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biggest year-over-year drop in 
issuance at 67%. Tennessee saw 
issuance fall 48.5% to $1.14 
billion. Some $9.7 billion of 
new-money bonds were issued 
for a decline of 18.8%.

Taxable bond issuance saw one 
of the steepest declines of any 
category to $1.28 billion from 
$7.06 billion last year, an 82% 

drop.
“I think the whole story re-

volves around the taxable issu-
ance for the Southeast,” said Peter 
Delahunt, managing director for 
municipal fixed income at Ray-
mond James & Associates Inc.

Exclude the $5.77 billion dif-
ference in taxable sales from the 

BRADENTON, Fla. — South-
east municipal bond issuers sold 
$21.78 billion of debt in the first 
six months of 2014, a 31.4% de-
cline over the same period last 
year, driven by fewer taxable and 
refunding deals.

Volume in the 11-state region 
was down $9.97 billion compared 
to the same period in 2013, ac-
cording to Thomson Reuters. 

Georgia was the only state in 
the Southeast on the plus side 
with $3.08 billion in sales, a 4.7% 
increase over the previous year. 
The most debt sold was in Flor-
ida with $6.24 billion, a 17.2% 
decline in volume compared to 
the first half of 2013.

North Carolina had $1.74 bil-
lion in sales, and the region’s 

By Shelly Sigo

Detroit’s
Tender Deal
Looks Good

CHICAGO — Detroit officials 
say early feedback from large 
institutional investors signals that 
the tender offer for its water and 
sewer bonds will be a success.

The tender is part of the bank-
rupt city’s proposal to restruc-
ture up to $5.5 billion of Detroit 
Water and Sewerage Department 
bonds to achieve savings. The 
offer, if widely accepted, would 
help resolve a months-long stale-
mate with water and sewer bond-
holders and advance the city’s 
efforts to exit bankruptcy.

The city says it will only 
go ahead with the refunding if 
enough bondholders agree to ten-
der their bonds, for prices that 
are both above and below par, 
depending on various factors.

If Detroit refinances the debt 
in a public offering, the finance 
team said interest rates would 
likely be at 5.75% or lower, even 
for uninsured bonds, according 
to documents filed on the federal 
bankruptcy docket late Tuesday.

Assured Guaranty has agreed 

By Caitlin Devitt

A number  of  a l ternat ive  
funding options for highways 
exist, including more reliance 
on investments from public- 
private partnerships, fees based 
on vehicle miles traveled, and 
additional tolling of new and 
existing highways.  

Ed Rendell, former governor 

of Pennsylvania and current 
co-chairman of Building Amer-
ica’s Future, an infrastructure 
advocacy group, said the gaso-
line tax, first levied in the ear-
ly 1930s, is the most effective 
way to fund highways at this 
point but it may be on its way 
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DALLAS — Congress de-
layed, but did not fix, a $100 
billion hole in federal transpor-
tation spending, with the en-
actment last Friday of legisla-
tion providing $10.8 billion to 
extend solvency of the rapidly 
shrinking Highway Trust Fund 
by 10 months.

Revenue from the gasoline 
tax used to build the 48,000-
mile interstate highway sys-
tem is no longer sufficient to 
meet the need for new roads, 
expanded transit and upkeep of 
existing infrastructure, trans-
portation experts say. 

The revenue has dwindled 
due to a combination of in-
flation since the tax was last 
increased more than 20 years 
ago, increasingly stringent in-
creases in federally-mandated 
conventional vehicle fuel ef-
ficiencies, and the addition 
of more vehicles on the road 
powered by electricity or other 
alternative fuels, they say.

By Jim Watts

WASHINGTON — The Mu-
nicipal Securities Rulemaking 
Board is asking for comment on 
proposed changes to its G-14 
trade reporting rule, including 
whether to require dealers to 
identify conditional trade com-
mitments, which differ from new-
ly issued bonds but are reported 
at the same time.

The inability to distinguish 
between CTCs and newly is-
sued bonds has caused confusion 
among investors in terms of price 
discovery. The MSRB notice, is-
sued Wednesday, touches on a 
variety of market transparency 

initiatives that would affect how 
muni market information is re-
ported and disseminated. 

Among the proposed new data 
elements are indicators of both 
which trades result from CTCs 
and which transactions are exe-
cuted through alternative trading 
systems, as well as other propos-
als related to the board’s goal of 
building a comprehensive central 
transparency platform for munis. 
Comments are due by Sept. 26.

“All of these post-trade data el-
ements would enhance transpar-
ency in the municipal securities 
market,” said MSRB executive 
director Lynnette Kelly. “These 

MSRB Is Seeking New Trade Info
By Kyle Glazier
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INBRIEF

Indicator Last Report Forecast Actual

Traders thought the New 
York City deal was all too 
predictable, assuming heavy 
retail and muted institutional 
interest in the headline deal 
that concluded its pricing on 
Wednesday.  

Instead, the market threw 
them a curveball.

After an unexpectedly 
lackluster retail order peri-
od on Monday and Tuesday, 
institutional buyers ran out 
of the gate screaming on 
Wednesday, clamoring over the nearly $1 
billion general obligation refunding deal.

Unable to lower the rates much further 
on the already aggressively priced short 
end, lead manager Bank of America Mer-
rill responded by issuing an additional $80 
million on the short durations.

“The average muni buyer watches 
CNBC too much, they’re convinced the 

Fed is going to raise rates 
and that they need to protect 
themselves by investing in 
the short end,” said a New 
York-based trader, explaining 
the interest in shorter dura-
tion bonds.

T h e  h i g h e s t  d e m a n d  
among institutional buy-
er today, however, was the 
belly of the curve, the trader 
said.  That part wasn’t priced 
as aggressively, so Bank of 
America was able to tighten 

these spreads up to five basis points for 
some maturities.

When the deal was complete, yields on 
the Series A GOs ranged from 0.35% on 
a 3% coupon in 2016 to 3.40% on a 5% 
coupon in 2034, according to data provid-
ed by Ipreo. The Series B was priced to 
yield 0.10% on a 25% coupon in 2015 to 
3.65% on a 3.50% coupon in 2034.  Bank 

of America increased the total deal size 
8.8% to $980.05 million.

Retail orders totaled $261 million 
during pricing on Monday and Tuesday, 
or 29% or the original deal size.  The mar-
ket had anticipated a higher turnout, closer 
to a third, or $333 million, according to 
traders.

Market participants said the deal may 
not have been as attractive to the average 
retail investors looking to buy and hold, 
because the structure was front loaded, 
with some of the largest tranches in the 
five- to 10-year maturity range.

“It’s a hard sell for a mom-and-pop re-
tail investor,” said a Midwest based trader.

The Mayor’s Office of Management and 
Budget office was pleased with the retail 
purchasing.

“We don’t judge the retail turnout by 
percentage of the overall deal, but by the 
absolute amount bought, which was above 
average,” said Alan Anders, the deputy di-
rector for finance at the city office.  In the 
past two years, an average of $243 million 
was purchased by retail investors in any 
given New York City general obligation 
deal, according to Anders.

Ultimately for Wednesday’s issuance, 
$261 million of the $980 million deal was 
sold to retail investors, he said.

Even with the high turnout in institu-
tional, unsold balances remained in the 
2020 and 2021 maturities, leaving Bank of 
America to underwrite about $150 million, 
according to the New York based trader.

“In a negotiated deal you ideally get the 
entire thing sold,” said the trader.  “New 
York’s was fairly high, but avoiding this is 
typically why you’d go this way and not 
competitive.”

The deal’s reception was the opposite 
of what market participants had expected.  
Given the deal’s headline name but fre-
quent issuance, traders expected the retail 
appetite to be insatiable while institutional 
buyers would shrug.

“For a mutual fund, the overwhelming 
majority of institutional buyers on this 

deal, it’s a belly button deal — everyone’s 
got one,” said the New York trader. 

After Wednesday’s deal, New York City 
will have come to market three times in 
2014, tapping the market for $2.525 bil-
lion, Anders said. That frequency of deals 
causes a saturation in the market, leaving 
mutual funds, even ones with New York 
State-specific funds, to be less interested.

“If you’re, say, the Fidelity New York  
muni bond fund, you probably already 
have a lot of New York City, TFA, water 
sewer and DASNY bonds because they’re 
continually issuing,” said a second Mid-
west trader. “Portfolio managers of those 
kinds of funds are going to me more in-
clined to diversify out into other, smaller 
issuers that don’t come to market as often,  
something like a Westchester County.”

As a result, those frequent issuers end 
up coming to market and trading at a dis-
count compared to other similar entities, 
traders said.  The smaller entities end up 
getting overvalued while the largest issu-
ers, like New York City, appear underval-
ued. “I’ve been buying and trading the big 
New York issuer paper for 20 year, it never 
tightens the way you want it to,” said the 
New York-based trader.

The Big Apple’s GO deal also benefited 
from the market strengthening today after 
starting the week sluggishly.

Yields on bonds maturing between 2015 
and 2030 were unchanged, except the 
2024 and 2025 maturities, which fell one 
basis point in yield, according to Munici-
pal Market Data’s 5% triple-A scale. Yield 
fell one basis point on bonds maturing in 
2031, two basis points on maturities from 
2032 to 3037, and one basis point in 2038 
and 2044.  The 10-year benchmark closed 
at 2.413%. Municipal Market Advisors 
reported a similarly subtle strengthening.  
The two-year was unchanged at 0.30%, 
while the 10-year and 30-year fell a basis 
point each to 2.15% and 3.33% respective, 
according to MMA’s triple-A 5% scale.

Meanwhile, Treasuries strengthened 
more dramatically. The two-year dropped 
two basis points to 0.45%, while the 10-
year and 30-year both fell three basis 
points to 2.43% and 3.24% respectively. ❑

By Kate Smith



LOS ANGELES — The fate of a state 
school facilities bond proposed for Cal-
ifornia’s November ballot could be de-
termined Thursday in the state Senate’s 
Appropriations Committee.

Gov. Jerry Brown’s administration op-
posed the bill during a Monday appropri-
ations committee hearing.

The administration has concerns about 
the existing school facilities program and 
the appropriate role for the state in financ-
ing school infrastructure, said H.D. Palm-
er, a spokesman for Brown’s Department 
of Finance.

“The bill increases costs in the form 
of additional state-funded debt service, 
which would add to the estimated $3 bil-
lion needed each year to service existing 
debt from general obligation bonds al-
ready issued for K-12 and higher educa-
tion projects,” Palmer said.  

A $9 billion price tag was attached to 
the bill in its original form, but the bond 
authorization amount was removed be-
fore it passed out of the Senate Education 
Committee. 

The current language for Assembly Bill 
2235 classifies the figure as an unspeci-
fied amount of general obligation bonds 
for construction and modernization of 
schools.

The Assembly passed the bill unani-
mously with an urgency clause on May 28.

Sen. Kevin De Leon, D-Los Angeles, 
chairman of the appropriations committee, 
put the school bond bill in the suspense 
file Monday.

Bills with a high price tag are placed 
on suspense, so that they can be consid-
ered in the larger picture of general fund 
pressures, according to a De Leon spokes-
person. 

AB 2235 is on the hearing agenda for 
final consideration on Thursday. 

The Democratec governor’s question 
about what role the state should play in 
funding school facilities is answered in 
that the California constitution “makes 
education a responsibility of the state, not 
local communities,” the bill’s author, As-
semblywoman Joan Buchanan, D-Alamo, 
said in an email.

She cited a lawsuit in which the state 
was sued over the condition of schools in 
impoverished communities. 

It resulted in the state allocating $188 
million for instructional materials and 
$800 million for school building repairs.

“Another risk of not passing a bond is 
the likelihood of similar lawsuits in the 
future,” Buchanan said.

If the state does not provide funding, 
districts that qualify for financial hardship 
will lose the “ability to modernize aging 
schools or build new classrooms to accom-
modate growth or alleviate overcrowding,” 
she said.

Districts that have passed bonds and 
have projects in the pipeline, will need to 
reprioritize projects, Buchanan said.  

“It will be more difficult for these and 
other districts to pass local bonds in the 
future since leveraging local dollars with 
state dollars is a major selling point” with 
voters, Buchanan she said.

The inability to build new schools and 

By Keeley Webster keep up with growth could result in over-
crowding of existing facilities and the pur-
chase of portable classrooms for districts 
that are growing, according to Buchanan.

“The current facility partnership is the 
result of a 1998 agreement in which the 
state, developers, and local districts agreed 
to share funding responsibility,” Buchanan 

said. 
“This was after decades of schools be-

ing overcrowded and the inability of dis-
tricts to pass bonds to modernize schools 
that were 30, 40, 50-years-old. We are at 
risk of returning to these times.”

The state’s bond program to aid districts 
with building projects is out of money. The 

state hasn’t passed a bond for that partic-
ular program since voters passed a $10.4 
billion measure in 2006.

The governor, Palmer said, has concerns 
about the complexity, allocation methods, 
and lack of local control in the current 
bonding program that are not addressed in 
Buchanan’s legislation.  ❑



out as the main source of infrastructure 
spending. 

A higher gasoline tax is needed to 
fund transportation infrastructure spend-
ing in the near term, but Congress must 
find a long-term solution to the HTF’s 
structural imbalance, he said.

“Congress needs to raise the gaso-
line tax by 15 cents a gallon [from the 
current 18.4 cents per gallon], index 
it to inflation and then sunset it after 
five to 10 years,” Rendell said. “By 
that time we should have a handle on a 
miles-traveled fee or some other idea to 
ease away from the reliance on a gaso-
line tax.” 

“Dramatic improvements in vehicle 
fuel efficiency have eroded the long-
term viability of the gas tax as a primary 
source of transportation revenue,” De-
Good and Madowitz said. “Raising the 
gas tax will stabilize the trust fund and 
provide transitional revenue to serve 
as a bridge to a mileage-based user-fee 
system.”

An increase in the gasoline tax is 
“the simplest, most straightforward, 
and most effective way” to generate 
the money needed for a national infra-
structure program, according to Thomas 
Donahue, president of the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce.

The Chamber is willing to consider 
other proposals for a funding mecha-
nism, but will not support a plan to slash 
the federal gas tax and shift responsi-
bility for transportation to the states or 
any other roadblock to a federal role, 
Donahue said.

Measures to raise the federal gas tax 
by 12 to 15 cents a gallon and to impose 
a sales tax on crude oil at the refinery 
have been introduced in Congress, but 
Republican House leaders and President 
Obama oppose a tax increase.

“We need our elected representatives 
to show some courage and leadership,” 
Donahue said. “They need to do what’s 
right for a change, not what’s politically 
expedient.”

The Congressional Budget Office said 
in a May report to the Senate Finance 
Committee that revenues in fiscal 2014 
from the federal taxes of 18.4 cents per 
gallon of gasoline and 24.4 cents of 
diesel will total $38 billion while high-
way and transit expenditures from the 
Highway Trust Fund are expected to 
total $53 billion

Gasoline and diesel tax revenues are 
expected to go up only $1 billion over 
the next 10 years to $39 billion in 2024, 
CBO said. 

Collections from the gasoline tax will 
drop 1% as vehicles become more fuel 
efficient, but a 3% increase from the 
diesel tax and a sales tax on large trucks 
would provide some relief. 

The two taxes provide 90% of the rev-
enue dedicated to the HTF, according to 
the CBO, with the remainder from taxes 
on heavy trucks and tires. 

An increase in the federal gasoline 
tax of five cents per gallon would be 
needed to offset a decline in collections 
due to the higher fuel standards, CBO 
said. 

Existing federal standards require an 
average fuel efficiency of 36.6 miles per 
gallon in 2017 and 54.5 mpg in 2024, up 
from the current 29.4 mpg. 

If the gasoline tax had been indexed 
to inflation when Congress last raised 
it, the tax rate would now be around 
30 cents per gallon, according to Scott 
Zuchorski, senior director of Fitch’s 
global infrastructure and project financ-
ing group. 

Federal regulation raising the av-
erage fuel efficiency of new vehicles 
will cause a 13% reduction in revenues 
from the fuel taxes by 2032 even if the 
per-gallon tax rate goes up, Zuchorski 
said.

“This illustrates the need for other 
sustainable long-term sources of rev-
enue to address the country’s growing 
transportation funding requirements,” 
he said in a report on the status of the 
Highway Trust Fund.

The gasoline tax is quickly losing 
steam and purchasing power, according 
to the Institute on Taxation and Eco-
nomic Policy, a Washington-based non-
profit that studies state and federal tax 
policies. 

“The gasoline tax is the single largest 
source of funding for transportation 
infrastructure in the United States, but 
the tax is on an unsustainable course,” 
ITEP said. 

“Sluggish gas-tax revenue growth has 
put strain on transportation budgets at 
the federal and state levels, and has led 
to countless debates around the country 
about how best to pay for America’s 
infrastructure.”

A 6% drop in gas tax collections 
since the 1990s can be attributed to 
more fuel-efficient vehicles, but failure 
to index federal and state gas tax rates 
to inflation is the major culprit, ITEP 
contends.

If the federal gasoline tax had been 

linked to inflation in 1997, annual rev-
enues would be $20 billion higher and 
sufficient to fund transportation spend-
ing without transfers from the general 
fund, it said.

“In the long run, a replacement to the 
gas tax will be needed if fuel efficiency 
dramatically improves and many drivers 
come to own vehicles that use little or 
no gasoline,” the group said. 

Over the past six years, Congress has 
transferred almost $70 billion into the 
highway fund from the general fund as 
dedicated tax revenues have stagnated 
and expenditures continue to climb. 

The most recent trust fund patch that 
extends the solvency of the highway 
fund through May 31, 2015, relies on a 
transfer of $9.8 billion from the general 
fund into the highway fund, along with 
a $1 billion shift from a fund set up to 
repair and replace leaking underground 
gasoline and oil storage tanks. 

President Obama went ahead and 
signed the Highway  Trust Fund bailout 
legislation on Aug. 8.

The CBO said this summer that fund-
ing a six-year highway bill at current 
spending levels plus the average annual 
increase would require supplementing 
federal taxes on gasoline and diesel with 
more general fund transfers or $100 bil-
lion of new revenue. 

A 10-year bill deepens the shortfall to 
some $170 billion.

Highway spending would have to 
be cut 30% through 2024 and transit 
spending by 65% if only the currently 
dedicated taxes are used to support fed-
eral transportation expenditures, CBO 
economist Joseph Kile said. 

If lawmakers want to match expected 
expenditures with gasoline tax revenues, 
he said, the current 18.4 cent tax would 
need to go up by 10 cents to 15 cents 
per gallon beginning in 2015.

Otherwise, Kile said, a transfer from 
the general fund of $18 billion would be 
needed in fiscal 2015 to keep the fund 

solvent with annual transfers of $13 bil-
lion to $18 billion through 2024.

The highway fund had a $23 billion 
surplus in fiscal 2000, but expenditures 
have exceeded dedicated revenues since 
2008.

Maintaining the existing inventory 
of transportation infrastructure is not 
getting cheaper either.

Federal, state, and local government 
transportation spending is about $100 
billion a year, the Transportation De-
partment said in its latest biannual re-
port on surface transportation, but up 
to $146 billion is needed to extend and 
maintain roads and bridges. 

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers estimates that $93 billion a year 
of additional infrastructure spending 
is needed to work off the maintenance 
backlog and still meet capacity de-
mands. 

Raising the gasoline tax to a level 
where it could support total transpor-
tation infrastructure needs would be 
impossible, Zuchorski said.

“To keep up with the actual transpor-
tation infrastructure need in the U.S. as 
estimated by the CBO, Fitch projects 
the gas tax would need to rise to 75 
cents to 80 cents per gallon, which ap-
pears both politically and economically 
untenable,” he said.

Additional tolling may be the answer, 
Zuchorski said.

“In Fitch’s view, if strategically im-
plemented, tolling can help better link 
costs for parts of the roadway network 
to the ultimate users and better manage 
highway capacity,” he said.

President Obama’s proposed four-
year, $302 billion Grow America Act 
transportation program would allow 
states to toll existing lanes on interstate 
highways if the revenue is dedicated to 
system maintenance. 

A higher gasoline tax may be part of 
the answer to transportation funding, at 
least in the short term, said Pat Jones, 
president of the International Bridge, 
Tunnel and Turnpike Association, but 
more tolling options would help ease 
the funding crunch.

“Rebuilding the interstate highways 
will cost hundreds of billions of dol-
lars over the next several decades and 
current funding sources alone are not 
equal to the task,” Jones said. “States 
should have the flexibility to use tolling 
and other viable funding and financing 
options that make the most sense for 
them.”

Tolling preserves the user-pay ap-
proach of the gasoline tax, Jones said.

“The gasoline tax has been great and 
will be good for the short term, but in 
the long term it is not sustainable,” said 
Jones. “Tolling would be another tool 
that states could use to rebuild their 
roads and bridges.”

But a recent Associated Press poll 
found that 46% of those surveyed ob-
jected to allowing private companies to 
build new roads and bridges in exchange 
for the right to charge tolls. 

None of the several highway fund-



ing proposals found favor in the poll, 
as 40% said they would not support a 
mileage-based road fee to pay for road 
construction and maintenance. Only 
20% were in favor of tolling. Most also 
objected to any increase taxes, with 
58% opposed and 
14% back ing  an  
unspecified tax in-
crease.

Miles Morin,  a  
spokesman for the 
Alliance for Toll-
Free  In te r s ta tes ,  
sa id  to l l s  on  ex-
is t ing inters ta tes  
would force traffic onto state and local 
routes, increasing congestion and costs. 
Tolling has poor poll numbers because 
it’s bad public policy, he said.

“Transportation infrastructure needs 
improvements, but of all the ways to 
fund them, tolling existing interstates is 
the worst,” he said.

Charging motorists for each vehicle 
mile traveled rather than the fuel that 
is consumed would capture the revenue 
lost through more efficient cars.  

Proponents like the idea because the 
fees would be based on actual gas us-
age. 

But critics warn it would jeopardize 

individual privacy rights and be expen-
sive to implement.

The CBO has estimated that a fee or 
tax or 1.3 cents per vehicle mile trav-
eled (VMT) would generate the same 
amount of revenue as the current gaso-
line and diesel taxes, and a levy of 1.85 
cents per mile would fully fund federal 

transportation spending.
Kevin DeGood, director of infrastruc-

ture policy at the Center for American 
Progress and economist Michael Mad-
owitz said Congress should raise the gas 
tax by 15 cents and authorize 10 to 15 
state-based demonstration projects for 
testing the reliability of different types 
of VMT systems that protect privacy 
rights.

With the uncertainties plaguing fu-
ture federal transportation funding and 
declines in the purchasing power of 
their own gasoline taxes, many states 
are looking to increase their own infra-
structure spending. 

Seven states have reformed or in-
creased their gasoline taxes since Febru-
ary 2013, and more than 50% of Amer-
icans live in states with index-linked 
gasoline taxes, ITEP said. 

However, two dozen states have not 
raised their gasoline taxes in more 
than 10 years, and the rate has been 

unchanged for more 
than two decades in 
sixteen states.

Unindexed state 
gas  tax ra tes  are  
down an average of 
17% in purchasing 
power from 1990 
when adjusted for 
construction cost  

inflation, ITEP said, the equivalent of 
a 5 cent per gallon decrease in the state 
tax. 

Eighteen states and the District of 
Columbia link the gasoline tax rate to 
inflation, but 32 do not. 

If those states had indexed their gas 
tax to construction costs when it was 
last raised by lawmakers, they would 
be bringing in more than $10 billion in 
additional gas tax revenue every year, 
ITEP said. 

New Jersey and Tennessee would 
each see more than $500 million of ad-
ditional annual revenue with an indexed 
gas tax. ❑

proposed changes are among the many 
steps we are taking to ensure that EMMA 
continues to evolve in response to chang-
ing municipal market practices and tech-
nological capabilities.”

Conditional trade commitments occur 
when dealers solicit, accept and condition-
ally allocate orders prior to the signing of 
the bond purchase agreement. The prices 
agreed upon do not necessarily reflect 
market conditions at the time of the formal 
award of the bonds. 

Because trades cannot officially be 
executed until the bond purchase agree-
ment is signed and the bonds are formally 
awarded to the underwriter, conditional 
commitments appear on EMMA the same 
day as the day the bonds are issued and 
initially sold. There is no current means 
of distinguishing  between conditional 
commitments and bonds sold the first day.

The MSRB plan would require dealers 

to identify trade reports resulting from 
CTCs with a new indicator and report the 
date and time the CTC was made in a new 
field on the publicly-available trade re-
ports. All dealers, including those outside 
the underwriting group, would include the 
new information on trade reports.

“The CTC indicator, together with the 
date and time at which the pricing of the 
commitment was made, would provide 
important transparency as to whether 
such price is indicative of current market 
conditions,” the MSRB proposal states. 
“Further, capturing the date and time that 
the commitment was formed would en-
able market participants to discern the 
sequence of new-issue trading as well as to 
link specific transactions to market condi-
tions as of the time an order was formed.”

The board indicated interest in the trans-
parency steps in a July 2013 concept re-
lease, which prompted dealers to warn 
that providing such information could be 
burdensome without providing much help 

to investors. 
Leslie Norwood, associate general 

counsel and co-head of munis at the Secu-
rities Industry and Financial Markets As-
sociation, said SIFMA backs the board’s 
goals of increased transparency but con-
tinues to believe that the cost of a CTC 
indicator would outweigh any benefit to 
investors. 

“It’s going to take a rewrite of many 
back-office systems,” Norwood said, ex-
plaining that existing dealer and bank 
computer systems would need to be repro-
grammed to allow for such an indicator. 

Ernesto Lanza, a partner at Greenberg 
Traurig in Washington and ex-MSRB  dep-
uty  director said the CTC indicator could 
prove very helpful to investors, but would 
probably not cause a major shift in market 
practices. “The question is how to do it in 
a way that is not cost-prohibitive or pro-
cess-prohibitive,” he said. 

Another new indicator would identi-
fy which trades occurred via alternative 
trading systems. The MSRB already iden-
tifies deals done through a broker’s broker, 
because the broker’s broker informs the 
MSRB. The board does not currently iden-
tify trades executed through an ATS, but 
is proposing to require that trade reports 
identify if an ATS was used as well as the 
identity of it. 

“Identifying in disseminated transaction 
information that an ATS was employed 
should provide for higher quality research 
and analysis of market structure by provid-
ing information about the extent to which 
ATS’ are used,” the MSRB’s proposal 
states.  ❑



statistics, and overall bond issuance in the 
Southeast would be down by around 16%.

“That’s pretty much the industry aver-
age for issuance being down this year to 
date,” Delahunt said, noting that last year’s 
taxable sales were boosted by a single $2 
billion bond deal by the Florida Hurricane 
Catastrophe Fund.

A drop in refundings also ate into vol-
ume. Straight refunding deals totaled $9.34 
billion, a drop of 32% from last year, while 
combined new money and refundings were 
down 55% to $2.72 billion — a combined 
loss of $5.7 billion in volume.

Delahunt said borrowing is down 
throughout the country because of austeri-
ty, a slow-growing economy and the grow-
ing realization that pension obligations are 
part of issuers’ debt profile.

“That may be, in part, the reason why 
we are seeing not just the Southeast but 
everyone else cut back on debt,” he said. “I 
think everyone is a little reticent to invest” 
in infrastructure.

In Georgia, where volume was up, three 
issuers were among the top-10 sellers in 
the region.

The state brought the largest single of-
fering with $982.9 million of bonds on 
June 17, a deal that made Georgia the re-
gion’s largest issuer during the first half. Of 
that transaction, $823.5 million was new 
money for capital needs.

Atlanta was the second-largest issuer 
with two sales totaling $867.5 million, 
nearly all of which was a refunding for 
Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International 
Airport bonds. 

The Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit 
Authority came in 10th place with $386.7 
million sold for capital needs and to refi-
nance commercial paper notes.

The Georgia and MARTA deals helped 
propel Holland & Knight LLP to become 
the No. 1 ranked bond counsel firm in the 

Southeast, credited with a total of $1.46 
billion in sales.

“The firm has made a strong commit-
ment to our bond practice in the South-
east, resulting in a tremendous increase in 
our volume of work,” said partner Woody 
Vaughan, who worked on the Georgia and 
MARTA financings with senior counsel 
Allison Dyer.

The two joined Holland & Knight in 
Atlanta in February to lead the firm’s push 
into Georgia public finance. Both previ-
ously worked in King & Spalding’s public 
finance group.

Vaughan said 2014 has been a challeng-
ing year in the Southeast so far, and most 
advance refundings have already come to 
market.

This is also an election year for many 
local governments, and that seems to have 
depressed borrowing for infrastructure, he 
noted.

“However, we are seeing more forward 
refundings than in the past, which may be 
a developing trend for the second half of 

2014, especially in Florida,” said Vaughan. 
“As we move beyond the election cycle, 
we also hope to see more infrastructure 
financings in the market.”

Notable offerings of size were brought 
to market in the first half. The state of Lou-
isiana, the third-largest overall issuer in 
the region, sold $815.8 million in three 
transactions.

Issuers in South Carolina placed $1.9 
billion in bonds into the market during the 
first half, a decrease of only 5.7% in sales 
over last year. The South Carolina Public 
Service Authority, better known as Santee 
Cooper, offered $642.3 billion of bonds on 
June 13 — the third-largest single sale in 
the region.

Virginia issuers sold $2.97 billion in 
debt, a drop of 32% over the year before. 
In Kentucky, issuers sold $1.66 billion for 
a decline of 25.2%.

Among the deals sold in the Bluegrass 
state was the University of Kentucky’s 
$239 million transaction on March 4 for 
new construction and renovation. 

The debt deal was rare because the 
bonds were secured by funds from the in-
tercollegiate athletic department and other 
sources.

Issuers in Alabama priced $652 million 
of bonds, down 59.7%. In West Virginia 
sales totaled $227.8 million, a decline of 
38.2%.

Public Financial Management Inc. re-
tained the No. 1 slot as financial advisor 
in the Southeast, credited with $4.3 billion 
in deals.

Public Resources Advisory Group rose 
to second place from fifth in the first half 
of last year with $2 billion in transactions. 
First Southwest Co. slipped to third place 
from second, advising on $1.5 billion of 
deals. Davenport & Co. LLC came in 
fourth, and Lamont Financial Services 
Corp. came in fifth.

Bank of America Merrill Lynch moved 
into first place on the first-half underwrit-
ing table, from second last year, credited 
with $2.96 billion in sales. JPMorgan rose 
to second place from fourth with $2.82 
billion in bonding. 

Citi dropped to third from first with 
$2.39 billion. Morgan Stanley rose to 
fourth place from seventh with $1.74 bil-
lion.

Raymond James, which bought Mem-
phis, Tenn.-based Morgan Keegan in April 
2012, maintained its fifth-place book-run-
ning rank for a second year with $1.7 bil-
lion.

“The acquisition of Morgan Keegan has 
just had a big effect in terms of putting us 
on the map in terms of public finance,” 
Delahunt said.

Kutak Rock LLP, which was not ranked 
in the Southeast’s top 10 last year, rose 
to the second place as bond counsel with 
$1.16 billion in par amount of bonds. 

Bryant Miller Olive PA ranked third 
with $1.1 billion in deals. Foley & Judell 
came in fourth, and Haynsworth Sinkler 
Boyd PA was fifth. ❑

The Top Five
The Southeast’s biggest states for muni issuance in first half 2014

Source: Thomson Reuters
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The Halifax Hospital Medical Center 
will pay a $1 million settlement, plus 
$10.9 million in legal costs to close out 
a federal case involving false claims and 
Medicare overbilling.

The payments won’t violate addition-
al bond covenants, the Daytona Beach-
based Medical Center said in a notice 
to bondholders posted on the Municipal 
Securities Rulemaking Board’s online 
EMMA disclosure website Aug. 6.

The most recent payments totaling 
$11.9 million are on top of an $85 mil-
lion settlement in March that did violate 
covenants.

Halifax, a public health system on 
Florida’s east coast, paid $85 million to 
the U.S. Department of Justice in March 
after a federal judge ruled that contracts 
between Halifax and its medical oncolo-
gists violated the Stark Law.

The Stark Law forbids a hospital from 
billing Medicare for certain services re-
ferred by physicians who have a financial 
relationship with the hospital.

In addition to the $85 million, the hos-
pital entered a corporate integrity agree-
ment, obligating itself to undertake cer-
tain reforms and to have federal health 
care claims reviewed for the next five 
years.

The Stark Law violation caused Hal-
ifax to violate its bond covenants under 
the master trust indenture. The settlement 
payment also violated covenants relating 
to debt-service coverage ratios.

The health care system had $342.1 
million of outstanding bonds at the end 
of fiscal 2013.

In response to the $85 million pay-
ment, Fitch Ratings in March downgrad-
ed Halifax’s ratings to BBB from BBB-
plus, and placed the new rating on “watch 
negative.” Fitch said the lower rating was 
due to the health care system’s “reduced 
unrestricted liquidity position” in addi-
tion to modest profitability and elevated 
leverage.

Standard & Poor’s also lowered its 
ratings in March to BBB-plus from A- 
minus due to lower liquidity, and said the 

outlook is stable.
The most recent payments were related 

to claims made by Elin Baklid-Kunz, 
a former hospital employee and whis-
tleblower, who said that the hospital ad-
mitted some patients without justifica-
tion and overbilled Medicare by $82.2 
million.

Halifax agreed to pay $5.4 million for 
Baklid-Kunz’s attorney’s fees and costs, 
according to the material-event notice on 
EMMA.

Without admitting it did anything 
wrong, the hospital paid the DOJ another 
$1 million to settle claims regarding the 
medical necessity of admissions. 

Halifax also agreed to pay the de-
partment $4.5 million for legal fees and 
costs.

Halifax is a full-service and accredited 
acute-care hospital licensed to operate 
764 beds. It owns three inpatient hospi-
tals and several ambulatory facilities. 

A federal appeals court sided with 
Kentucky and Indiana and dismissed 
a lawsuit over the massive $2.6 billion 
Ohio River Bridges Project being built 
by the two states.

The Louisville-based Coalition for 
the Advancement of Regional Transpor-
tation, also known as CART, brought 
the appeal hoping to overturn a district 
judge’s ruling in July 2013, which dis-
missed the suit against the states.

In affirming dismissal of the com-
plaint, the Sixth U.S. Circuit Court of 
Appeals ruled Aug. 7 that CART failed 
to prove two essential points: that the 
states did not properly follow environ-
mental laws and that they violated the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 when they ap-
proved the Louisville-Southern Indiana 
Ohio River Bridges Project.

The three-judge panel said the states 
“fully discharged their duties” under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
that CART’s “evidence is insufficient to 
create a genuine issue of material fact on 

whether the state defendants intentionally 
discriminated on the basis of race in con-
nection with the project.”

“This ruling affirms the hard work 
of our project team,” Kentucky Trans-
portation Secretary Mike Hancock said 
Aug. 11. “The law has been scrupulously 
followed as we have assessed and doc-
umented the effect of the Ohio River 
Bridges project on the environment and 
population of the Louisville and Southern 
Indiana area.”

CART’s attorney, David Coyte, could 
not be reached for comment about the 
decision or whether his client would ap-
peal further.

In December, Kentucky closed on 
$728 million of bonds and notes to fund 
a major portion of its $1.3 billion share 
of the project.

Legal problems for the Bluegrass state 
are not over, however. 

On July 25 Maureen Mathis, an Af-
rican-American woman, filed a federal 
discrimination lawsuit contending that 
Kentucky officials delayed approving 
the Disadvantaged Business Enterprises 
recertification for her contracting firm, 
and that cost the firm a “valuable busi-
ness opportunity” to work on the bridge 
project in Louisville.

The refusal to recertify Mathis and her 
company was based on “racial animus 
toward African Americans” by certain 
state officials, and that they “intention-
ally discriminate against African Amer-
ican-owned businesses with regard to 
DBE certification giving preference to 
a different class of minorities, namely 
businesses owned by white females,” the 
complaint said.

 

Louisiana Treasurer John Kennedy 
fired off a seven-page letter letting the 
state attorney know that he is not pleased 
with a federal housing discrimination 
settlement.

State Attorney General James “Buddy” 
Caldwell authorized the settlement on 

behalf of the State Bond Commission, 
which was accepted by federal Judge 
Martin Feldman on July 31.

Feldman closed the case, though it can 
be reopened if the SBC fails to abide by 
its terms.

Kennedy, who is chairman of the SBC, 
said in a letter Aug. 11 that his opposi-
tion to the settlement was made known 
to Caldwell before it was filed with the 
court.

“The proposed settlement should have 
been brought back to the commission for 
its consideration and a vote ... especially 
after opposition to it was known,” Kenne-
dy wrote to Caldwell. “Only in this way 
could the members of the commission 
express their positions on it, in the proper 
public forum, and vote on it up or down.”

Kennedy went on to say that he be-
lieves the agreement leaves the SBC 
“subject to indirect, if not direct, con-
tinuing supervision” by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice for an indefinite period, 
which will allow the federal government 
to question SBC decisions on housing 
matters.

“This has always been the most ob-
jectionable part of any settlement of this 
case to all members of the commission,” 
he wrote.

The SBC was “accused of discrimina-
tion and violation of federal law in this 
case,” neither of which was true, Ken-
nedy said. The state should have gone 
to trial.

Kennedy told The Bond Buyer on Aug. 
1 that he was “shocked” and “appalled” 
that the attorney general entered the set-
tlement without coming back to the Bond 
Commission.

The settlement states that the SBC 
must comply with the Fair Housing Act, 
which applies prospectively to any mora-
torium or policy that would prevent con-
sideration of affordable housing projects 
in New Orleans.

A spokesman for the attorney gener-
al’s office said the Bond Commission 
authorized the settlement at its July 17 
meeting.

Video of that meeting, however, 
shows that the SBC voted only to reopen  
negotiations after rejecting the terms of 
a settlement proposed earlier this year. 
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ALCity of Robertsdale, Alabama 08/08/2014
ALLowndes County, Alabama 08/11/2014
ARArkansas Development Finance Authority 08/07/2014
CASan Bernardino City Unified School District 08/08/2014
CARosemead School District (Los Angeles County, California) 08/12/2014
FLCity of Stuart, Florida 08/12/2014
FLCity of Marco Island, Florida 08/11/2014
FLCity of Riviera Beach Utility Special District 08/08/2014
FLCity of St.Petersburg, Florida 08/08/2014
MOHarrisonville R-IX School District of Cass County, Missouri 08/07/2014
NMAlbuquerque Municipal School District No.12, Bernalillo and Sandoval Counties 08/07/2014
OHCircleville City School District, Ohio 08/13/2014
OHThe University of Akron (A State University of Ohio) 08/13/2014
OHWestlake City School District, Ohio 08/13/2014
SCFlorence County, South Carolina 08/13/2014
SDPennington County, South Dakota 08/07/2014
VAEconomic Development Authority of James City County, Virginia 08/12/2014
VACounty of Northumberland, Virginia 08/07/2014
VTVermont Municipal Bond Bank 08/08/2014

Victor Kuo 803-8612
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COMPETITIVE

8/13-WILLIAMSON COUNTY, TN GO & COUNTY DIST SCHOOL & SCHOOL REF BONDS, SRS 2014, 2014A&B
8/19-STURGEON BAY (CITY OF), WI GO REFUNDING BONDS (2014)
8/19-MONTGOMERY COUNTY MUD NO. 112, TX UNLIMITED TAX BONDS, SRS 2014
8/19- GEORGETOWN (CITY OF), TX UTILITY SYSTEM REVENUE BONDS, SRS 2014A
8/14- MONTGOMERY COUNTY MUD NO.90, TX UNLIMITED TAX BONDS, SRS 2014
\8/14-PETALUMA CITY ESD, CA GO BONDS, ELECTION OF 2014, SERIES A
08/14- PETALUMA JOINT UHSD, CA GO BONDS, ELECTION OF 2014, SERIES A
8/18-GRINNELL (CITY OF), IA GO LOCAL OPTION SALES&SERVICES TAX REF CAPITAL LOAN NOTES, 
SRS 2014
8/18-LANCASTER (CITY OF) WI, GO LIBRARY & WATER SYSTEM REVENUE BONDS, SRS 2014
8/19-WAKE (COUNTY OF), NC GO PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT BONDS, SRS 2014
8/19-URBANDALE, IA GO REFUNDING BONDS, SRS 2014C
8/20-WINTHROP (TOWN OF), ME GO BONDS SERIES 2014
8/20-MORAINE PARK TECHNICAL COLLEGE DISTRICT, WI GO PROMISSORY NOTES, SRS 2014-15A
8/20-APPLETON (CITY OF), WI GO PROMISSORY NOTES, SRS 2014
8/20-GALVESTON COUNTY MUD NO. 54, TX UNLIMITED TAX & CONTRACT REVENUE BONDS, SRS 2014 
8/21-DENTON (CITY OF), TX GO REFUNDING BONDS, SRS 2014
8/27-COLLIN COUNTY MUD NO. 1, TX UNLIMITED TAX ROAD BONDS, SRS 2014 

I-DEAL PROSPECTUS

ELECTRONIC OFFICIAL STATEMENTS
NEGOTIATED

Montgomery County MUD No. 94, TX Unlimited Tax Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014A
Leakey ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Sch Building Bonds, Srs 2014 
Hidalgo ISD, TX Unlimited Tax ref Bonds, Srs 2014 
Fort Bend County MUD No. 143, TX Unlimited Tax Ref Bonds, Srs 2014
Argyle ISD, TX Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds, Srs 2014
Robinson ISD, TX Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds, Srs 2014
College Station (City of), TX GO Improv & Ref Bonds & COO, Sts 2014
Snyder CISD, TX Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds, Srs 2014
Hays CISD, TX Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds, Srs 2014**PLEASE BE ADVISED that the 
document linked below replaces in its entirety a previous version of the Preliminary Official Statement
dated August 5, 2014.  The taxable assessed valuations in the Preliminary Official Statement 
have been updated.**
Massachusetts HFA, MA Single Family Housing Revenue Bonds, Srs 171 (Non-AMT)
Argyle ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014**THE POS HAS BEEN REVISED
McKinney (City of), TX  GO & Ref Bonds, Srs 2014 & Taxable Srs 2014
Parish of Iberia Parishwide SD, LA GO School Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014A**S&P’S RATINGS 
REPORT HAS BEEN ADDED
Augusta (City of), ME 2014 Pension Oblig Ref (Taxable), Srs A & 2014 GO Bonds, Srs B
Pelham (City of), Al GO Warrants, Srs 2014
Manor ISD, TX Unltd Tax School Building Bonds, Srs 2014
Argyle ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014
El Paso (City of), TX Combo Tax & Rev COO, Srs 2014 & GO Ref Bonds, Srs 2014A***THE 
POS HAS BEEN REVISED***
Austin ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Ref Bonds, Srs 214A&B
Llano ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Sch Bldg Bonds. Srs 2014
Parish of Iberia Parishwide SD, LA GO School Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014A
El Paso (City of), TX Combo Tax & Rev COO, Srs 2014 & GO Ref Bonds, Srs 2014A
Dripping Springs ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Sch Bldg & Ref Bonds, Srs 2014
Miami ISD, TX Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds, Srs 2014
Dodd City ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Sch Building Bonds, Srs 2014
Harris County MUD No. 389, TX Unltd Tax Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014
Eagle Mountain-Saginaw ISD, TX Variable Rate Unlimited Tax Sch Bldg Bonds, Srs 2011
Dimmitt ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014
Coppell ISD, TX Unlimited Tax School Building Bonds, Srs 2014
Northside ISD, TX Variable Rate Unltd Tax School Bldg Bonds, Srs 2011
Fort Bend County MUD No.46, Texas Unlimited Tax Ref Bonds, Srs 2014
Hearne ISD, TX Unlimited Tax Refunding Bonds, Srs 2014

FOR MORE INFORMATION, CONTACT:

JOHN HESTER (212)-849-5125
JAMES KELLUM (212) 849-5156

• Full service electronic 
document delivery and 
tracking system
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8/14 – Sumner Co USD #353, KS
8/14 – Campbell (Town), NY
8/14 – Jefferson Co SD Fin Corp, KY
8/14 – Montgomery Co MUD #90, TX
8/14 – Cheektowaga Sloan UFSD, NY
8/14 – Hendrick Hudson Ctrl SD, NY
8/14 – Tioga Pub SD #15, ND
8/14 – Kentucky Interl Sch Transp, KY
8/14 – Petaluma City ESD, CA
8/14 – Petaluma Joint Union HSD, CA
8/14 – E Bloomfield Ctrl SD, NY
8/14 – Spotsylvania Co Econ Dev Auth, VA
8/14 – Owego Apalachin Ctrl SD, NY
8/14 – Hopkinsville, KY
8/14 – Kingman, KS
8/18 – Minnetrista, MN
8/18 – Lancaster, WI
8/18 – Goodhue County, MN
8/18 – Harvey Co Pub Bldg Comm, KS
8/18 – Augusta, KS
8/18 – Grinnell, IA
8/18 – White Pine Co SD, NV
8/18 – Clearbrook-Gonvick ISD #2311, MN
8/18 – Buffalo, MN
8/18 – New Salem-Almont Pub SD #49, ND
8/18 – Harris Co MUD #285, TX
8/19 – Orchard Farm SD #5, MO
8/19 – Lenexa, KS
8/19 – Manhattan, KS
8/19 – Georgetown, TX
8/19 – Tri-Valley Ctrl SD, NY
8/19 – Urbandale, IA
8/19 – Thief River Falls, MN
8/19 – S San Francisco USD, CA
8/19 – Kenosha County, WI
8/19 – Wake County, NC
8/19 – SE Reg Trans Auth, MA
8/19 – Kalamazoo Pub Schs, MI
8/19 – Sturgeon Bay, WI
8/19 – Carver Co Comm Dev Agy, MN
8/19 – East Hampton (Town), NY
8/19 – Hanover (Town), MA
8/19 – Haverhill, MA
8/19 – Porter Spec Util Dt, TX
8/19 – Montgomery Co MUD #112, TX
8/19 – Lawrence, MA
8/19 – Montgomery Co SD Fin Corp, KY
8/20 – Moraine Park Tech Coll Dt, WI
8/20 – Groveland (Town), MA
8/20 – Winthrop (Town), ME
8/20 – Knoxville, TN
8/20 – Bronxville Vlg, NY
8/20 – Ossining UFSD, NY
8/20 – Brooklawn Boro BOE, NJ
8/20 – Cokato, MN
8/20 – Appleton, WI
8/20 – Galveston Co MUD #54, TX
8/20 – East Rockaway UFSD, NY
8/21 – Chippewa Vly Tech Coll Dt, WI
8/21 – New Castle, IN
8/21 – Denton, TX
8/21 – Hamilton Twp (Mercer), NJ
8/25 – Alexandria, MN
8/26 – Milwaukee Area Tech Coll, WI
8/26 – Warren, MI  
8/27 – Sedgwick Co Pub Bldg Comm, KS
8/27 – Perris ESD, CA
8/27 – Wildwood Crest Borough, NJ
8/27 – Colin Co MUD #1, TX
8/27 – White Pigeon Comm Schs, MI

BiDCOMP®/Parity®

www.newissuehome.i-deal.com
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APPROVED

Tuesday, Aug 05, 2014

MICHIGAN

Bentley Comm SD--$5,285,000
Construction and improvements

Grosse Pointe Woods--$10,000,000
Roads improvements

Inland Lakes Schs--$8,170,000
Construction, technology and improvements

Manchester Comm Schs--$3,635,000
Construction, technology, improvements and bus 
purchase

Manchester Vlg--$635,000
A new Main Street bridge

Paw Paw Pub Schs--$12,390,000
Construction and improvements

Paw Paw Pub Schs--$1,670,000
Construction

South Lake Schools--$25,585,000
Improvements

MISSOURI

Ashland--$7,000,000
Sewer

Bloomfield--$10,000,000
Water and sewer system

Neelyville R-IV SD--$1,500,000
Improvements

WASHINGTON

Spokane Co Fire Prot Dist #4--$9,595,000
Land, fire station, vehicles and equipment

Tuesday, Aug 12, 2014

MINNESOTA

Lake Crystal ISD #2071--$12,000,000
Additions and improvements

WISCONSIN

Brown Deer SD--$3,960,000
Refinancing of prior obligation of the district

Oconto Falls SD--$2,200,000
Construct football field/track, site work and park-
ing lot improvements

DEFEATED

Tuesday, Aug 05, 2014

MICHIGAN

Essexville-Hampton Pub Schs--$41,000,000
Modernization and upgrades

Schoolcraft Comm Schs--$14,400,000
Construction, technology and improvements

MISSOURI

Neosho R-V SD--$24,000,000
Build a new school

OHIO

Licking Heights LSD--$26,575,000
Construction and improvements

Logan Elm LSD--$38,872,631
Improvements to school buildings

WASHINGTON

Peninsula SD #401--$60,000,000
Renovation and upgrades

Tuesday, Aug 12, 2014

WISCONSIN

North Crawford SD--$1,300,000
Construction, renovation, furnishings and equip-
ment

Tentative dates for negotiated sales of $1 million or more.  SHADED LISTINGS ARE NEW. 
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For complete listings go to www.bondbuyer.com



. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9,215.5 245 13,650.1 356 –32.5

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  652.1 61 1,616.8 108 –59.7
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6,243.6 113 7,538.7 134 –17.2
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,078.2 53 2,940.4 84 +4.7
Kentucky. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,660.4 99 2,220.3 122 –25.2
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,847.3 51 2,423.4 54 –23.8
Mississippi. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  308.7 31 765.0 55 –59.6
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,743.8 32 5,275.2 70 –66.9
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,908.6 45 2,023.8 58 –5.7
Tennessee. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,138.2 48 2,208.4 68 –48.5
Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,972.4 41 4,372.3 61 –32.0

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  822.3 29 2,961.9 31 –72.2
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5,267.3 200 7,620.7 233 –30.9
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,486.5 15 636.2 19 +133.7
Environmental Facilities . . . .  165.8 3 522.7 12 –68.3
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  962.9 25 2,054.0 44 –53.1
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  668.1 24 1,644.7 34 –59.4
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  748.0 31 797.9 36 –6.3
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  4,105.8 42 2,278.5 29 +80.2
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,822.1 52 4,641.9 145 –60.7

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19,594.8 507 24,196.7 707 –19.0
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,288.7 66 7,063.1 109 –81.8

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9,717.0 311 11,960.5 310 –18.8
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9,343.9 229 13,742.9 416 –32.0

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11,752.8 286 19,746.5 468 –40.5
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7,910.3 228 9,398.8 277 –15.8

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14,885.5 361 21,867.6 546 –31.9

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20,304.7 556 28,539.0 794 –28.9
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  695.5 13 380.4 12 +82.8
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  100.2 4 253.3 7 –60.4
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14.6 2 36.9 3 –60.4
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  638.6 8 2,469.2 10 –74.1

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  707.8 49 567.9 41 +24.6
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  268.8 4 21.3 3 +1162.0
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 128.3 1 –100.0
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 152.5 4 –100.0

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  2,550.4 15 3,338.5 14 –23.6
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  4,384.3 74 9,150.2 91 –52.1
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  2,917.0 85 4,302.3 141 –32.2
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  4,054.3 128 3,467.7 163 +16.9
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,213.6 176 3,252.2 214 –1.2
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  3,835.5 88 6,851.3 177 –44.0
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  826.1 18 1,330.1 26 –37.9
Direct Issuers . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 60.4 2 –100.0
Tribal Governments . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Qualified Sch Construction . .  13.8 1.0 94.4 1 –85.4



. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  245.7 27 591.8 54 –58.5

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21.9 3 35.6 5 –38.5
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  225.1 15 509.1 20 –55.8
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  9.1 2 24.3 5 –62.6
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 31.2 2 –100.0
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10.0 1 395.0 8 –97.5
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.0 1 1.2 1 +233.3
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  51.2 3 0.0 0 n.m.
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  25.0 1 3.6 1 +594.4
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38.8 7 302.5 32 –87.2

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  607.1 51 1,388.6 92 –56.3
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  45.1 10 197.7 15 –77.2

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  284.1 31 680.8 39 –58.3
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  255.7 19 544.5 45 –53.0

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  598.4 58 953.7 89 –37.3
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 414.7 11 –100.0

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  267.6 20 947.8 58 –71.8

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  648.1 60 1,473.0 105 –56.0
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  4.0 1 75.8 2 –94.7
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  168.3 18 86.4 13 +94.8
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 9.3 1 –100.0
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  109.1 3 172.7 1 –36.8
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  35.6 6 97.3 14 –63.4
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  322.0 35 364.9 38 –11.8
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  88.9 9 160.0 12 –44.4
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  77.8 7 652.7 37 –88.1
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  18.7 1 169.3 6 –89.0
Direct Issuers . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,172.6 49 3,178.6 64 –0.2

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  546.2 16 2,293.0 7 –76.2
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,718.1 29 1,463.6 19 +17.4
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  608.1 5 402.1 4 +51.2
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 147.8 2 –100.0
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  503.6 11 413.6 8 +21.8
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  110.1 5 210.5 4 –47.7
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  250.7 2 51.5 2 +386.8
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,355.3 10 990.5 8 +36.8
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  540.3 11 791.0 24 –31.7

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5,696.7 102 5,012.1 116 +13.7
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  134.5 8 2,323.7 15 –94.2

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,164.4 49 3,022.9 42 –28.4
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,462.7 57 3,589.4 80 –3.5

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,836.2 67 5,077.6 88 –24.4
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  870.1 8 1,674.6 11 –48.0

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5,762.9 107 6,401.2 126 –10.0

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5,366.6 100 7,278.5 129 –26.3
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  356.9 5 22.7 2 +1472.2
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  71.0 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7.4 1 31.8 1 –76.7
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  414.1 5 200.0 1 +107.1

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  196.2 6 167.8 8 +16.9
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  203.8 3 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 102.4 3 –100.0

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  969.1 19 3,736.3 19 –74.1
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  1,136.4 16 863.1 20 +31.7
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  699.4 14 435.0 19 +60.8
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,544.2 44 878.3 51 +75.8
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  1,876.7 19 1,596.0 24 +17.6
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  17.7 1 30.0 1 –41.0

Qualified Sch Construction . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
0.0 0



. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,312.3 19 1,017.7 29 +28.9

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36.0 2 126.0 4 –71.4
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  379.8 17 728.6 27 –47.9
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 .8 1 –100.0
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 230.3 4 –100.0
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7.8 5 275.5 9 –97.2
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  193.0 6 161.3 3 +19.7
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  11.2 2 94.1 5 –88.1
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,239.6 6 23.0 1 +5289.6
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  189.9 5 645.0 21 –70.6

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,640.0 39 2,493.1 70 +5.9
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  221.3 12 447.3 14 –50.5

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,318.0 34 1,385.9 46 –4.9
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,314.9 15 1,349.5 31 –2.6

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,610.3 29 1,807.8 66 –10.9
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,302.2 9 818.2 9 +59.2

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,855.2 35 1,869.2 64 –0.7

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,932.6 48 2,570.0 75 +14.1
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  31.4 2 86.6 3 –63.7
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  11.0 1 243.1 5 –95.5
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  103.2 2 40.8 1 +152.9

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  34.6 1 24.4 4 +41.8
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 7.0 1 –100.0
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  982.9 5 685.0 3 +43.5
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  184.2 4 149.4 1 +23.3
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  17.0 2 270.9 4 –93.7
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  942.9 8 112.8 12 +735.9
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  188.4 7 274.3 12 –31.3
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  762.8 27 1,448.0 52 –47.3
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  706.6 40 1,136.7 59 –37.8

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25.5 1 152.1 2 –83.2
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  848.8 67 1,031.4 72 –17.7
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.0 2 89.0 3 –95.5
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 44.4 2 –100.0
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  76.9 2 207.8 5 –63.0
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  17.3 4 15.6 5 +10.9
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  554.7 9 38.5 3 +1340.8
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26.3 5 329.6 9 –92.0

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,286.7 88 1,339.3 112 –3.9
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  231.9 8 878.8 9 –73.6

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  607.0 60 1,039.8 46 –41.6
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  871.8 37 859.4 70 +1.4

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  688.9 14 1,201.2 12 –42.6
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  968.5 84 1,000.1 108 –3.2

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,573.9 90 2,060.3 98 –23.6

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,644.9 98 1,651.5 120 –0.4
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  0.0 0 5.0 1 –100.0
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  15.5 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 563.8 1 –100.0

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  17.8 4 105.6 6 –83.1
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 5.0 1 –100.0
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  443.3 13 1,157.9 15 –61.7
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  43.6 5 87.0 11 –49.9
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  36.0 6 176.6 13 –79.6
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  436.6 58 679.9 68 –35.8
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  346.4 11 98.3 13 +252.4
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  354.6 6 20.6 2 +1621.4



. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,016.2 26 751.6 21 +35.2

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15.7 2 146.8 2 –89.3
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  298.6 23 485.2 22 –38.5
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 28.6 1 –100.0
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 40.0 2 –100.0
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 16.8 1 –100.0
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11.5 2 28.6 3 –59.8
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  34.1 5 343.9 4 –90.1
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  569.8 6 424.1 4 +34.4
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  524.8 7 341.6 7 +53.6

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,688.8 49 1,847.1 43 –8.6
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  158.5 2 386.4 8 –59.0

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,285.0 31 1,306.2 25 –1.6
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  403.4 19 1,117.2 29 –63.9

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,091.4 29 1,825.3 43 –40.2
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  755.9 22 431.8 9 +75.1

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,021.4 21 1,737.1 33 –41.2

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,714.6 48 2,021.2 50 –15.2
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  11.5 2 0.0 0 –69.3
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  0.0 0 6.5 1 –100.0
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.1 1 –100.0
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  121.3 1 395.6 2 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  196.2 12 45.4 2 +332.2
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  815.8 4 846.4 5 –3.6
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  259.4 6 562.0 11 –53.8
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  51.8 6 41.6 4 +24.5
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  297.5 4 69.0 5 +331.2
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  389.2 28 564.3 23 –31.0
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  33.6 3 141.5 3 –76.3
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  0.0 0 198.7 3 –100.0

. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  47.8 14 287.2 21 –83.4

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 68.0 4 –100.0
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  135.8 9 155.8 13 –12.8
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 2.4 1 –100.0
Environmental Facilities . . . .  29.1 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.5 1 29.9 3 –88.3
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 38.1 1 –100.0
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  8.0 1 78.8 4 –89.8
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  89.8 5 176.8 4 –49.2
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8.5 2 136.1 9 –93.8

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  283.0 28 649.6 49 –56.4
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25.7 3 115.4 6 –77.7

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  145.0 19 210.8 18 –31.2
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  73.9 11 502.3 36 –85.3

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  282.2 18 678.6 40 –58.4
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25.8 11 40.9 12 –36.9

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  168.0 8 575.1 23 –70.8

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  308.7 31 761.1 54 –59.4
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  0.0 0 3.8 1 n.m.
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  15.3 2 90.0 1 –83.0
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  136.4 6 521.3 13 –73.8
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  21.4 6 97.5 14 –78.1
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  15.1 10 77.8 17 –80.6
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22.5 7 68.4 11 –67.1
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  113.3 2 0.0 0 n.m.



. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  503.1 13 3,412.6 35 –85.3

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  284.0 6 1,221.6 15 –76.8
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 73.5 2 –100.0
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 332.4 5 –100.0
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54.3 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  15.3 2 37.4 4 –59.1
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.6 1 471.0 2 –99.0
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  243.8 3 415.0 9 –41.3

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,637.5 26 4,459.5 62 –63.3
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  106.3 6 790.7 7 –86.6

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  735.1 19 1,624.9 17 –54.8
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  790.6 10 2,380.2 39 –66.8

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  854.7 16 2,839.7 43 –69.9
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  673.3 11 2,031.8 18 –66.9

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  728.1 18 2,791.8 39 –73.9

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,563.8 31 4,176.5 64 –62.6
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  180.0 1 153.3 2 –100.0
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 945.4 4 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 128.3 1 –100.0
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  506.3 2 1,571.0 5 –67.8
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  54.3 1 770.7 6 –93.0
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  349.8 10 1,160.5 30 –69.9
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  523.2 12 1,037.3 18 –49.6
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26.2 1 30.2 1 –13.2
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 288.2 3 –100.0
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  284.0 6 417.3 7 –31.9

. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  607.0 17 617.4 18 –1.7

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 86.2 2 –100.0
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  562.6 21 1,192.9 24 –52.8
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  681.9 3 23.3 2 +2826.6
Environmental Facilities . . . .  71.7 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  95.0 2 35.5 1 +167.6
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 55.4 2 –100.0
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  147.9 8 80.6 6 +83.5
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  63.4 1 124.0 3 –48.9
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22.7 2 186.6 2 –87.8

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,801.3 40 1,548.2 49 +16.3
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35.7 4 465.5 8 –92.3

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,413.4 26 710.8 24 +98.8
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  457.6 17 1,164.8 28 –60.7

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  865.5 11 1,247.2 17 –30.6
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  903.5 29 655.8 35 +37.8

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,035.6 16 1,454.5 24 –28.8

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,854.7 43 1,695.1 56 +9.4
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  46.8 1 0.0 0 –100.0
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7.2 1 5.0 1 +44.0
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 323.6 1 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  47.5 3 24.7 2 +92.3
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 50.1 1 –100.0

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  111.6 2 0.0 0 n.m.
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  721.7 6 491.9 7 +46.7
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  394.3 11 455.4 15 –13.4
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  108.9 4 70.7 7 +54.0
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  463.4 17 408.0 20 +13.6
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  73.2 4 445.6 5 –83.6
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  35.5 1 91.9 2 –61.4



. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  457.6 23 746.0 30 –38.7

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 6.7 1 –100.0
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  37.8 4 95.2 8 –60.3
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  183.3 3 65.7 2 +179.0
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 86.0 2 –100.0
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  164.5 4 224.7 5 –26.8
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  23.6 2 4.0 1 +490.0
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  5.5 2 2.5 1 +120.0
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65.6 6 667.6 18 –90.2

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,083.3 42 2,039.6 58 –46.9
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28.9 5 136.5 8 –78.8

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  593.4 21 906.7 27 –34.6
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  495.1 21 1,004.3 31 –50.7

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  806.5 19 1,468.9 23 –45.1
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  331.7 29 727.8 44 –54.4

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  508.6 17 1,042.0 27 –51.2

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,138.2 48 2,204.6 67 –48.4
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  0.0 0 3.8 1 –100.0
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  15.2 2 23.6 5 –35.6
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  150.0 2 215.9 2 –30.5
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  178.8 16 391.5 20 –54.3
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  552.5 18 373.7 22 +47.8
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54.2 5 132.5 11 –59.1
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  202.7 7 1,094.8 13 –81.5
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Qualified Sch Construction . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,126.3 15 1,677.1 21 –32.8

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  162.2 4 27.5 3 +489.8
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  748.4 7 473.8 7 +58.0
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Environmental Facilities . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  297.4 4 425.0 5 –30.0
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 696.2 9 –100.0
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  170.7 1 88.5 4 +92.9
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  198.0 1 24.6 2 +704.9
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  159.2 3 766.8 9 –79.2

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,686.5 34 3,164.3 45 –15.1
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  285.9 7 1,208.0 16 –76.3

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,098.3 15 966.2 21 +13.7
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,063.7 19 1,179.0 20 –9.8

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  890.9 15 2,278.2 33 –60.9
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,079.1 25 1,603.1 20 +29.7

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,736.4 19 2,659.4 42 –34.7

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,969.7 40 4,339.1 60 –31.6
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  0.0 0 33.1 1 n.m.
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  2.7 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  16.8 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  133.8 2 236.2 1 –43.4
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,171.3 9 1,326.8 14 –11.7
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  688.2 7 837.4 9 –17.8
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  547.5 14 696.0 9 –21.3
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 24.2 1 –100.0
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  429.3 8 1,062.6 25 –59.6
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  2.4 1 188.9 2 –98.7



. . .
First Quarter  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20.4 2 233.4 4 –91.3

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14.9 1 20.0 1 –25.5
Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28.4 2 263.5 6 –89.2
Electric Power. . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Environmental Facilities . . . .  65.0 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Healthcare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  45.6 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53.7 3 21.0 1 +155.7
Public Facilities . . . . . . . . . . .  18.1 1 3.6 1 +402.8
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Utilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2.2 1 60.4 5 –96.4

Tax-Exempt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  184.1 8 255.2 11 –27.9
Taxable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14.9 1 113.2 3 –86.8

New-Money. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  73.5 6 105.4 5 –30.3
Refunding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  154.4 4 52.6 7 +193.5

Negotiated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  227.8 10 368.4 14 –38.2
Competitive . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  227.8 10 329.1 12 –30.8

Fixed-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  162.8 9 368.4 14 –55.8
Variable-Rate (Short Put). . . .  65.0 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Variable-Rate (Long/No Put) .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Zero-Coupon. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Linked-Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

Bond Insurance . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Letter of Credit . . . . . . . . . . . .  65.0 1 0.0 0 n.m.
Standby Purch Agreements . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Insured Mortgages  . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

State Governments. . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
State Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . .  185.6 5 45.4 2 +308.8
Counties & Parishes. . . . . . . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . .  9.3 3 53.9 3 –82.7
District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0.0 0 32.2 4 –100.0
Local Authorities . . . . . . . . . .  33.0 2 23.6 2 +39.8
Colleges & Universities . . . . .  0.0 0 213.3 3 –100.0

Qualified Sch Construction . .  0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.
0.0 0 0.0 0 n.m.

to wrap at least some of the new bonds, 
which would feature a senior lien on the 
department’s revenues.

The city asked Bankruptcy Judge Ste-
ven Rhodes to approve the financings, 
which include the tender offer, a refunding 
of the tendered debt, a refunding of cur-
rently callable debt, and $190 million of 
new money bonds.

Without the financing, and especial-
ly the $190 million new money piece, 
the department’s capital budget “will be 
perilously depleted beginning in Octo-
ber 2014,” risking non-compliance with 
federal environmental standards, the city 
warned.

The documents 
give the first glimpse 
of settlement details 
reached with holders 
of the water and sew-
er bonds.

The city reached 
the settlement af-
ter mediation with 
insurers Assured, 
Berkshire Hathaway 
Assurance Corp.,  
Financial Guaranty 
Insurance Co. and 
National Public Fi-
nance Guarantee.

There was in addition an ad hoc com-
mittee of water and sewer bondholders 
that includes Blackrock Financial Man-
agement Inc., Eaton Vance Management, 
Fidelity Management & Research Co., 
Franklin Advisors Inc., as well as Nuveen 
Asset Management, plus trustee US Bank 
NA.

“Based on preliminary feedback from 
certain large institutional holders of ex-
isting DWSD bonds, the city is informed 
and, therefore, believes that there is suffi-
cient interest in the tender among bond-
holders to achieve a successful result,” the 
city said in the court documents. 

“To the extent consummated, the tender 
would facilitate a consensual restructuring 
of DWSD’s capital structure, while render-
ing unimpaired all existing DWSD bond 
claims and resolving the DWSD bond 
objections to confirmation of the plan,” 
according to Detroit’s plan.

The settlement calls for each member of 
the ad hoc committee to tender a “signifi-
cant portion” of their respective impaired 
DWSD bonds.

The city would issue the new bonds 
either through a public offering, direct 
purchase or a private placement.

The city has requested that the court 
find the pledge of DWSD net revenues 
constitute a lien on “special revenues,” 
and said it would file an amended debt 
plan treating the existing DWSD bonds as 
unimpaired.

After the bondholders are paid with 
proceeds from the refinancing, they would 
be required to approve Detroit’s confirma-
tion plan.

The bondholders also agreed that the 
DWSD can pay $24 million annually to 
the city’s general employee pension fund 

as part of its operation and management 
expenses. 

The payment will come from a pen-
sion liability payment fund that will be 
funded after payments are made into the 
state revolving fund junior-lien bond and 
interest redemption fund, according to the 
documents.

Detroit launched the tender period on 
Aug. 7 after months of stalemate with 
bondholders, who weren’t willing to ac-
cept impairments Detroit had proposed for 
the water and sewer revenue debt, which, 
despite the city’s bankruptcy, is backed by 
a solvent enterprise.

The tender offer will end Aug. 21.
Detroit will decide by Aug. 22 whether 

to tender the bonds, and asked the court 
to schedule a hear-
ing on the motion on 
Aug. 25. 

If the motion is 
granted, the bonds 
would go to market 
on or around Aug. 
26 ,  wi th  a  c lose  
scheduled for Sept. 
4.

T h e  c i t y  a l s o  
agreed to reimburse 
the fees and expens-
es of some of the 
parties, including $3 
million for Assured, 

$1.2 million for the ad hoc committee,and 
$550,000 to FGIC. 

It has not yet resolved the fee payment 
claims of National, and Berkshire is not 
asserting a fee.

A refinancing would also let the city 
tap debt-service reserve funds for current 
bonds that hold as much as $50 million, 
which it would use to reduce the size of 
the upcoming refunding.

If it’s a public offering, Citi will be the 
lead underwriter. 

Its fees will be 0.1% of the principal 
amount of the tendered bonds and a 0.3% 
to 0.4% of the refunding and new-money 
issue amount.

“Citi’s proposed underwriter’s discount 
is well below market averages for public 
offerings of municipal bonds on both an in-
sured and uninsured basis based upon data 
compiled by Securities Data Corporation,” 
Detroit officials said in the documents.

First Southwest Co., financial advisor to 
both the DWSD and the Michigan Finance 
Authority, is charging $395,000 tied to 
the tender program and $590,000 for the 
refunding and new-money issue. 

The firm will also be reimbursed 
$93,000 for expenses. The finance au-
thority would be the conduit issuer of new 
bonds.

The total fixed costs of fees and expens-
es the city expects to incur for the tender 
is $2.44 million and $3.75 million for the 
refunding.

Current bond agreements allow the de-
partment to issue additional parity debt as 
long as it meets an additional bonds test. 
Detroit has said that it would not go ahead 
with the financing if the additional bonds 
test or a debt-service savings test is not 
met. ❑
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NOTE : We have no new bond after June. 30 pricings

Due to this, the list of 40 bonds used in the Municipal Bond Index was

not revised after the July 31  pricings. The list will be revised at the next regularly 

scheduled revision on August 15.

As a result, the coefficient remains at 1.0577, the average coupon rate at 4.92%, the  

average par call date is August 13, 2023, and the average maturity date is July 31, 2042



This Index is owned by The Bond Buyer. Copyright 2014 The Bond Buyer. All rights reserved. These 

40 Bonds are evaluated and priced daily by Standard & Poor’s Securities Evaluations Inc. (212-438-

4500).  Copyright 2014  Standard & Poor’s Securities Evaluations Inc., a wholly owned subsidiary of The 

McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. All rights reserved. No copy or distribution permitted without permission 

from The Bond Buyer and Standard & Poor’s Securities Evaluations Inc. No warranty is made as to the 

accuracy or completeness of this data. 

The Municipal Bond Index presented today employs the coefficient derived from the July 31, 2014 pricing, 

when it was set at 1.0577. The average price represents the simple average price of the 40 bonds. The yield 

to par call is computed from the average price, the average coupon (4.89%), and the average first par 

call date ( August 13, 2023). Noncallable bonds are included in the par call yield calculations, with their 

maturity dates serving as their par call dates in the calculations. The yield to maturity is computed from the 

average price, the average coupon, and the average maturity date (July 31, 2042). 






