
WASHOE COUNTY DEBT MANAGEMENT COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING 

 
FRIDAY  3:00 P.M. AUGUST 19, 2011 
 
PRESENT: 

 
John Breternitz, Washoe County Commissioner, Chairman 

Michelle Salazar, Member At-Large, Vice Chairperson  
Dan Carne, Washoe County School District, Member 

James Hunting, Member At-Large, Member * 
Ted Fuller, GID Representative, Incline Village, Member 

Dan Gustin, Reno City Council, Member 
 

 
Jaime Dellera, Deputy County Clerk 

Paul Lipparelli, Assistant District Attorney 
 

ABSENT: 
Geno Martini, Sparks City Mayor, Member 

 
 
 The Washoe County Debt Management Commission met at 3:00 p.m. in the 
Washoe County Caucus Room, Administration Complex, 1001 East Ninth Street, Reno, 
Nevada, in full conformity with the law, with Chairman Breternitz presiding. Following the 
Pledge of Allegiance to the flag of our Country, the Clerk called the roll and the Board 
conducted the following business: 
 
11-024DMC  AGENDA ITEM 4 
 
Agenda Subject: “Public Comments” 
 
 Chairman Breternitz and Member Gustin apologized for not being able to 
attend the last meeting. There was no response to the call for public comment. 
 
11-025DMC  AGENDA ITEM 5 
 
Agenda Subject:  “Discussion and possible action on a Resolution concerning the 
submission to the Washoe County Debt Management Commission by Washoe County 
School District, Nevada, of a proposal to issue up to $45,000,000 of General Obligation 
Bonds previously approved by the voters; and approving certain details in connection 
therewith.” 
 
 Marty Johnson, JNA Consulting and Washoe County School District Finance 
Director, referred to page 6 of the Washoe County School District’s (District) report 
submitted to the Board which showed their Statutory Debt Limitation. He stated the District 
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was looking to issue $45 million of bonds and once those bonds were issued there would be 
just over $550 million in outstanding debt. The District’s debt limit was almost $2 billion (15 
percent of the assessed value), and there would be $1.3 billion statutory debt limit available 
after issuing these bonds. He noted as the assessed value fluctuated that limit would also 
fluctuate, but there was a lot of room.  
 
 Mr. Johnson stated this was similar to the proposal the District had before this 
Board a few months ago. That proposal took money out of the District’s debt service fund 
that was not required to be there and used it to pay off outstanding bonds. Then new bonds 
were issued to take the place of the old bonds. He said they were proposing to do the same 
type of transaction with this request. During the last legislative session, a bill was approved 
that lowered the requirement of the debt service fund to 25 percent of the next year’s debt 
service. The District did not anticipate going down to 25 percent at this time but somewhere 
between 30 to 35 percent.  
 
 Mr. Johnson next referred to page 8 which showed the payments for the 
outstanding bonds and the pro forma payments for the new bonds. He noted the payments 
reflected the defeasance of about $25.9 million of principal and $17 million in interest. He 
said the payments assumed an interest rate of 4.5 percent, but if the bonds were sold today, 
the rate would be under 4 percent. 
 
 Mr. Johnson stated page 10 reflected the estimated tax revenues and estimated 
debt service and the annual difference. He commented the estimated tax revenues excluded 
interest earnings, which was not that much but was additional revenue available to pay the 
bonds. He said the estimated tax revenues were the same assumptions the District had in the 
proposal brought to this Board in June in terms of what the projected revenues would be, 
which would be a decline of 0.25 percent in 2013. He said there was anecdotal evidence that 
the decline in revenue might be more than 0.25 percent in 2013. He said if it went down to 3 
to 5 percent, the District would have to show they could pay for the bonds within those 
existing revenues. 
 
3:07 p.m. Member Hunting arrived at the meeting. 
 
 Mr. Johnson stated the District could reconfigure how the defeasance was set 
up to provide more benefit in the early years and then lower those payments in order to help 
address that situation. He said the property tax revenues, at least as projected right now, 
would be sufficient to pay the debt service on the bonds. 
 
 Mr. Johnson stated page 11 showed information regarding the District’s debt 
service reserve account fund balance, which was based on their 2012 budget and property tax 
revenues. He explained the interest earnings and subsidies were payments received from the 
federal government for bonds issued under the subsidy for Stimulus Programs that were in 
existence in 2009 and 2010. The District took full advantage of all of those opportunities. He 
mentioned that after the defeasance there would be $15 million left and the required balance 
was $11.7 million. Some of the difference would be used to pay the Incline Village tax 
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refunds. He explained the District had money set aside for the refunds, but at this time they 
were not sure if what was set aside was enough.  
 
 Member Gustin stated his concern was the estimated tax revenues and the 
possible decline. Mr. Johnson stated the District was using all the information they could 
find. The District used the 0.25 percent decline in 2013 based on the information gathered by 
the State. He said if the District needed to, before they issued the bonds, they would scale 
back how much they issued or change the defeasance so it would fit within what they thought 
those revenues would be. He said they would probably structure them around a 5 percent 
decline in property tax revenues for 2013 when the bonds would be sold. He said there would 
also be refunding opportunities with lower interest rates.  
 
 Mr. Johnson stated the District was in the process of the School Works 
Program and part of the passage of the bill at the Legislature was to generate this type of 
bonding capacity, which allowed them to get the bonds issued and get projects going and 
moving along quickly. The District would like to get the projects underway in the next few 
months and put people to work.  
 
 Member Hunting confirmed in 2013 there was a possibility that the decline 
might not be at a negative 0.25 percent, but it could be as high as negative 5 percent. Mr. 
Johnson stated that was entirely possible, but the District would not know until the property 
valuation was completed. The 0.25 percent decline came from the State’s budget, which was 
what the District relied upon. He said as better information was received before the bonds 
were issued, they would look at using perhaps a larger decline in property tax revenues. He 
said the State would conduct a county-by-county decline factor. 
 
 Member Gustin inquired when the District would go to market with the bonds. 
Mr. Johnson replied mid-October to early November. Member Gustin stated this was 
predicated on 4.5 percent interest. Mr. Johnson stated it was closer to 4 percent and the 
District was looking to tack the ability to refinance some outstanding bonds on to this 
transaction to save additional money. Member Gustin asked if the District was hoping to stay 
within the 10 percent spread. Mr. Johnson stated that was correct and they were hoping to 
take the fund balance down to 35 percent of next year’s debt service, which would give them 
some additional cushion. In the event the District would need it, they could draw the debt 
service fund down to pay the bonds, they just could not issue any more bonds until the 
balance was back over 25 percent.  
 
 Chairman Breternitz stated it appeared the District had a plan for the sale and 
repayment of $45 million in bonds and yet he wondered how closely the plan had to be 
followed. He stated the Board was basing their decision on the information presented, yet 
there was a lot of flux in the plan. Mr. Johnson stated there was a bond oversight panel that 
reviewed this yesterday and approved moving forward. This would also have to go back 
before the School Board of Trustees for adoption of a bond resolution. Before the bonds 
could be issued, they would have to recreate page 10 (estimated debt service coverage) based 
on the best information they had at that particular time. He said tax revenues had always 
fluctuated from what was projected. He believed the Legislature required that there be debt 
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service reserve accounts when the bonds were issued so that if the assessed value did not 
produce the way they expected, there would be money to make the bond payments. 
 
 Jennifer Stern, Swendseid and Stern, stated what used to happen with school 
district bonds before the rollover bond legislation was that the District would go out to the 
voters and say they wanted the authority to issue x number of dollars worth of bonds. 
Whatever the tax rate was at that time would be what they would issue the bonds for. Now 
the District looked at the current tax rate in advance to determine if they could issue bonds to 
be repaid under that existing tax rate, together with all of their outstanding bonds. The bonds 
would go before the Debt Management Commission (DMC), the oversight panel and the 
District’s Board of Trustees. She explained that Mr. Johnson may have to adjust the schedule 
even after the District’s Board adopted the bond resolution when they went out in the market 
to sell the bonds. She noted that maturity schedule adjustment was provided for in the notice 
of sale to potential purchasers. She said the District did not want to impact other entities 
within the County. 
 
 Chairman Breternitz stated he understood that, from the District’s perspective, 
but wondered what the DMC was actually approving. Ms. Stern stated the DMC would be 
approving a proposal from the District to issue up to $45 million of bonds. The DMC was 
also looking at the assumption their financial advisor gave them to make sure the reserve 
requirement was in place, which it was. Also, the DMC needed to make sure what was 
presented would not impact the tax rate above what the voters approved. She said if 
something catastrophic happened in the future, the District would be able to raise the tax rate 
in order to repay the bonds because NRS allowed for the District, general improvement 
districts, counties and cities to have first priority on the tax rate.  
 
 Member Hunting asked how the oversight panel worked. Ms. Stern stated the 
oversight panel was something the Legislature required for Washoe County and Clark 
County to take a look at whether there was a need for school improvements. The oversight 
panel was made up of County Commissioners, City Council Members from both Reno and 
Sparks, and members of the community. Paul Lipparelli, Assistant District Attorney, stated 
he confirmed with Ms. Stern that the oversight panel met and approved this bond proposal. 
 
 On motion by Member Hunting, seconded by Member Fuller, which motion 
duly carried with Member Martini absent, it was ordered that Item No. 5 be adopted. The 
Resolution for same is attached hereto and made a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
11-026DMC  AGENDA ITEM 6 
 
Agenda Subject:  “Member Comments.” 
 
 There were no comments from the members. 
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11-027DMC  AGENDA ITEM 7 
 
Agenda Subject:  “Public Comment.”  
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
   ADJOURNMENT  
 
3:26 p.m. There being no further business to come before the Board, on motion by 
Member Gustin, seconded by Member Salazar, which motion duly carried with Member 
Martini absent, it was order the meeting be adjourned.  
 
 
  ____________________________________ 
  JOHN BRETERNITZ, Chairman, 
  Debt Management Commission 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
AMY HARVEY, County Clerk 
and Ex Officio Secretary, 
Debt Management Commission 
 
Minutes Prepared by 
Jaime Dellera, Deputy County Clerk 
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