 

In support ofFinding 5, the economic impact evaluation states: 

Regional Tax Revenue Impact 
Beyond the direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts detailed above, 
ConocoPhillips' expansion could generate a tremendous amount of tax 
revenue for local taxing jurisdictions. In the abstract, all levels of 
government- school districts, city, county, and special taxing authorities -
would be very positively impacted by the development of ConocoPhillips' 
expanded facility, although the level of ultimate benefit will be influenced 
by any tax incentives that are offered. Tax rates for 2004 were obtained 
from the Brazoria County Appraisal District website 
http://www.brazoriacad.org/04 _Tax_ Rates.htm. 

A number of important considerations should be taken into account when 
reviewing the economic impacts of ConocoPhillips' expansion plans. One 
issue, for example, is that part of ConocoPhillips' economic impact 
transcends local taxing jurisdictions (i.e., city and county). In addition, 
Brazoria County is linked to the much larger Houston MSA regional 
economy. It is not unreasonable to expect workers at ConocoPhillips to 
commute from surrounding counties, shop in neighboring cities, and spend 
dollars outside of Brazoria County. It is difficult, if not impossible, to 
accurately dete1mine the amount of tax revenue that individual 
communities will receive from increased retail sales activity. 

Therefore, TXP has focused its efforts on determining the amount of direct 
ad valorem tax revenue the Sweeny I.S.D. and Brazoria County will 
receive. TXP has also conservatively projected the total amount of 
increased indirect sales tax revenue that Brazoria County will receive. 

To put this project's economic impact into perspective, the following table 
compares ConocoPhillips' salary and investment projections per job with 
Brazoria County averages. 
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Table 7: ConocoPhillips Investment vs. Brazoria County Averages 

Co11oc0Philll1>sBrazoria County Tex.is 
Ex1rnnsfon Project 

Average Weekly 

Manufacturing Wage... $893 $722 $1,075 

Investment Per Job...... $193,720 NIA $14,175,083 

• Texas Wolkforce Commission - Wage lnformab·on Network 
.. Investment per job for Brazon·a County= Total Brazo1ia County Certified Ttlil.eble Vall.JO I Total Brazo1ia County Employment 
Source: TXP, ConocoPhillips 

Note, the tax revenue figures shown for the Sweeny I.S.D. reflect the 
projected tax collections the district would receive based on the 
anticipated value of the project, in the absence of the requested limitation 
on value and state school financing legislation. 

Table 8: Estimated Fiscal Impact of ConocoPhillips: 2005 - 2010 

2005 :a:os 2007 a)[0 :.ocs £1)10 

Property'lah..es 
Total Ta~ ble Value 80,000,000 195,000,000 191,100,000 187,280,000 183,530.000 179,900,000 

Oire::t Ad \lalorem Ta>ees 
Sweeny I .S. D. 
Brazoria County 
Brazos Rvr. Harbor Nav. Dist. 
West Brazoria Co. 

Drainage Dist. #11 
Sweeny Community Hospttal 

$1,353,800 
$'.289,664 
f64.000 

$16,000 
$279,200 

$3,200,400 
$706,812 
$131,626 

$39,000 
~8M50 

$3,233.412 
~91,6g6 
$128,003 

$38.220 
~66,039 

$3,108,778 
~77.869 
$126.414 

$37.466 
~53,607 

$3,106.328 
~64,296 
$123,883 

$36,706 
~40.620 

$3,043.908 
!0051,167 
$121,433 

$35,980 
~7,861 

lndirecl & lndooad Ta>ees 
Bra:ziGda CountyAd Valorem 
Brazoria CounlySales Tax 

$12.064 
$2,237 

$12,064 
$2,237 

$12,064 
$2,237 

$12,064 
$2,237 

$12,064 
$2,237 

$12,064 
~.237 

Tot I Taxes $2,006,665 $4,870,689 $4,773,661 $4.1178,426 $4,685,033 $4,494,630 

Page 16 December 14, 2004 



FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Table 9: Estimated Fiscal Impact of ConocoPhillips: 2011 - 2014 

PrcpertyValuei. 

Total T<P<able Value $176,270.000 

Direct Ad Valorem Taxes 
Sweeny I.S.D. $2.W2,488 
Brazoria County 
Brazos Rvr. Haibor Nav. Dist. $36,264 
West Brazoria Co. 

Drainage Dlst.#11 $118,982 
Sweeny Community Hospital ~16,182 

lndil'Eci a lndu:ed Ta1<es 
Brazoria County Ad Valorem $12,064 
Brazoria County Sales Tax $2,237 

To:rlal Taxes 404226 

2011 

$172.740.000 

$2.922,761 
f838,018 
$34,648 

$116,600 
f802,883 

$12,064 
$2,237 

f,1,316 313 

2012 

$169.290,000 

$2,864.3$7 
f826,241 
$33,868 

$114,271 
$!5g0,8'22 

$12,064 
$2,237 

,230,393 

2013 

$166,900,000 

$2,807,028 
f812,764 

$33,lSO 

$l 11,983 
$578,991 

$12,034 
$2;237 

$41~.966 

2014 

$28,781.089 
$1300,483 
ffl3,187 

$1,148,182 
$15,936,626 

$120,641 
$22,373 

f,12,\50 903 

r20os-20111 

fa ,168,891 

-S~"t:~:n..o D, 

Board Finding Number 6. 

The revenue gains that will be realized by the school district if the Application is 
approved will be significant in the long-term, witl1 special reference to revenues 
used for supporting school district debt. 

In support of this finding, the analysis prepared by Moak, Casey & 

Associates, LLP projects that he project would initially add 

approximately $190 million to the tax base for debt service purposes. 

This additional value will generate approximately $3.9 million in 

additional taxes for debt service funds will be generated through 2016-

17. 

In terms of operating revenue, ConocoPhil1ips will pay $14.9 million in 

additional M&O taxes during the first ten years of the agreement even 

with the value limitation, although most of this amount will be offset by 
increased recapture charges to the District. Additional benefits of nearly 

$9.0 million will be received by the District under the terms of the 

Agreement. 

Board Finding Number 7. 

The effect of the applicant's proposal, if app1·oved, on the number or size of needed 
scl1ool district instructional facilities is minimal. 

In support of this finding, the analysis prepared by Moak, Casey & 

Associates, LLP estimates minimal facilities impact due to the limited 

number of jobs associated with the facility. The addition of the facility 

should, at least in the long-run, add to the stability of public school 
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enrollments in the District by providing additional employment 

opportunities and economic activity. 

Board Finding Number 8. 

The ability of the applicant to locate the proposed facility in another state or 
another region of this state is substantial, as a result of the highly competitive 
marketplace for economic development. 

In support ofFinding 8, the economic impact evaluation states: 

Attracting high-paying, capital-intensive industries is becoming extremely 

competitive. Communities across the country, regardless of size, have 

committed hundreds of millions of dollars for economic development 

marketing and recruitment. In Texas alone, the ½ cent sales tax for 

economic development has generated over $2.8 billion for cities. The 

national recession and declining tax revenues have forced communities to 

become even more aggressive in their recrnitment efforts. The State of 

New York, for example, provided over $400 million in incentives to 

recruit part of International SEMATECH away from Austin, Texas. Local 

and state governments in Ohio repmiedly committed $10 million in 

incentives to ensure that Dell Computer located a distribution center in 

West Chester, Ohio. A number of factors offer 

technology manufacturers' flexibility when choosing new locations. 

States and regions who want to remain competitive in technology and 

R&D site selection must be willing to offer public incentives. 

The competition is just as intense for petroleum refineries and 

petrochemical facilities. ConocoPhillips could have easily located its 

facility in a neighboring region or state. A number of communities along 

the Gulf Coast offer the necessary infrasttucture to support the petroleum 

refining and petrochemical industries. The Federal Reserve Bank of 

Dallas highlights the importance of this industry to Gulf Coast 

communities in a 2002 report, "Downstream refining and petrochemicals 

dominate the manufacturing base of all the cities, with Baton Rouge, 

Beaumont-Port Atthur, Brazoria, Corpus Christi having little matching 

upstream activity. All the cities are ports, with strong water, pipeline, and 

rail connections." Clearly, neighboring communities and states could meet 

ConocoPhillips ' location requirements. International competition is also 

increasing for refining facilities, especially in light of rising demand from 

energy markets such as China. 

In the meantime, the value of ConocoPhillips' facility expansion to the 

region is clear. Once fully operational, the direct impact will yield an 

average annual increase $670,000 in employee compensation, while 
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supporting a total of 12 pennanent local part and full-time jobs. Perhaps 

most importantly, total local taxes collected over the next ten years 

(including those directly associated with the project as well as the ripple 

effects through the local economy) will exceed $42.5 million. Assuming a 

discount rate of 5 percent, this total local public sector revenue stream has 

a present value of over $32.5 million. It should be noted that this estimate 

is prior to any abatements, incentive agreements, or value limitations that 

may be put in place. 

Board Finding Number 9. 

The proposed facility will be the second built in the immediate region since the 
implementation of the new statute permitting economic development abatements. 
Fifteen prior facilities have been built throughout the state that were eligible to 
apply for a limitation on appraised value under this Subchapter and did so in their 
respective communities. 

The Board of Trnstees has made the above listed factual findings in accordance with the 

Texas Economic Development Act and the Adminish·ative regulations promulgated by the Texas 

Comptroller ofPublic Accounts published at 34 Texas Administrative Code§ 9.107. 

The Board further finds: 

Board Finding Number 10. 

The Agreement for an Appraised Value Limitation on Qualified Property, pursuant 
to Chapter 313 of the Texas Property Tax Code, attached hereto as Attachment E, 
includes adequate and appropriate revenue protection provisions fol' the District. 

In support of this finding, the report of Moak, Casey & Associates, LLP clearly shows 

that the District will incur an initial revenue loss without the proposed Agreement. 

However, with this Agreement, the negative consequences of granting the abatement are 

offset through the revenue protection provisions agreed to by the Applicant to the 

District. 

Board Finding Number 11. 

Considering the purpose and effect of tbe law and the terms of the Agreement, that 
it is in the best interest of tile District to enter into the attaclted Agreement for 
Limitation on Appraised Value of Property for School District Maintenance and 
Operations Taxes. 
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By ~~~ L~· S~,-zc_/--
President, Board ofTrustees 

ATTEST: 

By 

FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY /SO BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

• UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

It is therefore ORDERED that the Agreement attached hereto as Attachment E is 

approved and is hereby authorized to be executed and delivered by and on behalf of the Sweeny 

Independent School District. It is further ORDERED that these findings and the Attachments 

referred to herein be attached to the Official Minutes of this meeting, and maintained in the 

permanent records of the Board of Trustees of the Sweeny Independent School District. 

Dated the 14th day of December 2004. 

SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
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r, Bob G [Bob.Adair@conocophillips.com] 
:iy , August 06, 2010 12:43 PM 
Hanley 
ocoPhillips Signed Form 50-772 for Sweeny ISO 
1ed 50-772 Annual Eligiblity Report for Chapter 313 - ConocoPhillips in Sweeny ISO. pdf 

$51,330 for 'What is the minimum required annual wage for each qualifying job in the year covered by this report?" I slightly 
· phone conversation, which I think this is technically correct. The calculation is below: 

cted Annual Wage at Time of Sweeny ISO Approval 1 $55,530 
ojected Annual Wage above County Manufacturing Average1 

/ 1.19 
Wage for Manufacturing = $46,664 
Tl Annual Wage Percentage of County Manufacturing Average2 x 110% 
Jal Wage for 2009 Form 50-772 = $51,330 

11, Findings of the Sweeny Independent School District Board of Trustees under the Texas Economic Development Act, 

:ates, in part,: 

·cent of: 
' wage for manufacturing jobs in the county where the job is located; 

~uss further. 

of Way & Claims 
600 North Dairy Ashford - 2WL 8024F 
Houston, TX 77079 

1 
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	NOTE: You can find your application number and all agreement documents and reports on the website comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ agreement-docs.php 
	3. 
	3. 
	3. 
	Name of school district: SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

	4. 
	4. 
	Name of project on original application (or short description of facility): ULTRA LOW SULFUR DIESEL UNIT 

	5. 
	5. 
	Name of applicant on original application: C_O_N_O_C_O_P_H_IL_L_IP_S_C_O_M_P_A_N_Y___________ _ _ ___ _____ 

	6. 
	6. 
	Name the company entering into original agreement with district: _C_O_N_O_C_O_P_H_IL_L_I_P_S_C_O_M_P_A_N_Y_______________ 

	7. 
	7. 
	Amount of limitation at time of application approval: _$_3_0_,0_0_0_,0_0_0___________________________ _ 

	8. 
	8. 
	If you are one of two or more companies originally applying for a limitation, list all other applicants here and describe their relationships. 


	(Use attachments if necessary.) 
	N/A 
	SEC I ION 2 Cum-'I1t A<Jff'PilH"'r1t l11forrncit1rn1 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Name of current agreement holder(s) _P_H_I_L_L_IP_S_ 6_6_C_O_M_P_A_N_Y________________________ _ 

	2. 
	2. 
	Complete mailing address of current agreement holder PROPERTY TAX S1364-03, PO BOX 421959, HOUSTON, TX 77242 

	3. 
	3. 
	Company contact person for agreement holder: 


	CHRIS G. CISNEROS SENIOR ADVISOR -PROPERTY TAX 
	CHRIS G. CISNEROS SENIOR ADVISOR -PROPERTY TAX 
	Name Title 
	832-765-4112 
	CHRIS.G.CISNEROS@P66.COM 

	Phone Email 
	13716527026
	4. 
	4. 
	4. 
	Texas franchise tax ID number of current agreement holder: _______________________________ 

	5. 
	5. 
	If the current agreement holder does not report under the franchise tax law, please include name and tax ID of reporting entity: 


	N/A N/A 
	Name Tax ID 
	6. If the authorized company representative (same as signatory for this form) is different from the contact person listed above, complete the following: 
	N/A N/A 
	Name Title 
	N/A 
	Complete Mailing Address 
	N/A N/A 
	Phone Email 
	7. If you are a current agreement holder who was not an original applicant, please list all other current agreement holders. Please describe the chain of ownership from the original applicant to the new entities. (Use attachments if necessary.) 
	N/A 
	The Data Analysis and Transparency Division at the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts For more information, visit our website: provides information and resources for taxpayers and local taxing entities. comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 50-772-A • 03-1713 

	Data Analysis and 
	Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts 
	Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts 
	Transparency 

	Form 50-772-A 
	SECTION 3: Applicant Eligibility Information 
	1. Does the business entity have the right to transact business with respect to Tax Code, Chapter 171? ..................... .. ..... ...... .... . 
	(Attach printout from Comptroller website: https:llmycpa.cpa.state.tx.uslcoal) 

	IZJ Yes D No 
	2. Is the business entity current on all taxes due to the State of Texas? 

	Yes 
	Yes 
	ll] 

	3. Is the business activity of the project an eligible business activity under Section 313.024(b)? 

	Yes 
	Yes 
	ll] 

	a) 3a. Please identify business activity: _C_ru_d_e_ O_il_R_e_fi_n_in_g______________________________ 
	SECTION 4: Market Value and Limitation Amount 
	Please identify the county appraisal district (CAD) in which the project is located: Brazoria County Ap~p_r_a_is_a_l_D_i_s_tr_i_c_t_______ 
	If the project is located in more than one CAD, please identify the name(s) of the other CADs and provide on a separate sheet for each CAD, the responses to items 1 through 5 applicable to the property (or portion of property) that is reflected in each CAD's property tax account records. 
	For purposes of item 1, "total market value" should reflect the market value as determined by the CAD (and as adjusted after protest) for only eligible property in all of the CAD property tax accounts covered by the 313 agreement in that county. Please note: "qualified property" is defined by Tax Code section 313.021 (2) and 34 Tex. Admin. Code§ 9.1051 (16) and identified in the executed Chapter 313 agreement. 
	1. Total market value of all qualified property from all CAD property accounts subject to the 313 agreement .. ~1~1 ~1_ ~1_~I
	8
	8
	8

	$ ~I~~~~1_~1_ _~1_~1O
	8
	4
	7
	1

	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	Total value of all applicable exemptions for the qualified property included in item 1 . . . $ ~I-~~~-~1-~l-~~l-~l-~~I-~I_O~I 

	3. 
	3. 
	Total taxable value for school l&S tax purposes for the qualified property (Item 1 less Item 2) ......$ LI~~~~-~I_8_1~4~1_8~17~l1~1_8~I


	~l_8__~1_0
	4. 
	4. 
	4. 
	Limitation amount on appraised value specified as qualified in the 313 agreement. ....$ LI-~~~-~~-~~-~~-~~I_O~I 

	5. 
	5. 
	:~t~~:~~ble value for school M&O tax purposes for the qualified property (lesser of item 3 .......$ ~I~~~~-~I_~l_8__~I_0


	8~I4~l_8~l7~l1~l_8~I 
	SECTION 5A:Wage and Employment Information for Applications Prior to Jan. 1, 2014 (#1 Through 999) 
	ONLY COMPLETE THE WAGE SECTION (SA or 5B) THAT APPLIES TO YOUR APPLICATION. You can find your application number on the website 
	ONLY COMPLETE THE WAGE SECTION (SA or 5B) THAT APPLIES TO YOUR APPLICATION. You can find your application number on the website 
	at comptroller.texas.g ov/economy/local/ch313/agreem ent-docs.ph p 

	NOTE: All statutory references in Section SA are for statute as it existed prior to Jan. 1, 2014. For job definitions see TAC §9.1051 (14) and Tax Code, §313.021 (3). If the agreement includes a definition of "new job" other than TAC §9.1051 (14)(C), then please provide the definition "new job" as used in the agreement. Notwithstanding any waiver by the district of the requirement for the creation of a minimum number of new jobs, or any other job commitment in the agreement, Tax Code §313.024(d) requires th
	21
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	How many new jobs were based on the qualified property in the year covered by this report? (See note above) . 

	2. 
	2. 
	What is the number of new jobs required for a project in this school district according to §313.021 (2)(A)(iv)(b), 


	10
	§313.051(b), as appropriate? 
	3. 
	3. 
	3. 
	3. 
	Did the applicant request that the governing body waive the minimum job requirement, as provided under Tax Code §313.025(f-1)? DYes ll] No 

	3a. If yes, how many new jobs must the approved applicant create under the waiver? . 

	4. 
	4. 
	Calculate 80 percent of new jobs (0.80 x number of new jobs based on the qualified property in the year covered 


	17
	by this re port.) 
	51 3
	5. 
	5. 
	5. 
	What is the minimum required annual wage for each qualifying job in the year covered by the report? ............ $ ______,__0_0_._0_0____ 

	6. 
	6. 
	Identify which of the four Tax Code sections is used to determine the wage standard required by the agreement: §313.021 (5)(A) or D §313.021 (5)(B) or D §313.021 (3)(E)(ii) or ll] §313.051 (b) 
	D 



	6a. Attach calculations and cite exact Texas Workforce Commission data source as defined in TAC §9.1051. Does the agreement require the applicant to provide a specified number of jobs at a specified wage? D Yes [l] No 7a. If yes, how many qualifying jobs did the approved applicant commit to create in the year covered by 
	0 
	the report? 
	0.00 
	7b. If yes, what annual wage did the approved applicant commit to pay in the year covered by the report? ...... $ ____________ 
	For more information, visit our website: comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ Page2 
	50-772-A • 03-1713 


	Data Analysis and 
	Data Analysis and 

	TTa11sp,uency 
	TTa11sp,uency 
	Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts 

	Form 50-772-A 
	7c. If yes, how many qualifying jobs were created at the specified wage in the year covered by the report? . ... .. _ _____o______ 
	8. How many qualifying jobs (employees of this entity and employees of a contractor with this entity) were based 
	21
	on the qualified property in the year covered by the report? ........................................ .. . . . . _ __________ 
	21
	Ba. Of the qualifying job-holders last year, how many were employees of the approved applicant? .......... . . . ___________ 
	8b. Of the qualifying job-holders last year, how many were employees of an entity contracting with the O approved applicant? .................................................................... . .. ___________ 
	Be. If any qualifying job-holders were employees of an entity contracting with the applicant, does the approved applicant or assignee have documentation from the contractor supporting the conclusion that those jobs are qualifying jobs? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 Yes D No ll N/A 
	SECTION ',R W,HJ,' ,111d Einploynw11t l11forrnc1t1011 tor Appl1c c1t1011~ Afte1 Jc111 . 1, 1014 (#1000 and Above) 
	ONLY COMPLETE THE WAGE SECTION (SA or 5B) THAT APPLIES TO YOUR APPLICATION. You can find your application number on the website at comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/agreement-docs.php. NOTE: For job definitions see TAC §9.1051 (14) and Tax Code, §313.021 (3). QUALIFYING JOBS 1. What is the number of new qualifying jobs the applicant committed to create in the year covered by this report? ... . . ______o______ 2. Did the applicant request that the governing body waive the minimum qualifying job requi
	For more information, visit our website: comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 
	Figure
	50-772-A • 03-17 /3 
	50-772-A • 03-17 /3 
	"I am the authorized representative for the Company submitting this Annual Eligibility Report. I understand that this Report is a government record as defined in Chapter 37 of the Texas Penal Code. The information I am providing on this Report is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief' SR ADVISOR, PROPERTY TAX Title 11/14/2017 Signature (Authorized Company Representative) Date print.,_here..-CHRIS G. CISNEROS 832-765-4112 Print Name of Preparer (Person Who Completed the Form) Phone 
	Data Analysts and 

	Transparency

	Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts 
	Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts 
	Form 50-772-A 
	SE'( TION 6 Quc1l1fied lnve,trnent During Ouc1l1fied T1rne Period 
	ENTITIES ARE NOT REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION IF THE YEAR COVERED BY THE REPORT IS AFTER THE QUALIFYING TIME PERIOD OF THEIR AGREEMENT. 
	1. What is the qualified investment expended by this entity from the beginning of the qualifying time period through 
	0.00
	the end of the year covered by this report? ...................................................... . ..• $ _____ 
	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	Was any of the land classified as qualified investment? ...................•.•......•.• ...............•....••...• O Yes No 

	3. 
	3. 
	Was any of the qualified Investment leased under a capitalized lease? .......•.• ......•..........•................. O Yes No 

	4. 
	4. 
	Was any of the qualified Investment leased under an operating lease? ..............•.• ..........•............... .. O Yes No 

	5. 
	5. 
	Was any property not owned by the applicant part of the qualified investment? .......................... ....... .. .. . No


	D
	D

	Yes SFC TION 7 Pc1rt1c1I lntere'>t 
	THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS MUST BE ANSWERED BY ENTITIES HAVING A PARTIAL INTEREST IN AN AGREEMENT. For limitation agreements where there are multiple company entities that receive a part of the limitation provided by the agreement: 
	1) each business entity not having a full interest in the agreement should complete a separate form for their proportionate share of required employment and investment information; and, 2) separately, the school district is required to complete an Annual Eligibility Report that provides for each question in this form a sum of the individual answers from reports submitted by each entity so that there is a cumulative Annual Eligibility Report reflecting the entire agreement. 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	What was your limitation amount (or portion of original limitation amount) during the year covered by this report? .. .• _____0_._0_0_ ____ 

	2. 
	2. 
	Please describe your interest in the agreement and identify all the documents creating that interest. 


	N/A 
	SE'C flON 8 Aµprovc1I 
	For more information, visit our website: comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 
	For more information, visit our website: comptroller.texas.gov/economy/local/ch313/ 
	Figure
	50-772-A • 03-17/3 
	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	FINDINGS ofthe 


	SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT BOARD OF TRUSTEES Under the 
	SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT BOARD OF TRUSTEES Under the 
	TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	STATE OF TEXAS § 
	COUNTY OFBRAZORIA § 
	On the 14th day of December 2004, a public meeting of the Board of Trustees of the Sweeny Independent School District was held. At the meeting, the Board of Trustees solicited input into its deliberations on the application from interested parties within the District. The meeting was duly posted in accordance with the provisions of the Texas Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, Texas Government Code. At the meeting, the Board of Trustees took up and considered the application of the ConocoPhillips Company for an
	On September 3, 2004, the Superintendent of Schools of the Sweeny Independent School District, acting as agent of the Board of Trustees, received an Application from the ConocoPhillips Company, for an Appraised Value Limitation on Qualified Property, pursuant to Chapter 313 of the Texas Property Tax Code. This Application was formally amended on November 29, 2004. A copy of the revised Application is attached hereto as Attachment A. 
	The Board of Trustees has acknowledged receipt of the Application, along with the requisite application fee, as established pursuant to Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.025(a)(l) and Local District Policy. 
	December 14, 2004 
	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	The initial and amended Applications were delivered to the Texas Comptroller's Office for review pursuant to Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.025(d). 
	The amended Application was reviewed by the Texas Comptroller's Office pursuant to Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.026. After review, the Comptroller's Office, by letter dated December 13, 2004, recommended that this Board favorably consider the Application. A copy of the Comptroller's letter is attached to these findings as Attachment B. 
	After receipt of the Application, the Board of Trustees caused to be conducted an economic impact evaluation pursuant to Texas Property Tax Code§ 313.026 and has carefully considered such evaluation. A copy of the economic impact evaluation is attached to these 
	findings as Attachment C. 
	The Board of Trustees also directed that a specific financial analysis be conducted of the impact of the proposed abatement on the finances of Sweeny Independent School District. A copy of a report prepared by Moak, Casey & Associates, LLP is attached to these findings as 
	Attachment D. 
	After receipt of the Application, the District entered into negotiations with the ConocoPhillips Company, over the specific language to be included in the Agreement for an Appraised Value Limitation on Qualified Property, pursuant to Chapter 313 of the Texas Property Tax Code, including appropriate revenue protection provisions for the District. The proposed Agreement is attached to these findings as Attachment E. 
	After review of the Comptroller's recommendation, and in consideration of its own economic impact study the Board finds: 
	Board Finding Number 1. 
	A strong relationship between the applicant's industry and the types of qualifying jobs to be created by the applicant and the lo.ng-term economic growth plans of this State as described in the strategic plan for economic development (ED Plan) submitted by the Texas Strategic Economic Development Planning Commission under Section 481.033, Texas Government Code, as that section existed before February 1, 1999 exists. 
	In support ofFinding 1, the economic impact evaluation states: 
	The overarching theme of the Texas ED Plan centers on attracting and developing industries using emerging technologies -"fu the broadest sense, Texas must build a knowledge-based economy." These businesses will require highly skilled workers, pay above-average wages, and invest millions of dollars in physical facilities and R&D activities. Clearly, ConocoPhillips' proposed investment in state-of-the-art technologies coupled with the need for highly skilled workers meets 
	Page 2 December 14, 2004 
	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY /SD BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	these criteria. ConocoPhillips anticipates paying an average annual · salary of nearly $55,640 over the next 10 years, well above the Texas average manufacturing industry wage of $37,545, ConocoPhillips' taxable investment of $170.1 million in the Sweeny I.S.D. will make it 
	one ofthe largest investments in the area in recent years.7 
	In addition, the Texas ED Plan identifies opportunities for a number of existing Texas industries. For the oil and gas sector, the Texas ED Plan argues that future opportunities will be found by recruiting businesses that use technology to " ...reduce costs at all levels of the exploration, production, and refining ... " ConocoPhillips proposed facility is designed to maximize profits by utilizing the most efficient manufacturing equipment and processes. 
	The state's oil, gas, and refining industries are constantly in a state of change. This pattern is similar to the cyclical nature of other Texas industries, such as Austin's semiconductor manufacturers and Dallas' telecommunications businesses. For example, global competition, new manufacturing techniques, and the growing commodity status of microprocessors have cost Austin's electronics industry thousands of jobs over the past few years. In spite of this downsizing, communities across the nation are offeri
	While Brazoria County is not strong in semiconductors or software development, the area has historically attracted significant levels of technology investment. The oil, gas, and refining industries invest as much in R&D and technological innovation as any computer, telecommunications, or software company. However, Brazoria County has not kept pace with other metropolitan areas in terms of attracting venture capital funding for technology start-ups. Therefore, it becomes more important that Gulf Coast commun
	While Brazoria County is not strong in semiconductors or software development, the area has historically attracted significant levels of technology investment. The oil, gas, and refining industries invest as much in R&D and technological innovation as any computer, telecommunications, or software company. However, Brazoria County has not kept pace with other metropolitan areas in terms of attracting venture capital funding for technology start-ups. Therefore, it becomes more important that Gulf Coast commun
	Page 3 December 14, 2004 
	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	traditional manufacturing businesses. Whatever the industry, petroleum refining, chemicals, or microprocessor manufacturing, it is vitally important that communities continue to recruit these businesses. The TWC offers valuable insight into the petroleum industry: "Over the past 20 years, the Petroleum Refining industry in Texas has been in a state of change rather than an industry destined for extinction." 

	Board Finding Number 2. 
	The economic condition of Brazoria County, Texas is strong, but in need of long­term improvement. 
	In support ofFinding 2, the economic impact evaluation states: 
	With a current population ofjust over 5.3 million persons, the Gulf Coast region accounts for 23.4 percent of Texas' population. Brazoria County is one of the larger counties of the Gulf Coast region, accounting for 
	5.0 percent of the total population. Defined by its proximity to the Gulf of Mexico, large oil, gas, and chemical operations, and strong population growth, the Gulf Coast is snuggling with economic changes experienced in many parts of Texas. The region as a whole must address the shortage of skilled workers, consolidation of the oil and gas indush'ies, and the slow overall economic growth. These challenges are being exacerbated by the wide fluctuations in oil prices. 
	The Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts (Comptroller) forecasts the Gulf Coast's population base will grow 1.5 percent per annum over the next five years. Total population for the region will approach 5.7 million residents. Over the next 20 years, the Gulf Coast's population growth should remain on par with the state as a whole. The region is projected to account for 23.8 of the state's total population base, compared to 
	23.4 percent in 2005. 
	The Texas Workforce Commission projects the Gulf Coast's industry employment will grow 3.3 percent per annum from 2000 to 2010. Total industry employment for the region will approach 3.9 million workers. Over this time period, the Gulf Coast's employment growth should remain on par with the state as a whole. The region is projected to account for 33.8 percent of the state's total employment base, compared to 34.0 percent in 2000. 
	The Gulf Coast's gross regional product has tripled over the past three decades. Gross regional product surpassed $160 billion in 2000, a 
	4.1 percent annual growth rate since 1970. The Comptroller projects that gross region product will grow to $181. 1 billion by 2005. 
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	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY /SD BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	Strong productivity gains and modest population growth have dramatically increased the Gulf Coast's per capita income levels. The Gulf Coast region is projected to have positive growth over the next five years, consistent with the state as a whole. 
	Brazoria MSA Regional Overview 
	Brazoria MSA Regional Overview 
	Brazoria County's employment base decreased 1.5 percent between Q4 2002 and Q4 2003, losing 1,115 jobs. In Q4 2003, there were approximately 75,400 Brazoria County~based business employees. Employment opportunities for Brazoria County residents performed better over this time period. In 2003, 104,000 Brazoria County residents were employed, a 1.0 percent increase or 830 new jobs compared to 2002. In the shorHerm, Brazoria County and Gulf Coast employment growth should increase steadily as the national and s
	The Trade, Transportation & Utilities (T.T.U.) and Manufacturing sectors have traditionally played a large role in the Brazoria County economy. The T.T.U. and Manufacturing sectors accounted for more than 35 .1 percent of Brazoria County's total employment in the fourth quarter of 2003, consistent with the state average of 30.6 percent. Of Brazoria County's 13,000 manufacturing jobs in 2002, nearly 60 percent were in chemicals manufacturing. In 2002, Brazoria County's chemicals sector ranked 2nd in employme
	Page 5 December 14, 2004 
	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	Table 2: Brazoria County Employment Trends (NA/CS) 
	Description 
	Description 
	Description 
	Employment 2002 Q4 
	Employment 2003 Q4 
	Change 
	% Change 

	Natural Resources & Mining Construction Manufacturing Trade, Transportation & Utilities Information Flnancial Activities Professional & Business Services Education & Health Services Leisure & Hospitality Other Services Nonclassifiable Federal Government State Government Local Government 
	Natural Resources & Mining Construction Manufacturing Trade, Transportation & Utilities Information Flnancial Activities Professional & Business Services Education & Health Services Leisure & Hospitality Other Services Nonclassifiable Federal Government State Government Local Government 
	1,758 10,767 12,641 14,113 531 2,755 5,039 5,499 5,466 2,262 41 488 2,899 12,278 
	1,352 9,812 12,261 14,231 479 2,737 5,320 5,436 5,663 2,261 117 483 2,782 12,488 
	-406 -955 -380 118 -52 -18 281 -63 197 -1 76 .5 -117 210 
	-23.1% -8.9% -3.0% 0.8% -9.8% -0.7% 5.6% -1.1% 3.6% 0.0% 185.4% -1.0% -4.0% 1.7% 

	Total Employment 
	Total Employment 
	76,537 
	75,422 
	·1,115 
	-1.5% 


	Source: Texas Workforce CQmmlss/on -Quarterly Census ofEmploymenl and Wages 
	As a result of a strong economy and close proximity to the Houston MSA, large numbers of people began moving to Brazoria County in the 1990s. This population influx resulted in the number of area labor force participants increasing significantly. In 1995, Brazoria County registered a labor force of 105,000 workers. Just eight years later (2003), Brazoria County's labor force was in excess of 114,000 workers-a growth rate of 
	7.9 percent. Even with the 1ise in labor force participants and population, the Brazoria County economy does not provide enough jobs for residents. Since Brazoria County-based business employ 75,000 workers, approximately 30,000 residents commute to other counties for work each day. 
	Unemployment in Brazoria County has dramatically risen since the peak of the economic cycle in 2000. The economic recession that followed resulted in Brazoria County's unemployment rate rising to above 9 percent for part of 2004. Fortunately, the economy is in the recovery stage and the unemployment rate is falling. Currently, Brazoria County's unemployment rate is 7.9 percent compared to the state average of 5.4 percent. 
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	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	Chart 6: Brazoria Counti/ Labor Force vs. Employment Trends 1995 -2003 
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	Chart 7: Brazoria Counti/-B.tsed Business Employment Trends 1999 -2003 
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	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	Chart 8: Brazoria Counti; Unemployment Trends 1999 -2004 
	16%~----------------------------~ -Texas 13% -Brazoria Counly 3%+-------------------------------1 
	Souroe: Texa5 Mbdlo1Ce 0Jr,Mti55.'on -av~n laborForce Eiltp,'oy.m>nt 
	Population growth in Brazoria County has been strong over the past ten years. Since 1993, the County has added over 56,000 residents, an increase of 27.1 percent. Brazoria County's fast growth is even more impressive when compared to Texas' significant population growth rate of22.6 percent over this same time period. 
	Page 8 December 14, 2004 
	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	Chart 9: Br.izoria CountiJ Population Trends -1990-2003 300,0CO ~---------------------------225,0CO +---------------76/JOO ---1--"-----~ ~ i--i.--1.-1---1----0 ._ 1900 1991 1002 19(n 19g<l 1005 1900 1997 1008 1900 2000 2001 2302 '.2003 Souroe: U.S. O;rr;u:; &Nl!au 
	While Brazoria County's population growth during the 1990s has been rapidly increasing, when compared to the state as a whole, its residents' income has not kept pace. Brazoria County's per capita personal income is now just 95.2 percent of the Texas average, falling steadily from 99.4 percent in 1990. This trend will only continue as Brazoria County's population growth rate supercedes its employment growth. 
	Wages paid to area workers are also lagging state levels. During the early 1990s, Brazoria County's workers earned 14 percent more than the state average. In 2002, a full-time employee earned $35,382 or 30.9 percent more than a decade ago. Since 1990, however, the County's wage growth rate has not kept pace with the state as a whole. Full-time wages are now just 99 percent of the Texas average, falling steadily from 114 percent in 1990. It is important to note that Brazoria County's oil, gas, and chemical i
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	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY /SD BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
	UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	Chatt10: Brazoria Counti; Per Capita Income Trends 1990 -2002 $<0,000 ~;::======::::;----------------------------, 
	• Brazoria County • Texas 
	$~.coo 

	1990 1991 IW2 1993 1991 1995 1996 1997 19M 1999 20JO 2001 2002 
	Souroe: U.S. &ireauof l..abor$1atriibs 
	Figure
	Ch,ut 11: Brazorfo CountiJ Average Annual Wage Per Job Trends 1990 -2002 
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	FINDINGS OF THE SWEENY ISO BOARD OF TRUSTEES UNDER THE TEXAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
	Board Finding Number 3. 
	Average salary levels of qualifying jobs will begin at $55,530, which is 19 percent above the current Brazoria County average salary per manufacturing job. 
	Board Finding Number 4. 
	The level of the applicant's total investment per qualifying job over the term of the Agreement is estimated to be $16.25 million on the basis of a minimum of 12 qualifying jobs. 
	In support of Findings 3 and 4, the economic impact evaluation contains the following 
	information. 
	ConocoPhillips' Investment in the Sweeny /.S.D. 
	ConocoPhillips' Investment in the Sweeny /.S.D. 
	For this study, TXP has calculated the economic impact of ConocoPhillips' petroleum refinery expansion in Brazoria County. Activities at the expanded facility will include the Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel Project. For this report, TXP has focused on the economic impact of ConocoPhillips' proposed $170 million facility and $670,000 annual payroll, The economic assumptions underlying the analysis are 
	summarized in the tables below. 
	C
	. 
	. 

	I ounivt
	Ph"//" 
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	r
	;able 3. 
	Conoco I IPS nvestmen m razona 

	Average 
	Average 
	Average 
	To!al 
	Taxable 

	Salary 
	Salary 
	Taxable 
	Investment 

	Year 
	Year 
	Emolovment 
	Pavro11 
	Per Job 
	Investment 
	Per Job 

	2005 
	2005 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	80,000,000 
	$6,666,667 

	2006 
	2006 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	195,000,000 
	$16,250,000 

	2007 
	2007 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	191,100,000 
	$15,925,000 

	2008 
	2008 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	187,280,000 
	$15,606,667 

	2009 
	2009 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	183,530,000 
	$15,294,167 

	2010 
	2010 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	179,900,000 
	$14,991,667 

	2011 
	2011 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	176,270,000 
	$14,689,167 

	2012 
	2012 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	172,740,000 
	$14,395,000 

	2013 
	2013 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	169,290,000 
	$14,107,500 

	2014 
	2014 
	12 
	$667,680 
	$55,640 
	165,900,000 
	$13,825,000 


	Source: TXP, C-Onoc0Ph171ips 

	ConocoPhillips' Impact on the Sweeny I.S.D. and Brazoria County 
	ConocoPhillips' Impact on the Sweeny I.S.D. and Brazoria County 
	The benefits of ConocoPhillips to the Sweeny I.S.D., Brazoria County, and the entire Gulf Coast economy consist of the day-to-day operation of the facility, normal operating expenditures, purchases from local vendors, and spending of people employed by these businesses. In the final analysis, the economic benefits of this spending materialize in the form of increased Brazoria County employment and income. In addition, there are significant tax benefits to the Sweeny I.SD., cities in the region, and the coun
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	There are also intangible benefits associated with having a major petroleum manufacturing facility expansion in the area, These benefits include factors such as increased regional, national, and international exposure for the area, as well as a certain prestige associated with being home to ConocoPhillips. These intangible benefits can easily result in increased business activity for the local community, which in tum results in the creation of even more jobs and income. These benefits are difficult, if not 

	Economic Impact Methodology 
	Economic Impact Methodology 
	For this study, TXP has calculated the economic impact of ConocoPhillips' petroleum refinery expansion based on annual payroll, employment, and local procurement levels. The economic assumptions underlying the analysis are summarized in Section 3. Specifically, this analysis measures the anticipated economic impacts of ConocoPhillips' facility expansion using the IMPLAN input-output economic system, TXP has customized the IMPLAN model by modifying the underlining industry data and by altering regional purch
	When conducting traditional economic impact analysis for an expanding or relocating business, output ( closely related to total sales) is typically used as the primary input to the model. The ConocoPhillips project is more complicated given that ConocoPhillips is expanding an existing facility. Therefore, a more conservative approach to estimating the economic impact of this project focuses on measuring the effect of wages paid to employees and ConocoPhillips' local procurement of goods and services. Additi
	in the local economy. 
	In an input-output analysis of new economic activity, it is useful to distinguish three types ofexpenditure 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 is an example of a direct effect, as would be the taxi fare that visitor paid to be transported into town from the airport. 
	Indirect effects are production changes in backward-linked industries caused by the changing input needs of directly affected industries 
	Indirect effects are production changes in backward-linked industries caused by the changing input needs of directly affected industries 
	-
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	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, for example, and the taxi driver will have to replace the gasoline consumed during the trip from the airport. These downstream purchases affect the economic status of other local merchants and workers. 

	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, for example, as do the cleaning supplies outlet and the gas station proprietor. Induced effects capture the way in which this increased income is in tum spent by them in the local economy. 
	An economy can be measured in a number of ways. Three of the most common are "Output," which describes total economic activity and is equivalent to a firm's gross sales, "Employee Compensation," which corresponds to wages and benefits, and "Employment," which refers to permanent jobs that have been created in the local economy. In order to provide an accurate basis of comparison, all dollar-denominated results are expressed in constant 2004 figures. 
	The interdependence between different sectors of the economy is reflected in the concept of a "multiplier." An output multiplier, for example, divides the total ( direct, indirect and induced) effects of an initial spending injection by the value of that injection -i.e., the direct effect. The higher the multiplier, the greater the interdependence among different sectors of the economy. An output multiplier of 1.4, for example, means that for every $1,000 injected into the economy, another $400 in output is

	Economic Impact Results 
	Economic Impact Results 
	The tables on the following pages detail the real (inflation-adjusted) output and value-added impact of ConocoPhillips' expansion plans on Brazoria County. To enable reviewers to compare ConocoPhillips' impact over a period oftime, TXP has used 2004 as the base year. 
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	T. ble 4 R ea Ur/JUt I t f C onocoPhI'//' fps: 
	-
	-


	a . I O t m1Jac o 2005 2014 
	Table
	TR
	Indirect 

	Year 
	Year 
	Direct 
	+Induced 
	Total 

	2005 
	2005 
	$667,680 
	$485,610 
	$1,153,290 

	2006 
	2006 
	$653,307 
	$475,157 
	$1,128,464 

	2007 
	2007 
	$639,540 
	$465,144 
	$1 ,104,684 

	2008 
	2008 
	$626,341 
	$455,544 
	$1,081,886 

	2009 
	2009 
	$613,676 
	$446,333 
	$1,060,009 

	2010 
	2010 
	$601,514 
	$437,486 
	$1,039,000 

	2011 
	2011 
	$589,823 
	$428,984 
	$1,018,807 

	2012 
	2012 
	$578,579 
	$420,806 
	$999,385 

	2013 
	2013 
	$567,755 
	$412,934 
	$980,689 

	2014 
	2014 
	$557,329 
	$405,351 
	$962,679 


	Source: TXP, ConocoPhlllips 
	Table 5: Real Employee Compensation Impact of ConocoPhillips: 2005-2014 
	Indirect 
	Indirect 
	Indirect 

	Year 
	Year 
	Direct 
	+ Induced 
	Total 

	2005 
	2005 
	$667,680 
	$57,951 
	$725,631 

	2006 
	2006 
	$653,307 
	$56,704 
	$710,011 

	2007 
	2007 
	$639,540 
	$55,509 
	$695,049 

	2008 
	2008 
	$626,341 
	$54,363 
	$680,705 

	2009 
	2009 
	$613,676 
	$53,264 
	$666,940 

	2010 
	2010 
	$601,514 
	$52,208 
	$653,722 

	201 1 
	201 1 
	$589,823 
	$51,193 
	$641 ,017 

	2012 
	2012 
	$578,579 
	$50,218 
	$628,796 

	2013 
	2013 
	$567,755 
	$49,278 
	$617,033 

	2014 
	2014 
	$557,329 
	$48,373 
	$605,702 


	Source: TXP, ConocOPh11/ips 
	Table 6: Real Employment Impact (Full & Part-Time) of ConocoPhil/lps: 2005 -2014 
	Indirect Year Direct +Induced Total 
	2005 12 3 15 2006 12 3 15 2007 12 3 15 2008 12 3 15 2009 12 3 15 2010 12 3 15 2011 12 3 15 2012 12 3 15 2013 12 3 15 2014 12 3 15 
	Source: TXP, ConocoPh0/ips 
	Source: TXP, ConocoPh0/ips 
	Source: TXP, ConocoPh0/ips 

	CONOCOPHILLIPSUSA's Annual Local Purchases 
	CONOCOPHILLIPSUSA's Annual Local Purchases 

	Utilities I Building Maintenance $576,000 $110,000I Source:Home Depot 
	Utilities I Building Maintenance $576,000 $110,000I Source:Home Depot 
	I Waste Management $10,000I 
	I I 
	Other Services $282,000 
	I. I 
	Total $978,000 
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	Board Finding Number 5. 
	Subsequent economic effects on the local and regional tax bases will be significant. In addition, the impact of the added infrastructure will be significant to the region. 
	In support ofFinding 5, the economic impact evaluation states: 
	Regional Tax Revenue Impact 
	Beyond the direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts detailed above, ConocoPhillips' expansion could generate a tremendous amount of tax revenue for local taxing jurisdictions. In the abstract, all levels of government-school districts, city, county, and special taxing authorities would be very positively impacted by the development of ConocoPhillips' expanded facility, although the level of ultimate benefit will be influenced by any tax incentives that are offered. Tax rates for 2004 were obtained fro
	-
	http://www.brazoriacad.org/04 _Tax_ Rates.htm. 

	A number of important considerations should be taken into account when reviewing the economic impacts of ConocoPhillips' expansion plans. One issue, for example, is that part of ConocoPhillips' economic impact transcends local taxing jurisdictions (i.e., city and county). In addition, Brazoria County is linked to the much larger Houston MSA regional economy. It is not unreasonable to expect workers at ConocoPhillips to commute from surrounding counties, shop in neighboring cities, and spend dollars outside 
	Therefore, TXP has focused its efforts on determining the amount of direct ad valorem tax revenue the Sweeny I.S.D. and Brazoria County will receive. TXP has also conservatively projected the total amount of increased indirect sales tax revenue that Brazoria County will receive. 
	To put this project's economic impact into perspective, the following table compares ConocoPhillips' salary and investment projections per job with Brazoria County averages. 
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	Table 7: ConocoPhillips Investment vs. Brazoria County Averages 
	Co11oc0Philll1>s
	Brazoria County Tex.is 
	Ex1rnnsfon Project 
	Average Weekly 
	Average Weekly 
	Average Weekly 

	Manufacturing Wage... 
	Manufacturing Wage... 
	$893 
	$722 
	$1,075 

	Investment Per Job...... 
	Investment Per Job...... 
	$193,720 
	NIA 
	$14,175,083 


	• Texas Wolkforce Commission -Wage lnformab·on Network .. Investment per job for Brazon·a County= Total Brazo1ia County Certified Ttlil.eble Vall.JO I Total Brazo1ia County Employment Source: TXP, ConocoPhillips 
	Note, the tax revenue figures shown for the Sweeny I.S.D. reflect the projected tax collections the district would receive based on the anticipated value of the project, in the absence of the requested limitation on value and state school financing legislation. 
	Table 8: Estimated Fiscal Impact of ConocoPhillips: 2005 -2010 
	2005 :a:os 2007 a)[0 :.ocs £1)10 
	Property'lah..es Total Ta~ ble Value 
	Property'lah..es Total Ta~ ble Value 
	Property'lah..es Total Ta~ ble Value 
	80,000,000 
	195,000,000 
	191,100,000 
	187,280,000 
	183,530.000 
	179,900,000 

	Oire::t Ad \lalorem Ta>ees Sweeny I .S. D. Brazoria County Brazos Rvr. Harbor Nav. Dist. West Brazoria Co. Drainage Dist. #11 Sweeny Community Hospttal 
	Oire::t Ad \lalorem Ta>ees Sweeny I .S. D. Brazoria County Brazos Rvr. Harbor Nav. Dist. West Brazoria Co. Drainage Dist. #11 Sweeny Community Hospttal 
	$1,353,800 $'.289,664 f64.000 $16,000 $279,200 
	$3,200,400 $706,812 $131,626 $39,000 ~8M50 
	$3,233.412 ~91,6g6 $128,003 $38.220 ~66,039 
	$3,108,778 ~77.869 $126.414 $37.466 ~53,607 
	$3,106.328 ~64,296 $123,883 $36,706 ~40.620 
	$3,043.908 !0051,167 $121,433 $35,980 ~7,861 

	lndirecl & lndooad Ta>ees Bra:ziGda CountyAd Valorem Brazoria CounlySales Tax 
	lndirecl & lndooad Ta>ees Bra:ziGda CountyAd Valorem Brazoria CounlySales Tax 
	$12.064 $2,237 
	$12,064 $2,237 
	$12,064 $2,237 
	$12,064 $2,237 
	$12,064 $2,237 
	$12,064 ~.237 


	Tot I Taxes $2,006,665 $4,870,689 $4,773,661 $4.1178,426 $4,685,033 $4,494,630 
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	Table 9: Estimated Fiscal Impact of ConocoPhillips: 2011 -2014 
	Table 9: Estimated Fiscal Impact of ConocoPhillips: 2011 -2014 

	PrcpertyValuei. Total T<P<able Value $176,270.000 Direct Ad Valorem Taxes Sweeny I.S.D. $2.W2,488 Brazoria County Brazos Rvr. Haibor Nav. Dist. $36,264 West Brazoria Co. Drainage Dlst.#11 $118,982 Sweeny Community Hospital ~16,182 lndil'Eci a lndu:ed Ta1<es Brazoria County Ad Valorem $12,064 Brazoria County Sales Tax $2,237 To:rlal Taxes 404226 
	PrcpertyValuei. Total T<P<able Value $176,270.000 Direct Ad Valorem Taxes Sweeny I.S.D. $2.W2,488 Brazoria County Brazos Rvr. Haibor Nav. Dist. $36,264 West Brazoria Co. Drainage Dlst.#11 $118,982 Sweeny Community Hospital ~16,182 lndil'Eci a lndu:ed Ta1<es Brazoria County Ad Valorem $12,064 Brazoria County Sales Tax $2,237 To:rlal Taxes 404226 
	2011 $172.740.000 $2.922,761 f838,018 $34,648 $116,600 f802,883 $12,064 $2,237 f,1,316 313 
	2012 $169.290,000 $2,864.3$7 f826,241 $33,868 $114,271 $!5g0,8'22 $12,064 $2,237 ,230,393 
	2013 $166,900,000 $2,807,028 f812,764 $33,lSO $l 11,983 $578,991 $12,034 $2;237 $41~.966 
	2014 $28,781.089 $1300,483 ffl3,187 $1,148,182 $15,936,626 $120,641 $22,373 f,12,\50 903 
	r20os-20111 fa ,168,891 


	-S~"t:~:n..o 
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	Board Finding Number 6. 
	The revenue gains that will be realized by the school district if the Application is approved will be significant in the long-term, witl1 special reference to revenues used for supporting school district debt. 
	In support of this finding, the analysis prepared by Moak, Casey & Associates, LLP projects that he project would initially add approximately $190 million to the tax base for debt service purposes. This additional value will generate approximately $3.9 million in additional taxes for debt service funds will be generated through 201617. 
	-

	In terms of operating revenue, ConocoPhil1ips will pay $14.9 million in additional M&O taxes during the first ten years of the agreement even with the value limitation, although most of this amount will be offset by increased recapture charges to the District. Additional benefits of nearly $9.0 million will be received by the District under the terms of the Agreement. 
	Board Finding Number 7. 
	Board Finding Number 7. 
	The effect of the applicant's proposal, if app1·oved, on the number or size of needed scl1ool district instructional facilities is minimal. 
	In support of this finding, the analysis prepared by Moak, Casey & Associates, LLP estimates minimal facilities impact due to the limited number of jobs associated with the facility. The addition of the facility should, at least in the long-run, add to the stability of public school 
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	enrollments in the District by providing additional employment opportunities and economic activity. 
	Board Finding Number 8. 
	The ability of the applicant to locate the proposed facility in another state or another region of this state is substantial, as a result of the highly competitive marketplace for economic development. 
	In support ofFinding 8, the economic impact evaluation states: 
	Attracting high-paying, capital-intensive industries is becoming extremely competitive. Communities across the country, regardless of size, have committed hundreds of millions of dollars for economic development marketing and recruitment. In Texas alone, the ½ cent sales tax for economic development has generated over $2.8 billion for cities. The national recession and declining tax revenues have forced communities to become even more aggressive in their recrnitment efforts. The State of New York, for examp
	West Chester, Ohio. A number offactors offer 
	technology manufacturers' flexibility when choosing new locations. States and regions who want to remain competitive in technology and R&D site selection must be willing to offer public incentives. 
	The competition is just as intense for petroleum refineries and petrochemical facilities. ConocoPhillips could have easily located its facility in a neighboring region or state. A number of communities along the Gulf Coast offer the necessary infrasttucture to support the petroleum refining and petrochemical industries. The Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas highlights the importance of this industry to Gulf Coast communities in a 2002 report, "Downstream refining and petrochemicals dominate the manufacturing b
	energy markets such as China. 
	In the meantime, the value of ConocoPhillips' facility expansion to the 
	region is clear. Once fully operational, the direct impact will yield an 
	average annual increase $670,000 in employee compensation, while 
	average annual increase $670,000 in employee compensation, while 
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	supporting a total of 12 pennanent local part and full-time jobs. Perhaps most importantly, total local taxes collected over the next ten years (including those directly associated with the project as well as the ripple effects through the local economy) will exceed $42.5 million. Assuming a discount rate of 5 percent, this total local public sector revenue stream has a present value of over $32.5 million. It should be noted that this estimate is prior to any abatements, incentive agreements, or value limit

	Board Finding Number 9. 
	The proposed facility will be the second built in the immediate region since the implementation of the new statute permitting economic development abatements. Fifteen prior facilities have been built throughout the state that were eligible to apply for a limitation on appraised value under this Subchapter and did so in their respective communities. 
	The Board of Trnstees has made the above listed factual findings in accordance with the 
	Texas Economic Development Act and the Adminish·ative regulations promulgated by the Texas 
	Comptroller ofPublic Accounts published at 34 Texas Administrative Code§ 9.107. 
	The Board further finds: 
	Board Finding Number 10. 
	The Agreement for an Appraised Value Limitation on Qualified Property, pursuant to Chapter 313 of the Texas Property Tax Code, attached hereto as Attachment E, includes adequate and appropriate revenue protection provisions fol' the District. 
	In support of this finding, the report of Moak, Casey & Associates, LLP clearly shows that the District will incur an initial revenue loss without the proposed Agreement. However, with this Agreement, the negative consequences of granting the abatement are offset through the revenue protection provisions agreed to by the Applicant to the District. 
	Board Finding Number 11. 
	Considering the purpose and effect of tbe law and the terms of the Agreement, that it is in the best interest of tile District to enter into the attaclted Agreement for Limitation on Appraised Value of Property for School District Maintenance and Operations Taxes. 
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	It is therefore ORDERED that the Agreement attached hereto as Attachment E is approved and is hereby authorized to be executed and delivered by and on behalf of the Sweeny Independent School District. It is further ORDERED that these findings and the Attachments referred to herein be attached to the Official Minutes of this meeting, and maintained in the permanent records ofthe Board ofTrustees of the Sweeny Independent School District. 
	Dated the 14th day of December 2004. 
	SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
	SWEENY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
	By ~~~ L~· S~,-zc_/--President, Board ofTrustees ATTEST: By 
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	r, 
	Bob G [Bob.Adair@conocophillips.com] 

	:iy, August 06, 2010 12:43 PM Hanley ocoPhillips Signed Form 50-772 for Sweeny ISO 1ed 50-772 Annual Eligiblity Report for Chapter 313 -ConocoPhillips in Sweeny ISO. pdf 
	$51,330 for 'What is the minimum required annual wage for each qualifying job in the year covered by this report?" I slightly · phone conversation, which I think this is technically correct. The calculation is below: 
	cted Annual Wage at Time of Sweeny ISO Approval $55,530 ojected Annual Wage above County Manufacturing Average/ 1.19 Wage for Manufacturing = $46,664 Tl Annual Wage Percentage of County Manufacturing Averagex 110% Jal Wage for 2009 Form 50-772 = $51,330 
	1 
	1 
	2 

	11, Findings of the Sweeny Independent School District Board of Trustees under the Texas Economic Development Act, 
	:ates, in part,: 
	·cent of: ' wage for manufacturing jobs in the county where the job is located; 
	~uss further. 
	of Way & Claims 600 North Dairy Ashford -2WL 8024F Houston, TX 77079 
	1 




