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Repo Market. So, in my White Paper,
“Regulatory Reform: Potential
Impact on the Repo Market,” I waded
where others have apparently feared
to go. If you would like to see the
entire document, please go to our
website, www.directrepolive.com,
and register. DRX is a free website
designed for clients of AVM, L.P., and
includes not only white papers, but
also indicative live Direct Repo™
rates, frequent Repo Market Insiders,
my daily AVM Repo Commentary,
information about AVM, L.P., a link to
AVM Solutions services, information
about Direct Repo™, and soon
new electronic trading features.
This article has been written for
the GIOA with excerpts from the
White Paper sections pertaining to
municipalities.
State treasurers and their local
government investment pools
(“LGIPs”) seem to have been taking
fire on three fronts lately. Not only
have broker-dealers reduced their
supply/inventory of US Treasuries
and Agency MBS, the bread and
butter of many State treasuries’
investment policies, but they have
also moved out of the overnight
repo sector, in many cases, requiring
repo counterparties to trade much
longer term transactions in order to
satisfy triparty repo reform and Basel
III regulations.
I know several broker-dealers
who have said they have plenty
of cash and only want to do
longer-term repos, which tends
to run counter to the investment
guidelines of state treasuries and
LGIPs. Furthermore, triparty repo
reform itself has become somewhat
problematic for state treasuries, not
only because some broker-dealers
have abandoned the overnight
market, but also because triparty
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repo reform highlighted several
risks that state treasurers hadn’t
been aware of before. New triparty
repo rules that have already been
implemented require cash to be
returned to cash providers, like state
treasuries, at 3:30pm Eastern Time,
not the traditional 8:00am ET. (See
the www.newyorkfed.org websites
for information on Triparty Repo
reform, particularly their “Update
on Tri-Party Infrastructure Reform”
from February 13, 2014.) In addition,
triparty repo securities are being
priced by the clearing banks at close
of prior business day pricing, rather
than current pricing (alternatives,
such as bilateral or DVP repo can be
priced at the time of the trade).
Finally, the focus of the Federal
Reserve on the possible “fire sale”
risk of triparty repo (the risk that
cash providers would all be trying
to liquidate the same types of
securities at the same time when
a counterparty broker-dealer has
defaulted, forcing prices to go much
lower than actual market prices) has
concerned many state treasurers
about the additional market risk
that they might face. Specifically, if
some of the proposals by the Fed
and industry leaders to perform
some sort of orderly liquidation or
have a liquidation agent who would
hold on to the securities for some
period of time before deeming it
time to liquidate ultimately become
requirements, state treasurers could
face significant and unexpected
delays in unwinding repo trades.
(See Scott Skyrm’s blog “Trip-Party
Reform: Then and Now” from
February 19, 2013).
These concerns about triparty repo
reform have actually caused some
state treasuries to move back to
Continued on page 3
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bilateral/DVP repo and away from
triparty repo, at least until there
is more clarity from the Federal
Reserve.
Although it was part of the DoddFrank Act in 2010, the SEC and
MSRB hadn’t moved on defining
“Municipal Advisor” under the new
law until June 2014. The SEC and the
MSRB defined Municipal Advisors
and implemented Rule G-42 on July
1, 2014. You can view the rule on the
www.msrb.org website.
Market participants have been
pouring through the rules to try
to interpret what they mean for
their organizations. There was an
interesting article in the Bond Buyer
on August 25, 2014, “Non-dealer,
Dealer Advisors Concerned About
MA Core Rule,” which talks about
aspects of the rule that may be
too vague or too broad, including
the exemption for “inadvertent
advice.” Overall, as the article
points out, there is a lot of room for
interpretation by broker-dealers and
non-dealers.
Unfortunately, a few brokerdealers appear to have decided
that perhaps it is too costly and
too difficult to be a Municipal
Advisor under the rule, and as a
result have “cut off” many state
treasuries and other municipalities
for repo, severely reducing shortterm repo liquidity for these
municipalities. This reluctance to
expose themselves to the Municipal
Advisor rules appears to have been
extended by some broker-dealers
to indirect transactions through
securities lending agents as well.
I am not sure that the regulators
intended any of these negative
consequences with the Municipal
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Advisor rules. I think they were
trying to define the role, to highlight
the interconnectedness of some
advisors and to point out the risks to
investors. That said, even absent the
new rules, reduction in liquidity is
and will continue to be the product
of broker-dealers backing away from
short-term repo of US Treasuries
and Agency MBS in consideration
of increased capital buffers required
by Basel III, SIFI designation, and
triparty repo reform regulations.

Market
participants have
been pouring
through the rules
to try to interpret
what they
mean for their
organizations.

Without further qualification by the
regulators, these rules could have a
dramatic impact on the future repo
liquidity of all municipalities. It may
force even more municipalities to
change their investment policies
to allow for non-broker-dealer
repo counterparties or to allow for
non-HQLA collateral, to replace that
liquidity.
Those municipalities that are
participating in securities lending,
either directly or through a third
party securities lending agent, are
facing several regulatory reforms
stemming from the Dodd-Frank

Act that have presented major
challenges to the industry this year.
The Act has 16 distinct titles and
almost 300 distinct rules which are
still being proposed and debated,
with only a portion so far finalized,
many of which will indirectly impact
the Repo Market.
The “living will” rule from section
165(d), for example, limits the
amount of overall business one
can do with a single counterparty,
totaling up the repo, lending,
clearing, investment banking and
other activities. This has these
institutions scrambling to monitor
previously unrelated businesses.
Now, securities lending agents and
clearing banks have to think about
how much custody, investment
banking, triparty clearing, outright
trading, as well as repo and
securities lending they have on with
any one bank or with any one client,
and diversify or reduce businesses
accordingly. This is challenging
for municipalities because their
pool of available counterparties
could shrink in an already shrinking
market.
But, it’s not all doom and regulations
for the municipalities. Someone
once said that, “if necessity is the
mother of invention, then crisis is
the mother of change.” Many Repo
Market participants have had to
learn to adapt to the regulatory
landscape and modify the way they
do business. With broker-dealer
repo balance sheets slashed, some
by as much as 70% in the last year,
and many moving the remaining
balance sheet to higher yielding
securities, cash providers (such as
municipalities, corporations, pension
funds, insurance companies, money
market funds, GSEs, hedge funds)
Continued on page 4
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and collateral providers (such as
banks, mREITs, corporate credit
unions, insurance companies,
supranationals) have sought each
other out through peer-to-peer
financing such as Direct Repo™.
Not only do these visionaries avoid
the bottleneck of illiquidity at the
broker-dealers, but they also are
benefiting from significantly higher
repo rates, more initial margin
protection, greater diversification of
counterparty sectors, more stable
supply of HQLA collateral, and
more appropriate tenors of trade.
In addition to products like Direct
Repo™, some beneficial owners
are exploring direct lending, in
which they lend their fully paid-for
securities directly to the clients
(typically hedge funds) who are
‘short’ those securities, rather than
going through the broker-dealers
or prime brokers to transact. There
are several creative efforts out
there in the market to make the
direct products more electronic
and there are a number of projects
for electronic trading platforms/
exchanges and central clearing
counterparties, both for repo and
securities lending, which may
address the new regulatory needs
of various sectors of the securities
finance market. There are some
who are also working on synthetic
repo solutions, including the use
of futures, swaps, and options, to
replicate the economics of repos,
both in equities and fixed income,
while attempting to solve for less
balance sheet usage and other
favorable accounting treatments.
After the 2008 crisis, then the
consolidation, then the regulatory
whirlwind, it appears that we are
now entering an age of innovation
for the repo industry.
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Online Registration Visit our website
at www.GIOA.US to register for the
low registration rate of $100 for
government attendees. To
become acquainted with what
the GIOA Conference has
to offer, we invite you to visit
the “Events” page and view
last year’s conference agenda,
as well as download the posted
presentations. Also available is the
2015 preliminary schedule of events,
which includes a Pre-Conference
Workshop for government members on
Wednesday, a welcome reception for all attendees that evening, and a
“NCAA Basketball” party on Thursday evening.

Hotel Reservations Visit https://resweb.
passkey.com/go/XGIOA0315 or call 1.800.311.8999
to make your reservation. There’s a limited block
of rooms and a deadline of February 13, 2015, so
please book early and be sure to mention the
group code XGIOA0315 for a room rate of $75,
plus a mandatory $20 resort fee.
10655 Park Run Drive, Suite 120, Las Vegas, Nevada 89144
702.255.3224 • www.GIOA.us
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The How and Why of Agency
Callable Redemptions
RYAN GRAF, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT
MESIROW FINANCIAL

The callable redemption picture
has shifted in recent years as the
taper tantrum of 2013 pushed rates
dramatically higher and left large
swaths of the callable market well
out of the money. Those rate moves
dropped calls to $212 bn in 2013,
significantly lower than 2012’s $569
bn. With rates seeming to stabilize
in 2014, many thought call volumes
would improve, but they slipped
further to $206 bn.

underwritten in the low rate regime of 2012 and early 2013.
• If we rewind a year to late January 2014, 78% of the bonds up for call in
the rest of 2014 had been underwritten in 2012 or the first half of 2013,
and just 23% of those were called in 2014.
• The second factor is closely related to the first. Low call volumes in the
second half of 2013 led to less callable issuance at higher rates. While
many of these newly issued bonds would be called, there were too few of
them around to boost total call volumes.

Below we explore why redemption
volumes lagged in 2014. We also
examine how improvements in
some of these factors could lead
to higher redemptions in the rest
of the year. Of course, the ultimate
factor affecting call volumes in
2015 will be whether or not the Fed
decides to move rates.

Looking back on 2014’s
Callable Redemptions

• Three main factors drove the low
call volumes in 2014. The biggest
of these was that most of the
bonds up for call in 2014 were
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• The third factor was the move in short maturity yields. Unlike the long
end, 2s and 3s both ended 2014 ~30 bp higher in yield.
• Over 60% of the callables announced from July 2013 to December 2014
were 3 years and shorter with a weighted average coupon of 0.70%.
Continued on page 6
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• The 30 bp rate increase coupled with generally low coupons on these
bonds meant that most would need to roll down longer to move into the
money.

Volumes Could Improve in 2015 if Our Base Case Holds
For quite some time, our base case has been that the Fed will not raise
interest rates in 2015. We think slowing global growth, a stronger dollar
and benign inflation at home and abroad will lead to the Fed maintaining a
patient stance well into 2016. If our base case is realized, 2015 call volumes
should come in higher than 2014 for several reasons.
• The first reason is that the bonds underwritten in 2012 and the first half
of 2013 continue to decrease as a share of the total book. Currently, these
bonds make up 58% of the bonds up for call in the remainder of the year
as opposed to 78% this time last year.
• Moreover, the bonds underwritten before and after January 2012 to
June 2013 should see very high call volumes with our model currently
projecting 82% of these bonds as in the money to be called.1

However, 2015 is all
about the Fed
The issue with the improved call
picture discussed above is that
everything hinges on the Fed. While
our base case scenario would likely
result in a decent pick-up in call
volumes relative to 2014, scenarios
in which the Fed moves later this
year would almost certainly lead
to dramatic reductions in total
call volumes. The table below
highlights how our call projections
would change in several rising rate
scenarios.2
While an immediate shift in the
curve would dramatically reduce
projected calls, the Fed is not likely
to move until mid-year at the
earliest. Consequently, many of
the bonds that are projected to be
called in the next several months
will likely be called whether the Fed
moves this year or not.
The biggest effect on call volumes of
a mid-year or later rate hike would be
on the bonds that will be issued to
Continued on page 7

• In total, we currently project call
volumes in the rest of the year of
$155 bn which represents 48% of
the bonds that have a call date in
the remainder of 2015.
• Of course, that is only part of the
story for 2015 calls. Many of the
bonds called in the next several
months will likely be replaced
with 6m and shorter lockouts as
these have been popular. In fact,
from July 2013 through December
2014, 76% of announced callables
have had 6m or shorter lockouts.
• These newly issued, short lockout
bonds will come up for call later
in the year, and if rates, vol and
spreads hover near current levels,
a large portion of these bonds will
be in the money to be called.
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Conclusion
The factors that led to low call
volumes in 2014 are slowly
receding, potentially setting up
an improvement in the remainder
of 2015. However, the entire call
picture hangs on what the Fed does
this year. If our base case scenario
for the Fed is realized, call volumes
should be quite robust for most of
the year, but a move to raise rates
this year would lead to much lower
call volumes.
All projections based on Mesirow’s
most conservative internal model.
1

Our scenarios assume parallel shifts in
rates. This assumption is probably not
realistic given that we think wide rate
differentials in the developed world
will likely hold down longer term U.S.
rates. However, since there are relatively
few callables with longer maturities,
we believe that this assumption does
not have a material impact on our
projections.
2

replace upcoming redemptions. Many of these newly issued bonds could hit
their first call dates as the market is repricing ahead of or during a Fed move.
We think that when the Fed does move, the drop in call volumes could be
even bigger than was the case in 2013 given that the 2-3yr sector where
the majority of callables have been issued would likely see the biggest rate
increases.
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2015 Investment Considerations
for Municipal Issuers
JEFF LIPTON, MANAGING DIRECTOR – MUNICIPAL RESEARCH AND STRATEGY
OPPENHEIMER & CO. INC.
The following discussion represents
some of the key themes of our 2015
Municipal Bond Market Outlook.
Many of these issues remain fluid
and are subject to adjustment as
necessary.

Munis Had a Strong 2014;
2015 Likely to Trail the
Advances Made Last Year
The Municipal Bond asset class had
a tremendous 2014, returning over
9% per Barclays and BAML indices,
outperforming both corporates and
Treasuries. Even as supply mounted
in the fourth quarter, demand
held in. Available cash from heavy
coupon payment/redemption/
maturity activity was put to work
and we saw continued positive
fund flows into all maturity ranges
and there was even active interest
in high yield investments, which
returned 12.8% last year versus
a 6.2% loss in 2013 according to
BAML. Coming off the oversold
conditions of 2013, 2014 rewarded
those investors who were heavily
exposed to credit and duration risk.
Since select Puerto Rico credits
were removed from the high yield
index in early 2014, certain sectors
benefitted from the more limited
high yield universe.
We are reminded that many muni
experts forecasted dismal 2014
performance following 2013’s poor
showing of negative 2.55% (taper
talk, Detroit, and Puerto Rico) and
expectations for higher interest
rates. We believe the constructive
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backdrop for Munis should continue
to support strong performance
through Q1 2015 with moderation
likely to occur beyond that point in
anticipation of higher interest rates
and as issuance patterns evolve.
Overall performance for 2015, while
positive, is expected to post smaller
gains Y/Y.

A sustained
period of low
tax-exempt rates
could raise the
level of refunding
issuance…

We recognize, however, that
unexpected fed policy, uncertain
geo-political and economic events
and altered supply/demand
dynamics could move us to revisit
our forecasts. A sustained period
of low tax-exempt rates could raise
the level of refunding issuance,
particularly given the heavy amount
of debt sold during 2005 with
standard 10-year call protection.
Another part of the supply dynamic
is the amount of maturities and
redemptions scheduled over
the same period. Let’s recall that
negative net supply (new issuance

minus maturities and redemptions)
persisted during 2014 and 2013 and
may occur this year.
For much of the second half of
2014, global events and fed policies
impacted UST price movement and
there was certainly a corresponding
effect on muni yields. There were
times, however, where the muni
market reacted less to global
events and UST price movement
and more to its own idiosyncratic
characteristics. During Q4, the muni
market experienced dramatically
wide swings in rate movement
given all the global issues, an erratic
equities market and mounting
Ebola concerns. The “flight-toquality” trade was clearly on in
October. Throughout all of this,
which extended through year-end,
municipal issuers found fertile
demand for their product with many
deals aggressively priced on solid
subscriptions.

Relative Value/Spreads;
Expanding Investor Base
Beyond Conventional Buyers
We talked quite a bit about relative
value ratios over the past six
months. Looking at the current M/T
relationship, ratios for benchmark
10 and 30 year maturities presently
stand at 99% and 108% respectively,
versus 93% and 107% at the
beginning of the year. A “technicalsdriven” rally pushed ratios down to
86%/96% at September month-end.
With the supply build during the
Continued on page 9
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fourth quarter (and associated
losses), munis grew cheaper
(weaker) relative to UST.
As we enter 2015, we will continue
to follow the M/T (Municipal/
Treasury) relationship. Given that
present M/T ratios are higher than
historic averages, current relative
value to Treasuries may have
limited upside potential for a more
prolonged period of time. In fact,
more constructive market technicals
could take M/T ratios down. This
would especially be the case if
refunding activity stays contained
as interest rates move higher. Thus,
we may see a directional shift, or
perhaps just a downward detour
in relative value ratios, potentially
narrowing (for the time being)
the window of opportunity. Such
prospects coupled with the tax
benefits of the asset class present
a strong argument for allocating
available cash to municipals as
waiting for higher rates may become
too costly. Given a top federal
income tax rate of 39.6% and a
3.8% Medicare surtax on unearned
income imposed by the Affordable
Care Act, the value of tax-exemption
is extremely clear.
However, with more attractive entry
points, we could see expanded
cross-over buyer participation.
With the now terminated BuildAmerica bond program, and
non-conventional interest in Puerto
Rico paper (foreign investors, hedge
funds, distressed, EM) the market is
witnessing an evolving investor base
enticed by available yields on new
name credits. We expect this to be
an ongoing theme for 2015.

Earn up to 10 CPE Credits
when you attend the preand main conference!
Thanks to the commitment of our expert speakers and
partnership with Fixed Income Academy, the GIOA Board is
delighted to offer conference attendees the opportunity to
earn up to 10 NASBA eligible CPE credits at no additional
cost. Fixed Income Academy is approved by NASBA as a
sponsor of quality continuing professional education and
will provide additional materials at the conference for the
approved sessions. We anticipate that the pre-conference
beginning and advanced programs (Wednesday) will qualify
for 4.5 credit hours each and the main conference (Thursday
and Friday) will qualify for 5.5 credit hours.
• There are no
prerequisites for the
conference sessions.
• Program Level
for the Beginning
Pre-Conference is BASIC
• Program Level
for the Advanced
Pre-Conference is
ADVANCED
• Program Level for the
Main Conference is
INTERMEDIATE

• Field of Study for all
sessions is FINANCE
• Delivery Method:
GROUP LIVE
• Credit Hours are based
on a 50-minute sessions.
• There is no additional
charge for obtaining
CPE credits.
• Additional verification
of attendance will be
required.

For more information, contact Susan Munson at
smunson@fixedincomeacademy.com or 800-243-5097.
For more information about Fixed Income Academy’s
Bond School, visit fixedincomeacademy.com/courses.

Spread compression was evident
during 2014. From January to
Continued on page 10
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December, the “AAA” yield curve
tightened (flatter slope) by 124
bps, from 403 bps to 279 bps. A
combination of generally improving
municipal credit quality and search
for higher yields led to noted spread
compression in the “A” and “BBB”
space. Since the beginning of 2014,
30-year benchmark “A” and “BBB”
spreads tightened152 bps and 171
bps respectively. Moving into 2015,
further spread compression will
be a challenge given the strong
performance in 2014 and our
projections for positive, yet weaker
returns in 2015.

Unfunded Pension
Liabilities — a Leading
Credit Stress Point for
2015 and Beyond
More and more, fixed pension
liabilities are crowding out other
important expense items (such as
education and infrastructure) for
state and local budgets and are
significantly reducing financial
flexibility. Back in 1993 and 1994,
unfunded pension liabilities were
being discussed, but the problems
were not immediate. Rather they
were being projected out twenty
years. Well, guess what? Twenty
years have passed and the problems
are front and center. Today, careful
analysis of debt affordability,
flexibility and sustainability must
include not only bonded debt
but also an issuer’s fixed pension
liabilities. The rating agencies are
factoring in pension funding status
more directly into their credit
evaluations. In a recent report,
Moody’s states that public pensions
face a $2 trillion gap, despite more
recent investment advances.
As a general observation, most local
governments have manageable
pension burdens, and most are
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making the full amount of the
Annual Required Contributions
(ARC) to close the funding gaps over
time. In 2011, the aggregate funded
ratio for state and local pension
plans was 75%. Today, local plans are
about 65% funded while state plans
are approximately 73% funded.
Declining funded ratios have largely
been due to a combination of weak
returns, insufficient contributions,
and increasing benefits. State
and local plans have used overly
optimistic assumptions, including
a median discount rate of 8%
that effectively understated plan
liabilities. Further, “asset-smoothing”
was used as a way to mask the
true pension shortfall. Many states
are now using more reasonable
discount rate assumptions. Still,
many state and local governments
budget annual investment returns
of 7 to 8% to cover their pension
liabilities.

Twenty years
have passed and
the problems are
front and center.

Notably, the funded ratios for the
pension plans of individual states
are unevenly distributed. The state
of Illinois’ public pension plans are
the most underfunded, at about
40%. New Jersey, Alaska, Kentucky,
Ohio and Connecticut also show
very low funded ratios. Wisconsin,
North Carolina, South Dakota and
Washington have relatively healthy
funded ratios. While New York’s

funded ratio declined recently, it
is still in the high 80’s. Most states
are attempting reform, but pension
benefits are well protected under
state law or the constitution. New
GASB rules will likely pressure
budgets as ARC’s increase to reflect
lower discount rates and lower
funded ratios.
Some of the remedial actions have
included a suspension of COLAs,
higher contributions, benefit
reductions (largely for new hires) and
a conversion to defined contribution
or hybrid plans. Note that plan
conversions often come with fairly
high costs. Both Oregon and Montana
have shown noted improvement in
their funded ratios following pension
changes in those states.
States are in a better position to
manage their pension requirements
compared to local governments.
On average, states contribute 4%
of their budget to pension funding,
versus an average 12% for locals.
States generally have greater
financial resources and tax raising
capacity than the locals. Declines in
state support to local governments
have placed additional pressure on
local government pension funding.
Concluding Note: Additional
information may be available by
contacting Jeff Lipton at Jeffrey.
Lipton@opco.com. For information
on Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. Fixed
Income services and capabilities,
please contact Behzad.mansouri@
opco.com.

Important Disclosures and
Certifications
This article was by the Oppenheimer & Co. Inc.
research analyst named above for information
purposes only. It is a recap of recent research

Continued on page 11
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reports and should not be regarded as the full
report. The full reports are available upon request.
This overview is not and is under no circumstances
to be construed as an offer to sell or buy any
securities. The information set forth herein has
been derived from sources believed to be reliable
and does not purport to be a complete analysis of
market segments discussed. Oppenheimer & Co.
Inc., nor any of its employees or affiliates, does not
provide legal or tax advice.
Analyst Certification –- The author certifies
that this research report accurately states his/
her personal views about the subject securities,
which are reflected in the ratings as well as in
the substance of this report. The author certifies
that no part of his/her compensation was, is, or
will be directly or indirectly related to the specific
recommendations or views contained in this
research report.

constitute judgments of the Oppenheimer &
Co. Inc.’s research analyst as of the date of this
report and are subject to change without notice.
Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. has no obligation to
update this report. No statement contained in this
report should be misinterpreted as a guarantee
of the future performance of any recommended
securities. This research contains the views,
opinions and recommendations of Oppenheimer
& Co. Inc. fixed income research analysts. Research
analysts routinely consult with Oppenheimer & Co.
Inc. trading desk personnel in formulating views,
opinions and recommendations in preparing
research. Trading desks may trade or have traded

as principal on the basis of research analysts’
views and reports. Therefore, this research may
not be independent from the proprietary interests
of Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. trading desks, which
may conflict with your interests. In addition,
research analysts receive compensation based,
in part, on the quality and accuracy of their
analysis, client feedback, trading desk and firm
revenues, and competitive factors. As a general
matter, Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. and/or its affiliates
normally make a market and trade as principal in
securities discussed in research reports.
Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. transacts business on all
principal exchanges.

Conflicts of Interest — Oppenheimer & Co. Inc.’s
fixed income research analysts are compensated
from revenues generated by various Oppenheimer
& Co. Inc. businesses including the Oppenheimer
& Co. Inc. Investment Banking Department and
Municipal Capital Markets Group. Research
analysts do not receive compensation based
upon revenues from specific investment banking
transactions. Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. generally
prohibits any research analyst and any member
of his or her household from executing trades in
the securities of a company that such research
analyst covers. Additionally, Oppenheimer &
Co. Inc. generally prohibits any research analyst
from serving as an officer, director or advisory
board member of a company that such analyst
covers. Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. may have acted as
initial purchaser or placement agent for a private
placement of the debt securities discussed in this
report or may have or aspire to have investment
banking, underwriting, advisory, lending or
other credit relationship with the company that
is the subject of this report. Oppenheimer & Co.
Inc. may have a long or short position or deal as
principal in the securities discussed herein, related
securities or in options, futures or other derivative
instruments based thereon. Recipients of this
report are advised that any or all of the foregoing
arrangements, as well as more specific disclosures
set forth below, may at times give rise to potential
conflicts of interest.
Legal Matters — This report does not take into
account the investment objectives, financial
situation or specific needs of any particular client
of Oppenheimer & Co. Inc. or any particular
investor. The securities mentioned in this report
may be thinly traded; their prices, value and/or
income they produce may be subject to extreme
volatility. These debt securities are not suitable
for all types of investors. Investors that are not
“Qualified Institutional Buyers” or “QIBs” (as defined
in SEC 144A) should not purchase or sell any of the
securities mentioned herein without contacting
a financial adviser in your jurisdiction to discuss
your particular circumstances. This report is based
on public information. Oppenheimer & Co. Inc.
makes every effort to use reliable, comprehensive
information, but we make no representation
that it is accurate or complete. All estimates,
opinions and recommendations expressed herein
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Thank you to the following sponsors of
our 11th annual conference!
Platinum Sponsors

Gold Sponsors

Exhibitors
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