
 

 
MOODYS.COM 

 

 

JULY 17, 2014 

FEATURE ARTICLES  
Bethlehem, PA Water System Gets Lower-Than-Requested 
Rate Increase 
A lower-than-requested increase for Bethlehem’s water rates will limit 
improvement in the utility’s narrow debt service coverage, as well as the 
utility’s contribution to the city’s general fund. 

2 

PREPA Buys Time with Lenders, but Liquidity and Structural 
Issues Remain 
Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority’s agreement with lenders gives it 
temporary breathing room, but does not resolve its significant liquidity 
and structural issues. 

4 

California Water Use Restrictions Are Credit Negative for California 
Water Utilities 
The new regulations, which take effect August 1 and seek to promote 
water conservation, are credit negative for the state’s water utilities 
because they will reduce water consumption and water utility revenue. 

5 

Tax Reforms Lead to Lower Appeals for Monmouth County, NJ 
The county  announced a 28% decline in total property tax appeals, which 
is credit positive since it improves the timeliness for property revaluations 
and for settling tax appeals. 

7 

Atlanta Meets EPA Deadline on Time and Under Budget; a Credit 
Positive for its Water System 
Atlanta completed two infrastructure upgrade projects related to a $1.3 
billion outstanding consent decree with the US EPA, a credit positive for 
the system.  

9 

RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS  

Stockton Bankruptcy Judge Raises Possibility of Pension Impairments 
in California: Mixed Impact on Bondholders 
The bankruptcy judge indicated he may rule the city’s pension obligations, 
managed by CalPERS, are no different from other contracts. 

10 

Municipal VRDB and CP Support Facility Commitments in Q2 2014 
The dollar volume of commitments related to new debt issuance tripled 
from a relatively low level in the first quarter. 

10 

Negative Outlook for US Higher Education Continues even as Green 
Shoots of Stability Emerge 
Tuition revenue growth will remain meager because of affordability 
concerns, political limits on tuition pricing and a competitive environment 
for students. 

10 

 

RATING CHANGE HIGHLIGHTS  

Aurora Health Care, Inc. (WI) Outlook Revised to Positive; Rating A3 
The revision to positive from stable on A3 long-term and underlying 
ratings, affecting $1.33 billion, takes into account increasing margins. 

11 

Arizona Sports and Tourism Authority’s Outlook Revised to Negative; 
A1 Rating 
Affecting $282 million of lien tax revenue bonds, the revision to negative 
from stable factors in uncertainty about revenue from car rental taxes.  

11 

Charleston County Airport District’s (SC) Airport Revenue Bonds 
Outlook Revised to Stable; A1 Rating 
The revision to stable from negative, affecting $178.3 million, is supported 
by the successful management transition since unexpected changes. 

11 

Douglas County Public Utility District 1’s (WA) Revenue Bonds 
Outlook Revised to Stable; Aa3 Rating 
Impacting $255 million, the revision to stable from negative reflects a lack 
of material negative cost developments in a project capital program. 

11 

Will County CHSD #210 (Lincoln-Way), IL's GO Downgraded to Aa3; 
Outlook Negative 
The downgrade to Aa3 from Aa2, affecting $270.2 million, factors in a 
material financial decline following four straight years of reserve draws. 

11 

CaPFA Capital Corp. 2000F's (FL) Student Housing Revenue Bonds, 
Senior Series 2000F-1, Upgraded to Caa2; Outlook Stable 
The upgrade, affecting $120.7 million, factors in the successful payment of 
debt service on senior bonds. 

12 

Dynamic Fuels, LLC Series 2008 Bonds Downgraded to A2 from Aa3 
The downgrade to A2 from Aa3, affecting $100 million, follows 
substituting a letter of credit from JPMorgan Chase Bank. 

12 

Access our moodys.com public finance landing page at 
moodys.com/UsPublicFinance 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.moodys.com/
https://www.moodys.com/researchandratings/market-segment/u.s.-public-finance/-/005003/4294966117/4294966623/-1/0/-/0/-/-/-/-/-/-/-/en/global/pdf/rra


 

 
 

 
  

2 MOODY’S WEEKLY CREDIT OUTLOOK: US PUBLIC FINANCE EDITION JULY 17, 2014 
 

Bethlehem, PA Water System Gets Lower-Than-Requested Rate Increase 
On July 9, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission unanimously approved a water rate increase for  
Bethlehem, PA (unrated) that was much lower than the one the township sought. The credit-negative 
settlement limits the magnitude by which the city will be able to strengthen debt-service coverage on its 
roughly $90 million of general obligation-guaranteed water revenue bonds. 

Instead of the 15% increase the city requested, the PUC approved a 4.7% increase. The difference equals 
about $770,000 of annual revenue, just under 9% of net water revenues of $9 million. Bethlehem’s net 
water revenues in 2012 were sufficient to cover debt service by just 1.07x, a narrow coverage level that is 
likely to remain tight after approval of the lower rate increase. 

The ruling exemplifies the PUC’s tendency to deny full rate increase requests to water and sewer utilities 
in Pennsylvania (Aa2 stable). In the past 10 years, the PUC has approved rate increases for municipal 
utilities below what was initially requested at least a dozen times (see Exhibit). 

Instances of Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Approving Less than Full Increase for 
Public Utilities 

Municipality Service Date of Approval Increase Requested Increase Approved 

City of Bethlehem Water 7/9/2014 15.0% 4.7% 

City of DuBois Water 12/5/2013 97.3% 57.1% 

City of Lancaster (A1) Sewer 4/18/2013 58.6% 42.4% 

Borough of Hanover Water 12/5/2012 29.7% 24.0% 

Borough of Quakertown (A1) Water 9/13/2012 87.9% 54.6% 

City of Bethlehem Water 12/15/2011 13.6% 9.9% 

City of Lock Haven Water 12/2/2010 41.6% 31.7% 

City of Bethlehem Water 5/22/2008 12.5% 3.6% 

Borough of Ambler Water 12/20/2007 45.0% 29.0% 

Borough of Phoenixville Sewer 5/30/2007 99.0% 87.0% 

City of DuBois Water 8/17/2006 36.4% 25.9% 

City of Lancaster (A1) Water 6/1/2006 13.7% 13.0% 

Note: This list is not comprehensive. PUC does not always publicly announce its rate decisions. 

Source: Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Moody’s Investors Service 

 

The PUC rate approval process often takes nine months and seldom leads to approval of the full 
requested increase. Bethlehem initially filed its rate case in November 2013. 

Although Pennsylvania’s municipal utilities do not need PUC approval to set rates within their own 
borders, the PUC has jurisdiction over rates charged by municipal utilities for providing service to other 
communities. For instance, Bethlehem sells water within its own borders and to customers in 10 
municipalities in Lehigh County (Aa1) and Northampton County (Aa1). The PUC denied the rate 
increase for the users in those municipalities, but in practice Bethlehem charges the same rates to all its 
users. 

To the extent that the PUC limits the cash-generating capabilities of regional utilities, it diminishes their 
ability to pay dividends to parent municipalities. It is common for Pennsylvania cities that are regional 
water providers to use their water and sewer utilities to generate cash for their general fund operations. 
Bethlehem’s water and sewer enterprises transfer money to the city’s general fund each year equaling 
about 5% of the city’s operating revenues. 

This publication does not announce 
a credit rating action. For any credit 
ratings referenced in this 
publication, please see the ratings 
tab on the issuer/entity page on 
www.moodys.com for the most 
updated credit rating action 
information and rating history. 

Dan Seymour, CFA 
Analyst 
+1.212.553.4871 
dan.seymour@moodys.com 
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https://www.moodys.com/credit-ratings/Lehigh-County-of-PA-credit-rating-600026133
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Bethlehem’s lower approved rate increase bodes poorly for the City of Lancaster (A1 no outlook), which 
filed a case in January to increase water rates 46% for its customers outside the city. Should the actual rate 
increase prove to be much less than this, it would pressure the city in two ways. First, it would limit the 
improvement in general obligation-guaranteed water revenue bond debt service coverage. The city’s $6.9 
million of net water revenues1 achieved a very narrow 1.0x coverage of debt service in 2012. Second, it 
limits how much cash the water utility is capable of generating for the city’s general fund: each year the 
utility pays an annual dividend of more than $2 million to supplement the city’s $42 million of general 
fund revenues. 

 
  

                                                 
1  This calculation includes a dividend from the water system to the city as an operating expense. Excluding this dividend, coverage 

was a healthier 1.3x. 

https://www.moodys.com/credit-ratings/Lancaster-City-of-PA-credit-rating-600029612
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PREPA Buys Time with Lenders, but Liquidity and Structural Issues Remain 
On July 7, the Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority (PREPA, Caa2 review for downgrade) announced 
that it had reached an agreement with lenders that provide credit lines to buy fuel, allowing PREPA to 
delay payments, which are currently due, until the end of this month. Although this agreement gives 
PREPA temporary breathing room, the extension is very limited and does not resolve PREPA’s significant 
underlying liquidity and structural issues. 

Our Caa2 rating and review for downgrade reflect the risk that PREPA could default voluntarily under 
the newly enacted debt restructuring law because of its financial pressures, which include weak liquidity, a 
significant debt burden, negative free cash flow, high electricity rates and large capital investment needs to 
convert its generation fleet from high-cost oil to lower-cost natural gas. The short-term extension of the 
bank lines does not address these longer-term issues; nor does it reduce the possibility that PREPA may 
ultimately utilize the debt restructuring act. 

The immediate liquidity issue relates to the near-term maturity of bank borrowings. Outstandings under 
the company’s two main bank facilities total about $671 million. One line is with Citibank and has $146 
million in outstanding advances that mature this month and in August. The advances due this month 
have now been extended to July 31 under this short-term agreement. The other $550 million line is with 
a group of banks with Scotia Bank acting as administrative agent. It matures on August 14 and has $525 
million outstanding. PREPA is in negotiations with these banks to extend the lines on a more permanent 
basis, but the likelihood of success and the terms of these credit facilities are uncertain. 

Our calculation of debt service coverage by net revenues (after adjusting for contributions in lieu of taxes) 
is below 1.0x for fiscal yerar ending June 30, 2013 , indicating that PREPA runs operating deficits and 
relies on external funds to pay for operations, including fuel, and to meet debt service. We expect the 
debt service coverage ratio to be below 1.0x in fiscal 2014 as well. The bank lines have historically 
supplemented PREPA’s own weak internal liquidity, which its low 11 days cash on hand in fiscal 2013 
highlights. Sustained high oil prices and increasing receivables reflecting weakness in the Puerto Rican 
economy have precluded paying down these lines. PREPA also drew $41.6 million from its reserve 
account to help cover its 1 July bond debt service payment, also highlighting its strained liquidity. 

On June 28, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico (B2 negative) passed a new debt restructuring law that 
provides for the orderly restructuring of public authorities, including PREPA, with features that are 
similar to a municipal bankruptcy regime. The new law is potentially most applicable to PREPA because 
of its significant challenges, and its enactment signals that PREPA will not be able to rely upon financial 
support from the Commonwealth or the Government Development Bank for Puerto Rico (B3 
negative) in the future. 

  

Rick Donner 
Vice President - Senior Credit Officer 
+1.212.553.7226 
richard.donner@moodys.com 
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https://www.moodys.com/credit-ratings/Government-Development-Bank-for-Puerto-Rico-credit-rating-343500
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California Water Use Restrictions Are Credit Negative for State’s Water Utilities 
On July 15, California’s State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted new statewide 
restrictions on water use in response to the severe ongoing drought in the state. The new regulations, 
which take effect August 1 and seek to promote water conservation, are credit negative for the state’s 
water utilities because they will reduce water consumption and water utility revenue. 

The regulation’s strong financial penalties and mandatory conservation measures will increase 
conservation and place water purveyors under pressure to increase rates to maintain stable revenues. In 
the event the utilities do not adjust rates to offset lower water sales, lower revenues will weaken credit 
quality. Raising rates at any time is politically challenging, and we expect that raising rates to offset 
conservation, effectively charging more for less, will be even less politically palatable. 

The new rules aim to accelerate the rate of water conservation by reducing wasteful outdoor water use, 
thereby moving the state closer to Governor Jerry Brown’s call in January for a 20% water use decrease. 
California is currently experiencing the driest conditions on record; the state’s major reservoirs are at just 
50% of their historical average. 

The regulations prohibit individuals from watering landscapes or hard surfaces in a manner that will 
result in runoff, using potable water in decorative water features and using a hose that does not have a 
shutoff nozzle to wash vehicles. Individuals who violate these prohibitions can be fined  $500 per day of 
violation. Most urban water utilities must also impose mandatory use restrictions on outdoor irrigation, 
thereby limiting the time and duration of landscape irrigation, a major component of the state’s water use. 
Water agencies that do not comply with the regulations can be fined $10,000 per day.  

Because the rules are mandatory and statewide, they will likely increase the rate of conservation in a state 
where water use has declined by only 5% since the governor’s emergency drought declaration in January. 
This modest decline was not commensurate with the severe depth and duration of the drought, now in its 
third consecutive year. The financial incentive for compliance will also drive more effective conservation 
messaging at the local level and result in increased reductions in consumption. 

Before the SWRCB action, based on the slow rate of conservation and a survey of utility drought 
responses, it appears that the majority of water  utilities had  required only voluntary conservation (see 
Exhibit 1). In some jurisdictions, water use has increased despite the call for conservation. Warm, dry 
conditions are driving increased demand for outdoor water use, which in some areas accounts for more 
than 50% of total use. 

EXHIBIT 1 

California Water Agencies’ Conservations Efforts Before State Restrictions 
Conservation Level Number of Agencies 

Voluntary water restrictions 153 

Mandatory water restrictions 58 

Drought Emergency 27 

Source: Association of California Water Agencies 

 
If the regulations are successful in rapidly increasing conservation rates toward the 20% target, water 
utilities’ credit quality would weaken as a result of the steep drop in water sales. The utilities most 
vulnerable to credit stress will be those with already low debt service coverage that do not adjust rates 
effectively. Debt service coverage is just one of many indicators of a water enterprise’s overall credit 
quality, but it is a good indicator of the relative risk posed by a 20% sales reduction target. A significant 
decline in water sales would place the utilities with weak debt service coverage under pressure to keep 

Michael Wertz 
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pace by quickly increasing rates to stabilize revenues. Although the administrative barriers to increasing 
rates are negligible, the prospect of charging customers more to deliver less water could be politically 
challenging and make it more difficult to match water rate increases to volumetric declines. 

Since the rules would take effect on August 1, there is limited time for water utilities to adjust 
expenditures to offset the net effect of lower water revenues. Although some water utilities will be able to 
lower water purchase costs, they will be strained to decrease fixed labor expenses, capital expenditures that 
are already underway and maintenance expenditures.  

The state’s reservoirs have fallen to only 42% of capacity, with the five largest reservoirs at only 48% of 
their historical average. Stored water supplies currently held by the largest urban water suppliers, covering 
the vast majority of the state’s population, are sufficient to meet existing demand for another 1.5 years on 
average (see Exhibit 2),  but they have declined significantly from peak levels held at the start of the 
drought. This decline increases their vulnerability to the stress of another year of dry conditions if there is 
no break in the drought.  

EXHIBIT 2 

Select California Water Utilities’ Water Supplies 

 

Annual Water Demand 
in Thousands of  

Acre Feet  

Total Stored Water 
Supply in Thousands  

of Acre Feet 

Amount of Annual 
Water Delivery  

in Storage 
Water Revenue 

Rating 

Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern 
California  

1,700 2,900 1.7 Aa1 stable 

Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power*  

 545  597  1.1 Aa2 stable 

San Diego County Water 
Authority * 

482 241 0.5 Aa2 stable 

Orange County Water 
District  

327 500 1.5 Aa1 stable 

Santa Clara Valley Water 
District 

278 596 2.1 Aa1 

San Francisco Public Utility 
Commission  

234 398 1.7 Aa3 stable 

East Bay Municipal Utility 
District  

206 447 2.2 Aa1 stable 

*Member agency of Metropolitan Water District 

Source: Moody’s Investors Service 
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Tax Reforms Lead to Lower Appeals for Monmouth County, NJ 
On July 3, Monmouth County, NJ (Aaa stable) announced a 28% decline in total property tax appeals in 
2014 largely due to reforms to the county’s property valuation, inspection and appeals procedures. The 
reforms are credit positive for municipalities in the county because they improve the timeliness for 
property revaluations and for settling tax appeals, minimizing the negative budgetary impact of future tax 
appeals.  

Tax appeals across Monmouth County decreased to 4,992 in fiscal 2014, the lowest levels in five years 
and 28% lower than the 6,948 appeals in fiscal 2013 (see Exhibit). Tax appeals reduce a local 
government’s assessed valuations and can result in lower property tax receipts. Lower tax appeals mean 
more stable and predictable property tax revenues for the county’s municipalities, which collect and remit 
property tax receipts in full to the county and overlapping school districts.  

The budgetary impact of the reforms will vary between each of the county’s 53 municipalities, depending 
on the size of their individual tax appeals. Aberdeen (A1), one of the municipalities with the largest one-
year decline in the number of tax appeals, saw appeals fall by 80%, to 100 from 512. As a result, the 
amount of assessed value that Aberdeen lost due to appeals fell to $3.8 million from $13.9 million in 
2013, saving an estimated $350,000 of tax revenue, or about 2.1% of total budgeted 2014 revenues. 

Monmouth County Tax Appeals Reach a Five-Year Low After Reform 

 
Source: Monmouth County Board of Taxation 

 

Tax appeals are especially problematic for municipalities in New Jersey because of a mismatch on the tax 
calendar between when appeal judgments and tax bills are mailed. Under the tax calendar typically in use 
throughout the state, and used by Monmouth County prior to reform, appeal judgments were mailed in 
June after the tax bills had already been sent out and municipalities had set their budgets. As a result, 
successful appeals created an under-collection of budgeted taxes or even a cash refund of already collected 
taxes.  

Some municipalities are able to offset the cost of refunds with reserves for tax appeals or through 
conservative budgeting. However, if the appeal judgments are particularly large or unexpected, 
municipalities are forced to offset the costs with mid-year budget cuts or with short-term borrowing, 
which is a common recourse for many municipalities in the state. Paterson (Baa2 negative) in Passaic 
County (Aa3 positive), Irvington (Ba1 negative) in Essex County (Aa2), and North Bergen (Aa3) in 
Hudson County (Aa3 stable), just to name a few, all issued notes in 2014 to cover the costs of tax appeal 
refunds.  
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Monmouth County eliminated this calendar mismatch, and appeal judgments will be now finalized by 
the end of April. As a result, all county municipalities will be aware of any tax appeal judgments prior to 
adopting their budgets, which should reduce unexpected costs and the need for emergency borrowing. 
The county will also replace its 10-year property revaluation cycle with annual reassessments, which will 
be internally inspected over a five-year period. This will increase the accuracy of assessed values, 
minimizing the accrual of large multi-year appeal liabilities and making appeals far less common. Officials 
expect the plan to yield direct cost savings because the annual reassessments are significantly less expensive 
than the 10-year revaluations.  

Monmouth’s reforms stemmed from its participation in a Real Property Assessment Demonstration 
Program that the state of New Jersey (A1 negative) enacted in 2013. Based on Monmouth’s success, we 
expect other counties to participate in the program. 

  

https://www.moodys.com/credit-ratings/New-Jersey-State-of-credit-rating-600025188


 

 
 

 
  

9 MOODY’S WEEKLY CREDIT OUTLOOK: US PUBLIC FINANCE EDITION JULY 17, 2014 
 

Atlanta Meets EPA Deadline on Time and Under Budget; a Credit Positive for its 
Water System 
On July 10, Atlanta (Aa2 stable) officials announced that the city’s Department of Watershed 
Management (DWM, Aa3 stable) had completed two infrastructure upgrade projects related to a $1.3 
billion outstanding consent decree with the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Additionally, 
the projects were completed $50 million under budget, which is a material 8% of the system’s fiscal 2013 
gross revenues. Completion of this milestone on time and under budget is a credit positive for the system, 
which has faced two large consent decrees since 1998 related to aging infrastructure.  

The timely and under-budget completion of these projects will provide the system with the financial 
flexibility to apply the savings to preventative maintenance projects. It also demonstrates a commitment 
to improving system’s infrastructure and customer service, while remaining fiscally conservative, all of 
which are strengths of the system.  

DWM officials estimate that the system has spent approximately $1.1 billion to date in addressing the 
outstanding consent decree, with an anticipated $225 million in projects remaining. The consent decree, 
combined with the completed 1998 consent decree, ranks as one of the largest in the country. With the 
consent decree elevating capital costs, as of fiscal 2013, the system had an above-average debt ratio of 
60%.  

Consent Decree-Related Projects as a Percentage of the System's Capital Improvement Plan Have 
Decreased Significantly 

 
Source: Moody’s Investors Service 

 

While these large consent decrees have been expensive for Atlanta, in recent years the city has managed 
this challenge well. In 2012, the city won an EPA extension of the final completion date for the 1999 
consent decree to 2027 from 2014, allowing for more balanced capital spending and eliminating the need 
for customer rate increases through 2016. The city plans to fund the remaining projects through pay-as-
you-go spending, reserves, Municipal Option Sales Tax (MOST) revenues and Georgia Environmental 
Facilities Authority loans. Atlanta voters renewed the MOST in 2012 and officials conservatively 
estimated $113 million in collections through 2020.  

The recently completed capital projects include a relief storage tank and pump station that will be used to 
mitigate sewer overflows during heavy rain. Officials originally budgeted the project at $90 million, but it 
ended up costing only $40 million due to design revision and building the tank on city-owned land.  
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RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Stockton Bankruptcy Judge Raises Possibility of Pension Impairments in California: Mixed Impact 
on Bondholders 
At a recent hearing, the federal bankruptcy judge indicated that he may reject Stockton’s plan of 
adjustment and rule that the city’s pension obligations, managed by CalPERS, are no different from 
other contracts that local governments can modify in a Chapter 9 bankruptcy. Such a ruling would 
provide Stockton with the opportunity to significantly reduce its pension liability and annual pension 
payments. Alternatively, the judge could confirm the city’s proposed plan of adjustment as constituted, 
even if he decides that the city’s pension liabilities are vulnerable to adjustment in bankruptcy.  A ruling 
against CalPERS could encourage other stressed California local governments burdened with large 
pension liabilities to consider filing for bankruptcy. 

Municipal VRDB and CP Support Facility Commitments in Q2 2014 
Banks committed nearly $18 billion of credit and liquidity support for Moody’s-rated variable-rate 
demand bonds (VRDBs) and commercial paper (CP) transactions in second-quarter 2014. 
The dollar volume of commitments related to new debt issuance tripled from a relatively low level in the 
first quarter. However, new issuance of VRDBs and CP remains suppressed because of municipal issuers’ 
preference for fixed-rate financing and direct bank lending over publicly sold VRDBs and CP. 

Negative Outlook for US Higher Education Continues Even as Green Shoots of Stability Emerge 
We maintain a negative outlook for the US higher education sector. Tuition revenue growth will remain 
meager as affordability concerns, political limits on tuition pricing and a highly competitive environment 
for students continue. We expect that regional public universities will face the most pressure over the next 
12 to 18 months, while globally prominent private universities with large endowments will perform well.  
But there are signs of stability because of the better economy, which is increasing the demand for 
educated workers and improving household balance sheets so there is more willingness to spend on 
education.  

  

http://www.moodys.com/viewresearchdoc.aspx?docid=PBM_PBM172957
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RATING CHANGE HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Aurora Health Care, Inc. (WI) Outlook Revised to Positive; Rating A3 
Jul 10 – We revised the outlook to positive from stable for the A3 long-term and underlying ratings on 
Aurora Health Care, Inc.'s bonds issued by the Wisconsin Health and Educational Facilities Authority, 
affecting $1.33 billion. The outlook change reflects a gradual but persistent strengthening of the 
organization, as evidenced by increasing margins, an overall improved balance sheet profile and healthier 
debt coverage ratios. 

Arizona Sports and Tourism Authority’s Outlook Revised to Negative; A1 Rating 
Jul 11 – We revised the outlook to negative from stable for the A1 rating on the Arizona Sports and 
Tourism Authority's Senior Lien Tax Revenue Bonds and the A3 rating on the Arizona Sports and 
Tourism Authority's Subordinate Lien Tax Revenue Bonds, affecting a total of $282 million. The 
outlook change reflects uncertainty regarding the ability of the Arizona Department of Revenue to 
continue collecting and disbursing car rental taxes to the Arizona Sports and Tourism Authority. Car 
rental taxes represent about 30% of pledged revenues. A Maricopa County Superior Court ruling on June 
16 stated that application of car rental taxes for purposes other than streets and highways is in violation of 
the state constitution. Although this ruling will likely face an appeal, we view it as a negative credit 
development.  

Charleston County Airport District’s (SC) Airport Revenue Bonds Outlook Revised to Stable; A1 Rating 
Jul 14 – We revised the outlook to stable from negative for the A1 rating on the Charleston County 
Airport District's Airport Revenue Bonds, affecting $178.3 million. The outlook change reflects the 
successful management transition since unexpected leadership changes last year. New management has 
proven to be effective in managing execution risks associated with a large, disruptive construction project. 
Construction has stayed on time and on budget, and operational and financial results have improved 
since last year. 

Douglas County Public Utility District 1’s (WA) Revenue Bonds Outlook Revised to Stable; Aa3 Rating 
Jul 14 – We revised the outlook to stable from negative for the Aa3 rating on Douglas County Public 
Utility District 1’s revenue bonds, affecting $255 million. The outlook change reflects the lack of 
materially negative cost or litigation developments in the Wells project capital program; our expectation 
that the district will continue to maintain at least 300 consolidated days cash on hand and achieve 
consolidated debt service coverage ratios of 1.15x through 2017; and the district's expected improvement 
in financial performance starting in 2018 under new take-or-pay contracts with improved credit 
supportive terms. 

Will County CHSD #210 (Lincoln-Way), IL's GO Downgraded to Aa3; Outlook Negative 
Jul 11 – We downgraded to Aa3 from Aa2 the rating on Will County CHSD 210's general obligation 
debt, affecting $270.2 million. The outlook is negative. The downgrade reflects the district's material 
financial decline following four consecutive years of reserve draws. The negative outlook reflects ongoing 
challenges posed by the district's inability to achieve balanced financial operations and projections that 
indicate further material deterioration of reserves. 

https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-revises-Aurora-Health-Care-Incs-WI-outlook-to-positive--PR_303921
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-revises-Aurora-Health-Care-Incs-WI-outlook-to-positive--PR_303921
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-revises-outlook-to-negative-on-Arizona-Sports-and-Tourism--PR_304035
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-revises-outlook-to-negative-on-Arizona-Sports-and-Tourism--PR_304035
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-revises-outlook-to-stable-and-affirms-A1-on-Charleston--PR_304135
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-revises-outlook-to-stable-and-affirms-A1-on-Charleston--PR_304135
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-affirms-Aa3-on-Douglas-County-Public-Utility-District-1--PR_304136
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-affirms-Aa3-on-Douglas-County-Public-Utility-District-1--PR_304136
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-downgrades-Will-County-CHSD-210-Lincoln-Way-ILs-GO--PR_304004
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-downgrades-Will-County-CHSD-210-Lincoln-Way-ILs-GO--PR_304004
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CaPFA Capital Corp. 2000F's (FL) Student Housing Revenue Bonds, Senior Series 2000F-1, Upgraded 
to Caa2; Outlook Stable 
Jul 10 – We upgraded to Caa2 the underlying rating on CaPFA Capital Corp. 2000F's Student Housing 
Revenue Bonds, Senior Series 2000F-1 issued by Capital Projects Finance Authority, affecting $120.7 
million. The outlook is stable. The upgrade reflects the improved performance of the project, which has 
successfully paid debt service on the senior bonds but does not demonstrate sufficient surplus revenues to 
pay down $55.8 million of additional debt obligations or replenish a depleted debt service reserve fund. 

Dynamic Fuels, LLC Series 2008 Bonds Downgraded to A2 from Aa3 
Jul 8 – We downgraded to A2 from Aa3 the long-term letter of credit (LOC)-backed rating on the 
Louisiana Public Facilities Authority Revenue Bonds (Dynamic Fuels, LLC Project) Series 2008, 
affecting $100 million. The downgrade follows the substitution of the existing LOC provided by 
JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. with a substitute LOC provided by Bank of America, N.A. effective  
July 8, 2014.  

 

 

https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-upgrades-to-Caa2-the-underlying-rating-of-1207M-outstanding--PR_303905
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-upgrades-to-Caa2-the-underlying-rating-of-1207M-outstanding--PR_303905
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-upgrades-to-Caa2-the-underlying-rating-of-1207M-outstanding--PR_303905
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-downgrades-to-A2-from-Aa3-Dynamic-Fuels-LLC-Series--PR_302717
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-downgrades-to-A2-from-Aa3-Dynamic-Fuels-LLC-Series--PR_302717
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