S U s AN TEXxAs COMPTROLLER of PuBLIC ACCOUNTS

C OMTB § P.O.Box 13528 + AusTin, TX 78711-3528

March 9, 2012

Karin Holacka
Superintendent
Brazosport 1SD

P. O. Drawer Z
Freeport, Texas 77542

Dear Superintendent Holacka:

On Feb. 28, 2012, the Comptrolier received the completed application (Application # 215) for a limitation
on appraised value under the provisions of Tax Code Chapter 313'. This application was originally
submitted in October, 2011 to the Brazosport Independent School District (Brazosport ISD) by The DOW
Chemical Company (DOW). This letter presents the results of the comptroller’s review of the
application:

1) under Section 313.025(h) to determine if the property meets the requirements of Section
313.024 for eligibility for a limitation on appraised value under Chapter 313, Subchapter C; and

2) under Section 313.025(d), to make a recommendation to the governing body of the school
district as to whether the application should be approved or disapproved using the criteria set out
by Section 313.026.

Brazosport ISD is currently classified as a rural school district in Category 1 according to the provisions
of Chapter 313. Therefore, the applicant properly applied under the provisions of Subchapter C,
applicable to rural school districts. The amount of proposed qualified investment ($365,000,000) is
consistent with the proposed appraised value limitation sought ($30 million). The property value
limitation amount noted in this recommendation is based on property values available at the time of
application and may change prior to the execution of any final agreement. DOW is proposing the
construction of a manufacturing facility in Brazoria Counties. DOW is an active franchise taxpayer in
good standing, as required by Tax Code Section 313.024(a).

As required by Section 313.024(h), the Comptroller has determined that the property, as described by the
application, meets the requirements of Section 313.024 for eligibility for a limitation on appraised value
under Chapter 313, Subchapter C.

After reviewing the application using the criteria listed in Section 313.026, and the information provided
by DOW, the Comptroller’s recommendation is that DOW’s application under Tax Code Chapter 313 be
approved.

Our review of the application assumes the truth and accuracy of the statements in the application and that,
if the application is approved, the applicant would perform according to the provisions of the agreement
reached with the school district. Our recommendation does not address whether the applicant has
complied with all Chapter 313 requirements. The school district is responsible for verifying that all
requirements of the statute have been fulfilled. Additionally, Section 313.025 requires the school district
to determine if the evidence supports making specific findings that the information in the application is

! All statutory references are to the Texas TaxCode, unless otherwise noted.
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true and correct, the applicant is eligible for a limitation and that granting the application is in the best
interest of the school district and state. As stated above, we prepared the recommendation by generally
reviewing the application and supporting documentation in light of the Section 313.026 criteria.

The Comptroller’s recommendation is based on the application that has been submitted and reviewed by
the Comptroller. The recommendation may not be used by the ISD to support its approval of the property
value limitation agreement if the application is modified, the information presented in the application
changes, or the limitation agreement does not conform to the application. Additionally, this
recommendation is contingent on future compliance with the Chapter 313 and the Texas Administrative
Code, with particular reference to the following requirements related to the execution of the agreement:
1. The applicant must provide the Comptroller a copy of the proposed limitation on
appraised value agreement no later than 10 days prior to the meeting scheduled by the
district to consider approving the agreement, so that the Comptroller may review it for
compliance with the statutes and the Comptroller’s rules as well as consistency with the
application;
2. The Comptroller providing written confirmation that it received and reviewed the draft
agreement and affirming the recommendation made in this letter;
3. The district must approve and execute a limitation agreement that has been reviewed by
this office within a year from the date of this letter; and
4. Section 313.025 requires the district to provide to the Comptroller a copy of the signed
limitation agreement within 7 days after execution,

Should you have any questions, please contact Robert Wood, director of Economic Development &
Analysis Division, by email at robert.wood @cpa.state.tx.us or by phone at 1-800-531-544 1, ext. 3-3973,
or direct in Austin at 512-463-3973.

Sincerely,




Economic Impact for Chapter 313 Project

Applicant

The Dow Chemical Company

Tax Code, 313.024 Eligibility Category Manufacturing
School District Brazosport ISD
2009-10 Enrollment in School District 12,671
County Brazoria
Total Investment in District $2,885,000,000
Qualified Investment $365,000,000
Limitation Amount $30,000,000
Number of total jobs committed to by applicant 300
Number of qualifying jobs committed to by applicant 240
Average Weekly Wage of Qualifying Jobs committed to by applicant $1,078.88
Minimum Weekly Wage Required Tax Code, 313.051(b) $1,078.88
Minimum Annual Wage committed to by applicant for gqualified jobs $56,102
Investment per Qualifying Job $12,020,833
Estimated 15 year M&O levy without any limit or credit: $330,995,648

Estimated gross 15 year M&Q tax benefit

$239,149,423

Estimated 15 year M&O tax benefit (after deductions for estimated
school district revenue protection--but not including any deduction

for supplemental payments or exiraordinary educational expenses): $214,554,285
Tax Credits (estimated - part of total tax benefit in the two lines above

- appropriated through Foundation School Program) $56,045,600
Net M&O Tax (15 years) After Limitation, Credits and Revenue

Protection: $116,441,363
Tax benefit as a percentage of what applicant would have paid

without value limitation agreement (percentage exempted) 64.8%
Percentage of tax benefit due to the limitation 76.6%
Percentage of tax benefit due to the credit. 23.4%




This presents the Comptroller’s economic impact evaluation of Dow Chemical (the project) applying to Brazosport
Independent School District (the district), as required by Tax Code, 313.026. This evaluation is based on
information provided by the applicant and examines the following criteria:
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the recommendations of the comptroller;

the name of the school district;

the name of the applicant;

the general nature of the applicant's investment;

the relationship between the applicant’s industry and the types of qualifying jobs to be created by the

applicant to the long-term economic growth plans of this state as described in the strategic plan for economic

development submitted by the Texas Strategic Economic Development Planning Commission under Section

481.033, Government Code, as that section existed before February 1, 1999;

the relative level of the applicant’s investment per qualifying job to be created by the applicant;

the number of qualifying jobs to be created by the applicant;

the wages, salaries, and benefits to be offered by the applicant to qualifying job holders;

the ability of the applicant o locate or relocate in another state or another region of this state;

the impact the project will have on this state and individual local units of government, including:

(A) tax and other revenue gains, direct or indirect, that would be realized during the qualifying time period,
the limitation period, and a period of time after the limitation period considered appropriate by the
comptrolier; and

(B) economic effects of the project, including the impact on jobs and income, during the qualifying time
period, the limitation period, and a period of time after the limitation period considered appropriate by
the comptroller;

the economic condition of the region of the state at the time the person's application is being considered;

the number of new facilities built or expanded in the region during the two years preceding the date of the

application that were eligible to apply for a limitation on appraised value under this subchapter;

the effect of the applicant’s proposal, if approved, on the number or size of the school district's instructional

facilities, as defined by Section 46.001, Education Code;

the projected market value of the qualified property of the applicant as determined by the comptroller;

the proposed limitation on appraised value for the qualified property of the applicant;

the projected dollar amount of the taxes that would be imposed on the qualified property, for each year of the

agreement, if the property does not receive a limitation on appraised value with assumptions of the projected

appreciation or depreciation of the investment and projected tax rates clearly stated;

the projected dollar amount of the taxes that would be imposed on the qualified property, for each tax year of

the agreement, if the property receives a limitation on appraised value with assumptions of the projected

appreciation or depreciation of the investment clearly stated;

the projected effect on the Foundation School Program of payments to the district for each year of the

agreement;

the projected future tax credits if the applicant also applies for school tax credits under Section 313.103; and

the total amount of taxes projected to be lost or gained by the district over the life of the agreement computed

by subtracting the projected taxes stated in Subdivision (17) from the projected taxes stated in Subdivision

(16).



Wages, salaries and benefits [313.026(6-8)]

After construction, the project will create 300 new jobs when fully operational. 240 jobs will meet the criteria for
qualifying jobs as specified in Tax Code Section 313.021(3). According to the Texas Workforce Commission
(TWC), the regional manufacturing wage for the Houston-Galveston Area Council Region, where Brazoria County
is located was $51,002 in 2010. The annual average manufacturing wage for 2010 for Brazoria County is $91,936.
That same year, the county annual average wage for all industries was $45,812. In addition to a salary of $114,483,
each qualifying position will receive benefits such as medical and dental insurance, life insurance, 40 1 k savings
plan, pension plan or personal savings account, vacation and holiday pay, employee stock purchase plan, family
and personal counseling services. The project’s total investment is $2.885 billion, resulting in a relative level of
investment per qualifying job of $12 million.

Ability of applicant to locate to another state and [313.026(9)]

According to Dow Chemical’s application, “The Dow Chemical Company is a leading science and technology
company that provides innovative chemical, plastic and agricultural products and services to many essential
consumer markets. Dow's global manufacturing presence provides substantial flexibility in plant location.

In the U.S,, Dow has manufacturing locations in AR, CA ,CT, GA, IL, KY, LA, MA, MI, MO, NJ, NY, NC, OH,
TN, PA, TX and WV.”

Number of new facilities in region [313.026(12)]

During the past two years, eleven projects in the Houston-Galveston Area Council Region applied for value
limitation agreements under Tax Code, Chapter 313.

Relationship of applicant’s industry and jobs and Texas’s economic growth plans [313.026(5)]

The Texas Economic Development Plan focuses on attracting and developing industries using technology. It also
identifies opportunities for existing Texas industries. The plan centers on promoting economic prosperity
throughout Texas and the skilled workers that the Dow Chemical project requires appear to be in line with the focus
and themes of the plan. Texas identified manufacturing as one of six target clusters in the Texas Cluster Initiative,
The plan stresses the importance of technology in all sectors of the manufacturing industry.

Economic Impact [313.026(10)(A), (10)(B), (11), (13-20)]

Table 1 depicts Dow Chemical’s estimated economic impact to Texas. It depicts the direct, indirect and induced
effects to employment and personal income within the state. The Comptroller’s office calculated the economic
impact based on 20 years of annual investment and employment levels using software from Regional Economic
Models, Inc. (REMI). The impact includes the construction period and the operating period of the project.



Table 1: Estimated Statewide Economic Impact of Investment and Employment in Dow Chemical

Employment Personal Income
Indirect +

Year | Direct Induced Total Direct Indirect + Induced Total

2013 390 362 1 752 | $21,046,399 $20,953,601 [ $42,000,000
2014 | 1134 1049 | 2183 | $62,944,460 $68,055,540 [ $131,000,000
2015 | 1647 1514 § 3161 | $94,029,312 $108,970,688 | $203,000,000
2016 | 1824 1647 | 3471 | $106,221,621 $135,778,379 | $242,000,000
2017 762 678 | 1440 | $45,232,271 $82,767,729 | $128,000,000
2018 300 1099 | 1399 | $34,344,900 $118,655,100 | $153,000,000
2019 300 1104 | 1404 [ $35,031,900 $122,968,100 | $158,000,000
2020 300 1150 | 1450 [ $35,732,400 $130,267,600 | $166,000,000
2021 300 1282 | 1582 | $36,447,000 $144,553,000 | $181,000,000
2022 300 1345 | 1645 | $37,176,000 $156,824,000 | $194,000,000
2023 300 1404 | 1704 | $37,919,400 $169,080,600 | $207,000,000
2024 300 1446 | 1746 ] $38,677,800 $180,322,200 | $219,000,000
2025 300 1482 [ 1782 | $39,451,500 $192,548,500 | $232,000,000
2026 300 1513 | 1813 | $40,240,500 $203,759,500 | $244,000,000
2027 300 1541 | 1841 | $41,045,400 $216,954,600 | $258,000,000
2028 300 1577 | 1877 | $41,866,200 $231,133,800 | $273,000,000
2029 300 1595} 1895 | $42,703,500 $244,296,500 | $287,000,000
2030 300 1554 | 1854 | $43,557,600 $252,442,400 | $296,000,000
2031 300 1552 1 1852 | $44,428,800 $263,571,200 | $308,000,000
2032 300 1554 | 1854 | $45,317,400 $276,682,600 | $322,000,000

Source: CPA, REMI, Dow Chemical

The statewide average ad valorem tax base for school districts in Texas was $1.6 billion in 2010. Brazosport ISD’s
ad valorem tax base in 2010 was $7.485 billion. The statewide average wealth per WADA was estimated at
$345,067 for fiscal 2010-2011. During that same year, Brazosport ISD’s estimated wealth per WADA was
$475,934. The impact on the facilities and finances of the district are presented in Attachment 2.

Table 2 examines the estimated direct impact on ad valorem taxes to the school district, Brazoria County, Port of
Freeport, Velasco Drainage District, Brazosport College, and City of Freeport, with all property tax incentives
sought being granted using estimated market value from Dow Chemical’s application. Dow Chemical has applied
for a value limitation under Chapter 313, Tax Code, tax abatements with the county, port, drainage district, and
college, and an industrial district agreement (IDA) with the city. Table 3 illustrates the estimated tax impact of the
Dow Chemical project on the region if all taxes are assessed.



Table 2 Estimated Direct Ad Valorem Taxes with all  tax incentives soupht
Bramsport Braamsport
ISD M &O and|I1SD ME&O and| Industrial
1&S Tax 1&S Tax Velasco Dhistrict
Estimated Estimated B ¥ I pori |Levies (Before| Levies (Alter |  Bruzorin Port of Dirainag, B port | Ap
Toxable value | Taxalde value ISD I&S | ISDME&OD Credit Creilit Coundy Tax |Freeport Tax} Distriet Tax | College Tax |  {IDA) Tax | Estimated Total
Year for 1&S far M&O Levy Levy Credited) Creditel) Levy Levy Levy Levy Levy Property Taxes
Tax Rate Lodiy 04631 (L0535 1LY, L1942 L. THIY3;
2008] $2,780,100.000] $2,780, 110,000 5601903 $28.913.4040 534.514.‘)42:| $34.514.942 $0) S0 $0f S0 50 53451442
2019 G68.900.000] $2.668.900.0008 $.377.834] $22.756.5600  $33.134.394 S13.I34.395I $0) 50 Slll 30 $1) $33.134.394
2020 $63.14%.000 SI0.000.000] $,162,724) $3124100] $5.474.728] 55.474.721“ 30 30 St 50 30 $5.474.728
2021] $2.459.666.080 $ 3000000, 54,456,227 $312,000] $5.268.227 F3.-IKR.8-|K| $0) 30/ U, 50, 30 S].JKS.FHH'
20022 $2.361.2R8 436/ §ILEHRLIKH)! 54.757.9961 $312.000/ $5.069.996/ $3.341.73Y $0) $0) 30 S0 30 53.34].739|
2023] $2.266.836.10Y S]I).(NKJ.UU()] S-I.SGT.F»?S! $312.000) $4.879.675 $1.193.560) $1) 30 S0 S0 30 $3.I9.1.56(l|
2024] $2.176.166.655 S]U.U()(J.tl()(ll S4.384.9760  $312.000) $4.696.976 $1.050.302 $0) $0) 50 U 3] $3.030,302
2025] 52.08Y.123.989 S](l.(l(l).ﬂ()()l 34.200 585 $312.000) 54,521,588 $2,913.644 0 0 {J] 30 B0 13,644
20126] $2.005.563.030 530.()()().!)()()' 40641210 312,000 $4,353,210) $2,793.31 5] 30 ] 3] 30 $0) .7‘33.3[_5.
2027] 51.4925.344.509 $30.000.000 31879569 $312.00] 54.191.29 $2.668.575 $0) i b0 b £0) 2,668,575,
202H] SLEIH.334,728] $1.848.334.728 $3,724.394| $19.222.681 22,947,076 51,062,792 3K.554.657 $IRE.H59) 1.680,266 31.515.071 LYWL 136 $28.897.971
2!]29'5[.7:4.40“.339 1,774 408,339 3.575.433| $14.453.847 22,029,280 1.002.541]  $8.217.303 $949.308| L6131 31.374.481 12.567.511 527,714,235
2[]3()' 1.703.433,1 25| $1,703,433,125 3,432.41%] $§7.715.705 2L 148,122 4,542 J9 T.588.610 $911,337| 1.548.540) 3,239,504, 12.064.838| $15.195.633
2!]3|| 1,635.299,800] $1.635,294, Ry 3,205.129] $17.007.114) 11,302,247, 200302247 7.573.0H) 874,055 l.-ﬂiﬁ_@ 3. 100,931 3 l.I.SH'.'.ZT.'[ $43.929.128)
2!132' 1.569.49 | . HOK Jﬁ?.“?l.ﬂl)ﬂﬂ 3,163,332 $16. 326875 $ 15441207 19,490,207, 7.270.185 SRJ').SS‘ZJ §51.427.142]  §2.985.542 $11.119.010] $43.131.477]
Total SI155.976,632]  $39.5U8M51  $4.564282] $7.755.611] $16.224.529 S60424.777]  $284.254.680
Assures Sehool Vahee Limiavon aml Tax Abatemeis with the Coumy, Port. Drainape Disttict, Collepe Distict, and [DA.
Source: CPA, Dow Chemical
'"Tax Rate per $100 Valuation
[Table 3 Esti ] Direct Ad Valorem Taxes without property inx Incentives
Industrial
Bramspor Velasen District
Estinafed Estimated Bramsport | Bramspory ISD M&D ant| Bramrin Port of Dmimage | Bromsport | Agreepent
Taxable value | Taxable vatue ISD IXS | ISD M&O 1&S Tax Coundy Tax |Freeport Tax | District Tax | College Tax |  (IDA) Tax | Estimated Total
Yeor for 1&5 for M&OD Levy Levy Levies Levy Levy Levy Levy Levy Propeny Taxes |
__ Tax Rll.e' 11,2015 0400 04631 041535 Q.0H3 0.1902 10,7083
2018 SZ.T’H[].IIH}.O()(E[:.THU.I()(D.(IKI 5,601 9020 $38,91 3,040 34,514,942 12.414.671 1,487,354 2.527.2006]  $5.247.0353 319.6%.503 $76.381,830)]
20019 §2,668.900.000] $2.668. 9K, 1K) 5.37’?.!_34 27,756,560 33.[34.3‘1# 12,334,703 1.427.462 2,426,217  $5.075.581 S1R.92.911 $73.326.666
2020] $2.562,198.000] $2.562.148.000] 5,162, 720] $26.646,319 3L R09.067, 11.865.333 1.370.749) 2,329,172 $4.872.565 S1H.146,823 $7(0.393.710
2621 $2.459.666,080] $2,459.666.080 54,956,227 $25.580.527 ML336.754) $11L,3HLTIR|  $1.315.921 52.23608]  $H.677.670 517420979 $67.5T8.071
2022 .361.288.436] §2.361 388.436 34.757.996] $24.857.400 $29,115.396 $1.263.289¢  §2.146.576]  $4.49%).580 $16.724.203 564.875.196
2023 266,8360849] $2.266,836.090 4.567.675] $23.575.085 $28.1482.770 $1.212757)  §2.060.713]  $4.310.956 5160155229 562280 L66|
2024] $2.176.166.655] §2.176.166.655 4,384.976] $22.632,133 $22.017.18]  S10.077.450]  $1.1643249] SLYTH28R|  S4.138.525 515.413.0HY S59.THU.U69)
2025) $2.089,123.,989] $2.089.123.989 $4.204.585] §21.726.H89] $25.936.474) 39674754 SL1IT6R1]  SLE9Y.L60| §3.572.992 $14.796.555 357390616
2026] $2,005,563.30] $2.005.563.03H 414 1.210] 520.857.455] $23.899.065] SY.2H7.782]  $1.0724976] $1.823.197] S3E4.079 $14.204.721 $55. 101,821
2007] $1.925344,509] $1.925,344.509 $3.874.569] §20.023.583 $23.903.152 SH.916.29Y  SLU30.05Y|  $1.750.273  S3.661.5M $13.616.561 $52.8U7.R58)
_ZHIH 1,848,334, 728 SI.MSJHJZ_HI $3.724.394| $19.222.681 $22.947.075 SH.SS'-.'.G.‘W' S988.859| SL.6H0266]  $1.515.071 $13.091.126 350,742,054
ZUT.‘)| SLT74.408.339] S1.774 408,339 53.575.433] $1%.453.847 $22.0129,280) $8.217.303| $949308]  $L.613.061] $3374.451 $12,567.531| B44.750.964
2030'5[.703.4]3.I15 $1.703.433.125] $3.432.418] $17.715.705 $25.144.122 ST.HBH.616] SULLA3T|  SL54R540]  $3.239.504 $12.064.838] B6.R (00,956
| _2031] §1.635.299.800 $1.635.299. 800 $3.295.129] S17.007.114 $200.31)2.247| $T.573.090 JHTLRHS|  $LI86.602] $3.108.931 SII.SSZ.ZTZI $-44,929,028]
2032] 51.569.891.808] §1.569.89 1. 808 $3.163.332( $16.326.875] 3 19.4%1.207| $7.270.185 $8I0RY|  $1.427.142] $2U85,542 $11, L1940 $43.131.977
Tainl $395.126.055] S147.384.861] $17.027,140] $28.432.521) $60,526055] 5235416311 $574.416.982]

Source: CPA, Dow Chemical
"Tax Rate per $100 Valuation



Attachment 1 includes schedules A, B, C, and D provided by the applicant in the application. Schedule A shows
proposed investment. Schedule B is the projected market value of the qualified property. Schedule C contains
employment information, and Schedule D contains tax expenditures and other tax abatement information.

Attachment 2, provided by the district and reviewed by the Texas Education Agency, contains information relating
to the financial impact of the proposed project on the finances of the district as well as the tax benefit of the value
limitation. “Table 5” in this attachment shows the estimated 15 year M&O tax levy without the value limitation
agreement would be $330,995,648. The estimated gross 15 year M&O tax benefit, or levy loss, is $239,149,423.

Attachment 3 is an economic overview of Brazoria County.

Disclaimer: This examination is based on information from the application submitted to the school district and

forwarded to the comptroller. It is intended to meet the statutory requirement of Chapter 313 of the Tax Code and is
not intended for any other purpose.



Attachments

1. Schedules A, B, C, and D provided by applicant in
application

2. School finance and tax benefit provided by district

3. County Economic Overview



Attachment 1



{aHvMIIZOELE5epr T XB L LI PaUD SE - 1UsUnsaAY Serenh SiepisLiod WEYdUR a1) A:ed0w BUosIad 9Bual Ul Jusulsaay PauLEd j JURTLUE IR0 1810) 84 S1Uase Ll Siif

ALVINISTHATE ANVANDD OSZRIOHINY 30 SHNLYNDIS

3nva
h-re-o/ = :
= P
*SIBSA QINJNY 20 SINOLE 80U
e 'p 10U BARY SsjRILES (FUISHO §| ‘RIDSA SINK) PUR JUSLIND J0) SEEWREN S1Epdn pus 3./ 15ed o) mzp piAsp _-q!&- [SITOE LW SejRLU(Se puPpe eanidel
.E:uu__&.u RuBuo auy el Japo esodind A Joj $irpIuss 3§} Bl LaLLW, Hpas XE] J0) uopedde AU PUR UOR S L)W PARI[LLIGRE 80 JETILL SIRPILSE S|
PSPenl SB SMPJ [RuUDT PRE 455w 'spousd maiass Lonadsode ASBU3 i stk pLB ‘apouad eua] Suiiigent uot&ou yamspaloxd ﬂuﬂ_oh a2épahl "s1esd ASKus UBE|D PAILBADE 104 TSAl0ht
waLEeAls Suldpenb jo Led eq jouuea )| pouad ounl | /eeAed, el Guung Jusunsesu jo Litd S pals)| 8q uB) Fue BICH
5P 'S80{AI85 EUsSe o 53 Yns Swep eg Azt ssjdurprg Jat) “BLB| 64 DINOM SID0koK AUELU 10y BHLEXS LB Iy 150W 8y L
Apoe) eyl 15 UONEI00 PUR UCIDNNSUCD 'BIHILBK] J0j-anBA PI0T DU P20 AW0Uedd Do 42 ABW 524 NG L6WIZaAN poiyenb G 10U ABW EU] WSUESIAUN U0 JO BNRA B
SBURTR] 10 SLBUGCLI0D SGEAWRILON 10 SHUPIAT May Ll tuautseatl pauus)d 840 Jua5asde1 HOULS MNOLS BGUNU Si 'pOLad auaL Bukyend 61) ap1sInG sEed Byt o4
(3L HZ0FLES epod X0 | Japun JUaURSBALE paigiGnb
SJApISUOT ILBNI33 edf) 18U) SHUDENG JO WeLDALIG) BIGEAC LIS SN J0 SEUMDYING U] 1824 U8 JUSLISEAU Peliterd JO JUNoWe /S0P [216) el
porad vonsiuy Bupnp Juaiuaspde) A0 104 PAFDBLDS ING 193waaiba [BuBLG 0 1R S 1BY) AuedoaABdag JuetniRdal, 10} SURSAAU! 10 E82UICSS apn()
|Apecaxt [Quotian o)aliLe Ln JUSLTSAAL pauLBd MR U6SELI! MOUIS PIROUS JAqLUNL: SIp 'pouad e Budsmrb S opsine sRakayt 14
B[RIZ] SATEIUND U " EEA (PG DOISeAU| IINOWS X5h e5Beid “UASeAU [ SES0LIng el 104

Qaunr)

g uwngo

¥ wunos
*568a4, X2] S10HAL oM BUKAGED] BUL 0} ArB.aLal SDUsIXe DUR LOIENIGAE 6t 10 10 0X306 (UGG B AL UM SWBAT AgEnsi paue Bulty Buikgenn

[43004 EL0Z- ZEOT -1 pousd dn-ef1es -1sig
33004 431 A rl fieed dn-glies -1sod
of0r LEDZ0E0T £l
= pouad
BIOL OE0Z 6Z0C 4} 83UaSHI] HIEIA LD Ol snEn) dn-ereg 1peIn
BLOL BZ02-820C i
2T0T BZOL-LEOT ot
8z0T LEOT-9E0T [
GIOT BZOTSI0T B tpam
0L STOLTEOL [ S — U0 43 50 Wl
0T FOLEE0Z e i poUBd MDAIT B L
TIoT €ZOTTT0T S
1267 CEOZ-ECOE 4
00T 1202202 £
74 DZOL 6102 4 o~
[:f1erA Bi0Z8i0C 3 ein bufgiend jo sieeh xa) sprduo)
000°000°S8E S | DOD'000°0DZ $ | 000'000'S9E S | 0OD'00O'SE $ | 000'000°0SE S {AL1ador1 BinAgenb pus JuBuRseAuf
Gipend ewsdad 0] 5iBiM] poued aus)
hoz QLoT-L10Z ElAy2rb j0 52aA 48] B8 NKUDD 1K1 6Y] )0
| ABRUSD 81054 PLR uoRRIwdde saaldde
0] UOTZR TURGE JAUR GREL SUNLISSAU|
0CO'000°05 3
1 a0 910C510C {simEp
000'000'0688 S 000'000'0€ $ | 00D'000'0sR H ou Bununsse}
000'000°0% 3 i pavsd sug
ST 910251062 MMMM_% pwun M._Hah
000'000'SER § . . 000'000’'5E $ | 00D'000°05L S u_uuﬁ_ﬂn mehoy)
D00'000'sE $
P SLIETHO
000'000'G4G $ '] 000'000'S2 $ | o00'con'szs S
B e T e D e e T
SuLyert ja peis 810 ag pus uonedde
£500 P EI0T uoiadie
000'000'002 S 000'000'04___ $ jO0O'C00°06E s UL 1148 SDPUI NaLNSEALI
{lvetusaau) palyand awoaq
01 9ET08B KU Apatax PAYYBND JaLNBY) [ASSD LM
- § |- 5 = $ |- S UIGBINCTE 3191002 B3y 0] GDFIL NaLIseAU||
{C+8+v) whfes 0 pauas &g (Ao EELETTTE AbAN LA RL) ane)
nmunsesw [@19) oue pedin aucuooa Gupaye | Budmecd alp Buunp) (aandbe jRrue) Bupind jo] aseas wr paoed (1500 sEu Bl (otas ek R ), jooras”
3 wwned uALsaAs 1 2GS pageenb | placesaay Bupjreny | wavoduro sjgeantiauty | Lslsda mals 0 arase ) | TRl Ende urRd)
1ol 5 je MIunsaALt IR R HPpuz ¥ o ains waueLiH 10 g ng Amdosd jruosing Jue) xE|
Quuned g uwneg ‘| Uwnged wqbuey
oy Ulen|ey
{smmel saptmMWNg 3hd JOU o “SERA LIEE U] W EASSAU] pRIRWRTT)
SINNONY INIWLSIANI ALNS0ES
56208 Uio] OS] wedeozaig aurN 05|
Augdio]) BT MOQ aUL URN Ry

waunsasul :(0LoZ Ao “aay) v ainpayds




alva

h-kZ-0/

BALLVLINISTUdIY ANVJWOD 03ZIHOHLNY 20 IHNLVNOIS

-

Lj\a\‘\\\\J

sieed alnjn} 10} SJUNOLWE 8SOLY} 18]U8

‘pofiteyo Jou eaey sejewyise [eulbuo J| ‘sieek einng pue Juenna 1o} sejelunse slepdn pue sieed 1sed Joj viep jaeip jesieidde jenjoe yiw sejewyse feuiiuo eoejdas
‘uoneaidde jembuo sy uey) Joylo ssodind Aue Joi ajnpayas sy Buisn usyps -upeld xej oy uoneddde Aue pue uotjealjdde [euibiio eyl UM PAIWARS 3G JsNW 8jNPaY3S SIY|

‘uonexe} Auadoid Jo sssodind ay) Joj anjea ajgexe) ainjn) Jo SJewnsa yie) pooB S| S1eak ainjny Ul anjeA 12Je SIloN

96¢-0G uued

Auedwog |eojwayn moQg syl
anjeA sjqexel puy jaxie pajewnsy :(0L0z £ey "AsY) g 3InpaYdg

808'168°695 | $ | 808'L68'6OS'LS | YOL¥RG0L S| LYS'BEV'SLIS'LS | LEVLEGPD S |00000L S | ooz | ceOz-ZE0Z Gl poLad dn-ales 1sod
008'66C'GES’L  [008'662'SETLS | LZ1'SZSEL S |PISIBO LY LS [ LGLEVYLY § (0000004 S | | oqz | zeoz-LE0z vl poliad dn-emes 480d
CZL'EEP'C0/ LS [SEL'EEP'E0L'LS | 022’8869, 5| €2 09¥'60L'LS | 22O'I9P'0L § |000'00L S 0coz | Ls0z-0g02 £l
- — 30U2S5al
GECBOVVPLLL S [6ECBOV VZLLS [OI6'9LL6L 5 | CEL/BI0BLLS | ECSLBEEL § |00000LS | gono | gepz-6z0z ZL IqEIA :_ﬂhmz ¢ patiad
a1 pve n-aiyas Ipald

9¢LVEC OV L © | B PEE 8V 1S | 60 POLER S | PSOEBR VSR b5 | £G2GS7 92 S |00000L $ g20z | 620z-az0z n 0] anunLod
000'000°0E $ [6OSWWESCE 1S [6p2995°98 S | YB'69L'ZEE'LS [OLYLYO6L S [00000LS | ;70> | gzoz-2202 oL
000'0000E $ |0E0'€95'S00CS [ L69€ELL06 S| STE'9L9'CLOZS [ Z0R'6SE'E8 S [00000LS | g-n07 | szoz-9207 6
000'000'0€ S |6B6ECL'680CS | SE6'0E6'E6 S | POP'RES'960'CS | 09P'9LF'0R § |000'00LS | cznz | 9zoz-cz0z g (ypai
OOC000'0E S [GS9'981'0Z1CS | velPvB 46 S |Ete veR e8l'es | 9v1'Z10'06 S 00000t S . uo de9 %0g

vzoz | gzoe-reoe L pouad 4Im) pouay
000'000'0E & |B60'0E8'99CCS | £86'1E6'L0L S | 928'688'v/C'ES { 098'/9/'E6 S |00000L § czoz | veozezoz 9 uoHeywi anea WpaID xe L
0000000E S |9V 98C 192 CS | OZCEOFS0F S | cO69Z9'69ECS | ¥SB'V29'Z6 S [00000k § zz0z | e20z-zz0z S
000'COD'0E  $ | DB0'999'65FCS | 000TESOLL & [ OV ELb'ROY'2S | 0Py LOLS [COO'00L $ 1zoz | zzoz-Lzoz v
0000000€  $ [000'8Y1295CS [00000C'SHL S [ 000W9C'LISZS | 000WBE'SOLS {00000+ S | o0z | 1zoz-0702 €
000°006'899'¢ S | 000°C06'898CS [000'0D0'0Z)L S | 00O'COP'829°2S | 00D'00P'0LLS | 000001 S o e z m >uo_hmmm§ )

T T T T T T T T T T Ter T T g C_ h_—m—._ %0 w._mm
000001 082 ¢% | 0000010822 | OOO0ODOGElL S | 00000006/ CS | 0000C0GLLS | 000001 § a0z | sroz-aLoz ] e
000'009°£02"} § | 000'009°202°LS | 000'00SZS S [ 000'000'0ZZ'LS [ 000'0000S S [00000LS |, 0= | gLoz-z107 | G Jeak -ad
00000979/ S |000009Z8 S |00000SZE S |O0DDO00OZL S |DOO'OCOGE S |00000+S | 9L0Z | ZL02-9+0C | v Jeak-aid
000'00L'G/E S |ODO00LS/E S [0OOO0STH S |0OODOOOZE S [00000SZL S [00000rS | GLOZ [ 9102-GLoZ [ € Jesf-axd
000001001 S [CO0'COLOOL S 00000066 S |000'000'G S |00000LS | vL0Z | GLOZ-VILOC | ¢ teak-axd
SUOJINPal 1B 1AUE—OTIN [SUONpal B 13U - ST]|  eNJeA Peyduax3 _Uswaonoidun mau | Sjuawecidun med puT1 R FrYVY CAAAAIAN 16,

10) afjeA 8|qexe) jeu|4 40} enjea afqexe) jPuld ey} ue o ug, 1o Bupang | Jawo o shuping | emeA Jauew (weA x| o) looyss
Adu sy Apadoid | mau jo ampep ey | palewrisa | enpe Ul )
[euosiad ajgibue) |ejoy peiEwNIST IEB), XB)
Jo anjeA aew
|2ja) pajeusyisy
enjep e|qeEXEL pajewisg Eﬁﬂ.%ﬂﬂ%x Auedoaig peyjend
as| yodsozelg aweN asi

ey yuesyddy




31va SALLVANISIHAIH ANYANOD G3ZIHOHLNY 40 IHMLYNDIS

J7-Fz -0/ e =

\\.\ 7 \
siIEsA 2NNy 10} UMSLWE 3soyl JAu3

*535uRyD 10U Aney S3IBWNS3 [BUIBLO Y "=rBaAk BIniN) PUB JUOLND JD] SHRWIISD 3tepdn pue sieah 15ed J0) EIBP 1OWISIP [BSHICOR [BN1DR L S2IBWIISE leu;Buec aopida:
‘uoneandde jewbuo ay vy s2ylo asodind Au® 10) anpayas syt Buisn uaup “tpaId Xel J0) LonEIRDdE Auk pue uonesicde [BulBuo Sul IM PAINLGNS 3G 1SN HNPAYTS St Y

{ENZO'SIES 3pog xey pue (p)1604°6§ OV 8as suoguyap qol JoJ isalaN

g50°1S1L 5 |0vE gs0'1cl S |00t ZE02 £E£0Z- ZEOZ- 51 pouad dn-siles 150d
8s08vL  Sove ss08vl S |00E LEOZ 2E0Z-4E0E ¥l pouad dn-ames -150d
ZELSYL S |02 eEL’ErL  § J00E

. . 0E02 LEOZ-0EDE Et asuasaig "
SYEE7L S |0re Sveerl 5 00F 6202 0e02-6208 21 SIGEIA UIBIUIBW nﬁ—,m_uuom.m ﬂﬂm._U
vESECL S |0ve YESEET 5 |00C 9202 5202-8202 m = 0 .
EREESD S |ovE B189EL S |00E 1202 gz02-L202 o1
CELvEL S {0ve SEI'vEL 5 [00E oz0z 22029202 [

S0SLEL 5 j0ve GOSIEL 5 [00E 202 9z02-€202 g (

2 : WP
ggE'Bel S |Ove gzgg2t S [0E vZ0E SZ02-5¥202 L pousd uo 0B %05 Yim)
TEEOZL 5 |0%e o T P —202-E202 9 uopewn anjes | PON3d IRID XEL
pEseet S |[Ure 0cH'ESL S |o0E Frl] g20z-2202 [
06%1EL s o2 ogr1al S |00E 1202 Z202-1202 v
80L'6LL S {0ve €OL'ELL S |00E 0202 \202-0202 c
E2£911 5 |0v2 ELIGLL 5|00 6102 0202-6102 2 pouad

awy Bukgenb
EgveiL S |0ve Egy'zil S 100E . 10 suBahk
8102 2z ! xe; 3L
BEE'ES S| lzvEs 5 102 BLOC-LL02 5 Jeak- asd
£2285 S| 4EL96LE s oLz 20029102 v aead -aud
e8l’is FNELSEEES S 5102 aLoz-s102 ¢ Jeak -aud
92565 S {S68°L5E'C s 2102 SL0Z-vt02 r4 seah -asd
DLO¥S £ | 925'mE S £L02 vLOE-EL0E L Jeak -ard
SOl T@ANENLRD) "SQUiMaU | [GANEINWAS] SISHIOM TAyads] FYV¥YY TAAAA-ARAA] o3y,
Buiiens 1o {eh20°ELE 23S i1e Joy a1 21e=rd UDRIUISUOD SINOY-UBW JO {read 10y, [0OYIS
abem jenuue | o euaiLo e Bunssw | abem enuue | o) Spwwoo | sopsale 36EMm [5,31d UORDRISUOY) | XEY JENISE L) [E))
abesony 21AUD C] ST abeaony | uedce sqol lienuue abeiaay 10 Jaquny JCI X2)
14 LN weandde sgol 1g uwnieg Mau g unjeD g uwnjog
Budyenb jo saquiiy 0 J3qQWINN
13 uwRen 1 uwnjen
sqor bulAend SGOr MON [TEL T
962-05 Wil
as| uodsozesg JweN GS1
Auedwog [eaiway) Mo ayt swep juedyddy

uonewcu] Juawiojdwy uonedlddy - 3)0payYs




3iva

JT=KZ=0/

m)ﬂ.«._..zwmmmnmm ANYAWOD
e

Y

DNN_EOISG. 40 IUNLYNDIS
—f

“ALIIR] BU 30 LOTRISUN BUE LOIINILS DuluuEd 194
0 %l %0 _..s [CER-] s 2208 €02 2692 51 £OISd GM-ARIAG 1504
%0 %0 0 %0 le9izaa) § 1502 2002-1802 rL popad €M-a1uas 159d
%0 el %0 2.0 {891°208) oede £02-0202 €t 2auas Doudd &N
“0 %0 %0 0 (891°208) 5202 DC0z-6202 2L s”,_(.s eﬂs,”.: Q08 PR
%0 .0 %0 %0 {gs1'208} 8202 62026208 i
%001 4001 0000 001 (891°208) L202 8202-£208 oL
m.uS_. 42001 .001 %001 (291 z08) 9202 12029202 &
%001 700t %001 001 {g9L°g08) s208 9202-5202 g ipan
— o w0 UTI 05
%005 %00 %001 %001 (891°208) 2Oz §20Z-v202 L poudg B
%001 %001 e %001 {g9L'208) £z07 YEOZEZ0Z g |VOTRRITISARA | paig xEL
[e0at %004 %001 =00t (891°208) e £202-2202 s
%00t .00t =00t %001 (891208} 1202 Z202-1202 v
B 001 301 =Gl {eotzog] ozee 1202-0208 £
{%001 %001 =200t %001 591 208! si0 cr0z-E10Z 2 ponad
awn Buend
: 5 < =T - ok
%00L %001 <2001 %00 (891°208) a0z 61029102 v n_ww_mg ;
. QU DUIWITTSSE)
(£62'249) poudd i
5 Buiyiend eyt
000'svB9E 0OU'ESE'! 1102 9L02-2102 |2k 10 234 XT3
Jid 15idWea 18Iy
auy Bupaoad)
JLETE0TR
eL6’1L8v'S g
000'0EL" 168 000'04TEE o102 1L02-8102 LMN
-y T P [
Gk 090'560'662 D00'506'SE 5102 8l0z-5L02 _HH.
2 sl -
04 000'522'055 DO0'52L'7S 102 SL0g-vi0e 4D
v.0 0 °30 0 aid
LLL'ESY L
3
000'007°161 0000098 £102 YL0Z-ELOE  |avaa
ad
wawadby
uamaaby Ul e xr] SOICS
nowRby 0 waupaiby 10 sk yaoe paraede ot 153iens LON e
Bl o ook 120A vava w oy [0l JaEnquilc oiEs Of 1ians AAAA
31170 1834 yaea i patueib SEXD) U BEEW . }
weo w palund § pawebao | pansif so pacenbes] 1o sorsanbes 18} wey e SOINIPUAD e, {AAAA-AAAA o
0 B & - wendiwaxs 2N KoY ANYDUTIY ._na_._r.n T 1TNUGE R0 Jepulcy ITIA (OOADS
UONdWIAD [T ha TR 5] N 0 Biewnsy 10 eleunss ey
i obenuazias u g, obrwiupd . 0 8iewns3 !
osbriuguad u) jug &th_m.“._mn wd e IH UWneY “..u e 14 uwnje
wawauby Pwsig
abajien bauitsg ensnpul) Aug Aunog XEL ossuTy SNPPUDXT AEAT ] SIES
WEn0g MuaNogy 20y, Ausdasd JHRO TC) SRIyIUCI] UOIITULIO| XTL SRIVS
95205 Luog as| vodsozeig AN QS Auedwosy |eoiuay) mog 9L ...m_.“z
uconddy

uoRcunoji| X861 JNG (0102 A *AdH) 10 JINP3YIS




Attachment 2



1701 North Congress Ave. * Austin, Texas 78701-1494 + 512 463-9734 + 512 463-9838 FAX = www.tea.state.tx.us

February 28, 2012

Mr. Robert Wood

Director, Economic Development and Analysis
Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts

Lyndon B. Johnson State Office Building

111 East 17th Street

Austin, Texas 78774

Dear Mr. Wood:

As required by the Tax Code, §313.025 (b-1), the Texas Education Agency (TEA) has
evaluated the impact of the proposed Dow Chemical Company (Monomer) project on the
number and size of school facilities in Brazosport Independent School District (BISD).
Based on the analysis prepared by Moak, Casey and Associates for the school district
and a conversation with the BISD superintendent, Dr. Karin Holacka, the TEA has found
that the Dow Chemical Company (Monomer) project would not have a significant impact
on the number or size of school facilities in BISD.

Please feel free to contact Al McKenzie, manager of forecasting, facilities, and
transportation, by phone at (612) 463-9186 or by email at al.mckenzie@tea.state. tx.us if
you need further information regarding this issue.

Sincerely,
Belinda Dyer
Division Manager

Office of School Finance

BD/bd
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1701 North Congress Ave. - Austin, Texas 78701-1494 * 512 463-9734 + 512 463-9838 FAX * www.tea.state.tx.us

February 28, 2012

Mr. Robert Wood

Director, Economic Development and Analysis
Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts

Lyndon B. Johnson State Office Building

111 East 17th Street

Austin, Texas 78774

Dear Mr. Wood:

The Texas Education Agency has analyzed the revenue gains that would be realized by
the proposed Dow Chemical Company (Monomer) project for the Brazosport
Independent School District (BISD). Projections prepared by our Office of School
Finance confirm the analysis that was prepared by Moak, Casey and Associates and
provided to us by your division. We believe their assumptions regarding the potential
revenue gain are valid, and their estimates of the impact of the Dow Chemical Company
{Monomer) project on BISD are correct.

Please feel free to contact Al McKenzie, manager of forecasting, facilities, and
transportation, by phone at {5612) 463-9186 or by email at al.mckenzie@tea.state.tx.us if
you need further information regarding this issue.

Sincerely,

Belinda Dyer %ﬂ—/

Division Manager
Office of School Finance

BD/bd
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Estimated Impact of the Proposed The Dow Chemical
Company (Monomer) Project on the Finances of the
Brazosport Independent School District Independent
School District under a Requested Chapter 313 Property
Value Limitation

Introduction

The Dow Chemical Company (Dow -Monomer) has requested that the Brazosport Independent
School District Independent School District (BISD) consider granting a property value limitation
under Chapter 313 of the Tax Code, also known as the Texas Economic Development Act. In an
application submitted to BISD on October 24, 2011, Dow-Monomer proposes to invest $2.9
billion to construct a new ethylene cracker project in BISD.

The Dow-Monomer project is consistent with the state’s goal to “encourage large scale capital
investments in this state.” When enacted as House Bill 1200 in 2001, Chapter 313 of the Tax
Code granted eligibility to companies engaged in manufacturing, research and development, and
renewable clectric energy production to apply to school districts for property value limitations.
Subsequent legislative changes expanded eligibility to clean coal projects, nuclear power
generation and data centers, among others.

Under the provisions of Chapter 313, BISD may offer a minimum value limitation of $30 million.
The provisions of Chapter 313 call for the project to be fully taxable in the 2018-19 and 2019-20
school years after the requested deferral, unless the District and the Company agree to an
extension of the start of the two-year qualifying time period. For the purpose of this analysis, it is
assumed that the qualifying time period will be the 2018-19 and 2019-20 school years. Beginning
in 2020-21, the project would go on the local tax roll at $30 million and remain at that level of
taxable value for eight years for maintenance and operations taxes.

The full taxable value of the project could be assessed for debt service taxes on voter-approved
bond issues throughout the limitation period, with BISD currently levying a $0.202 I&S tax rate.
The full taxable value of the investment is expected to reach $2.78 billion in 2018-19, with
depreciation expected to reduce the taxable value of the project over the course of the value
limitation agreement.

In the case of the Dow-Monomer project, the agreement calls for a calculation of the revenue
impact of the value limitation in years 3-10 of the agreement, under whatever school finance and
property tax laws are in effect in each of those years. BISD would experience a revenue loss as a
result of the implementation of the value limitation in the 2020-21 school year of approximately
$21 million, with a total revenue loss approximately $25 million over the course of the
agreement.

School Finance Impact Study — BISD (Dow-Monomcr) January 17,2012
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Under the assumptions outlined below, the potential tax benefits under a Chapter 313 agreement
could reach an estimated $214.6 million over the course of the agreement. This amount is net of
any anticipated revenue losses for the District.

School Finance Mechanics

Under the current school finance system, the property values established by the Comptroller’s
Office that are used to calculate state aid and recapture lag by one year, a practical consequence
of the fact that the Comptroller’s Office needs this time to conduct its property value study and
now the planned audits of appraisal district operations in alternating years. A taxpayer receiving a
value limitation pays M&O taxes on the reduced value for the project in years 3-10 and receives a
tax bill for 1&S taxes based on the full project value throughout the qualifying and value
limitation period (and thereafter). The school funding formulas use the Comptroller’s property
values that reflect a reduction due to the property value limitation in years 4-11 as a result of the
one-year lag in property values.

The third year is often problematical financially for a school district that approves a Chapter 313
value limitation. The implementation of the value limitation often results in a revenue loss to the
school district in the third year of the agreement that would not be reimbursed by the state, but
require some type of compensation from the applicant under the revenue protection provisions of
the agreement. In years 4-10, smaller revenuc losses would be anticipated when the state property
values are aligned at the minimum value established by the Board on both the local tax roll and
the corresponding state property value study, assuming a similar deduction is made in the state
property values.

Under the HB 1 system adopted in 2006, most school districts received additional state aid for tax
reduction (ASATR) that was used to maintain their target revenue amounts established at the
revenue levels under old law for the 2005-06 or 2006-07 school years, whichever was highest. In
terms of new Chapter 313 property value limitation agreements, adjustments to ASATR funding
often moderated the impact of the reduced M&O collections as a result of the limitation, in
contrast with the earlier formula-driven finance system.

House Bill 3646 as enacted in 2009 created more “formula” school districts that were less
dependent on ASATR state aid than had been the case previously. The formula reductions
enacted under Senate Bill | (SB 1) as approved in the First Called Session in 2011 are designed to
make $4 billion in reductions to the existing school funding formulas for the 2011-12 and 2012-
13 school years. For the 2011-12 school year, across-the-board reductions were made that
reduced each district’s WADA count and resulted in an estimated 797 school districts still
receiving ASATR to maintain their target revenue funding levels, while an estimated 227
districts operating directly on the state formulas.

For the 2012-13 school year, the SB 1 changes called for smaller across-the-board reductions and
funding ASATR-receiving target revenue districts at 92.35 percent of the level provided for under
the existing funding formula. For the 2013-14 school year and beyond, the ASATR reduction
percentage will be set in the appropriations bill. The recent legislative session also saw the
adoption of a statement of legislative intent to no longer fund target revenue (through ASATR) by
the 2017-18 school year. It is likely that ASATR state funding will be reduced in future years and
climinated by the 2017-18 school year, based on current state policy.

One key element in any analysis of the school finance implications is the provision for revenue
protection in the agreement between the school district and the applicant. In the case of the Dow-

School Finance Impact Study - BISD (Dow-Monomer) Page 2 January 17, 2012
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Monomer project, the agreement calls for a calculation of the revenue impact of the value
limitation in years 3-10 of the agreement, under whatever school finance and property tax laws
are in effect in each of those years. This meets the statutory requirement under Scction
313.027(f)(1) of the Tax Code to provide school district revenue protection language in the
agreement.

Underlying Assumptions

There are several approaches that can be used to analyze the future revenue stream of a school
district under a value limitation. Whatever method is used, a reasonable analysis requires the use
of a multi-year forecasting model that covers the years in which the agreement is in effect. The
Chapter 313 application now requires 15 years or more of data and analysis on the project being
considered for a property value limitation.

The general approach used here is to maintain static enrollment and property values in order to
isolate the effects of the value limitation under the school finance system. The current SB |
reductions are reflected in the underlying models. With regard to ASATR funding, the 92.35
percent reduction enacted for the 2012-13 school year is maintained, until the 2017-18 school
year. A statement of legislative intent was adopted in 2011 to no longer fund target revenue by
the 2017-18 school year, so that change is reflected in the estimates presented below, The
projected taxable value s of the The Dow-Monomer Chemical Company project are factored into
the base model used here. The impact of the limitation value for the proposed Dow-Monomer
project is isolated separately and the focus of this analysis

Student enrollment counts are held constant at 11,751 students in average daily attendance (ADA)
in analyzing the effects of the Dow-Monomer project on the finances of BISD. The District’s
local tax base reached $6.2 billion for the 2011 tax year and is maintained for the forecast period
in order to isolate the effects of the property value limitation. . Previously-approved Chapter 313
projects are reflected in the underlying property values for all of the models presented here. An
M&O tax rate of $1.04 is used throughout this analysis. BISD has estimated state property wealth
per weighted ADA or WADA of approximately $436,661 for the 2011-12 school year. The
enrollment and property value assumptions for all of the years that are the subject of this analysis
are summarized in Table |.

School Finance Impact

School finance models were prepared for BISD under the assumptions outlined above through the
2032-33 school year. Beyond the 2012-13 school year, no attempt was made to forecast the 88"
percentile or Austin yield that influence future state funding beyond the projected level for that
school year. In the analyses for other districts and applicants on earlier projects, these changes
appeared to have little impact on the revenue associated with the implementation of the property
value limitation, since the baseline and other models incorporate the same underlying
assumptions.

Under the proposed agreement, a model is established to make a calculation of the “Baseline
Revenue” by adding the value of the proposed Dow-Monomer facility to the model, but without
assuming that a value limitation is approved. The results of the model are shown in Table 2.

A second model is developed which adds the Dow-Monomer value but imposes the proposed
property value limitation ceffective in the third year, which in this case is the 2020-21 school year.
The results of this model are identified as “Value Limitation Revenue Model” under the revenue
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protection provisions of the proposed agreement (sce Table 3). The model results show
approximately $80 million a year in annual net General Fund revenue, after recapture (if
appropriatc} and other adjustments have been made, as needed.

A summary of the differences between these models is shown in Table 4. Under these
assumptions, BISD would experience a revenue loss as a result of the implementation of the value
limitation in the 2020-21 school year of approximately $21 million. The revenue reduction results
from the mechanics of the one year lag in the state property value study. In the 2020-21 school
year, the project value of $30 million under the limitation must be contrasted with the ncarly $2.7
billion value in place in 2019-20, which is the basis for the 2019 state property value study used
to calculate state aid and recapture in the 2020-21 school year.

Smaller revenue losses are shown in several of the out-years when the value limitation is in
cffect. The current estimate for revenue losses under current law and the assumptions presented
here indicate a total revenue loss of approximately $25 million over the course of the agreement.

As noted previously, no attempt was made to forecast further reductions in ASATR funding
beyond the 92.35 percent adjustment adopted for the 2012-13 school year, although it is assumed
that ASATR will be climinated beginning in the 2017-18 school year, based on the 2011
statement of legislative intent.

The Comptroller’s state property value study influences these calculations, as noted previously.
At the school-district level, a taxpayer benefiting from a property value limitation has two
property values assigned by the local appraisal district for their property covered by the
limitation: (1) a reduced value for M&O taxes, and (2) the full taxable value for 1&S taxes. This
situation exists for the eight years that the value limitation is in effect. The Comptroller’s
Property Tax Assistance Division recently announced that beginning with the 2011 state property
value study, two value determinations will be made for school districts granting Chapter 313
agreements, consistent with local practice. A consolidated single state property value had been
provided previously.

Impact on the Taxpayer

Table 5 summarizes the impact of the proposed property value limitation in terms of the potential
tax savings under the property value limitation agreement. The focus of this table is on the M&O
tax rate only. As noted previously, the property is fully taxable in the first two years under the
agreement. A $1.04 per $100 of taxable value M&O rate is assumed in 2012-13 and thereafter.

Under the assumptions used here, the potential tax savings from the valuc limitation total $183.1
million over the life of the agreement. In addition, Dow-Monomer would be eligible for a tax
credit for M&O taxes paid on value in excess of the value limitation in each of the first two
qualifying years. The credit amount is paid out slowly through years 4-10 due to statutory limits
on the scale of these payments over these seven years, with catch-up payments permitted in years
11-13. The tax credits are expected to total approximately $56.0 million over the life of the
agreement, with no unpaid tax credits anticipated.The bulk of these credits would be paid in the
11™ and 12" years of the agreement. The school district is to be reimbursed by the Texas
Education Agency for the cost of these credits,

In total, the potential net tax benefits (inclusive of tax credits but after hold-harmless payments
are made) are estimated to total $214.6 million over the life of the agreement. The project would
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receive one of the most significant Chapter 313 projects approved to date, given the projected size
of the investment.

Facilities Funding Impact

The Dow-Monomer project remains fully taxable for debt services taxes, with BISD currently
levying a $0.202 I1&S rate. The value of the Dow-Monomer project is expected to depreciate over
the life of the agreement and beyond, but full access to the additional value is expected to
increase the District’s projected wealth per ADA to $868,776 in the peak year of 1&S taxable
project value. At its peak taxable value, the project should permit BISD to reduce its 1&S tax rate
by an estimated 7.6 cents.

The Dow-Monomer project is not expected to affect BISD in terms of enrollment. While the
estimated 300 positions associated with the project once it begins operation provide a substantial
economic benefit to the area, there are a number of other communities within driving distance to
the project and the pattern of migration of new workers to the area is uncertain.

Conclusion

The proposed Dow-Monomer manufacturing project enhances the tax base of BISD. It reflects
continued capital investment in keeping with the goals of Chapter 313 of the Tax Code.

Under the assumptions outlined above, the potential tax savings for the applicant under a Chapter
313 agreement could reach an estimated $214.6 million. (This amount is net of any anticipated
revenue losses for the District.) The additional taxable value also enhances the tax base of BISD
in meeting its future debt service obligations.
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Table 1 - Basc District Information with The Dow-Monomer Chemical Company Project Value and Limitation
Values

Year

of

Agreement

CPTD
Value
with
M&O 1&5 CAD Value Project
School Tax Tax CAD Value with CPTD with CPTD With per

Year ADA WADA Rate Rate with Project Limitation Project Limitation WADA

CPTD
Value
with
Limitation
per
WADA

Pre:Year1

DO O Ww N

1
12
13
14
15

201748 41475079 1554958  §1.0400 _$0.2015 $6,590,760,750  $6,500,780,750 §6,540,038,052 $6540,038052 $420,593
2018-19 1175079 1554956 $1.0400 $0.1260 $9378960432 $0,378,969.432 36538757445 $6538,757445 $420511
201920 1175079 1554956 §1.0400_  $01280 $9.264678,226 $0,264,578,226 $9.326,957,126 $9,328,957126  $589,821
202021 1475079 1554956 S1.0400 $0.1300 $9,154761424 $6622613424 $9.212565921 $9.212565921  $502,465
202-22. 11,75079 1554956  $10400 $0.1320 $9,049,335879 §6,619,660,739  $9,102,749,119  $6,570,601,119 §585,402
202223 1175079 1554956 $1.0400 $0.1330 $8,048,130812 $6616,842376 $8997,323573 $6567,657.493 $578.622
202324 1175079 1554956 §1.0400 $0.1350 $8.850,962516 $6,614,4126417 $8296118506 $6,564,830,070 $§572,114
202425 1175079 1554956  §10400 $0.1370 $9.451428861 57305262206 $6.798950.211 $6,562,114,112  §565,865
202526 1175079 1554056 §10400 $01300 $0,334468085 §7,275344996 $9399416558 §7:253240001 $604,461
2026:27 1175079 1554956 $1.0400 $0.1400 $9222,103,708 §7,246540678 $9.282456680 §7,223,332691  $596,959
202728 A,750.79 1554956  §1:0400 $0.1420 $9,114,151756 §7.218,807.247 $9,170,081403 §$7,194528373 $589,733
2028-29 1175079 1554956 $1.0400 $0.1440 $9,010439,057 $9,010439,057 $9.062,139.451 $7,166794942 $562.791
202930 1175079 1554956 $1.0400 $0.450 $8910,801.377 §8.910,801377 $8958426752 $8,958426752 $576,121
2030-31 1175079 1554956 $1.0400 $0.1470 $8815069210 $A,815069.210  $8,856,789,071 $B,85B,780,071  $569,713
200132 1175079 1554056  $10400 $01490 $B8723,007431 $8,723,097431 $8763.056905 $B.763,056905 $563,557
2032-33 1175079 1554956  §1.0400 $0.1500 $8,634,735034  $8.634,735034 $8,671,085125 $8671,085125 $557.642
“Tier Il Yield: $47.65; AISD Yield: $59.97; Equalized Wealth: $476,500 per WADA

Table 2- “Bascline Revenue Model”--Project Value Added with No Value Limitation

$420,503
$420,511
$599,821
§592,465
$422,659
$422,369
$422,188
$422,013
§466,460
$464,536
$462,684
$460,500
$576,121
$569,713
$563,557
$567,642

Year of

State Aid  Recapture
M&O Taxes Additional From from the

@ State Aid-  Excess Additional  Additional  Additional Total
School  Compressed Hold Formula Recapture  Local M&0  MB&O Tax Local Tax General
Agreement  Year Rate State Aid Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund

Pre.Year1  2017:18  $57,890080 §12,864,774 $0 $0 $0. $8383208  $11626,196 -§1,086.222  §79,880056
2018-19  $82,543635 §12,876,407 30 $0 $0  §11,953380  $2323,115 -§1,552004  $108,144533
201920 $81,533250  $4,263,995 $0 $0  $15683,238  $11,607,084 $0. -§2982317  §78,938763
2020-21  $81.253296 95,086,550 $0 §0 514829280  §11,766,522  $66,537  -§2,920,950  $B0.412674
2021-22  $80204010  $4,263,995 $0 50 -$13867441  $11627605  $129523 52854256  §79,593436
202223 $79,374.215  $5,086,550 $0 §0  -$12,944204  $11494,407 $190967 -$2,781626  $80.420,309
202324 §78489893  $4.263,995 0 S0 12057625 §11,366346  §249962 $2711852 79,600,719
202425 $63,754,110  $5,086,550 $0 0 -B12171805 $12,128,672 $330,760 -52,854,501  $86,273.787
202526 $82,697.422  $5086,550 0 30 5164250869  $11,975,650 $0 -$3.051;750  $60,282,003
2026-27  $81,683,335  $5,086,550 50 $0  -$15404974  $11,828,797 $24767 52971615  §80,246,961
2028-20  §79,275135  $5086,550 $0 $0 -$13390616 $11,480,059 $151915 -$2.802631  §79,800413

202930  §78,395986  $5,086,550
2030-31 577,55_0.107 $5,086,550
203132 $76,737373  $5086,550
2032-33  $75,957,590 $5,086,550

L8E88

$0 -$12493,084  §11352747  $211914 $2732413  §79,821,700
$0  -$11630,203 §11,230253  §269.503 -52.664,880  §79,841411
$0  -$10,800,780 §11,112558  §325051 -$2589.992  $79,860,760
$0  -$10,003,738  $10,999,636 $378,372  -$2,537.660 $79,880,749
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Table 3- “Value Limitation Revenue Model”--Project Value Added with Value Limit

State Aid  Recaplure
MEO Taxes Additional Fram from the
State Aid-  Excess Additional  Additional  Additional Total
Year of Schoo! Compressed Hold Formula Recapture  Local M&0  M&O Tax Local Tax General
Agreement _ Year Rate State Aid Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund_
Pre-Year1 2017-18°  $57,890,080  $12,864,774 $0 $0 $0° $8383.228  §1,626,196 51086222  $79,680,056
1 2018-19  $82,543.635 $12.876,407 S0 $0 _ $0  $11953.380  $2.323,115 -$1,552.004  §108,144,533
2 201920 $81,533.250  $4,263,995 $0 §0 -$15683.238  $11,807,084 $0 $2082317 78,935,763
3 2020-21  $58,250,113  $5,086,550 $0 $0 -$10.326804  $8.435,366 $46983 52,085,173  $59,397.04
4 202122 $58,221.821  §12587,125 $0 30 $0 $8431,268. §1612023 51108563  §78,743674
5 202223 $58,195732 $12613,866 §0 $0 30 $8427490 31613745 1106522 §79,744,311
6 2023-24  $58,169,458  $12,639,552 o $0 $0 $8423686  §1615366 91,104,539  §79,743522
7 2024-26  $64,257,358  $12,664,225 50 §0 $0  §9,305292  $1786922 -§1,219598  §86,794,198
8 202526 §63,991404  $6,385633 30 $0 $0 39266776 $1.207.240 -$1575182  §76,275,664
9 2026-27  $63.736423  $6,657415 $0 $0 $0  §9.220854  §1,224B845 51,554,738  §79,293,799
10 2027-28 $63.489,724  §6,919,067 S0 $0 $0 $9184,120  $1.241,777  §1535012  §79,309,705
11 2028-29  §$79.275135  §7.171,030 $0 $0 S0 311480059  $1,576,781 -$1,903207  §97,599,798
12 202930 §78,95986  §5,086,550 $0 $0. -$12493084  §11,352747  §211914 2732413 §79,821,700
13 2030-31  §$77,550,107  §5,086,550 $0 $0  -§11630,203  §11,230,253 $269593 -$2,664,889  $79,841411
14 203132 §76,737373  §5086,550 ¥ $0 -$10800,780 $11,192558  §325051 -92,509992  $79,860,760
18 2032-33 _ $75957,580  $5086,550 $0 $0  -$10,003,738  $10,999,636 $378,372  -§2,537,660  $79.880.749
Table 4 - Value Limit less Project Value with No Limit
State Aid  Recapture
M&0 Taxes Additional From from the
State Aid-  Excess Additional  Additional  Additional Total
Yearof School  Compressed Hold Formula Recapture  LocalM&O  M&0Tax  Local Tax General
Agreement  Year Rate State Ald  Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund
Pre-Year1  2017-18 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0 $0 $0 $0
1 201818 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 50
2 201920 $0 $0 $0 0 $0 $0 $0 0
3 202021 -$23,003,182 $0 $0 $0  $4502476 -§3,331,157 $18554  $B34,777  -§21,015640
4 02122 $§22,072,190 $8,323,130 $0 $0. §13667441  §3,196,337  $1.482.500 51745893 $150,238
§ 202223 -521,178483  §7527316 $0 30 §12944204 53066917 $1422778  $1675104 -§675,998
6 202324 -§20320435  $8.375557 | $0 $12057,625 92842660  $1.365404  §1,607:313 §142,603
7 2024-25 -519,496,763  §7577,675 $0 S0 $12471805 -$2,823,381  $1456,962 §1,634903  $520411
8 202526 -518,708018  $1,289,083 $0 $0  §18425869 -$2,708872  $1.207240 $1476559  -§1,006,338
9 202627 -$17.946912  §1,570,865 $0 $0  §15404974 52,598,944  $1,200078 $1416,778 -§953,162
10 202728 §17,28171  $1,832,537 30 $0 §14423790 -§2493413  §1,151689 §1,350368  -§944,199
1 20268-29 $0 $2,084 480 $0 $0  §13,350,616 $O0 51424866  $899.424  §17,799.386
12 202930 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 $0 $0 $0
13 2030-31 $0 §0 §0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 §0
4 2031-32 $0 0 $0 $0 $0 ¥ 30 $0 $0
15 2032-33 $0 30 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 §0
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Table 5 - Estimated Financial jmpaci of the The Dow-Menomer Chemical Company Preject Property Value
Limitution Request Submitted to BISD at S1.04 M&Q Tax Rate

Tax Credits  Tax Benefit

for First to Company School
Taxes Tax Savings  Two Years Before District Estimated
Year of School Estimated Before Value  Taxes aftar @ Projected Above Revenue Revenue Net Tax
Agreement  Year Project Value  Taxable Value  Value Savings Limit Value Limit M&0 Rate Limit Protection Losses Benefits

Pre-Year!  2017-18 $0 $0 $0 50 50 $0 0 $0 $0 $0
1 2018-19  $2.780,100,000 $2780,100,000 S0 $28913,040  $28,913,040 $0 $0 50 $0 0
2 201920 $2668900000 $2)668,900,000 §0  §27,756560  $27.756,560 $0 L] $0 $0 ¥0
3 2020-21  $2,562,148,000 $30000000 $2.532,14B000  $26,646,339 $312000  §$26334.339 §0  $26334339  -$21.015640 $5.318.699
4720222 52450660807 $30000000  $2420656,0801  $25560527  $312000  $25768521  $1779,380  §27,047807 $07 821047807
§ 2022-23  $2361,288 436 $30,000000 $52,331,288436  $24,557,400 $312000  $24.245400  $1,726257  $25,971657 -$675998  $25,295,659
6 202324 $2268836099  $30000000 $2.235838,099]  $23,575085 $312000 $23263095  §1686,114  $24,.846210 S0 $24949.210
7 2024-25  $2,176,166,655 $30,000,000 $2,146,166655  $22,632,133 $312000 $22320133  $1,646,674  $23,966,807 S0 $23,966,807
8 202526 $2089,123380  $30000000 $2059,123989  $21726.809 $312000  $21414889  $1B07.941 S2302283  $1,008139  §22,0i6592
9 2026-27  $2,005,563,030 $30,000,000 $1975563,030  $20.857 856 $312000 $20,545856  $1559.894  $22,105,750 963,162 $21,152,588
0 2027-28  $1,925.344 500 $30,000,000 51895344508  §20023583 $312000  $19,711583  §1522995  $21,234577 $044,199  $20,290,379
1 2028-29 $1,848334728 $1,848334728 $0  §$19.222681  §19.222681 S0 $21,884,283  §21,884,283 $0  $21,884,283
12 202030 $1.774,408,339  $1,774,408,339 $0  $18453B47  $18,453847 $0° '§21,026739  $21,026738 50 $21,026,739
1 2030-31  $1703433,125 $1,703432,125 $0  $17,715705 347715705 30 $1605323 $1,605,323 $0 $1,605,323
14 203132 $1635208800  $1,635290,800 $0 §17007418°  §17007418 $0 $0 $0 $0 §0
15 203233  $1569,831,808  $1,569,891,808 $0  $16326875  $16326875 $0 30 $0 $0 $0
Tolals: $330,995,648 $147,891,825 $183,103,823 $56,045600 $239,149,423 324,595,137 $214,554,285

Tax Credit for Value Over Limit in First 2 Years Year1 Year2 Max Credits

$28601,040  $27444560  $56,045500

Credits Eamed $55,045,500

Credits Paid $56,045 600

Excess Cradits Unpaid $0

*Note: School District Revenue-Loss estimates are subject to change based on numcrous factors, including
legislative and Texas Education Agency administrative changes to school finance formulas, year-to-ycar
appraisals of project values, and changes in school district tax rates. One of the most substantial changes to the
school finance formulas related to Chapter 313 revenue-loss projections could be the treatment of Additional
State Aid for Tax Reduction (ASATR). Lepislative intent is to end ASATR in 2017-18 school year. Additional
information on the assumptions used in preparing these estimates is provided in the narrative of this Report.
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Brazoria County

Population

B Total county population in 2010 for Brazoria County: 314,407 , up 1.7 percent from 2009. State population increased 1.8 percent in

the same time period.

m Brazoria County was the state's 15th largest county in population in 2010 and the 50 th fastest growing county from 2008 to 2010.

= Brazoria County's population in 2009 was 56.0 percent Anglo {above the state average of 46.7 percent), 10.9 percent African-
American {below the state average of 11.3 percent) and 26.6 percent Hispanic (below the state average of 36.9 percent),

m 2009 population of the largest cities and places in Brazoria County:

Pearland:
Alvin:
Freeport:
Manvel:
Sweeny:

Economy and Income
Employment

86,341 Lake Jackson: 28,980

23,284 Angleton: 19,123

12,618 Clute: 10,915
6,375 West Columbia: 4,203
3,663 Richwood: 3,594

B September 2011 total employment in Brazoria County: 137,947 , up 1.8 percent from September 2010, State total employment
increased 0.9 percent during the same period.

{October 2011 employment data will be available November 18, 2011).

B September 2011 Brazoria County unemployment rate: 9.0 percent, up from 8.9 percent in September 2010, The statewide
unemployment rate for September 2011 was 8.5 percent, up from 8.2 percent in September 2010.

B September 2011 unemployment rate in the city of:

Peariand:
Lake Jackson:

7.3 percent, up from 6.5 percent in September 2010.
7.5 percent, down from 8.0 percent in Seplember 2010.

(Note: County and state unemployment rates are adjusted for seasonal fluctuations, but the Texas Workforce Commission
city unemployment rates are not. Seasonally-adjusted unempioyment rates are not comparabie with unadjusted rates).

Income

® Brazoria County's ranking in per capita personal income in 2009: 54th with an average per capita income of $37,523, down 1.3
percent from 2008. Statewide average per capita personal income was $38,609 in 2008, down 3.1 percent from 2008.

Industry

m Agricultural cash values in Brazoria County averaged $97.62 million annually from 2007 to 2010, County total agricultural values in
2010 were up 14.7 percent from 2009. Major agriculture related commodities in Brazoria County during 2010 included:

= Sorghum

= Horses

= Nursery * Rice = Other Beef

® 2011 oil and gas production in Brazoria County: 898,558.0 barrels of oil and 14.3 million Mcf of gas. in Seplember 2011, there
were 297 producing oil wells and 161 producing gas wells.

Taxes
Sales Tax - Taxable Sales

{County and city taxable sales data for 1st quarter 2011 is currently targeted for release in mid-September 2011).
Quarterly (September 2010 through December 2010)

m Taxable sales in Brazoria County during the fourth quarter 2010: $670.47 million, up 7.2 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
® Taxable sales during the fourth quarter 2010 in the city of:

Pearland:
Lake Jackson;
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Ciute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Viilage:

Danbury:
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$288.26 million, up 5.3 percent from the same guarter in 2009.
$113.83 million, up 2.5 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$77.36 million, up 6.0 percent from the same quarter in 2009,
$36.45 million, up 0.1 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$18.95 million, up 9.5 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$25.55 miliion, up 14.8 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$10.76 miillion, up 19.8 percent from the same quartér in 2009.
$10.48 million, up 13.2 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$2.59 million, down 73.4 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$3.81 million, up 3.2 percent from the same quarter in 2009,
$9.22 million, up 14.4 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$273,198.00, up 2.9 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$1.08 million, up 118.1 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$662,540.00, up 13.5 percent from the same quarter in 2009.



Qyster Creek:
Holiday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Baliey's Prairle:
Liverpooi:
Quintana:
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$2.25 million, up 12.1 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$150,524.00, down B.5 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$13.50 million, down 1.7 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$818,623.00, up 16.3 percent from the same quarter in 2009,
$34,200.00, down 2.7 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$165,407.00, up 61.6 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
$7,038.00

Taxable Sales through the end of 4th quarter 2010 (January 2010 through December 30, 2010)

® Taxable sales in Brazoria County through the fourth quarter of 2010: $2.46 billion, up 1.4 percent from the same period in 2009.
® Taxable sales through the fourth quarter of 2010 in the city of:

Annual {2010)

Peariand:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Village:

Danbury:
Oyster Creek:
Hollday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Balley's Prairie:
Liverpool:
Quintana:

$1.04 billion, up 0.3 percent from the same period in 2009.
$402.67 million, down 0.2 percent from the same period in 2008.
$289.95 million, up 0.3 percent from the same period in 2009.
$145.19 million, up 0.8 percent from the same period in 2009.
$74.78 million, up 10.4 percent from the same period in 2009,
$96.86 million, down 1.1 percent from the same period in 2009.
$47.09 million, up 10.7 percent from the same period in 2009.
$39.73 million, up 14.0 percent from the same period in 2009.
$21.41 million, down 21.8 percent from the same period in 2009.
$15.80 million, down 19.4 percent from the same period in 2009.
$34.75 million, down 1.6 percent from the same period in 2009.
$1.08 million, down 4.4 percent from the same period in 2009,
$3.79 million, up 78.2 percent from the same period in 2008.
$2.53 million, up 26.1 percent from the same period in 2009.
$9.25 million, up 7.1 percent from the same period in 2009.
$636,130.00, down 7.0 percent from the same period in 2009,
$52.04 million, down 18.0 percent from the same period in 2009.
$4.57 miillion, up 11.3 percent from the same period in 2008.
$87,007.00, down 37.8 percent from the same period in 2009,
$554,661.00, up 32.8 percent from the same period in 2008.
$18,815.00

® Taxable sales in Brazoria County during 2010: $2.46 billion, up 1.4 percent from 2009.

m Brazoria County sent an estimated $153.68 million (or 0.90 percent of Texas’ taxable sales) in stale sales taxes to the state
treasury in 2010.

® Taxable sales during 2010 in the city of:
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Pearland:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Coiumbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Village:

Danbury:
Oyster Creek:
Holiday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Bailey's Prairie:

Brazoria County

$1.04 billion, up 0.3 percent from 2008.
$402.67 million, down 0.2 percent from 2009.
$289.95 million, up 0.3 percent from 2009,
$145.19 million, up 0.8 percent from 2009.
$74.78 million, up 10.4 percent from 2009,
$96.86 million, down 1.1 percent from 2009.
$47.09 miflion, up 10.7 percent from 2009.
$39.73 miillion, up 14.0 percent from 2009.
$21.41 million, down 21.8 percent from 2009.
$15.80 million, down 19.4 percent from 2009.
$34.75 million, down 1.6 percent from 2008.
$1.08 million, down 4.4 percent from 2009,
$3.79 million, up 78.2 percent from 2009.
$2.53 million, up 26.1 percent from 2009,
$9.25 million, up 7.1 percent from 2009,
$636,130.00, down 7.0 percent from 2009.
$52.04 million, down 18.0 percent from 2009.
$4.57 million, up 11.3 percent from 2009,
$87,007.00, down 37.8 percent from 2009.



Liverpool:
Quintana:
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$554,661.00, up 32.8 percent from 2009.
$18,815.00

Sales Tax — Local Sales Tax Allocations

{The release date for sales tax allocations to cities for the sales activity month of September 2011 Is currently scheduled for
November 9, 2011.)

Monthly

m Statewide payments based on the sales aclivity month of August 2011: $505.22 million, up 13.9 percent from August 2010.
B Payments to all cities in Brazoria County based on the sales activity month of August 2011: $3.57 million, up 9.2 percent from

August 2010.

m Payment based on the sales activity month of August 2011 to the city of:

Fiscal Year

Peartand*:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Village:

Danbury:
Oyster Creek:
Hollday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Balley's Prairle:
Liverpool:
Quintana:

$1.62 million, up 5.1 percent from August 2010.
$568,565.83, up 9.2 percent from August 2010.
$486,410.35, up 16.2 percent from August 2010,
$249,880.72, up 9.9 percent from August 2010.
$173,510.53, up 18.7 percent from August 2010.
$154,235.75, up 22.5 percent from August 2010.
$93,103.54, up 23.3 percent from August 2010,
$63,572.59, up 26.9 percent from August 2010.
$23,337.23, down 23.8 percent from August 2010.
$25,511.08, up 10.0 percent from August 2010.
$62,718.11, up 13.0 percent from August 2010,
$3,295.75, down 3.4 percent from August 2010.
$2,387.38, down 20.5 percent from August 2010.
$6,606.86, up 48.8 percent from August 2010.
$13,907.07, down 21.7 percent from August 2010.
$573.54, down 13.3 percent from August 2010.
$10,575.40, down 15.9 percent from August 2010.
$7,278.22, up 18.4 percent from August 2010,
$396.90, down 1.6 percent from August 2010.
$1,835.61, down 63.3 percent from August 2010.
$2,563.69, up 78.1 percent from August 2010.

m Statewide payments based on sales aclivity months from September 2010 through August 2011: $6.08 billion, up 8.0 percent from
the same period in 2010.

m Payments to all cities in Brazoria County based on sales aclivity months from September 2010 through August 2011: $42.66

million, up 4.7 percent from fiscal 2010.

m Paymenis based on sales activity months from September 2010 through August 2011 to the city of.
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Pearland*:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazorla:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Village:

Danbury:
Oyster Creek:
Holiday Lakes:
iowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Bailey's Prairie:

Brazoria County

$19.83 million, up 2.3 percent from fiscal 2010.
$7.00 million, up 3.4 percent from fiscal 2010.
$5.45 million, up 7.5 percent from fiscal 2010,
$3.03 million, up 3.1 percent from fiscal 2010.
$1.96 million, up 20.0 percent from fiscal 2010.
$1.82 million, up 9.9 percent from fiscal 2010.
$983,543.45, up 11.2 percent from fiscal 2010.
$685,356.40, up 2.2 percent from fiscal 2010.
$302,452.77, down 0.4 percent from fiscal 2010,
$274,954.27, up 10.7 percent from fiscal 2010.
$719,283.78, up 6.9 percent from fiscal 2010.
$42,124.74, up 2.8 percent from fiscal 2010.
$35,875.21, down 9.7 percent from fiscal 2010.
$81,357.57, up 37.2 percent from fiscal 2010.
$158,682.12, down 2.0 percent from fiscal 2010.
$7,727.20, up 5.9 percent from fiscai 2010.
$165,247.97, up 50.5 percent from fiscal 2010.
$62,657.63, up 21.0 percent from fiscal 2010.
$5,454.70, down 28.7 percent from fiscal 2010.



Liverpool:
Quintana:

Monday, March 05, 2012
$25,085.09, up 17.9 percent from fiscal 2010.
$20,775.61, down 36.4 percent from fiscal 2010.

January 2011 through August 2011 (Sales Aclivity Year-To-Date)
m Statewide payments based on sales activity months through August 2011: $3.99 billion, up 8.3 percent from the same period in

2010.

m Payments to all cities in Brazoria County based on sales aclivity months through August 2011: $27,60 million, up 3.4 percent from
the same period in 2010.

@ Payments based on sales activity months through August 2011 to the city of:

Pearland*:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Village:

Danbury:
Oyster Creek:
Holiday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Bailey's Prairie:
Liverpool:
Quintana:

12 months ending in August 2011

® Statewide payments based on sales activity in the 12 months ending in August 2011: $6.08 billion, up 8.0 percent from the previous
12-month period.

m Payments to all cities in Brazoria County based on sales activity in the 12 months ending in August 2011: $42.66 million, up 4.7
percent from the previous 12-month period.

m Payments based on sales activity in the 12 months ending in August 2011 to the city of:
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Pearland*:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Village:

Danbury:
Oyster Creek:
Holiday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Bailey's Prairie:
Liverpool:
Quintana:

Brazoria County

$12.68 million, up 0.2 percent from the same period in 2010,
$4.49 million, up 2.8 percent from the same period in 2010.
$3.58 million, up 8.2 percent from the same period in 2010.
$1.95 million, up 2.0 percent from the same period in 2010.
$1.32 miilion, up 14.3 percent from the same period in 2010.
$1.20 miillion, up 12.0 percent from the same period in 2010.
$675,446.20, up 9.0 percent from the same period in 2010.
$439,718.95, up 0.5 percent from the same period in 2010.
$197,504.78, down 2.5 percent from the same period in 2010,
$184,879.84, up 8.9 percent from the same period in 2010.
$474,043.43, up 6.3 percent from the same period in 2010.
$27,593.02, up 2.8 percent from the same period in 2010.
$22,157.56, down 23.2 percent from the same period in 2010.
$48,106.28, up 22.6 percent from the same period in 2010.
$101,462.63, down 10.3 percent from the same period in 2010.
$5,340.78, up 10.7 percent from the same period in 2010,
$118,301.95, up 50.3 percent from the same period in 2010.
$47,156.99, up 23.1 percent from the same period in 2010.
$3,774.23, up 7.4 percent from the same period in 2010,
$18,583.44, up 25.7 percent from the same period in 2010,
$16,036.10, up 29.4 percent from the same period in 2010,

$19.83 miflion, up 2.3 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$7.00 million, up 3.4 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$5.45 million, up 7.5 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$3.03 million, up 3.1 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$1.96 million, up 20.0 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$1.82 miillion, up 9.9 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$983,543.45, up 11.2 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$685,356.40, up 2.2 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$302,452.77, down 0.4 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$274,954.27, up 10.7 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$719,283.78, up 6.9 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$42,124.74, up 2.8 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$35,875.21, down 9.7 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$81,357.57, up 37.2 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$158,682.12, down 2.0 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$7,727.20, up 5.9 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$165,247.97, up 50.5 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$62,657.63, up 21.0 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$5,454.70, down 28.7 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$25,085.09, up 17.9 percent from the previous 12-month period.
$20,775.61, down 36.4 percent from the previous 12-month period.



m City Calendar Year-To-Date (RJ 2011)

B Payment to the cittes from January 2011 through October 2011:

Annual (2010)

Pearland*:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookslde Village:

Danbury:
Qyster Creek:
Holiday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Bailey's Prairie:
Liverpool:
Quintana:

$16.53 million, up 1.7 percent from the same period in 2010.
$5.92 million, up 3.2 percent from the same period in 2010.
$4.51 million, up 6.7 percent from the same period in 2010,
$2.51 million, up 3.6 percent from the same period in 2010.
$1.61 million, up 18.0 percent from the same period in 2010.
$1.51 million, up 12.8 percent from the same period in 2010.
$822,290.83, up 11.4 percent from the same period in 2010.
$573,559.55, up 2.7 percent from the same period in 2010.

$249,336.88, down 0.9 percent from the same period in 2010.

$229,245.62, up 14.6 percent from the same period in 2010.
$600,072.15, up 6.1 percent from the same period in 2010.
$34,177.91, up 2.0 percent from the same period in 2010,

$27,813.83, down 19.0 percent from the same period in 2010.

$59,717.24, up 20.6 percent from the same period in 2010.

$129,141.24, down 5.6 percent from the same period in 2010.

$6,525.94, up 9.2 percent from the same period in 2010,
$142,860.27, up 52.1 percent from the same period in 2010.
$53,230.26, up 21.4 percent from the same period in 2010.
$4,661.08, down 33.1 percent from the same period in 2010.
$21,746.84, up 20.5 percent from the same period in 2010.

$18,275.03, down 42.7 percent from the same period in 2010.

B Stalewide payments based on sales activity months in 2010: $5.77 billion, up 3.3 percent from 2009,
B Payments to all cities in Brazoria County based on sales activity months in 2010: $41.77 million, up 0.9 percent from 2009.
8 Payment based on sales activity months in 2010 to the city of:

Pearland*:
Lake Jackson:
Alvin:
Angleton:
Freeport:
Clute:

Manvel:

West Columbia:
Sweeny:
Richwood:
Brazoria:
Jones Creek:

Brookside Village:

Danbury:
Oyster Creek:
Hollday Lakes:
lowa Colony:
Surfside Beach:
Bailey's Prairie:
Liverpool:
Quintana:

$19.80 million, up 2.2 percent from 2009.
$6.88 million, down 0.9 percent from 2009,
$5.18 million, down 1.0 percent frorm 2009,
$2.99 million, down 0.7 percent from 2009,
$1.80 million, up 11.9 percent from 20089,
$1.69 million, down 3.6 percent from 2009.
$928,016.24, up 5.5 percent from 2009,
$683,003.60, down 1.5 percent from 2009,
$307,562.66, down 5.1 percent from 2009.
$259,772.39, down 8.8 percent from 2009.
$691,277.98, down 7.0 percent from 2009.
$41,386.13, down 8.1 percent from 2008.
$42,556.62, up 35.3 percent from 2009,
$72,498.57, up 12.8 percent from 2009.
$170,345.11, up 5.4 percent from 20089,
$7,212.68, down 10.7 percent from 2009.
$125,637.22, up 5.9 percent from 2009,
$53,802.40, up 10.0 percent from 2009,
$5,194.29, down 45.8 percent from 2009,
$21,280.04, up 15.2 percent from 2009,
$17,136.83, down 54.6 percent from 2009,

Monday, March 05, 2012

*On 1/1/2009, the city of Pearland's local sales tax rate increased by 0.00 from 1.500 percent to 1.500 percent.

Property Tax

® As of January 2009, property values in Brazoria County: $26.70 billion, down 1.7 percent from January 2008 values. The property
tax base per person in Brazoria County is $86,351, above the statewide average of $85,809. About 2.4 percent of the propery tax
base is derived from oil, gas and minerals.

State Expenditures
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¥ Brazoria County's ranking in state expenditures by county in fiscal year 2010: 21st. State expenditures in the county for FY2010:
$996.28 million, up 0.5 percent from FY2009,

® in Brazoria County, 19 stale agencies provide a total of 2,892 jobs and $26.88 million in annualized wages (as of 1st quarter 2011).
B Major state agencies in the county (as of first quarter 2011):

= Department of Criminal Justice = Department of Family and Protective Services
= Department of Transportation = Department of Public Safety
Higher Education

® Community colleges in Brazaria County fall 2010 enrofiment:

« Brazosport College, a Public Community Coliege, had 4,174 students.
= Alvin Community College, a Public Community Coliege, had 5,721 students.

B Brazoria County is in the service area of the following:

= Alvin Community College with a fall 2010 enrollment of 5,721 . Counties in the service area inciude:
Brazoria County
= Brazosport College with a fall 2010 enroliment of 4,174 . Counties in the service area include:
Brazoria County
B |nstitutions of higher education in Brazoria County fall 2010 enroliment:

= None.

School Districts
® Brazoria County had 8 school districts with 93 schools and 59,838 students in the 2009-10 school year.

{Statewlde, the average teacher salary in school year 2009-10 was $48,263. The percentage of students, statewide,
meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all 2009-10 TAKS tests was 77 percent.)

= Alvin ISD had 16,591 students in the 2009-10 schooi year. The average teacher salary was $49,031. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 81 percent.

= Angleton ISD had 6,282 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $50,412. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 87 percent.

* Brazosport ISD had 12,822 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average leacher salary was $49,929. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 78 percent.

= Columbia-Brazoria 1SD had 3,070 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $46,937.
The percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 78 percent.

= Damon ISD had 168 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $41,023. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for ali tests was 75 percent.

= Danbury ISD had 773 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $47,625. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 86 percent.

= Pearland ISD had 18,198 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $48,294. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 87 percent.

= Sweeny ISD had 1,934 students in the 2009-10 school year, The average teacher salary was $49,272. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 86 percent.
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