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http://www.budget.ny.gov/investor/bond/BondCapChart.html

IDBs
28%

Special
8%

Housing
17%

Healthcare/Retire



http://www.sec.gov/news/studies/2012/munireport073112.pdf
http://libGrtystreeteconomics.newyorkfed.org/2012/08/the-untold-story-of-municipal-bond-defaults.html
http://www.sec.gov/news/studies/2012/munireport073112.pdf
http://www.sec.gov/news/studies/2012/munireport073112.pdf
http://www.sec.gov/news/studies/2012/munireport073112.pdf

group. LRBs equate to 3% of the number of revenue bond defaults and 17% of the par amount of
Revenue Bond defaults.”’” Detailed default information can be found in Exhibits 2.4 and 2.5.

Exhibit 2.4

Municipal Default Data (1980-2012)

All >$10mm >$25mm
4% Par (5), % 4% Par (), % H % ‘ Par ($). %
= 61 4.105 34 3.988 28 \ 3.896
GO Total
(2%) (5%) %) (6%) @e | (%)
- ol 3,652 72312 1367 62.336 618 \ 50.381
ven
evenue Tota (98%) (95%) (98%) (94%) (96%) | (93%) |
All Muni Default 3.713(100%) | 76.417(100%) | 1.401(100%) | 66.324 (100%) 646 (100%) | 54.277 (100%)

Source: Richard Lehmann, Municipal Default Study for JPMorgan (Oct. 2012).

Exhibit 2.5

Liquid Revenue Bond Default Data (1980-2012)

| All | _ >$10mm | >$25mm
#, % of all Par (8), % of #,% of all Par ($), % of #. % of all Par ($). % of
= Revenue all Revenue Revenue all Revenue Revenue all Revenue
’ 2625 49.544 924 42.448 462 34.924
Non-Gov Conduit =
(72%) (69%) (25%) (539%) (13%) (48%)
HousiheRevenue 762 8.980 295 6.652 61 3128
us venu
E 21%) (12%) (8%) (9%) 2%) (4%)
3,387 58.524 1.219 49,100 523 38.052
Non-LRB Total
(93%) (81%) (33%) (68%) (14%) (53%)
v 265 13,788 148 13,236 95 12,329
LRB Total
(7%) (19%) (4%) (18%) (3%) (17%)

Source: Richard Lehmann, Municipal Default Study for JPMorgan (Oct. 2012).

While bankruptcy and a monetary default are not always synonymous, legal barriers to declaring a municipal
bankruptcy contribute to the relative rarity of municipal defaults. Only 12 states specifically authorize a
municipal bankruptcy filing, another |2 states have conditional authorization, 3 states have limited
authorization, 2 states generally prohibit a filing and the remaining 21| states provide no authorization for a
municipal bankruptcy filing.”®* Another important protection for bondholders is that at least 23 states have
implemented some form of municipal debt supervision or restructuring mechanism to aid municipalities in

distress (e.g. Debt Advisory Commissions, State Oversight, Supervision and Assistance for Fiscal Emergencies
of Local Government).”

37

Richard Lehmann, Municipal Default Study for JPMorgan (Oct. 2012).

Chapman and Cutler, “Municipalities in Distress? How States and Investors Deal with Local Government Financial
Emergencies” (2012).

38

* Chapman and Cutler, “Municipalities in Distress? How States and Investors Deal with Local Government Financial

Emergencies” (2012).
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http://www.oecd.org/sti/futures/infrastructureto2030/48634596.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/sti/futures/infrastructureto2030/48634596.pdf
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http://www.sifma.org/research/item.aspx?id=8589939737
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Individuals
49%

retirement funds, government-sponsored enterprises and foreign holders.



http://www.sifma.orR/uploadedFiles/Research/Statistics/StatisticsFiles/Municipal-US-Municipal-Holders-SIFMA.xls
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