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September 16, 2013

Dr. Paul Clore
Superintendent
Gregory-Portland ISD
608 College Street
Portland, Texas 78374

Dear Superintendent Clore:

On June 27, 2013, the Comptroller received the completed application (Application # 299) for a limitation
on appraised value under the provisions of Tax Code Chapter 313'. This application was originally
submitted in May 2013 to the Gregory-Portland Independent School District (the school district) by
voestalpine Texas, LLC (the applicant). This letter presents the results of the Comptroller’s review of the
application:

I) 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.

The school district is currently classified as a rural 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 ($630 million) 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.

The applicant is an active franchise taxpayer in good standing, as required by Section 313.024(a), and is
proposing the construction of a manufacturing facility in San Patricio County, an eligible property use
under Section 313.024(b). The Comptroller has determined that the property, as described in 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 the applicant, the Comptroller’s recommendation is that this 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 schoo! 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 only approve an application if the school district finds that the information in the application is true and

! All statutory references are to the Texas Tax Code, unless atherwise noted.
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correct, finds that the applicant is eligible for a limitation and determines that granting the application is
in the best interest of the school district and this state. As stated above, the Comptroller’s
recommendation is prepared by generally reviewing the application and supporting documentation in light
of the Section 313.026 criteria.

Note that any new building or other improvement existing as of the application review start date of June
27, 2013, or any tangible personal property placed in service prior to that date may not become “Qualified
Property” as defined by 313.021(2).

The Comptroller’s recommendation is based on the application submitted by the schoo! district and
reviewed by the Comptroller. The recommendation may not be used by the school district 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:
I} The applicant must provide the Comptroller a copy of the proposed limitation on
appraised value agreement no later than ten (10) days prior to the meeting scheduled by
the school 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 must confirm that it received and reviewed the draft agreement and
affirm the recommendation made in this letter;
3) The school district must approve and execute a limitation agreement that has been
reviewed by the Comptroller within a year from the date of this letter; and
4) The school district must provide a copy of the signed limitation agreement to the
Comptroller within seven (7) days after execution, as required by Section 313.025.

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,




Economic Impact for Chapter 313 Project

Applicant

voestalpine Texas LLC

Tax Code, 313.024 Eligibility Category

Manufacturing

School District

Gregory-Portland ISD

2011-12 Enrollment in School District 4,433
County San Patricio
Total Investment in District $630,000,000
Qualified Investment $630,000,000
Limitation Amount $30,000,000
Number of total jobs committed to by applicant 85
Number of qualifying jobs committed to by applicant 68
Average Weekly Wage of Qualifying Jobs committed to by applicant $983
Minimum Weekly Wage Required Tax Code, 313.021(5)(B) $983
Minimum Annual Wage committed to by applicant for qualified jobs $51,138
Investment per Qualifying Job $9,264,706
Estimated 15 year M&Q levy without any limit or credit: $68,567,546
Estimated gross 15 year M&O tax benefit $44,405,209
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): $37,458,881
Tax Credits (estimated - part of total tax benefit in the two lines

above - appropriated through Foundation School Program) $959,400
Net M&O Tax (15 years) After Limitation, Credits and Revenue

Protection: $31,108,665
Tax benefit as a percentage of what applicant would have paid

without value limitation agreement (percentage exempted) 54.6%
Percentage of tax benefit due to the limitation 97.8%
Percentage of tax benefit due to the credit 2.2%




This presents the Comptroller’s economic impact evaluation of voestalpine Texas LLC (the project) applying to
Gregory-Portland Independent Schoo! 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 leve! 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
comptroller; 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 85 new jobs when fully operational. Sixty-eight jobs will meet the criteria
for qualifying jobs as specified in Tax Code Section 313.021(5)B). According to the Texas Workforce
Commission (TWC), the regional manufacturing wage for the Coastal Bend Council of Governments Region,
where San Patricio County is located was $46,489 in 2011. The annual average manufacturing wage for 2011-12
for San Patricio County is $69,420. That same year, the county annual average wage for all industries was $42,068.
In addition to a salary of $51,138, each qualifying position will receive benefits such as medical coverage
(company pays 80% of employee only health insurance premiums), dental plan, paid holidays, paid vacation, and
401(k) retirement savings plan. The project’s total investment is $630 million, resulting in a relative level of
investment per qualifying job of $9.3 million.

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

According to voestalpine Texas LLC’s application, “The voestalpine Group is a steelmaking, processing, and
technology group that operates worldwide and manufactures, processes, and develops high quality steel products.
With 500 production and sales companies in more than 50 countries on five continents, the Group has been listed
on the Vienna Stock Exchange since 1995. With its top quality flat steel products, the Group is one of the leading
partners to the automotive and domestic appliance industries in Europe and to the oil and gas industries worldwide.
The voestalpine Group is also the world market leader in railway switch technology, special rails, tool steel and
special sections. It staffs roughly 46,500 employees worldwide. The voestalpine Group has the ability to locate
investments in many locations around the world, ™

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

During the past two years, 9 projects in the Coastal Bend Council of Governments 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 voestalpine Texas LLC 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 voestalpine Texas LLC’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 voestalpine Texas LLC

Employment Personal Income
Indirect +

Year | Direct Induced Total Direct Indirect + Induced Total

2013 100 132 | 232 $7,400,000 $7.600,000 | $15,000,000
2014 300 387 | 687 | $22,200,000 $25,800,000 | $48,000,000
2015 500 646 | 1146 | $37,000,000 $46,000,000 | $83,000,000
2016 350 309 [ 859 | $24,756,900 $42,243,100 | $67,000,000
2017 85 233 | 318 $4,346,730 $24,653,270 |  $29,000,000
2018 85 210 | 295 $4,346,730 $22,653,270 | $27,000,000
2019 85 196 | 281 $4.346,730 $21,653,270 | $26,000,000
2020 85 190 | 275 $4,346,730 $21,653,270 |  $26,000,000
2021 85 194 | 279 $4,346,730 $22,653,270 |  $27,000,000
2022 85 192 | 277 $4,346,730 $22,653,270 |  $27,000,000
2023 85 204 | 289 $4,346,730 $24,653,270 [ $29,000,000
2024 85 188 | 273 $4,346,730 $23,653,270 | $28,000,000
2025 85 185 270 $4,346,730 $23,653,270 | $28,000,000
2026 85 181 | 266 $4,346,730 $25,653,270 | $30,000,000
2027 85 181 | 266 $4,346,730 $25,653,270 | $30,000,000
2028 85 185 | 270 $4,346,730 $26,653,270 | $31,000,000

Source: CPA, REMI, voestalpine Texas LLC

The statewide average ad valorem tax base for school districts in Texas was $1.74 billion in 201 1.

Portland ISD’

s ad valorem tax base in 2011 was $1.12 billion. The statewide average wealth per WADA was

estimated at $347,943 for fiscal 2011-2012. During that same year, Gregory-Portland ISD’s estimated wealth per
WADA was $229,824. The impact on the facilities and finances of the district are presented in Attachment 2. Based
on the analysis prepared by Moak, Casey and Associates for the school district and a conversation with the district
superintendent, Dr. Walter Clore, TEA has found that voestalpine Texas LLC project could have a significant
impact on the number and size of school facilities in the district.

Table 2 examines the estimated direct impact on ad valorem taxes to the school district, San Patricio County, San
Patricio County Drainage District, and City of Corpus Christi ETJ, with all property tax incentives sought being
granted using estimated market value from voestalpine Texas LLC’s application. voestalpine Texas LLC has
applied for both a value limitation under Chapter 313, Tax Code, and a tax abatement with the drainage district.
Table 3 illustrates the estimated tax impact of the voestalpine Texas LLC project on the region if all taxes are
assessed.



Tuble 2 Estimated Direct Ad Valorem Taxes with all property tax incentives sought
Gregory- Gregory-
Portland ISD | Portland ISD San Patricio
Gregory- | Gregory- |M&O and 1&S|M&O and I&S County City of Estimated
Estimated Estimated Portland | Porttand | Tox Levies Taox Levies | San Patricio| Drainnge Corpus Total
Taxable |Taxable Value ISDI&S | ISDM&O |{Before Credit| (Afler Credit County Thx | District Tax | Christi ETI[ Property
Year |Value for I&S| PrM&O Levy Levy Credited) Credited) Levy Levy Tax Levy Taxes
Tax Rute' 0.1800 1.1700 0.5500 1.0669 0.5706)
2014 $0 50 0] 30, 30 sof $0) 30 50 $0
| 2015] $112.000000| $112.000.000 __5201.600] $1310400 51.512,000 $1.512,000 $616,000 $0) $639.024 $2.767.024
2016] _$560.000.000]  $30.000.000 $1.008.000 $351.000 $1.359.000 $1359.000]  $3.080,000 30|  $3.195.119 $7.634,119)
2017 $560.000.000)  $30.000.000, $1,008.000) $351.000 $1.359.000 $1221.943]  $3.080.000 S $3.195.119 $7.497.062|
2018] $532.800.000]  $30.000.000) $959.040 $351 .065' $1.310.040 $1.172.983]  $2.930400 S0l $3.039928 $7.143311
29| $506936.000{  $30.000.000 $912.485 $351.000 $1.263.485 $1,126428]  $2,788.148 30|  $2892359 $6.806934
2020 $482.342000]  $30.000.000 $868.216 5351000 $1.219.216, $1.082.158|  $2.65288! $48.407) 52752036 $6.535.482
2021] $458955000f  $30.000.000 $826.119) SBSI.C@Q] $1.177.119{ 1040062  $2.524253 $92.119] $2518.600 $6.275.013
2022| $436.716000|  $30.000.000 $786.089 $351,000 $1.137.089] 31.000.032] 52401938 $131483] 52491714 $6.025.,167
2023) 5115568000  $30.000.000) $748.022 $351,000 31 .099.021_' $961.965|  $2.285.624 $166.821] $2.371.052 $5.785.463
2024]  $395.456.000]  $395.456.000 $701.821]  $4.626.835 $5,338.656) 35.338.656]  $2.175,008 S198.435)  $2256302 $9.968.401
2025)  $376329.000f  $376.329.000 3677392  $4.403.049 55.080.44‘.ﬂ $5.080442]  $2069.810] 3251,783]  $2.147.171 $9.549.205
2026| $358.140,000]  $358.140.000 3644.652]  $4,190.238 $4.834.590 $4.834.890]  $1.969.770) $230614] 32043393 $9.087 666
2027|  $340.842.000)  $340.842.000 $613516]  $3.987.851 54,601,367 34601367 $1.874.631 $228040]  $1944.698 38.648.736
2028 $324.390.000f  $324.390.000) SSSJ.'?O‘.:I $3,795363 $4379.265 $4.379.265|  $1,78.4.145 $217.033]  S1.850.830) 38.231.273
Total $34,711,190|$32,232,607| $1,573.735|$33,437,345 $101,954 877
Assumes School Value Limitation and Tax Abatement from the Drainage District,
Source: CPA, voestalpine Texas LLC
'"Tax Rate per $100 Valuation
Table 3 Estimated Direct Ad Volorem Taxes witheut property tax incentives
o San Patricio
Gregory- | Gregory- Gregory- County City of Estimated
Estimated Estimated Portland | Portland Portlond 1SD |San Patricio | Drainage Corpus Total
Taxable |Taxable Value ISD I&S | ISDM&O M&Q and I&S | County Tax | District Tax | Christi ETJ Property
Yeor | Value for I&S| for M&O Levy Levy Tax Levies Levy Levy Tax Levy Taxes
Tax Rate' 0.1800 1.1700], 0.5500 0.0669 0.5706
2014 %0 $0) 50 so| | 50 so| S0 50| 0
2015 $112,000.000]  $112.000.000 $201.600]  $1.310400 $1.512.000) $616.000] $74.934 $639.024] $2.841.957
2016| _$560.000000)  $560.000.000 $1.008.000|  $6.552.000) $7.560.000]  $3,080.000 $374.668]  $3.195.119]  $14.209.787
2017 $560.000.000) 5560000000 31,008,000 _ $6.552.000] $7.560,000]  $3.080.000 $374668]  $3.195.119]  $14.309.787
2018] _$532.800,000 $532.800.000 $959.040]  $6.233.760) £7.192.800]  $2.930400) 3356470  $3.039928]  513.519.508;
2019}  $506.936.000]  $506936.000 $312485]  $5.931.151 | 56.843.636]  $2.788.148 $339.166] _$2892359)  $12.863.308]
2020| $482342.000] $482342.000 216]  $5.643.401 , $6511617F $2652881)  $322711] 82752036  $12239.245
2021] $458.955.000!  $158.955000 $826,119]  $5.369.774 Y 36.195.893| $2.524353 3307064 _$2618600)  $11.645.809
2022| $436,716,000]  $436.716.000 S786.089) $5.109.577 $5.895.666] $2.401.933 $292.185] $2491.714)  S11.081.503
| 2023] $415568.000  $415.568.000) $748.032] $4.862.146 $5610.168) $2.385624) $278036] S$2371052)  $10.544.880
2024) _$395456.000| $395.456.000 $711.821] 34626835 $5.338.656|  $2.175008 52645801  $2256302  $10.034.546
| 2025| $376.329.000]  $376.329,000! $677.392 $4403049 35080442  $2.069.810 $251.783}  $2.147.171 £9.549.205
2026] $358.140.000) $358.140.000 S6H.652)  $4.190.238] $.834.890|  $1.960.770 $239614]  $2043393 £9.087.666
| 2027) $340.842.000]  $340.842.000| $613.516| $3.987.851| / $1.601.367]  SI.874631 $226040]  SL.9H.698 $8.648.716
20328]  $324.390.000 5324390;.0001 £583.9502]  $3.795363 $1379265]  $1.784.145 $217033] 51850830 $8.231.273
Total $79,116.399|$32,232,607| $3,920,950]/$33,437,345] $148,707.301

Source: CPA, voestalpine Texas LLC
'"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 57 in this attachment shows the estimated 15 year M&O tax levy without the value limitation
agreement would be $68,567,546. The estimated gross 15 year M&O tax benefit, or levy loss, is $44,405,209.

Attachment 3 is an economic overview of San Patricio 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



Dot prypree LR I
ETT e \wauwpﬂumﬁm%%nsou gEZRIOMLNY d0 m:.:%:oﬁ

Bz v tL  we zup §

Jajua ‘paBucya jou asey sajewnss [puibpo 1 °39R24 2uMn) pue JuaLng Jo} S#jeumes ajepdn puv sieef jeud soy gpep 3& 2
‘uopeagdde reu;Bio ey uey sayio asedind Aue 40§ 3npacas £1) Guisn uaym Ppars xe Joj vogesydde Aue putr uopedjidde Wiitko ayy i papywqns og )50 \ POYDS SNl
EPAIY ST SLL [2LOTIRPE Hasu) 'Spouad mater voreaydde Aibius) i siaalosd pug ‘spoyed sus Sument J3p Um spvfaid ‘speiast Jevpny ‘spek ped
Juaunsaa Gurpenb so ped 6q Jouues i "pouad sux ) Jeak-axd, @i Buunp Juzunsaaul 0 ked se pajey 8q U pug eI0N
N2 "SI RuarssaIId SE 1INS SWeY 89 Aew sajdwexs p0 “PuE] 9 pnos siefosd Ausw o) ojdwexs WEIYRGHS Ftow oyt
‘Aimoey ay) jo UoREI00 pUT UoTNISUOD “Buueld J0/-anfeA ()0} nﬁuaﬁsguuﬁagﬁsuiﬁcﬁ?su&_ﬁcssﬁgﬁa_gﬁhsusagg “nEE.ou

3N NZoEILEF apeD xu ) ropun juBwgsBAL peyrenD

Emumu..-b_cﬂu&wac:usgt.ﬁ%iét%isagﬁg. # pauued jo § JENOD (o) Sy g vwngoy
"poyiad vogeinag Bupnp uawasenas sigenoxd Jo) payapewas g juusasbe 1800 J0 bed £ je Ausdasd-Auadad Juawsoedi, Joj ELTSEAL 0 SAIRWNSS apngu|
‘[Apedod jeuosied axgiBum w 1 p d B L d .bqﬁ.&gﬁhg::aﬂs.vshng%né%ﬁagoig
*BIEJ0} BAQEIALIND JOU “mak yore ] 1511 eseond ) I} jo dmd e o4
(aHvHIhZ0'E1e§ opeD xe) vl paugap 5T - Wwaunsast payyend Saprsuco Jeddde ay Apadasd | d aiqiue) 1y y 1d 4o ) JRUCD (e10) oy) sjuasasdas sny| N uwno)
“B1ged x2] 88,cwon amy Bupoo; su 10) Ay B spueixa pua Loneds 51 10 [eanidde IR feuy aty Wpm Swbaq AREnsn pousd alutt Suyizeng
0 5202 6202-0202 gt popad dr-ames -1sod
o o 1202 92021202 vt poysag dn-ames -j2o4
0 8z0z 12029202 €
o 0 20z B20zG70z | ot J i o 2 ol
< S ’ dn-emag ppars
¢ ¥202 £202-4202 11
0 £202 YO0Z-E202 0
_.m e £202-2202 8
& 0 .
1202 220Z-}20Z ] -
[o 0zoz 1202-0202 1 ot wonaar) B 1 de3 %05 tim)
3 nET) EpaIrD xe
|o 5102 02026102 9 poved L
i o 810z BLOZ-910Z 5
0 2102 81022102 ¥
a 9oz 2102-9102 [
000 000" TLE 000 000'vZ 000000 PSE SL0Z 910Z-510Z z
. pogad
000000 252 000 00051 000 000 BE2 Pi0Z SLOZ-PIOZ 1 swn Burprend Jo s1Bak Kity a2idwon
u = N - :iu
Papend swooaq o) eiqibeD PUR JUAURSAAL
Pallenb) popsd aum Bupenb jo
8] BIBIGWCD IS4 JO | “UB[ LI0[aq PuB voREytde (siewseyop .
10 {eacudde preoq 12U S3YR SPERL UAMLGEEAU) ou Susunsse,
T

¥loz-e102 {Ausdad payyenh swooeq o eyybye) uon Foyd:
Jo [eARIdde pUEDG [RUY BX0jBq NG THASD
uogeIndde oo Buy SEUE BPEW JiLgs; "




‘uopeaydde jeuifino sy ueys seijo asodind Lue Joj sinpayas sit Gupsn usypy YPD xe Joj uopeddde Lue pue voneaidde [EWBUO aUY YW PIRILGNE 8 J8N

EI0C IVHEL

diva

we ‘zur

Tom Eiun\mﬁ g

SALLYINIST

S

Fead)

-

o
i)

¥ ANVAWOD QIZINOHLNY 40 SURLYNDIS

‘uonexe) Auadoud jo sasodind auy Jo) Shiea ajqexe) a1njny jo Sjewiss y)iey poob s| SIeak @iy Ul aN|EA 12EN 1STI0N

000 0GE ¥ZES | 00D 0GE Y2t & | 000 GIB 668 | DOD ¢6G S5cs | oOU clodes |- S| gzoz | szoz-szoz Gl pouag df)-8Mes 150d
000ZFAGVES | 000 cFBOVE S | QOO LLG 1¥3 | D0D'GGC EGES | COO B6V 628 | - S| sz0z | szoz-zz02 ” povad dn-smes -1sad
DOOOFLBSES | 000OFLBYE S | OCOZEL VP8 | 000 Zv@ LZES | GODOLPOES |- S| ez0z | zzoz-0z0z cl
I @ouasalg
000 GCE DZES | 000 62C OLE S | OO0GEFOPS | DOOGIV I6ET | DGO0OSE 1E5 | - S| czoz | szoz-czoz z1 aI9BIA UBIUEW ﬂ_:.uﬂ.wms._o
000'95V'S6ES | ODD'BSP GBE § | O0UEOREPS | OUDGIOZFPS | 0000ZEZES |- S| yzoz | szozszoz | b 9 Saupuad .
000°0000F § | CO0BISSIF § | 009G 1SS | OO0 POL CEPS | D00 OCE€ES | - S| ezoz | vooz-ezoz oL
000°000°0C S | D00 OLZ9EF § | OO0 791 PGS | GOD'OEG 95PS | 00DOSE vES | - S| zz0z | c2oz-zzoz g
000°000°0c $ | 000'SSE 8SP § | 000°SLO°LSS 000'855°08F% 000ZLY'SES |- % Lzoz | 2z02-1208 g {ppan
0000000 S | 000 CvE coF $ | Ga0'9L009 000°1.58°508 000°Z0S°9ES | - uo ded 5,05

. e $ s s o5 $ $| ozoz |izozozoz | 2 pouag T
000'000'0E § | 000'9EE'505 © | 000 GZL£9S | D00 GZF et | ODOOLOZES |- $| &0z | ozoz-si0z 9 ucHENWI] SNEA | ypaun xe)
000'0000E S | OO0 GOR ZES § | 000005998 | 000005 0958 | OO0 008 5ES | - $| g0z | 610z8I0T g
0000000 § | 000'000GYS § | 0O0OU0'CLS | 0000000653 | 0000000V |- S| ;i0z | srozzioe v
000°000°0% § | 000°000'095 S | OO0 000028 0G0 000 0BS5S 000'0000Ys |- $ 910z | 2L02-9102 £
000°000Z1L1$ | O00'000CHE & | ODDGOOPLS | GOOGOOBELS | O00'Q00GS |- ¥ e1oz | oroz-stoz 2 P
= = = = - = SupAgenb Jo sieak

$ $ $ $ $ 5) w0z | croz-vioz i xe} ajedwon

; B HE 5|- $i- $|- S| coz | rroz-c10z (1 1m0k -and

) SUOENpE) I8 ST - STH| | ODEA PRy w3a ] o o FYvvy TAAA-KAAA] =7

R RO 0y JOf P, SRQEEE] U] A WA S0 UL, 0 Bupang | mau 5o so sEuBENGg | e fopayy | Dead e JRAA POPT
YA DT, poLy MU G0 AUackaid | MU0 OEA A | PRRUGEL | 1eneR Y (2d)
il ok JpR0Us Jo BORAY IO PARUASS | FeoA TR
i teen | -
I o . [* i » i . - o .3
an TR Ry e



EIN{s]

B0 IyW L -we Zur

*pabueyd 10U BARY SeyRunse ewibuo §) s1eak aunjry pue JUBLIRD ) $9jRuNSe ejepdn pue sieak jsed oy ejep jaL [esjexdde [ergoe yim sejewnsa oaedar
wonesydde (exBuo auy wety sewo asodind Aue Joj 3iRpayas i) Buisn uaum W3S XE} 203 voneaidde Aue pue uogesydde jeuibuo oyl i PalLGNS B4 JSMU u_svoﬁn sIyL

(€)120°ELES BP0 XBL pUE (¥1)1501°6§ VL 858 svopuyep qoluod 1SAjoN

BELC1GS 58 2202 620Z-8202 St pouad d-smas -1sod
(YT SE 1202 8202-2202 4 pouad dn-ames 1sod
T g
N 920Z 1202-920Z £l E— _
53 o 5202 8202-5Z0Z L zm_qwaqs_ﬂ_.uwz drremes Ipai)
GE115% vZ0Z 5202-+202 b
B9 AN 7 €202 ¥002-€202 ol
gEL 165 2202 £202-2202 6
T ST - Zhen
8EL 16 1202 ZZ02°1202 8 (
) BEL 1SS 58 0202 1202-0202 L pousd u0 e %06 Yum)
i : = vojeiun anjes | PO HP3ID XEL
BEL1SS oH 6102 02026102 2 i
BELISs o8 8102 61028102 5
[T 58 2102 BI0T-2102 ¥
= or BEL 1SS 05 [occv s 5314 00 9102 LL0Z-910Z £
(05 0 0§ ] 000748 s34 005 pouad
S0z 9L02-SL0Z 4 Aty Gndggenb
_ - e sieak
0 a | pesves 314 008 rloz SL02-7102 1 <7 rordRU0D
_ ] 33 0 {000V S3LJ00 £102 proz€I0z | bJesk-axd
TeAnEInmna] SQOI MU | [BARBINWIND) | Sompiom THRaas] sanoq AAAA T30 T 83,
Bugenbyo | {E)izo'EiE eS| oy e oead vogonpsuos | -UBW JOSIL {1mad Jea) (ooyss
abem jenuue | jo epaisa e Bunsaw | ebem jenuve | o) sjuusas J0j SjE UOfINNSUOD) XB} (en}2E Ut i)
abeany e O) SuUNLeS sbriany  |weojdde sqol| @bem jenuuve JO JaquIny JeR) XBL
4 Bwnen Jueaudde sqol 1@ Lo May abesaay oy BumeD
Bugenb 10 saquinN jolsquny | g wwned

T S



(: @ " ) Wo
TP TN J
Q mELu..n

oo
Jiva SAUVLNISFAdIY ANVHOD 0IZRIOHLAY 40 3
BOZ Wt we ‘zur] \)\Nﬁ& ’ N&w
—— — — “All pue g,
C Ex e [000D0¢ [ooo'doaoos 000'006° 8202 62080z | Gl poiad dn-smed ftod
e e eU 1000001 [o00’000°009 000°000°6 L1202 8202-4202 vt pouag dry-amgd 1504
B eu Bfu Gov'o0l 000'000°009 000°000'6 9z0z 1Z0z-0z02 £l
— esuasasd
oD e T (000007 000'600'009 0060006 Py p——— 2L | sien ueepy &Bﬁaamnu__ dn
Py o O] eU {0000t 000000009 0000006 vzZ0z Se0e+20z m e L )
%ov T BAl ] 000004 000000009 000°000°6 €202 PO0Z-EZ0T oL
wEs Bl BA 2] 000'00} 000" 000°009 000'000'6 0z £20Z-220Z 6
YR ] Bfu e 000001 000°000°009 000°000'6 1202 ZZ0Z-1262 g (wpar
%so G G Bu (00000t (000 000009 _So..ag...m uo de3 %0g
ozZoz 12020202 L pouad i) pouay
%001 e ] e |ooo"cot 000°000°009 0006 5102 0Z0Z-6L0Z g |UORSIURISAIRAL ypaug xe)
%00} e (] e 000°'004 000'000°008 000'000°6 BIOZ 610Z-0L0Z [
%00} e eju Bfu 000°004 00°000 009 000000 6 2007 #102-2102 4
%00% Bu ] Zu 00000t 000°000'009 |oon’0c0’s 910z LL0Z-9L02 3
%001 ) B By 0 000°00F 208 00000952 5L0Z 91025102 z pouad
swy Buipend
e ] e 8ju 0 000'009°102 000'00%'08 jo sieek
PLOZ 510Z-¥102 1 & ajeiduos
o 0
{s|euajap
ou Bujunsse)
poyad sum
Buijienb aup
€102 ¥L02-EL0Z 10 120k x2)
@2dwoo )siy
a1 Buipaoaid
12oA ay)
Juawsasby
wewsaaiby |swauby ay XE) sajes
] sui e e Jo Jeak Jo Jeak yaea jueaidde 0] 128lgns 1 ON XE] Safes
ajosweal  Leshydzau wes Uy paes | ujpanms | (o1 eiqesnquye sexa yepew | DS OHRlans | AaAx
uoea uj pajuesl | pajuest so y 40) woy U Saunppuadie JRap (AAAA-AAAA)
Jo pajsenbas | Jo psjsanbay LSanppuadee Jeas
20 papsanbay paysenbat enp X3 asiouesy nuue jejo; |enuue jezo} Jepusjen JEAL [OOYIS
vopcweze | uopdwexs o_._nunm nm_ _E. uma_ .mn 85._ _uan. _E. "_n_ ." uu 40 ey ﬂ. — §0 8yewgs3y ey,
&nﬁeac_f" uoﬂcB.&SE s 11 " iH twnogy "unea._tu:m id uwney _
== e R — +— — —t —— — e
: _ Sl £ 41. il .‘|1!.L| _m.l.... -“ 3 .. ....rl e _ _I i pain 5 i i

- Lz 5, d D = = g = ~ S =, -
. ¥ t 5 3 vl A ArE. S ST A e




Attachment 2



H

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

August 20, 2013

Mr. Robert Woed

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 voestalpine Texas LLC project on the number and
size of school facilities in Gregory-Portland Independent School District (GPISD). Based
on the analysis prepared by Moak, Casey and Associates for the school district and a
conversation with the GPISD superintendent, Dr. Walter Clore, the TEA has found that
the voestalpine Texas LLC project could have a significant impact on the number or size
of school facilities in GPISD.

Please feel free to contact me 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,

Oz QO

Al McKenzie, Manager
Foundation School Program Support

AM/rk



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

August 20, 2013

Mr. Robert Wood

Director, Economic Development and Analysis
Texas Comptroiler of Public Accounts

Lyndon B. Johnson State Office Building

111 East 17th Street

Austin, Texas 78774

Dear Mr. Wood:

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) has analyzed the revenue gains that would be
realized by the proposed voestalpine Texas LLC project for the Gregory-Portland
Independent School District (GPISD). Projections prepared by the TEA State Funding
Division confirm the analysis that was prepared by Moak, Casey and Associates and
provided to us by your division. We believe the firm's assumptions regarding the
potential revenue gain are valid, and its estimates of the impact of the voestalpine Texas
LLC project on GPISD are correct.

Please feel free to contact me 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,

Al McKenzie, Manager
Foundation School Program Support

AM/rk
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Estimated Impact of the Proposed voestalpine Texas
LLC Project (App #299) on the Finances of the Gregory-
Portland Independent School District under a Requested

Chapter 313 Property Value Limitation

Introduction

The voestalpine Texas, LLC company (voestalpine) has requested that the Gregory-Portland
Independent School District (G-PISD) 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 G-PISD on May 21, 2013, voestalpine proposes to invest $630 million to
construct new iron and steel processing and production facilities in G-PISD.

The voestalpine 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, G-PISD may offer a minimum value limitation of $30
million, The provisions of Chapter 313 call for the project to be fully taxable in the 2014-15 and
2015-16 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 2014-15 and 2015-16 school years. Beginning with the 2016-17
school year, 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 would be assessed for debt service taxes on voter-approved
bond issues throughout the limitation period, with G-PISD currently levying a $0.18 per $100
1&S tax rate. The full value of the investment is expected to reach $560 million in the 2016-17
school year. Depreciation is expected to reduce the taxable value of the project over the course of
the value limitation agreement, although the value increase for the voestalpine is expected to
reduce the District’s current 1&S tax rate by nearly five cents in the 2016-17 school year, under
the assumptions outlined below and G-PISD’s current debt service schedule.

In the case of the voestalpine project, the agreement will call 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. G-PISD would experience a revenue loss of
$6.9 million as a result of the implementation of the value limitation in the 2016-17 school year.
No out-year revenue losses are anticipated in these estimates.

Under the assumptions outlined below, the potential total tax benefits under a Chapter 313
property value limitation could reach an estimated $37.5 million over the course of the
agreement. This amount is net of any anticipated revenue losses for the District.

School Finance Impact Study - G-PISD Puge |2 July 9, 2013
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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
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 |&S taxes based on the full project value throughout the qualifying and value
limitation periods (and thereafier). 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 revenue losses would be anticipated when the state M&O
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.

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 during the First Called Session in 2011 made $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 students in weighted average
daily attendance (WADA) count and resulted in an estimated 781 school districts still receiving
ASATR to maintain their target revenue funding levels, while an estimated 243 districts operated
directly on the state formulas. For the 2012-13 school year, the 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, with 689 districts operating on formula
and 335 districts still receiving ASATR funding.

Senate Bill 1 and House Bill 1025 as passed by the 83™ Legislature made significant increases to
the basic allotment and other formula changes by appropriation. The ASATR reduction
percentage is increased slightly to 92.65 percent, while the basic allotment is increased by $325
and $365, respectively, for the 2013-14 and 2014-15 school years. A slight increase in the
guaranteed yield for the six cents above compressed—known as the Austin yield—is also
included. With the basic allotment increase, it is estimated that approximately 300 school districts
will still receive ASATR in the 2013-14 school year and 273 districts in the 2014-15 school year.
Current state policy calls for ASATR funding to be eliminated by the 2017-18 school year. Even
though school districts could be eligible for state support through ASATR for the 2016-17 school
year, the estimates below do not assume that G-PISD would receive offsetting ASATR state aid
when the value limitation for the voestalpine project takes effect.

School Finance Impact Study - G-PISD Page |2 July 9, 2013
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One concern in projecting into the future is that the underlying state statutes in the Education
Code were not changed in order to provide these funding increases. All of the major formula
changes were made by appropriation, which gives them only a two-year lifespan unless renewed
in the 2015 legislative session. Despite this uncertainty, it is assumed that these changes will
remain in effect for the forecast period for the purpose of these estimates, assuming a continued
legislative commitment to these funding levels in future years.

A 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
voestalpine 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.

Based on District estimates, the general approach used here is to project a one percent annual
increase in enrollment (as measured by students in average daily attendance or ADA) and a two
percent annual increase in underlying base property values in order to estimate the effects of the
value limitation under the current school finance system. The SB | and HB 1025 basic allotment
increases are reflected in the underlying models. With regard to ASATR funding, the 92.63
percent reduction enacted for the 2013-14 school year is maintained until the 2017-18 school
year. A statement of legislative intent adopted in 2011 to no longer fund target revenue by the
2017-18 school year remains in effect. Given the voestalpine project and G-PISD’s funding
characteristics, no ASATR funding to offset the reduction in M&O taxes is associated with the
2016-17 value limitation, as noted previously.

Two Chapter 313 limitations approved previously by the G-PISD Board of Trustees are
incorporated into the base estimates—those awarded to the Papalote Creek 11 wind project and the
TPCO pipe factory. The projected taxable values of the voestalpine project are later factored into
the base model to portray the scenario that assumes the project is constructed in the absence of a
value limitation agreement. The impact of the limitation value for the proposed voestalpine
project is isolated separately and the focus of this analysis.

Student enrollment counts are projected to increase one percent annually, from the 4,192 students
in ADA for the 2012-13 school year, in analyzing the effects of the voestelpine project on the
finances of G-PISD. The District’s local tax base reached $1.19 billion for the 2012 tax year and
is projected to grow at two percent annually for the forecast period, as noted above. An M&O tax
rate of $1.17 per $100 is used throughout this analysis.

Under the assumptions outlined in Table 1, G-PISD is not expected to become a Tier | recapture
district with the addition of the voestelpine project only, with or without the adoption of a value
limitation agreement. It is expected to be recaptured at the $319,500 per WADA for the last 11
cents of tax effort under both scenarios in Tier 11, beginning with the 2023-24 school year.

School Finance Impact Swdy - G-PISD Page |3 July 9. 2013
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It needs to be emphasized that this analysis focuses on the voestalpine project only. Although four
Chapter 313 applications were recently submitted to G-PISD for the Board’s consideration, each
project must be evaluated separately in order to isolate the impact of the value limitation for each
applicant’s project.

School Finance Impact

School finance models were prepared for G-PISD under the assumptions outlined above through
the 2028-29 school year. Beyond the 2014-15 school year, no attempt was made to forecast the
88" percentile or Austin yield that influences 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 both the baseline and limitation 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 voestalpine 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 voestelpine value but imposes the proposed
property value limitation effective in the third year, which in this case is the 2016-17 school year.
The results of this model are identified as “Value Limitation Revenue Model” (see Table 3). A
summary of the differences between these models is shown in Table 4.

It should be noted that the revenue-loss methodology used here is the same approach that has
been used to calculate hold-harmless losses for school districts since the first property value
limitations were approved in 2002. Comparing the limitation model with one assuming that the
project is fully taxed has been the accepted approach for more than a decade, with very few
exceptions,

Under these assumptions, G-PISD would experience a revenue loss of $6.9 million as a result of
the implementation of the value limitation in the 2016-17 school year. The revenue reduction
results largely from the $6.2 million reduction in M&O tax collections, a loss of $745,000 in Tier
1l state aid, and no state aid offset as a result of the one-year lag associated with the state M&O
property value study. Once the state property value study recognizes the $30 million M&O value
limitation, no revenue losses anticipated for the out-years.

Table 4 highlights the differences between the baseline and value limitation models. For example,
the column relating to recapture on the last 11 cents of tax effort indicates that G-PISD taxpayers
would pay $821,914 less in recapture under a value limitation agreement. Additional state aid
offsets nearly all of the reduction in M&O taxes attributable to 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. Two state value
determinations are made for school districts granting Chapter 313 agreements, consistent with
local practice. A consolidated single state property value had been provided previously.

Schoo! Finance Impact Study - G-PISD Pupe |4 July 9. 2013
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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 $1.17 per $100 of taxable value M&O rate is assumed throughout the forecast
period.

Under the assumptions used here, the potential tax savings from the value limitation total $43.4
million over the life of the agreement. In addition, voestalpine 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 $1.0 million over the life of the agreement, with no
unpaid tax credits anticipated. The school district is to be reimbursed by the Texas Education
Agency for the cost of these credits.

The key G-PISD revenue losses are expected to total approximately $6.9 million over the course
of the agreement, limited to the first limitation year. In total, the potential net tax benefits
(inclusive of tax credits but after hold-harmless payments are made) are estimated to reach $37.5
million over the life of the agreement

Facilitics Funding Impact

The voestalpine project remains fully taxable for debt services taxes, with G-PISD currently
levying an $0.18 per $100 1&S tax rate. The value of the voestalpine project is expected to
depreciate over the life of the agreement and beyond, but full access to the additional value is
expected to reduce its current 1&S tax rate by nearly five cents when the peak project value
appears on the 1&S tax base.

The voestalpine project is not expected to have a significant impact on school facilities once the
plant begins operation, with 85 permanent jobs expected. During the construction phase,
however, up to 500 FTEs are expected to be working on the voestalpine project, which could
have a significant impact on the operations and facilities of G-PISD. While housing availability
and family-location decisions will obviously affect enrollment, provisions for extraordinary
education-related expenses faced by G-PISD during the construction phase are needed as part of
the value limitation agreement.

Conclusion

The proposed voestalpine manufacturing project enhances the tax base of G-PISD. 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 $37.5 million. (This amount is net of any anticipated
revenue losses for the District.) The additional taxable value also enhances the tax base of G-
PISD in meeting its future debt service obligations.

School Finance Impact Study - G-P1SD Poge |5 July 9, 2013
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Table 1 - Base District Information with veestulpine Project Value and Limitation Values

CPTD CPTD

Value Value
with with
M&0 185 CAD Value Project  Limitation
Year of School Tax Tax CAD Value with CPTD with CPTD With per per
Agreement Year ADA WADA Rate Rate with Project Limitation Project Limitation WADA WADA

UPre-Yeard | 2013-141 428535 SAAI53$11700 7 $0.18007 $1.480,304848  $14BG3048487 $1,100975281  $11109.975261  $203907.  $203,007 |
201415 432820 549270  §1.1700 $0.1650 $1.269,062407  $1,269.062407 $1395.85885  $12305858.850 §254.130  §254.130
201516 437148 554156 $11700  $0.1600  §1405,643,655 $1405643,655| $1,173,747.498] $1,173,7474987 §211,808]  §211,808
201617 441520 559187 §11700 §0.1325  $1878,716528  $134B716528  $1,308.422448 $1308422448 5203986  §233.986

1
2

3 —_ - — e - —_
4 2017:48 . 4,459355,64181 " §1.1700  $0.1326 " [§1,904290859 | $1:374,20,850 $1,779,550,887 _$1,249,550,897 " $315433 " §221489
5 201819 450394 569282 511700 $0.1350 $1903,176676  $1,400,376676  $1.803,141,915  $1273,141915 $316740  $223640
6
7
(]
9

2019207454898 574343 §1.17007 [$0.13607 '$1,903,9202107 §1426854 210 $1,800,004;7537 §1:267, 04753 $313,402175225,859
202021 459447 579555 11700  S0.0120 $1971089,158  S1516,747,158  $1798,604,848  $1321,748848 5310356 522063

202122 464042 5 RAT067 $137007 $0.91201 §1973.882.071) $1544.797 471 $1,663,749,089 $1.411.407.080° $318750  $241:367
2022.23 4,666.82 588503 $1.1700 $0.1125 §2.520.027.263 $2.113,311,263 $1 864,205,301  $1,435,250,301 $316,019 $243 303

10 2023:24" 4733691 595144 $1A700 $0.4150) $2.504,565979) '$2,119,017,970752,408,350,655  §2,001,634,655  $404 6657 §336.328
1 202425 478103 600432 $1.1700 $0.1150 $2491,640962 $2491640962 $2,390,675840 $2005107,840 $398,159  $§333944
12 202526 AB2BBA" 605766 11700 $0.11501 §2481,117.3%0 524811173107 2375452640 §2375452640 $382.140) " $302.140
13 202627 AB77.12 611146 §11700  $0.1150 §2472.045689 $2472945689  $2362,605201 $2362.605201 $386.586  $386.566
14 202728 492550 6,16574  $1.1700 $0.1155  §2,467,030079  §2,467,030,028 $2,362,063,:3371$2.352.063,337 $381473] §381473
15 2028-29 497516 622043 311700 $0.1155 $2.463.309,449 $2,463,309.445  §2,343,730,030 $2343.730.03¢ $376.776 §376,776
*Basic Allotment: $5,040; AISD Yield: $61.86; Equalized Wealth: $504,000 per WADA

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

State Ald  Recapture

M&O Taxes Additional From from the
@ State Aid- Excess Additional  Additional  Additional Totat
Year of School Compressed Hold Formula  Recapture LocalM80  MEOTax  LocalTax General
Agreement  Year Rate State Aid Harmlegss  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund

Pre-Year1  2013-14 $14549940 $§17.234318° 0 §0 T T80 92472839 52,601,284 §0 936,858,181
1 201415 §12374,543  $15,140045 $0 $0 $0  $2.102.948  §1.414.757 $0 $31,032293

2 201516 §13,706.279] $17.618,725 £ 0 $0 $2329266 §2,373401 §00 $36,027.370

3 201617  §10,441,667  $16.536.926 $0 $0 S0 $3134,005  $2593282 $0  $40,705.880

4 201718 §18,685,205  $12,087455 §0 0 $0° §5175.302 §1.129478 50 §35,077.230

5 201819 §18,661.601  $12,121.288 $0 50 $0  $3171,380  $1,110,018 $0  $35064.287

& 201920 §18656,325  $12419,381 $0 £ $0 §3.170484  §1,165,280 335401479

7 202021 $18,302,157  $12707.121 $0 £0 $0  §3280.238  $1,238,207 §0 $36,526,723

8 2021-22 $19,315303  $12,327,883 $ 8 0 $2280472 §1.120,962 $0. 536046518

] 202223  $24,657,364  $12,597,138 $0 $0 50 $4190,310  §1,479,557 $0  $42,924,368

10 202324 $24493803  §7431530 # 50 $0 SA162514 $B02687  §538425 $36.352.200

1 2024-25  $24,261660  $7,887,024 $0 $0 $0 4126462 §832.550  -$501,036  $36,626,660

12 202526 $4.170.201  $8,320.346 ¥ 0 S0 SAN07.520 $BA3T06 467642 536,894,130

13 2026-27  §24,081626  $8,732,269 $0 S0 $0  §4,092.468 $B93665  -$436.483  $37,36,646

14 07728 401U 59123821 $0. 50 $0 SA0810M4 §e2448  SA07491 $37734913

15 2028-20  $23.969.697 39495691 $0 $0 $0  $4.073.446 $950,115  -$380,581  $38,108,268
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Table 3— “Value Limitation Revenue Model"—Project Value Added with Value Limit

State Aid  Recaplure
M&0 Taxes Additional From from the
State Aid- Excess Additional  Additional  Additional Total
Year of School Compressed Hold Formula  Recapture Local MO  MROTax  Local Tax General
Agreement  Year Rate State Aid Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund
[ Pre-Year{ "2013914"  $14549940  §17:234}318 L R $0$2472,639 7825601284 70 50 $36,858181
1 201415 §12,374,543 515,140,045 30 §0 $0 §2102,948  $1414757 S0 $31,032.203
2 1516 §13706.279  §17.618,725 1] 50 $0 §230%6  §2373101 S0 §36,027,370
3 201617 §13,141,402  $16,536,926 $0 $0 $0 82233270 $1,847,955 $0  $33,759.553
4 01718 $13.384040 §17387720 1] 0 50 $2.274657  §2196,761 0 $35:164,078
L 201813 $13.633,349  $17,421,553 $0 $0 30 $2316.872  $2.113013 $0  $35484.787
6 201920 $13886727  §i7.447.633 £} i) $0 $2350931 52107660 30 §35,802,251
7 2020-21  $14778,511  $17,476, ?2_0_ $0 0 §0  $2511,482  §2,197,381 $0  $36,964,094
8 202122 $15025538  §16,851,529 $0 0 $0 $2553,462  §1,969,835 50 $36.400,364
9 202223 §20,590,001  §16,886,902 50 5¢ $0  $3499,096  $2,650.529 - 50 $43.626.527
10 202324 §20,637,930] §11,498.964 30 50 $07 5350741 $1085345°  §107,850] $36,601,660
11 202425 524,281, 660  §1 1,742,897 $0 $0 $0  $4126462  $1,272.781 -$109.697  §41.314,102
12 02526 §24170201  $8:320,345 0 1] $0. $4107520  $863706 467542 '$36984,130
13 2026-27  $24,081,626 38,732,369 $0 $0 $0  $4,092.468 $893665  -3436483  §37,363, 646
14 202728 24014992 $8.123,821 ¥ )] S0 $081144 0 $020448  S407491 $37734813
15 2028-29  $23.969.697  $9,445691 $0 $0 $0 84073448 $950.115  -$380,581  $38,108 368
Table 4 = Value Limit less Project Value with No Limit
State Aid  Recaplum
MEO Taxes Additional From from the
@ State Aid-  Excess Additional  Additional  Additional Total
Year of School Compressed Hold Formula  Recaplure LocalMBO  MROTax  Local Tax General
Agreement Year Rate State Aid  Harmless  Reduction Costs Collections  Collections Effort Fund
Pre-Year{ 2013-14 % $0 $0 ] §0 SYESTR SO TS0 $0
1 201315 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 50 $0
2 201516 50 0 ] 50 3 ] $0 0 $0
3 201617 -55,300,265 %0 $0 $0 30 -3900.735  -$745,328 $0  -56,946,328
4 201718 $5300,265  $5:300,265 50 0 0 5900735  $987.583 o 6,840
5 2018-19  -55028,251  $5.300,265 $0 $0 50 -5854.50  $1,002,995 $0 $420,500
L] 201920 $4769588  $5028,252 ] $0 $00 810553 952671 0 sH00772
7 202021 -$4,523,646  $4,769,509 §0 $0 $0 -$768,755 $958,173 $0 $435,371
8 221227 §AZO,765  $4,523546 2] $0 $0 5729000 sai7a $0. $353.745
9 202223 -$4067,364 $4 289,764 50 50 $0 -$681,214  $1,170,872 %0 $702,159
10 202324 $3,856,873 $4,067,364 ¥ $0 $0. $655273 262850 $430575  $240.451
1 2024-25 30 $3,855.873 $0 $0 §0 30 5440231  $391339 84, 667,443
12 2025-26 50 50 0 $0 & L] 50 0 5
13 2026-27 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0
L} 202728 $0 30 ] 30 30 ] 0 L] 8
15 2028-29 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 $0
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Table § - Estimated Finnncial Impact of the voestalpine Project Property Value Limitation Request Submitted
to G-PISD at $1.17 M&O Tax Rate

Tax Tax Benefit
Credits for o
Tax FirstTwo  Company School
Estimated Assumed Taxes Savings @ Years Before District Estimated
School Project Taxable Value ME&O Tax Before Taxes after  Projected Above Revenue Revenue Net Tax
Year Value Value Savi Rate Value Limit _ Value Limit  MB0 Rate Limit Protection Losses Benefits
FUEE T - B 'Eﬁ—_ B % - I _ S 1) 0 - S
W45 050 $0 S0 s § 30 50 S0 50 50
201548 §112,000,0007 $112,0000007 " S6TTSTAT0L $1.3104000 TSTI04007 0 £t ) $0 i
201647 $360,000,000  $30,000000  $530,000,000 $1.170 86,552,000 $351,000 56201000 50 $6,201,000 56,946,328 -3745328
2017-1B7 $560,000,0007'$30,000,000 " '$530,000,000 $1.4707 796,552,000 1$357.0007 186,201,007 "§T37,057" 185,336,057 $07 86,338,057
201819 $532.800,000  §30,000,000  $502,800,000 $1.170  $6.233.760 §351,000  $5882,760  $137.057 $6,019.817 0 §$6.019817
2018207 $505,936,000 " 7$30,000,000 7 $475,835,0007$TL170" §5.93. 5117 $351 000 $5580151$137,057 45,717,208 $0° $5717,208
202021 5482,342,000  $30,000,000  $452,342,000 $1.170  $5643.401 $351,000  $5282401  $137.057  $5429,459 $0 $5429,459
2021:227$458,955,0001$30,000,000 "$428,385,000 ST 4707 745,369,774 P 351,000 45 098,774 §137,057 5 155 831 $07 795,155,831
202223  $436716000  $30,000000  $406,716,000 $1.170  $5,108,577 $351.000  $4758,577 $137,057  $4 895,634 $0  $4,895634
202324 $415SEE000 " $30,000000 " $385,568,000 1707 $4,862.1461 " $351000 5T 146" 137057 §A 648209 $07$4548,203
202425 $395.456,000 _$395,456,000 S0 S1170  $4626835  $4626835 $0 30 0 30 50
2025.26  $376,329,0007 $376,326,000 $0TEAT0T a0 049 sk doa olo $0 S0 E3] ¥ 50
2026-27  $358,140,000  $358,140,000 $0 $1.170  §4,190,238 54,190,238 50 $0 $0 §0 $0
2021287 §340,842 000" '$340,847.000 $077S11707 93,967,851 1§3,967 88T 0 0 $0 0 40
2028-29  $324,390,000  $324,390,000 $0 $1170  $3795363  §3,795,363 $0 $0 50 $0 50
Totals §60,567,546  §25121,737 $43,445809 3950400 $44,405209 .$6,.46,328 $37,458,881
Tax Credit for Value Cver Limit in First 2 Years Year 1 YearZ Max Credits
$0 $959.400 $959,400
Credits Eamed $959.400
Credits Paid
Excass Credits Unpaid $0

*Note: School District Revenue-Loss estimatces are subject to change based on numerous factors, including
legislative and Texas Education Agency administrative changes to school finance formulas, year-la-year
appraisals of project values, and changes in school district tax rates, Onc of the maost substantial changes to the
school finance formalas 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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Thursday, September 12, 2013
San Patricio County

Population
® Tolal county population in 2010 for San Patricio County: 66,476 , down 1.4 percent from 2009. State population increased 1.8
percent in the same time period.

® San Palricio County was the stale's 50th largest county in population in 2010 and the 246 th fastest growing county from 2009 to
2010.

B San Patricio County's population in 2009 was 42.4 percent Anglo (below the state average of 46.7 percent), 1.9 percent African-
American (below the state average of 11.3 percent) and 53.6 percent Hispanic {above the state average of 36.9 percent).

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

Portland: 16,450 Ingleside: 8,992
Aransas Pass: 8,754 Sinton: 5,303
Mathis: 5,246 Taft: 3,303
Odem: 2,495 Gregory: 2,177
Ingieside on the Bay: 681 Lake City: 512

Economy and Income

Employment
% September 2011 total employment in San Patricio County: 28,928 , up 2.7 percent from Seplember 2010. State total employment
increased 0.9 percent during the same period.
(October 2011 employment data will be available November 18, 2011).

¥ September 2011 San Patricio County unemployment rate: 9.3 percent, down from 9.9 percent in September 2010. The stalewide
unemployment rate for September 2011 was 8.5 percent, up from 8.2 percent in September 2010.

¥ Seplember 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 unempioyment rates are not comparabie with unadjusted rates).

Income

B San Patricio County's ranking in per capita personal income in 2009: 121st with an average per capita income of $33,068, down 1.3
percent from 2008. Statewide average per capita personal income was $38,609 in 2009, down 3.1 percent from 2008.
Industry

a Agricultural cash values in San Patricio County averaged $87.49 million annually from 2007 to 2010. County total agricultural

values in 2010 were up 1001.5 percent from 2009. Major agricullure related commadities in San Patricio County during 2010
included:

* Other Crop * Hay « Cotton * Other Beef * Fishing

® 2011 il and gas production in San Patricio County: 279,704.0 barrels of oit and 7.0 million Mcf of gas. In September 2011, there
were 149 producing oil wells and 203 producing gas wells.

Taxes
Sales Tax - Taxable Sales

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

m Taxable sales in San Patricio County during the fourth quarter 2010: $118.56 million, up 15.6 percent from the same quarter in 2009,
8 Taxable sales during the fourth quarter 2010 in the city of;

Portland: $39.92 million, up 19.4 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
Ingieside: $6.06 million, down 4.7 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
Aransas Pass: $31.93 million, up 2.7 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
Sinton: $7.65 million, up 1.1 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
Mathis: $7.90 million, up 36.6 percent from the same quarter in 2009,
Taft: $2.16 million, up 6.2 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
Odem: $2.12 million, up 12.2 percent from the same gquarter in 2009,
Gregory: $1.27 million, up 11.7 percent from the same quarter in 2009.

Ingieside on the Bay: $183,119.00, up 44.7 percent from the same quarter in 2009.
Taxable Sales through the end of 4th quarter 2010 (January 2010 through December 30, 2010)
® Taxable sales in San Patricio County through the fourth quarter of 2010: $430.99 million, down 0.6 percent from the same period in
2009.
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m Taxable sales through the fourth quarter of 2010 in the city of:

Portland: $132.69 million, up 4.8 percent from the same period in 20009,
Ingleside: $24.69 million, down 7.8 percent from the same period in 2009,
Aransas Pass: $124.82 miillion, down 2.9 percent from the same period in 2009.
Sinton: $30.92 million, up 5.9 percent from the same period in 2009,
Mathis: $28.32 million, up 19.3 percent from the same period in 2008,
Taft: $8.86 miliion, up 1.0 percent from the same period in 2009.
Cdem: $8.12 million, down 1.5 percent from the same period in 2009,
Gregory: $4.51 million, up 5.3 percent from the same period in 2009,

Ingieside on the Bay: $743,516.00, up 19.8 percent from the same period in 2009.
Annual (2010)

® Taxable sales in San Patricio County during 2010: $430.99 million, down 0.6 percent from 2009.

® San Patricio County sent an estimated $26.94 million (or 0.16 percent of Texas' taxable sales) in state sales taxes o the state
treasury in 2010.

® Taxable sales during 2010 in the city of:

Portland: $132.69 million, up 4.8 percent from 2009.
Ingleside: $24.69 million, down 7.6 percent from 2009.
Aransas Pass: $124.82 million, down 2.9 percent from 2000,
Sinton: $30.92 million, up 5.9 percent from 2009.
Mathis: $28.32 million, up 19.3 percent from 2009.
Taft: $8.86 million, up 1.0 percent from 2009,
Odem: $8.12 million, down 1.5 percent from 2009,
Gregory: $4.51 million, up 5.3 percent from 2009.

Ingleside on the Bay: $743,516.00, up 19.8 percent from 2009.

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 8, 2011,)

Monthly
m Statewide payments based on the sales activity month of August 2011: $505.22 million, up 13.9 percent from August 2010.

B Payments to all cities in San Patricio County based on the sales activity month of August 2011: $803,385.69, up 11.0 percent from
August 2010.

u Payment based on the sales activity month of August 2011 to the city of;

Portland: $332,100.64, down 2.0 percent from August 2010.
Ingleside: $93,660.72, up 30.0 percent from August 2010.
Aransas Pass: $146,691.43, up 10.2 percent from August 2010.
Sinton: $83,841.11, up 26.5 percent from August 2010.
Mathis: $81,051.48, up 35.3 percent from August 2010.
Taft: $31,985.58, up 15.0 percent from August 2010.
Odem: $21,105.20, up 19.6 percent from August 2010,
Gregory: $12,307.24, up 64.8 percent from August 2010.

ingleside on the Bay: $642.29, down 6.5 percent from August 2010.
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 fo all cities in San Patricio County based on sales activity months from September 2010 through August 2011: $8.35
million, up 9.3 percent from fiscal 2010.

® Payments based on sales activity months from September 2010 through August 2011 to the cily of:

Portland: $3.35 million, up 10.8 percent from fiscal 2010.
Ingleside: $1.01 million, down 0.2 percent from fiscal 2010.
Aransas Pass: $1.69 million, up 8.8 percent from fiscal 2010.
Sinton: $845,990.38, up 5.3 percent from fiscal 2010,
Mathis: $794,400.33, up 12.4 percent from fiscal 2010.
Taft: $277,461.20, up 5.9 percent from fiscal 2010,
Odem: $248,728.18, up 30.2 percent from fiscal 2010.
Gregory: $117,253.68, up 38.5 percent from fiscal 2010.
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Ingleside on the Bay: $13,280.83, up 122.1 percent from fiscal 201 0.
January 2011 through August 2011 (Sales Activity Year-To-Date)

= Slatewide payments based on sales activily months through August 2011: $3.99 billion, up 8.3 percent from the same period in
2010,

m Payments lo all cities in San Patricio County based on sales activity months through August 2011: $5.57 millian, up 10.3 percent
from the same period in 2010. '

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

Portland: $2.17 miillion, up 9.1 percent from the same period in 2010.
Ingleside: $694,331.12, up 5.7 percent from the same period in 2010.
Aransas Pass: $1.15 million, up 11.8 percent from the same period in 2010.
Sinton: $563,427.14, up 7.6 percent from the same period in 2010.
Mathis: $544,407.61, up 12.9 percent from the same period in 2010.
Taft: $181,508.07, up 1.2 percent from the same period in 2010.
Odem: $173,061.85, up 35.0 percent from the same period in 2010.
Gregory: $78,367.01, up 47.0 percent from the same period in 2010.

Ingieside on the Bay: $9,704.91, up 127.2 percent from the same period in 2010.
12 months ending in August 2011

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

® Payments to all cities in San Patricio County based on sales aclivity in the 12 months ending in August 2011: $8.35 million, up 8.3
percent from the previous 12-month period.

m Paymentls based on sales activity in the 12 months ending in August 2011 to the city of:

Portland: $3.35 million, up 10.9 percent from the previous 12-month period.
Ingleside: $1.01 million, down 0.2 percent from the previous 12-month period.
Aransas Pass: $1.69 million, up 8.8 percent from the previous 12-month period.
Sinton: $845,990.38, up 5.3 percent from the previous 12-month period.
Mathis: $794,400.33, up 12.4 percent from the previous 12-month period.
Taft: $277,461.20, up 5.9 percent from the previous 12-month period.
Odem: $248,728.18, up 30.2 percent from the previous 12-month period.
Gregory: $117,253.68, up 38.5 percent from the previous 12-month period,

Ingleside on the Bay: $13,280.83, up 122.1 percent from the previous 12-month period,
w City Calendar Year-To-Date (RJ 2011) '

® Payment {o the cities from January 2011 through Oclober 2011:

Portland: $2.80 million, up 10.0 percent from the same period in 2010.
Ingteside; $648,542.25, up 3.5 percent from the same period in 2010.
Aransas Pass: $1.43 million, up 10.8 percent from the same period in 2010.
Sinton: $716,509.71, up 7.9 percent from the same period in 2010,
Mathis: $669,630.71, up 13.2 percent from the same period in 2010.
Taft: $228,053.50, up 4.4 percent from the same period in 2010.
Odem: $210,417.51, up 31.5 percent from the same period in 2010.
Gregory: $96,586.67, up 42.3 percent from the same period in 2010.
ingleside on the Bay: $11,583.88, up 150.4 percent from the same period in 2010.
Annual (2010)

¥ Statewide payments based on sales activity months in 2010; $5.77 billion, up 3.3 percent from 2009.
¥ Payments to all cities in San Patricio County based on sales aclivity months in 2010: $7.83 million, up 1.2 percent from 2009.
¥ Payment based on sales activity months in 2010 to the city of:

Parttand: $3.17 million, up 4.6 percent from 2009.
ingleside: $968,5613.57, down 13.0 percent from 2009.
Aransas Pass: $1.57 million, up 0.4 percent from 2009.
Sinton: $806,279.08, up 1.5 percent from 2009,
Mathis: $732,091.45, up 7.8 percent from 2009.
Taft: $275,339.14, up 9.0 percent from 2009.
Odem: $203,873.79, up 3.0 percent from 2009,
Gregory: $92,187.93, up 1.7 percent from 2009,
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Ingleside on the Bay: $7,847.30, down 39.8 percent from 2009.

Property Tax

W As of January 2009, property values in San Patricio County: $4.51 billion, up 0.2 percent from January 2008 values. The property

tax base per person in San Patricio County is $66,150, below the statewide average of $85,809. About 3.8 percent of the property
tax base is derived from oil, gas and minerals.

State Expenditures

® San Patricio County's ranking in state expenditures by county in fiscal year 2010: 57th. State expenditures in the county for
FY2010: $222.49 million, down 0.1 percent from FY2009.

¥ [n San Patricio County, 10 state agencies provide a total of 168 jobs and $1.69 million in annualized wages (as of 1st quarter 2011).
® Major state agencies in the county (as of first quarter 2011):

* Department of Family and Protective Services * Depariment of Transporiation

* Department of Aging and Disability Services * Parks & Wildlife Department
* Health & Human Services Commission

Higher Education

® Community colleges in San Patricio County fall 2010 enroliment:
= None.

™ San Paltricio County is in the service area of the following:

= Del Mar College with a fall 2010 enroliment of 12,236 . Counties in the service area include:
Aransas County
Kenedy County
Kleberg County
Nueces County
San Patricio County
¥ Institutions of higher education in San Patricio County fall 2010 enroliment;

= None.

School Districts
W San Patricio County had 7 school districts with 34 schools and 14,338 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.)

» Aransas Pass [SD had 1,879 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average leacher salary was $44,821. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 63 percent.

* Gregory-Portland ISD had 4,193 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $45,281.
The percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 83 percent.

* Ingleside ISD had 2,150 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $46,053. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 72 percent,

* Mathis ISD had 1,736 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $43,744. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 60 percent.

* Odem-Edroy ISD had 1,129 students in the 2008-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $45,781. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for alf tests was 75 percent.

« Sinton ISD had 2,108 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $44,070. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for zll tests was 70 percent.

= Taft ISD had 1,143 students in the 2009-10 school year. The average teacher salary was $42,880. The
percentage of students meeting the 2010 TAKS passing standard for all tests was 55 percent.
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