$USs AN TEXAS COMPTROLLER of PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

C OMUB S P.0.Box 13528 « AusTIN, TX 78711-3528

May 31, 2012

Steve Long

Superintendent

Glasscock Independent School District
P.O.Box 9

Garden City, Texas 79739

Dear Superintendent Long:

On May 15, 2012, the Comptrolier received the compieted application for a limitation on appraised value
under the provisions of Tax Code Chapter 313'. This application was originally submitted in J anuary,
2012 to the Glasscock Independent School District (Glasscock ISD) by DCP Midstream, LP (DCP).
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.

Glasscock 1SD 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 ($70,000,000) 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. DCP is proposing the
construction of a manufacturing facility in Glasscock County. DCP 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 Comptrolier 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 DCP, the Comptroller’s recommendation is that DCP’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 stattory 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 1SD 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 Comptrolier 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 Comptrolier 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 1-800-531-5441, ext. 3-3973,
or direct in Austin at 512-463-3973,

Sincerely,

Enclosure

cc: Robert Wood



Economic Impact for Chapter 313 Project

Applicant DCP Midstream, LP
Tax Code, 313.024 Eligibility Category Manufacturing
School District Glasscock ISD
2009-10 Enroliment in School District 283
County Glasscock
Total Investment in District $80,000,000
Qualified Investment $70,000,000
Limitation Amount $30,000,000
Number of total jobs committed to by applicant 10
Number of qualifying jobs committed to by applicant 10
Average Weekly Wage of Qualifying Jobs committed to by applicant 51,019
Minimum Weekly Wage Required Tax Code, 313.051(b) $876
Minimum Annual Wage committed to by applicant for qualified jobs $53.,000
Investment per Qualifying Job $8,000,000
Estimated 15 year M&O levy without any limit or credit: $6,995,980
Estimated gross 135 year M&O tax benefit $1,886,741
Estimated 15 year M&O tax benefit (after deductions for estimated

school district revenue protection--but not including any deduction for

supplemental payments or extraordinary educational expenses): $1,843,799
Tax Credits (estimated - part of total tax benefit in the two lines above

- appropriated through Foundation School Program) $370,276
Net M&O Tax (15 years) After Limitation, Credits and Revenue

Protection: $5,152,181
Tax benefit as a percentage of what applicant would have paid

without value limitation agreement (percentage exempted) 26.4%
Percentage of tax benefit due to the limitation 80.4%
Percentage of tax benefit due to the credit. 19.6%




This presents the Comptroller’s economic impact evaluation of DCP Midstream (the project) applying to Glasscock
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 to 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
comptroliier; 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 comptroiler;

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 doilar 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 ten new jobs when fully operational. All ten 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 Permian Basin Regional Planning Commission Region, where
Glasscock County is located was $41,398 in 2010. The annual average manufacturing wage for 2010-2011 for
Glasscock County is not available. That same year, the county annual average wage for all industries was $31,759.
In addition to a salary of $53,000, each qualifying position will receive benefits such as medical, dental and vision
plans. DCP also offers 401(k) and retirement plans, life insurance, short and long term disability insurance,
education assistance, scholarship program, holidays and vacation, a wellness program, matching gifts, and a short
term incentive plan. The project’s total investment is $80 million, resulting in a relative level of investment per
qualifying job of $8 million.

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

According to DCP Midstream’s application, “DCP Midstream is the largest producer of natural gas liquids in North
America and has significant pipeline infrastructure throughout Texas. This infrastructure provides DCP Midstream
with the flexibility and opportunity to invest in a variety of regions in Texas and its neighboring states. Currently,
DCP Midstream owns and operates 61 gas processing plants in 18 states. Capital investment is granted to projects
that generate the best economic return for DCP Midstream. Currently, several projects in Louisiana, New Mexico
and Colorado are competing with Texas projects for company investment.”

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

During the past two years, seven projects in the Permian Basin Regional Planning Commission 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 DCP Midstream 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 ali sectors of the manufacturing industry.

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

Table 1 depicts DCP Midstream’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 16 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 DCP Midstream

Employment Personal Income
Indirect +

Year | Direct Induced Total Direct Indirect + Induced Total

2012 54 62| 116 $2,810,000 $4,190,000 |  $7,000,000
2013 59 79 | 138 | $3,075,000 $5,925,000 |  $9,000,000
2014 10 40 50 $530,000 $3,470,000 | $4,000,000
2015 10 40 50 $530,000 $4,470,000 |  $5,000,000
2016 10 46 56 $530,000 $4,470,000 |  $5,000,000
2017 10 42 52 $530,000 $4,470,000 |  $5,000,000
2018 10 45 55 $530,000 $4,470,000 |  $5,000,000
2019 10 45 55 $530,000 $4,470,000 | $5,000,000
2020 10 45 55 $530,000 $5,470,000 |  $6,000,000
2021 10 49 59 $530,000 $5,470,000 | $6,000,000
2022 10 50 60 $530,000 $6,470,000 |  $7,000,000
2023 10 51 61 $530,000 $6,470,000 | $7,000,000
2024 10 33 63 $530,000 $6.470,000 | $7,000,000
2025 10 3l 61 $530,000 $7.470,000 | $8,000,000
2026 10 31 61 $530,000 $7,470,000 | $8,000,000
2027 10 54 64 $530,000 $8,470,000 | $9,000,000

Source: CPA, REMI, DCP Midstream

The statewide average ad valorem tax base for school districts in Texas was $1.6 billion in 2010. Glasscock ISD’s
ad valorem tax base in 2010 was $1.12 billion. The statewide average wealth per WADA was estimated at
$345,067 for fiscal 2010-2011. During that same year, Glasscock ISD’s estimated wealth per WADA was
$2,230,997. 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 and Glasscock County, with
all property tax incentives sought being granted using estimated market value from DCP Midstream’s application.
DCP Midstream has applied for both a value limitation under Chapter 313, Tax Code and tax abatement with the
county. Table 3 illustrates the estimated tax impact of the DCP Midstream project on the region if all taxes are
assessed.



Table 2 Estimated Direct Ad Valorem Taxes with all property tax incentives sought
Glasscock ISD
Glasscock ISD| M&O and
M&O and 1&S| I&S Tax
Estimated Estimated Glasscock | Glasscock | Tax Levies | Levies (After Estimated
Taxable value | Taxable value ISD I&S | ISD M&O |(Before Credit Credit Glasscock |Total Property
Year for I&S for M&O Levy Levy Credited) Credited) County Taxes
Tax Rate'|  0.0748 1.0401 0.3000
203 $40,060,000, $40,060,000 $29,965 $416,664 $446,629 $446,629 $36,054 $482,683
2014 $55,540,000 $55.540,000 34154 $577.672 5619215 $619.215 549,986 $669.201
2015 $54,020,000 $30,000.000 $40.407 $312.030 $352437 $352437 548,618 $401,055
2016 $52.500,000 $30,000,000 $39.270 $312.030 $351.300 $208.403 $47.250 $345.653
2017 $50,980,000 £30,000,000 $38,133 $312.030 $350,163 $297.267 $45,882 $343,149
2018 $49,460,000 $30,000,000 $3699% $312,030 $349,026 $296.130 $44.514 $340.644
2019 $47,180,000 $30,000,000 535,291 $312,030 $347321 $294.424 $42.462 $336.886
2020 545,660,000 530,000,000 $34,154 $312,030 $346,184 $293,287 541,094 $334,381
2021 $44,140,000 $30,000.000 $33,017 $312,030 $345.047 $292,150 $39.726 $331,876
2022 $41,860,000 $30.,000,000 $31.311 $312.030 5343341 $200445 $37.674 $328.119
2023 $40.606,000,  $40,606,000 $30.373 $422.343 3452716 $452,716 $121,818 $574,534
2024 $39.389,620]  $39.389,620 $29.463 $409.691 $439,155 $439.155 $118,169 §557.324
2025 $38.209,731 $38,209,731 $28,581 $397.419 $426.000 5426000 5114.629 $540.629
2026 $37,065,239 $37,065,239 $27.725 $385516 $413,240 $413.240 $111,196 $524.436
2027 $35.955.082 $35.955,082 526,804 $371.969 S400.863 $400.863 $107,865 $508,728
Total $5,612,362|  $1,006,937 $6,619,299
Assumes School Value Limitation and Tax Abatement with the County.
Source: CPA, DCP Midstream
"Tax Rate per $100 Valuation
Table 3 Estimnted Direct Ad Valorem Taxes without property tax incentives
Glasscock ISD
Estimated Estimated Glasscock | Glasscock M&OQ and Estimated
Taxable value | Taxable value ISD I&S | ISD M&O I1&S Tax Glosscock | Total Property
Year for 1&S for M&O Levy Levy Levies County Taxes
Tax Rate' | 0.0748 10401 ] 0.3000
2013 $40,060,000{  $40.060.000 $29.965 3416.664] i $446,629 $120,180 $566,809
2014 $55.540,000 $55.540,000 541,544 $571.672 \-\ f,f $619.215 5166620 5785835
2015 $54,020,000 $54.020,000 $40407 $361.862| / 5602.269 $162.060 $764,329
2016 $52.500,000 $52.500,000 $39.270 $546,053 "\ / $585.323 $157.500 5742823
2017 $50,980,000 $50,980,000 $38,133 $530.243 “\ t.‘ $568.376 $152.940 5721316
2018 549,460,000 $49.460.000 $36.996 $514,433 VoY 5551430 $148,380 $699.810,
2019]  $47,180.000]  $47.180.000 $35291f  $490.719 v $526,010 $141,540 $667.550
2020 $45,660,000 $45,660.000 $34,154 5474910 ! "‘ $509.063 5136,980 $646,043
2021 544,140,000 544,140,000 $33.017 $459,100 ;{ y $492.117 §132420 $624.537
2022 $41.860.000 $41.860,000 $31.311 $435,386 ,o" “\ $466.697 $125,580 $5922377)
2023 §40.606.000)___ $40.606.000 $30.373 $422.343 ;” \ $452,716 $121,818 $574.534
2024 $39.389.620]  $39.389.620 520.463 $409.691| $439,155 S118.169 $557.324
2025 $38.209.731 $38.209.731 §28.581 $397419 ," % $426.000 $114.629 $540,620
2026 $37065.239 $37.065.239 $271.725 $385.516| / . 5413.240 $111.196 $524436
2027 $35,955.082 $35.955,082 $26.8%4 $373.969} . $400,863 $107.865 $508,728
Total $7,499,104| $2,017,877 $9,516,981

Source: CPA, DCP Midstream
'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 $6,995,980. The estimated gross 15 year M&O tax benefit, or levy loss, is $1,886,741.

Attachment 3 is an economic overview of Glasscock 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



SEC R E\wﬂwﬁ

gggi%%higggﬁggEﬁﬁuauguﬂbg_ﬁﬁlg
‘uoneagiide RanGuo Syt R S asedind AUD I0) HNPAYST ST BUISH LS, UPSE X3 50) vogrodde Aus pue vonemdde 1SVIGUO MG LU PIRALGNS 9q FSTUU RPMES SRLL
TEPITU T2 SUl RUOKIDPR LIRS “$pousd maadl vogeondde Afius i stoaleid pee “spotad sum Bogenb pausien wim soaked *soaferd 1eaonu “alomd ARRUD Ve PIUBARE 304 SION

Tuaunsaas Suigent j0 Ued 2q MBS Y "POUEE B 1 ek, e BULnD JUSLASIAU 10 LT S [a)ST aX] I pUT] =5oN
10 'SIXES [RUOISTEjAId ST LONS SRy 84 AR SSIUIEXE JAND DU B oM 5l AUew o) s Juesulis jsour ot
A0 MR JO UORRINA0 PUT UCEINSSUGD BuaniTd 205-ONEA (MR DU ICOWN SHUGUCSS TopR AT Teug Jnd JUIHLISOAR BTN 00 you APUI TEL] MIKISHALT JILRD [0 DRIEA He0r] 3 uenyeD
“SHEnpna 10 SUN0GIeD SEASWEINOS JO SHEDING MAU U JUBUISIALE POUUEIS Su 3uasudas A0ars PINoyS JSquI Sy 'pousd sum Bukgenb ouw spisno SIBsA ag 04
(33} 20E1£F €p0D AB1, Jopun WBUTSEMY
Papenh SISHSUCD ukogddi ag 1oyl Sepang 1o IUeuotu0D ATEADIEICY J0 SEERER 1 23K 1982 WIULSIAT PauTyd 12 RO SE0p A0y L 5 oD

{Auadosd revossad axqbue i .._Enﬂﬁ:svas.nnoﬁ.ﬁﬂa Hyduxs pnoys raquint sai ‘pouad 3 ﬁ%gggabuu
S0} SAREFIUTI) I0U “TEaK USRS DRISOAU JUNCUTE 15T SsTard ‘RRURSIAL 10 Sosadind o Jos

OHYHINIZHELIES 590D XBL 1 PALLPP ST - IWKIRSIAY POpTenh SIHISULS [UEsgdde aip ALsdoxd euse:ad 2q5ue @ rusunsaau peuuerd RIENOWE ZSI00 [GK) IR SIUasioa syl oy Lo
“S1E94 X2} Stonchuoo ow Buywopo) St J0s ATRseual Spuana De uoREddE 23 O TBAMKIIE PIEOG SEUD #A wam subaq Aensn pasg ausy BukgenD
T 202 S2O0E-L202 §1 Paiad ON-eMeSs -150d
i e 9202 22CT5202 ¥ POURd 4[1-OMeS 50
e e b POR3
m.... sfeo el 202 SCGe-¥202 F4) NS QLA RITEW O] U0 o5
e S E 2ZR TRUTE2AZ L
e 202 £202-T202 0
AR T e Zete-120e )
T 0202 1202-0202 8 :
E ...I.."........“.._...n.li.l.......n. s {174 gene-6102 L acqen, 60 dE3 5205 1)
PR & agwe | s T AT
DTSN o | ewow | s
P PPN 102 21029102 v
A s 0z 91025102
=2 S1G2-ri0e
Lo eyl OO 000w -4 WR-EL0e (g Bukrenb o syoak xm Bawen
agbea
payrent saussaq o PUR TaURSIAL!
DOO'C00SE 000'000'0E AL 4 022102 pawrenb) pound duxy Buzrend 10
_ 2234 BT Sr2dwod B 10 | “uRy SU0req pUe LCTEodde (seuzop
eauddE prenq [ew) SAJE IpTL WaUgsaAly|  ou Butinsse)
e . [
e Ty sosator | o | e oty ou ook
ik Ll uoqeosddt S1a1duica Bty J7e I WSUSIAN mamad sk oyl
Tt E&:@ﬁiuﬂaﬂ.&é
i (114 021102 Qb2 200 Aradard pegrent JotRisu) EX0SI UEm)
e A [0 (Pousa o = Te0k o ERD Fryvy USUATGOAT | Sooa
sunsoss ime pua Sedis Jmuowao Suape ( Gefpenb e Swum) | woeows nove) Sumpng 0 | conms Ly peed (rsoa paSuo) (mopg reok 200, OUIS
=T emon RRGLSIALT TR JURUITSAU Pagierty | juenunsan Baiarey | moSuwornon oyqmaceraaon WALDSIALE G O PO D), | T [N 1 [ud)
10U 5) TR AEKUMOALT SRI0) gPUTY o mng ouciuod 3o Suppog Apadald ouazigg SRS AT
RLNOTY wlos g wEnoD Ipbung
y mamoy
[¥rmoy aagsuana 1nd 100 0F <mak tREY U SUCUBSOAL paIRInSS)
SINGONY INSRISISANI ALE340H
SET05 Wiog LOMISKT TOCHDS INGONSJSCN HD0ISSY D E )
JIWEASPRE DD SWEN susaddy
L INTIVHEOVLL

vRugsaau; {01062 Ay "nay) v smpaues




2ivd SALYINISITAGTN ANVIHOD @&I‘Ed- H40 UNIVYNDIS

LAV . -

-9 R ]
axmng. ARG
poBULIYD 04 SABY SHTURSI eui5uo 5] “S1264 cimny pue Juauns 10} sejewnse ejepdn pue siesk 3sed Jof mep PEsip pTRidte R gim sagydas

‘wogeandde feugbuo AU B a0 ssodmd A a0y Jmpoyas SRR Butsn usyA TIRORD X9 40} uopepdds Aue pue sogeondde RS0 P WM PENIIITES 64 ISAL GMPOYIS STUL
“uopexE Aedesd $o sasodmd Sy Joy ANJEA HGEXE) 2NN} JO SEWIRSD LyE) poah ) UESK UMY UL SNEA JNEEW SIAON

280°G56'SE ZI0°CEE'SE SEA 4 LBTYBLLE 000°09 1202 §202-1202 aL pouad dr-omes -1sod
L SB0LE | 6229028 | prOli L Y8850 8T 00009 oe0z | zzoe-ozoz ¥l Pouad dn-omes 150g
IELB0CeE | leLe0zee | 188Z00¢ T8 ZSTov 00009 | cugz | owoeczoz -
0ZC6SE6E | 029BBL6E | 0866%0¢C 009'65E 1 00009 soussaL] S|qRIA pouad
~ veOe | STOCHEZ | T |umuew oienupuod | dn-emes w0
000909 Ty | 00090S0F | BODPEL € 000°089°Z% 00009 20z | veoecoor "
| 000°00G0E | 000098 E» | 00000ZC 000000 77 00009 | zzoz | czne-zenz oL
00600005 | 00007t ¥» | 0000ZE ¢ 00000+ 9% 00009 1202 | zeoe-lzoz &
DOCODOOE | 000 059Gy | 000007 ¢ 000000 8¢ 00009 ozoz | Leoz-ozoe g
0000000Cc | 000OBLZY | OGO08YE 000'009'6% 00005 610z | ceozeloe 2 pousd uo de9 3408 LUM)
Q0GGI0CE | 0000Sw6r | 0000052 00000025 000 | g0z | srozeros 5 uogeywry anen | POUSC P3O XBL
000'C000E | 0DO0B60S | 000089C 000°009'ES 00009 1102 | 81022107 G
UO00D0TE | 0000052S | 00008L¢ 00000255 00009 s10z | Ziozo102 »
000°GD00E ] 00002076 | 00DO¥SC 000'008°55 00009 s10z | olozsioz e
D0G0¥SES | 0DDOYGSS | 000026 € 000'007'88 000'09 N z pouad
{ 00009007 | 000 CS00F 000000 07 00009 e N aﬂm uﬁn Fzmu_ne.m._m_a ﬂo
000°03 000’08 60009 zioz | ciozzioe | 1amek-ad
=T SRS [ ARE ST | KA PR | SN e SEoanACey TN |[MAA R [FY¥vy Ty
RART=0INS3 | ) enpes oo ek 0l o 1, o Ly AXLRES | 00O TR (X0 Fron u ) | SAKAA) SR ROGRS
SO IS R asucgyfaded | odhmemasy | perugss ST,
aossd 0B o oy | joongEn, oy
O SR, PO, | ) pieuns]
SR[EA JOLEH
onfeA JGRZL PRSITSS U0 oGNP fuadora pegrend
962-05 ULio.] 1DRIISIA TOOHDS INSONZIS0N] HOO0SSY 1D ouzN gS)
JTUEASPEIN DA ouN juesnddy

anjep J]qexe) puy Iaxiei pajewnsy (0102 Aep "A9Y) g SNpIYIs ST INTWHO VLIV




¢T0Z 9=4 pPeasTa2yd

IALLY.INaSIE4aY Anvano{dERonLnv 40 JHnuYNSIS

*pabueyo 10U aABY SoIRW)ISD [BUIBLO )| "SIBSA BN PUR JUSLND J0) SejewNsa ajepdn pue sieak jsed Jo) Bjep jouisip jesrudde (enjoe Yum sejewnse [euibpo aoedas
‘uoijesjidde reuibyc ay; vey) 1ayjo asodind Aue 1) ajnpayas siy Buisn usym “WPa10 XB) Jo) uoedydde Aue pue uoleadde [euBUE SU) UM PAWIGNS B ISNLL BINPBYIS SILL

alva

€=

“{e}120'E1E§ apoD xel pue (r1}1S01 6§ DV, 988 suouap qof Jo4 1SajoN

oooes 5 [0t 000es S0t 202 82-L202 51 pousd dn-ailes -isod
000es 5ot 000es S foL 5202 12-0202 bl pousd dn-sjnas -1sod
000'ES s o 000'cs $lot .

. : Seoe 92-5202 El e i
000Es  §or 000Es S0t v202 52-b202 zL | erqen ueven Cle

____ 0} 8NUKLOY dn-ames ppai1d

000€5 S [OF 000€S S [oF £202 ve-£202 T
000ES  § #E 000€S S [Or 2202 £2-2202 o1
000'ts 5|01 000'Es $ [0} 1202 ze-lzoz 6
000'ES g |0t 000'ES $ ot b

: N : 0goe Le-0202 g (upain
0o0es  $ |0t 000es S |01 6102 02-6102 Fi pouad uo duea 9,05 yim)
000ES 5 [OF DOOES S |OF 9102 61-8102 9 uojielwr) enjen | PONOd UPSIJ XEL
G005 S [Ol D00ES & |oi 1002 gL-2102 5
000€5 5 [OF 000CS S [OF 9102 119102 v
000€5 & [OF 000€5  § [ 10z 915102 £
000€S 5 [OF DO0ES  § |oF i cl-pi0z 2 poysd

aun) Suipenb
000eEs S (0L 000ES  $ |01 hyg2s Siy 008°101 $0 SIBk
fenuue 2+Nm €102 PI-E102 ! X81 S18ilwon

oo0'es &) S 000’cs ¢ | & renuueoogs MHEES SI 008'+01 2102 E102-Z102 | | feak-aud

SG0] {eAlNWno) "SQO| Mau | (eAlE|nnoJ SISIOM {Rpoads} sinoy AAAA TAAAAAAAN] TN
Guipent jo (E)420°ELE "0BS (e 1o} ayes ajesla LOJIoRIISU0D -UBW JO 5314 (reah 1ea), |ooyas
abem [Enuue | jo eusjud ye Bupeaw | ebem jenuue | o) Siuwos Joj sejel UOHISAUISUDD xXe) |enae uj jiid)

abeiony 218612 0} SWWOD abiesgay  |lueojdde sqol| eSem lenuue JO Jagquiny e, Xl
4 Lusnjay weadde sqol :g uwnjod meu ebgiany I UwInon
Buyijenb jo saquinp Jo Jsquiny g uwnjon
3 uwmon 13 uwnjog
sqor Buikjijeng Sqor MaN UCHIOARSUDD
962-05 WioJ
LIHLS10 TOOHDS INJONIJIANE HIOISSVID swen as(

d'1WeaNspiy gO0  Fwep wedljddy

uofjeuloju] Juawio|dwy :ucpesyddy -0 einpayss

61 INFWHOVLLY




2iva SALYANISTHITE ANYINCD ﬁdﬂbq <40 SHNLYNDIS
€J-7-1 Rs \E_MVBN
“Agoey au 3o 6do PUR uoiD! Eﬂ.m o,
ooo'obey 0 000'001 Leoe BR0R-L208 POUDJ U1 aS 450d
DOO'OVE'Y 0 000’00l 5202 2029202 st poped diremes -isad
ooo'ohe'y 0 00000t
: s20c gz0e-520e el 2oussald 4
000'ore v o 000°001 202 Se0g-y20e zL ojqERIA LeuTeR m__ﬂ_ s
] BRURUOD) LS
00°0rzy 0 0oo'00+ £202 $202-5202 Le :
QL 0L 0L 000'CPE Y ] 0G0'00L 202 2022202 oL
oL oL oL C00OYE ¥ ) 000001 1202 c202-1202 [
0L oL 174 oDo'oye’'y 0 000'00L 0202 L202-0202 g {ypon
0 uo des %og
[+73 172 174 000'0ve'y D Goo'on) EL02 02025102 2 potag 101) PoUdd
0L oL [oz 00D'0v Y 000°004 £102 8LOE-LL0E 5
0L 0L 0L 00o'OveE'Y 0 000'001L aLoz 21029102 ¥
0z oL 0L 000’052 000°00L 5102 91025102 E
0L v/ | [174 000'0pe'Y v} C00'001L 102 SL02102 z pousd
1wy Budprend
0L [+74 174 oooore'y 0 000"00L 0 sreah
102 vL0Z-E102 t sy ayapcwon
(seuagep
ou Buunsse)
pousd awn
" N . Butkprenb
000°072"7 000°000°08 000'0s zioe E102-2L02 gt o sk 2
o ysay
2y Bupeasud
Jesf syl
waraaiby 5 5
e mm 34 4o u_u“ﬂ*o.aom uﬂﬁ»ﬁmﬂﬁ Rk QMMEN“_WOZ XE] S3ES
ayjosedd  {sesd yoea ag (o aygEnaque o amsmpalgns [ AAAA
! e w poueiG| o ponraih SEX3 | W1 apEWw
womo ur pelRiS | paweit Jo 0 patsenbas | Jo pasanbas Ao} way sanpUate ~samplada 4232 UWAAAAAMA) Eay
10 parsanbor pasenbay 8NP XE BSnpURy N fENULE |y Jepuden JEQL [OOURS
: ) vogdisaed uondwors [enuire (2301
uor ad m. ; abmuastad abeysead 10 Fewes3 10 SrEwasy §o 2EwnSa Bl
sbewaniad sbauaad S teizny 5 5
2 s e e H uwmiog P ] wunjoy
270 Edsoy Ao funog XE] ISR Sumpuadxs IEEL SIES
Whneg susuregy Xe L Asedoig £0g X2} ISNBURL] UORBULICiLY X SIHES
85208 wloHHLSIA 100HDS ._Zmnvmmwnz_ 2000wm<. awey Qs o 1 WESNSPIN 4200 AHuen
weayddy

Uogeuuo} Xel 3RO :{D1L6Z ABK *A9M) 3G SIRPAUIS

0T AINHAHOV.LLY




Attachment 2



i

1701 North Congress Ave. * Austin, Texas 78701-1494 * 512463-9734 « 512 463-9838 FAX - www.tea.state.tx.us

June 1, 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 DCP Midstream project for the Glasscock County Independent School
District (GCISD). 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 DCP Midstream project on GCISD are correct.

Please feel free to contact Al McKenzie, manager of forecasting, facilities, and
transportation, by phone at (512) 463-9186 or by email at al. mckenzie@tea.state.tx.us if
you need further information regarding this issue.

Sincerely,

B it @8‘/
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

June 1, 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 DCP Midstream project on the number and size of
school facilities in Glasscock County Independent School District (GCISD). Based on the
analysis prepared by Moak, Casey and Associates for the school district and a
conversation with the GCISD superintendent, Steve Long, the TEA has found that the
DCP Midstream project would not have a significant impact on the number or size of
school facilities in GCISD.

Please feel free to contact Al McKenzie, manager of forecasting, facilities, and
transportation, by phone at (512) 463-9186 or by email at al. mckenzie@tea.state.tx.us if
you need further information regarding this issue.

Sincerely,

Dbt Do,

Belinda Dyer
Division Manager
Office of School Finance

BD/bd
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Estimated Impact of the Proposed DCP Midstream
Project on the Finances of the Glasscock County
Independent School District under a Requested Chapter
313 Property Value Limitation

Introduction

DCP Midstream (DCP) has requested that the Glasscock County Independent School District
(GCISD) consider granting a property value limitation under Chapter 313 of the Tax Code, also
known as the Texas Economic Development Act. In an application initially submitted to GCiSD
on January 9, 2012 and later amended, DCP proposes to invest $80 million to construct a new
natural gas processing plant project in GCISD.

The DCP 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
electric 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, GCISD may offer a minimum value limitation of $30
million. The provisions of Chapter 313 call for the project to be fully taxable in the 2013-14 and
2014-15 school years, 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 2013-14 and 2014-15 school years. Beginning in 2015-186, 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 (M&O) 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 GCISD currently levying a $0.0748 1&S tax
rate. The full taxable value of the investment is expected to reach $56 million in 2014-15, with
depreciation expected to reduce the taxable value of the project over the course of the value
limitation agreement,

In the case of the DCP Midstream 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. GCISD would experience a revenue loss as
a result of the implementation of the value limitation in the 2015-16 school year (-$14,230). Over
the eight-year limitation period, the hold-harmless amounts are estimated to total approximately
$43,000.

Under the assumptions outlined below, the potential tax benefits under a Chapter 313 agreement
could reach an estimated $1.8 million over the course of the agreement. This amount is net of any
anticipated revenue losses for the District.

School Finance Impact Study - GCISD Page |1 Apnl 19,2012



i 'MOAK, CASEY

& ASSOCIAT[S

T4y A8 LEPERTY

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 I&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-ycar lag in property values.

The third year is often problematical 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 revenue 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 | 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 1 (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 201 2-
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 778 school districts still
receiving ASATR to maintain their target revenue funding levels, while an estimated 249
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-recciving target revenue districts at 92.35 percent of the level provided for under
the existing funding formula. The number of formula districts is expected to reach 624 in the
2012-13 school year, with 403 districts expected to receive ASATR funding,

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 eliminated 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 DCP

School Finance tmpact Study - GCISD Page |2 April 19,2012
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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 Section 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 of data and analysis on the project being
considered for a property value limitation.

The gencral 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 1
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. There is a statement of legislative intent 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 values of the DCP Midstream project are factored into the base model used
here. The impact of the limitation value for the proposed DCP project is isolated separately and
the focus of this analysis.

Student enrollment counts are held constant at 266 students in average daily attendance (ADA) in
analyzing the effects of the DCP project on the finances of GCISD. The District’s local tax base
reached $1,.57 billion for the 2011 tax year and is maintained for the forecast period in order to
isolate the effects of the property value limitation. An M&O tax rate of $1.04 is used throughout
this analysis. GCISD has estimated state property wealth per weighted ADA or WADA of
approximately $3.1 millien for the 2011-12 school year. The enrollment and property value
assumptions for the 15 years that are the subject of this analysis are summarized in Table 1.

School Finance Impact

School finance models were prepared for GCISD under the assumptions outlined above through
the 2027-28 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 DCP Midstream 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 DCP Midstream value but imposes the proposed
property value limitation effective in the third year, which in this case is the 2015-16 school year.
The results of this model are identified as *“Value Limitation Revenue Model” under the revenue
protection provisions of the proposed agreement (seec Table 3).

School Finance Impact Study - GCISD Page |3 April 19,2012



& ASSOCIATES

Ihxasy Se g dasami g farigy

MMOAK, CASEY

A summary of the differences between these models is shown in Table 4. The model results show
approximately $4.0 million a year in annual net General Fund revenue, after recapture and other
adjustments have been made.

Under these assumptions, GCISD would experience a revenue loss as a result of the
implementation of the value limitation in the 2015-16 school year (-$14,230). The revenue
reduction results from the mechanics of the up to six cents beyond the compressed M&O tax rate
equalized to the Austin yield or not subject to recapture, which reflect the one-year lag in value
associated with the property value study. Over the course of the agreement, total formula losses
are expected to reach $43,000.

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. It is assumed that
ASATR will be eliminated beginning in the 2017-18 school year, based on the 2011 statement of
legislative intent.

One risk factor under the estimates presented here relates to the implementation of the value
limitation in the 2015-16 school year. The formula loss of $14,230 cited above between the base
and the limitation models for the 2015-16 school year is based on an assumption of about
$250,000 in M&O tax savings for DCP when the $30 million limitation is implemented. Under
the estimates presented here and as highlighted in Table 4, an increase in ASATR funding of
about $38,000 may offset some or all of the reduction in M&O taxes in the first year the value
limitation is in effect, along with $192,000 in reduced recapture costs.

In general, the ASATR offsct poses little financial risk to the school district as a result of the
adoption of the value limitation agreement. Based on these estimates, reduced recapturc will
offset most of the reduction in M&O taxes as a result of the adoption of the value limitation.

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. Beginning with the 2011
tax year, the Comptroller's Property Tax Assistance Division will make two value determinations
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 value limitation total $1.5
million over the life of the agreement. In addition, DCP 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 $370,000 over the life of the agreement, with no

School Finance Impact Study - GCISD Puge 4 Aprif 19, 2012
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unpaid tax credits anticipated. The District is to be reimbursed by the Texas Education Agency
for the cost of these credits.

The key GCISD revenue losses are expected to total approximately -$42,942 over the course of
the agreement. The potential total net tax benefits (inclusive of tax credits but after hold-harmless
payments are made) are estimated to total $1.8 million over the life of the agreement. While
legislative changes to ASATR funding could increase the hold-harmless amount owed in the first
two years of the agreement, these amounts are modest and there would still be a substantial tax
benefit to DCP under the value limitation agreement for the remaining years that the limitation is
in effect. Reductions in recapture costs offset most of the reduction in M&O tax collections for
the eight years that the value limitation is in effect.

Facilitics Funding Impact

The DCP project remains fully taxable for debt services taxes, with GCISD currently levying a
$0.0748 1&S rate. The value of the DCP 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
tax base. At its peak taxable value, however, there will be minimal impact on the District’s
current 1&S tax rate,

The DCP project is not expected to affect GCISD in terms of enrollment. Continued expansion of
the project and related natural gas development could result in additional employment in the arca
and an increase in the school-age population, but this project is unlikely to have much impact on a
stand-alone basis.

Conclusion

The proposed DCP Midstream natural gas processing plant project enhances the tax base of
GCISD. 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 $1.8 million. (This amount is net of any anticipated
revenue losses for the District.) The additional taxable value also enhances the tax base of
GCISD in meeting its future debt service obligations.

School Finance Impact Study - GCISD Page |5 April 19,2012



L@'MOAK, CASEY
(& ASSOCIATES

Tavan S patiid FiNane ) Torimdn

Table 1 - Base District Information with DCP Midstream Project Value and Limitation Values

CPTD CPTD
M&0 188 CAD Value Value with  Value with
Year of School Tax Tax CAD Value with CPTD with CPTD With Project Limitation

Agreement  Year ADA  WADA  Rale Rate with Project Limitation Project Limitation per WADA  per WADA

Pro-Year{ 2012:13 26577 50263  $1.0401 $00748  $1,583743553 §1,583743553 $1362,508620 $1:362508620 $2710,738  $2710.736
2013-14 26577 50263 $1.0401 $00748 $1669,303553 $1,660,303553 §1367.508620 §1367,508620 $2720684  $2720,684
201415 26577, 60263 §1.0401 500748 $1664,283,553  §1,864,283553 §1,453,068,620  $1453,088620 $2,800,807  $§2,890,907
201516 26577 50263 $10401 $00748  $1662763553 §1638743553 §1448,048620 $1448,048620 $2880919 $2880919
2016:17. 26577 80263 §1.0401 $00748 $1661:243553 '§1,638,743553 §1446528620 $1422508620 $2677.395 $2.830,107
201718 26577 51042 $10401 $00748  $1659723553 $1638743553 $1445008620 $1422,508620 52,831,046  $2.786,964
2018-19. 265.77 51042 $1.0401) $00748 $1.658,203553 §1,638,743553  §1443460,620  §1422,508820  $2.628,088  $2:786,964
201920 26577 51042 $1.0401 500748 $1846.958,106 $1.829,778,106  $1441,968520 $1422.508620 $2825,090 $2786.964
202021 26577 51042 $1.0401 $0.0748  $1841417416  $1825757416 §1830723173) §1613543173 $3194:896  $3;181237
20212 26577 51042 $1.0401  $00748  $1835957.139  §1821817.139  §1.625182483 $1509522483 $3,184.041 53153360
202223 26577 51042 $1.0401 §00748 §1,845,770668 §1833 910688 $1619722208 $1605582,206 §3,173,343  $3:145840
202324 26577 51042 510401 S00748  $1840227425  $1,840227426 $1629535735 S$1617675735 $3,192570  $3,169,334
2024:25 265.77 51042 §$1.0401 500748 $1.834707480 §1834,797483 §1623,992493 §1823,892493 '§3181,708  $3,181,709
20252 26577 51042 $1.0401 500748  $1820478214 $1829478214 $1.618.562556 $1,518,562556 $3171,071  $3.171.071
2026-27 26577 51042 $1.0401 $0.0748  $1824267.024 §1824267,024 §1,613243281  §1613,243281 '$3.160,650  $3;160,650
200728 26577 51042 $1.0401 500748  $1819.167,141  $1.819,167,141 51608032001 $1.508,032001 $3.150,440 $3,150.440

o L W { f
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*Tier Nl Yield: $47.65; AISD Yield: $59.97; Equalized Wealth; $476,500 per WADA

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

State Aid  Recapture

MB0 Taxes Additional From from the

@ State Aid-  Excess Additional  Additional  Additional Total

Year of School Compressed State Hold Formula Recapture  LocalMBO MAOTax LocadTax  General
Agreement  Year Rate Aid Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund
Pre-Yeard  2012:13  §15228220  $67,227  $149,953 $0 §12480470°  $980,563 §0 $38,108  §3,928,385
1 201314 $16,048575  §87,227 §16.240 $0 §13166112 $1.033.319 $0 -540,178  $3,979,071

2 201415 $16000502  $87.227 5189666 §0. 513291465  $1,030,224 $0. $40372  $3.975.782

3 201516 $15985346  $95871  §174.2687 $0  -$13270174  $1.029,267 $0 -540,317  $3,974,899
4 201617 $15871.389  §114474  §155316 $0. 913255240 $1,028,350 $0 $40275  §3.074.004
5 201748 515956833  §95.871 $0 50 -$13,198604  $1,027 442 $0 -$40,156  $3,841,357

6 201819 $15%4277TT  $114474 ) $0. $13,183872 $1026475 S0 40114 §3.850,440
7 201920 $17,749864  $95,871 $0 50 514,683,547  $1.142,860 $0 -$44,656  $4,260,392
8202021 S1760B804 114474 $0 $0° $14984032 $1,139444 S0 $45,178 '$3,920610
8 202122 $17644514  §958T1 $0 $0 5149314689  $1,136.077 $0 -$45,029  $3,899,964
10022223 $17,738492 _$114.474 $0 $00 915002434 $1.142,128 S0 545252 3047408
1 202324  $17.685408  $95.871 $0 $0  -§14973314  §1,138,740 30 -$45,147  $3,901,528
12 202425 $17,633409 114474 50 SO $14920002  §$1135362 SO $44997 §3.018,155
13 025-26  $17.582469 5114474 $0 $0 -314867948  §1.132,082 $0 -$44,850  §3,916,227
16200877 $11532565 $1144T4 $0 $0. $14516856  §1,128,869 S0 SHTOE 53914340
15 2027-28  $17.483,727  $114.474 $0 30 -314,766,838  $1,125.724 $0 544,565 93,912,521
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Table 3— “Value Limitation Revenue Model”--Project Value Added with Value Limit

State Aid  Recapture

M&O Taxes Additional From from the
@ State Aid-  Excess Additional  Additional  Additienal Total
Year of School Compressed  State Hold Formula Recapture  Local M&0  MAOTax LocalTax  General
JAgreement  Year Rate Aid Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund
Pre-Year{ 201213 '§15220220  $87.227  $149853 $0° $12480470  $960563 0 $38108 §3,028385
1 01314 §16,48,575  s87,227 $16,240 $0 -$13.166,112  $1,033,.319 $0  -340,178  $3,579,071
2 201415 §16,000502  $87,227  $189,666 $0 513201465 §1,030.224 0. 840372 §3.975,782
3 2015-16  §15755921  §95871  $212333 $0  -$13.078195  §1.014,476 $0 -$39,737  $3,960,669
4 64T §15755921  $114474. $146941 §0 $13031406  §1014.476 $0. -$39548  $3,960,758
5 201718 §15755921  §95.871 $0 0 -512988562  §1,014.476 $0 -$33570  $3,837,136
§ 201619 §15755521  $H14.474 $0 $0 -$12089562  $1,014478 - $0. . -$39,570. $355,739
7 2019-20 517,585,341  $956M1 $0 $0  -$14506,198  $1.132,267 $0 -$44,165  §4,263,118
8 202021 $17;546838  $114.474 0 $0 §14828468  $3.129,788 $0 -$44;744  $3916,888
9 202122 $17,509104  $9587T §0 §0 -§14,790829  §1,127,358 $0 -$44,635 53,896,869
10 2223 §17.624918  $114474 0 $0. $14,882605  $1,134.815 $0. 44918 $3.46682
1 202324  $17,685408  §95871 $0 $0 -§14953962  $1,138,710 $0 -$45,110  $3,920,917
12 202425 §17,633400  $114.474 $0 $0 $14920092  $1,135,362 $0 $44997 53918455
13 202526  §17,582469 $114.474 §0 S0 -$14,867,948  $1,132,082 $0 -$44,850 53,816,227
H 2026-27  §17,532585  $114.474 50 $0. -$1481685  $1.128,869 §0 -$44706  $3,914,346
15 2027-28  §17.483,727  $114474 $0 S0 -514,766838  $1,125724 30 -§44.565  §3,912,51

Table 4 — Value Limit less Project Value with No Limit

StateAid  Recapture

M&O Taxes Additional From from the
@ State Aid- Excess Additional  Additional Additional  Total
Year of School Compressed State Hold Formula  Recapture LocalMBO MBOTax LocalTax General
Agreement  Year Rate Ald  Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund
Pre-Year1 201213 50 %0 %0 $0 0 $0 $0 0 $0
1 2013-14 30 $0 §0 $0 50 $0 50 $0 $0
2 201415 §0 ¥ $0 $0 0 $0 50 ] $0
3 2015-16 -$230,025 $0 $38.046 $0  $191979 -§14,811 $0 §580  -$14,230
4 201817 $215488 S0 $83T5 $0 $223843 513873 L] $627  -§13246
§ 2017-18 -$200,913 $0 $0 $0 5209042 -$1293% $0 §585 4221
(] 201618 -§186356 50 $0 50 $194111 511,899 50 §543 -§3,701
7 2019-20 -§164,522 $0 §0 S0 $177.349 -$10,593 $0 $491 §2.724
L] 2020-21 5149966 $0 $0 $0 $155464 -§9,656 ¥ 3§32
9 2021-22 5135410 $0 $0 $0  $140640 -38,719 $0 $394  .§3,095
10 202223 135718 S0 $0 $0 $119828 -$7,313 ¥ 83 5726
1 202324 $0 S0 50 S0 $19.352 50 $0 $37  $19,389
12 2024:25 0.0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 L} $0
13 2025-26 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 30 $o 30 $0
" 2026-27 %0 $0 §0 $0 $0 $0 50 30
15 2027-28 30 30 $0 30 $0 30 $0 30 $0
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Table 5 - Estimated Financial impact of the DCP Midstream Project Property Value Limitation Request
Submitted to GCISD at $1.04 M&O Tax Rate

Year of School Project Estimated Value Assumed Tanes Taxes Tax Tax TaxBenefit  School  Estimated
Agreement  Year Value Taxable Savings M&O Tax Before after Savings@  Credits to District Net Tax
Value Rata Value Value Projected  forFirst Company Revenue  Benefils
Limit Limit MEO Rate Two Before Losses
Years Revenue
Above Protection
Limit e

Pre-Yeard 201213 $0° $00 $1.040 50 0 30 0 50 $0
1 2013-14 $40,060,000 $40,080, 000 §0 §1.040 5416664 5416604 $0 $0 $0 $0 S0
2 201415 $55,540,000° '$55.540,000 $0° STl ssTT T2 S5TT 6N 0 $0 0 50 $0
3 201516 §54.020,000  $30,000 000  $24,020,000 §1.040  $561862  $312.030 $249832 50 $249,832 -$14,230 §235,602
4 2016177 $52,500,000 " $30,000,000°  $22,500,000 $T040. §596053 . §312030 $234023" (52807 S:EST0. S$T5ME §273573
5 2017-18  $50,980,000 $30,000,000  $20,980,000 §1.040  §530243  §312030 $218213  $52.897 ST $422 $266,888
6 2078-191 549,460,000 $19,460,0007 " “$1.0407 5144337 §312,030§202403 | $52897 | §255300 83707 §251,599
7 2019-20  $47,180,000 $30,000,000 $17,180,000 $1.040  $490749  §$312.030 $178689  §52.897 $231,586 _ %0 §231,586
8 202021 $45,860,000" $30,000,000 '$15560.000°  $1040°  sA7d9fo’ '$3i2030°  T§ie2880° $52807  sA577El $i7zz S04
9 202122 544,140,000  $30,000000  §14,140, 000 $1.040  $459,100  §312,030 $147070  $52897 §$199967  -§3,095  $186.872
10 20227237 $411860,0007 $30,000,000 __$71'60,000°___$T/0407" 435 $312,030  '§123356  $52.897 Si7e252 " TSmET SIS 52T
1" 2023-24  $40,606,000  $40 606,000 $0 $1040  $422343 5422243 _S ] 30 $0 $0 $0
12 202425 $30,360.820°  $36,369,620 $07$1.0401$409,6911 T §A08891 $0 50 $0 $0 S0
13 202526 538 29_9__7_3_]_ $38.209,731 $0 $1040  §397419  $397419 $0 30 $0 $0 $0
i 202627 $37,085239" " $37,065,239 $0 $T0d0 s385516°  $385518 $0 30 $0 $0 50
15 202726 $35955082 $35955,082 $0 $1040  §373969  $372,969 $0 $0 $0 50 50
Totals: §6,995980 $5479,514 $1,516466 $370,276 $1886,741  .§42,942 $1,843,799

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

$104634 $265642 $370,276

Credits Eamed $370,276

Credils Paid §370.276

Excess Cradits Unpaid $0

*Note: School District Revenue-Loss estimates are subject to change based on numerous factors, including
legislative and Texas Education Agency administeative changes to school finance formulas, year-to-year
appraisals of project values, and changes in school district tax rates. One of the most substantinl 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). Legislative 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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Glasscock County

Population

® Total county population in 2010 for Glasscock County: 1,236 , up 0.4 percent from 2009. State population increased 1.8 percentin
the same time period.

®m Glasscock County was the state's 245th largest county in population in 2010 and the 158 th fastest growing county from 2009 to
2010.

® Glasscock County's population in 2009 was 64.9 percent Anglo (above the state average of 46.7 percent), 0.7 percent African-
American (below the state average of 11.3 percent) and 34.1 percent Hispanic (below the state average of 36.9 percent).
m 2009 population of the largest cities and places in Glasscock County:

Economy and Income

Employment

| September 2011 total employment in Glasscock County: 601 , unchanged 0.0 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).

® September 2011 Glasscock County unemployment rate: 5.7 percent, up from 5.4 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:

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

Income

® Glasscock County's ranking in per capita personal income in 2009: 45th with an average per capita income of $38,371, up 1.3
percent from 2008. Statewide average per capita personal income was $38,609 in 2009, down 3.1 percent from 2008.

Industry

m Agricultural cash values in Glasscock County averaged $39.39 million annually from 2007 to 2010. County total agricultural values
in 2010 were up 62.0 percent from 2009. Major agriculture related commodities in Glasscock County during 2010 included:

= Pecans = Other Beef * Hunting = Cottonseed = Cotton

® 2011 oil and gas production in Glasscock County: 3.7 million barrels of oil and 12.1 million Mcf of gas. In September 2011, there
were 1338 producing oil wells and 113 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 Glasscock County during the fourth quarter 2010: $1.26 million, up 107.5 percent from the same quarler in 2009.
B Taxable sales during the fourth quarter 2010 in the city of:

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

®m Taxable sales in Glasscock County thraugh the fourth quarter of 2010: $3.03 million, up 49.0 percent from the same period in 2009.
B Taxable sales through the fourth quarter of 2010 in the city of;

Annual (2010)

® Taxable sales in Glasscock County during 2010: $3.03 million, up 48.0 percent from 2009.

B Glasscock County sent an estimated $189,309.13 (or 0.00 percent of Texas' taxable sales) in state sales taxes to the state treasury
in 2010.

® Taxable sales during 2010 in the city of:
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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 activity month of August 2011: $505.22 million, up 13.9 percent from August 2010.
® Payments to all cities in Glasscock County based on the sales activity month of August 2011:
m Payment based on the sales activity month of August 2011 to the city of:

Fiscal Year

m Statewide payments based on sales activity 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 Glasscock County based on sales activity months from September 2010 through August 2011:
m Payments based on sales activity months from September 2010 through August 2011 to the city of:

January 2011 through August 2011 (Sales Activity 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
20190,

m Payments to all cities in Glasscock County based on sales activity months through August 2011:
® Payments based on sales activity months through August 2011 to the city of:

12 months ending in August 2011

m Statewide payments based on sales activity in the 12 months ending in August 2011: $5.08 billion, up 8.0 percent from the previous
12-month period.

= Payments to all cities in Glasscock County based on sales activity in the 12 months ending in August 2011:
a Payments based on sales activity in the 12 months ending in August 2011 to the city of:

m City Calendar Year-To-Date (RJ 2011)
8 Payment to the cities from January 2011 through October 2011:

Annual (2010)
B Statewide payments based on sales activity months in 2010: $5.77 billion, up 3.3 percent from 2009,
B Payments to all cities in Glasscock County based on sales aclivity months in 2010:
® Payment based on sales activity months in 2010 to the cily of:

Property Tax

B As of January 2009, property values in Glasscock County: $1.23 billion, down 2.0 percent from January 2008 values. The property
tax base per person in Glasscock County is $1,009,745, above the statewide average of $85,809. About 75.2 percent of the
property tax base is derived from oil, gas and minerals.

State Expenditures

B Glasscock County's ranking in state expenditures by county in fiscal year 2010: 252nd. State expenditures in the county for
FY2010: $1.53 million, down 0.5 percent from FY2009.

¥ n Glasscock County, 5 state agencies provide a total of 12 jobs and $98,486.00 in annualized wages (as of 1st quarter 2011).
® Major state agencies in the county (as of first quarter 2011):

= AgriLife Extension Service » Department of Transportation
= Department of State Health Services =Texas A & M University
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Higher Education
B Community colleges in Glasscock County fall 2010 enroliment:

= None.

B Glasscock County is in the service area of the following:
= Howard County Junior College with a fall 2010 enrolliment of 4,685 . Counties in the service area include:
Coke County
Concho County
Dawson County
Glasscock County
Howard County
Irion County
Kimble County
Martin County
Menard County
Schleicher County
Sterling County
Sutton County
Tom Green County

® [nstitutions of higher education in Glasscock County fall 2010 enroliment:
= Nene.

School Districts
B Glasscock County had 1 school districts with 2 schools and 274 students in the 2009-10 school year.

(Statewide, 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.)

= Glasscock County ISD had 274 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $47,905.
The percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 87 percent.
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