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Executive summary

Milliman performed an independent analysis of the treatment of private mortgage insurance (Ml) within the Federal
Housing Finance Agency’s (FHFA'’s) Enterprise Regulatory Capital Framework (ERCF). This independent Milliman
analysis and report was commissioned by U.S. Mortgage Insurers (USMI).

The ERCF establishes the regulatory capital requirements for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac (the government-
sponsored enterprises (GSEs)), and Ml is recognized within the framework as a credit enhancement that reduces the
GSEs’ required capital on insured single-family mortgage exposures.

This report summarizes three components of Milliman’s analysis:

1. Review of the ERCF’s counterparty haircut methodology, including a comparison of ERCF’s embedded
counterparty default assumptions to empirical default data published by the Nationally Recognized Statistical
Rating Organizations (NRSROs) and to counterparty haircuts in other regulatory and rating-agency capital
frameworks

2. Quantification of the ERCF capital reduction provided by Ml to the GSEs, calculated at the loan level across
the GSEs’ active single-family portfolio as of July 31, 2025

3. Measurement of the historical loss reduction provided by Ml to the GSEs, calculated from the GSEs’ publicly
available single-family loan performance datasets covering originations from 1999 through 2024

This report summarizes Milliman’s analysis and findings; it does not propose specific changes to the ERCF or
recommend a policy position. The main findings are summarized below.

Counterparty haircut analysis

The ERCF applies a counterparty haircut: a factor that reduces the capital relief provided to loans with loan-level
credit enhancement based on attributes of the counterparty (e.g., private mortgage insurer). The haircut varies by
counterparty rating (i.e., the perceived financial strength of the insurance provider), mortgage concentration of the
insurance provider, loan status, and loan term, with the counterparty rating being the primary driver. For an Ml insurer
assigned Counterparty Rating 4 with high mortgage concentration risk, approved-insurer status, and a 30-year
performing loan, the ERCF haircut is 14.2%.

Using a loss-severity assumption to translate ERCF counterparty haircuts into implied cumulative loss rates, Milliman
compared those implied rates with published NRSRO default studies. On that basis, the haircuts at Ratings 1 through
6 align more closely with speculative-grade benchmarks than with A-category benchmarks. As of June 2025, the
active GSE-approved MIs were generally rated in the A-, or greater, category by the NRSROs that cover them and
reported Private Mortgage Insurer Eligibility Requirements (PMIERS) risk-based required asset amount sufficiency
ratios above the 100% minimum. Of the three insurers placed in receivership following the 2008 financial crisis,
Republic Mortgage Insurance Company (RMIC) is currently paying claims at 100%, PMI Mortgage Insurance Co.
(PMI) at 83%, and Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation (Triad) at 75%, with the remaining unpaid portions held as
deferred payment obligations (DPOs) of the respective estates.

Milliman also compared ERCF haircuts with selected counterparty treatments in Basel Il, Basel Ill, PMIERs, and AM
Best'’s reinsurance recoverable framework. Although these frameworks are not directly comparable, the ERCF
haircuts are generally higher than the corresponding benchmark levels for similarly rated counterparties.

These comparisons are intended as contextual benchmarks only because ERCF haircuts, default rates, and capital
charges in other frameworks are constructed for different purposes and are not directly equivalent measures.

ERCF capital credit for mortgage insurance

Applying the ERCF risk-based capital rules to 28.2 million active GSE single-family loans as of July 31, 2025,
Milliman estimates that MI reduces the GSEs’ gross risk-based capital requirement from $211.5 billion to $182.5
billion—a portfolio-wide reduction of $29.0 billion, or 14%. Limiting the analysis to loans with active M| coverage, the
average ERCF capital reduction attributable to Ml is 29%. For this estimate, Milliman assumed all Ml counterparties
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were assigned ERCF Counterparty Rating 4, reflecting a baseline illustrative assumption rather than an observed
public rating mapping.

The recognized capital credit is sensitive to the counterparty rating assignment. Holding all other inputs constant,
varying the assumed counterparty rating across the ERCF’s 1-through-8 scale produces estimated capital reductions
ranging from $33.0 billion at Rating 1 to $17.7 billion at Rating 8—a difference of $15.3 billion across the ERCF
counterparty rating scale, holding all other assumptions constant.

ERCF comparison to historical loss reduction

Across 386,766 GSE loans originated from 1999 through 2024 that were originated with Ml and that subsequently
experienced a loss event, Ml claim payments totaled $12.8 billion against $30.9 billion of total realized credit losses,
meaning MI absorbed 41% of losses on the analyzed population. Limiting the analysis to loans with active Ml at the
time of default, the loss reduction rate is 48%. For loans originated in the post-global financial crisis (post-GFC)
period (2010-2024), MI reduced GSE losses by 54%.

Approximately 67% of the high loan-to-value (LTV) (i.e., >80% at origination) losses observed in the dataset occurred
within seven years of origination. In this dataset, including loans with no MI claim payment at default, reduced the
measured loss reduction rate from 48% to 41%, indicating a moderate effect from cancellations and other zero-claim
outcomes.

The ERCF capital reduction of 29% on insured loans and the historical loss reduction of 41% across all originated-
with-Ml loans (54% on post-GFC vintages) are different metrics measuring different concepts—one is a forward-
looking regulatory capital factor, while the other is a realized loss-mitigation outcome. They are not directly
comparable. However, both provide information about MI’s risk-mitigation role for the GSEs, and the difference
between them offers one contextual benchmark for evaluating how the ERCF recognizes that role.

Figure 1: Summary comparison — ERCF capital credit and historical loss reduction

MEASURE VALUE POPULATION / SOURCE
ERCEF capital reduction — 149 28.2M active GSE loans, July
portfolio-wide ° 2025

ERCF capital reduction — MI- 299, = 8.0M Ml-insured loans, July
. (1]

insured loans only 2025

Historical loss reduction — 1% 386,766 originated-with-MI
Full Dataset (1999-2024) loans with loss events
Historical loss reduction — Mi 48% 314,749 loans with active Ml at
Claim Dataset (1999-2024) default

Historical loss reduction — post- 549% Full Dataset, 2010-2024

GFC (2010-2024) originations
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Background

Following the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, the FHFA was directed to establish risk-based capital
requirements for the GSEs. After several iterations of preliminary capital frameworks, the FHFA adopted the ERCF as
a final rule in December 2020. The framework establishes both risk-based and leverage-based capital requirements,
with the GSEs required to hold the higher of the two amounts, supplemented by additional buffers.

Under the GSEs’ congressional charters, credit enhancement is required on acquisitions with LTV ratios above 80%.
While the charter recognizes three forms of credit enhancement—MI, participation, and recourse—MI is used for
nearly all >80% LTV loans. Ml is provided by six active insurers: Arch, Enact, Essent, MGIC, NMI, and Radian. The
ERCF is structured to recognize the risk-mitigation effect of MI through a reduction in the risk-weighted assets
associated with insured loans, with the magnitude of the reduction calibrated by loan attributes, Ml coverage
characteristics, and the assessed creditworthiness of the Ml counterparty.

This report addresses four questions:

1.  How do the ERCF’s counterparty haircuts compare to empirical default data and to the counterparty haircuts
in other capital frameworks for comparably rated entities?

2. What capital reduction does MI currently provide to the GSEs under the ERCF, calculated at the loan level
on the active GSE portfolio?

3.  What loss reduction has MI historically provided to the GSEs based on actual loan performance?

4. How does the current capital reduction estimated in part 2 compare to the historical loss reduction estimated
in part 3?

The analysis is limited to the loan-level risk-based capital component of ERCF for single-family mortgage exposures.
It does not address the following components of ERCF: leverage capital, the prescribed capital conservation buffer,
credit risk transfer transactions, or multifamily exposures—all of which impact the aggregate levels of capital the
GSEs must hold. Loan-level capital calculations were performed using Milliman’s Mortgage Platform for Investments
and Reinsurance® (M-PIRe®), which implements the ERCF final rule based on publicly available documentation. The
portfolio analysis uses GSE mortgage-backed securities (MBS) disclosure data evaluated as of July 31, 2025.

The historical loss analysis uses the GSEs’ publicly available single-family loan-level performance datasets, which
cover originations from 1999 through 2024. The loan populations are constructed by the GSEs to reflect current
underwriting standards, excluding historical loans no longer eligible.

Treatment of mortgage insurance within the ERCF

For single-family mortgage exposures, the ERCF risk-based capital requirement is driven by a loan-level risk weight
calculated as the product of a base risk weight, a combined risk multiplier, and an adjusted credit enhancement
multiplier, subject to a 20% risk-weight floor:

Risk Weight = max(20%, Base Risk Weight x Combined Risk Multiplier x Adjusted CE Multiplier)

MI affects the risk weight through the adjusted credit enhancement multiplier (adjusted CEM), which combines two
inputs: the credit enhancement multiplier (CEM), which reflects the level of MI coverage, and the counterparty haircut,
which reflects the creditworthiness of the Ml provider:

Adjusted CEM = 1 - [(1 - CEM) % (1 — Counterparty Haircut)]

Lower values of the CEM and the counterparty haircut produce a lower adjusted CEM, which in turn produces a lower
risk weight and a lower required capital amount. The CEM is determined by tables in the ERCF that vary by
amortization term, MI coverage percent, original LTV (OLTV), and—for cancelable Ml—by loan age. The counterparty
haircut is determined by a separate table that varies by counterparty rating (1 through 8), mortgage concentration
(high or not high), approved-insurer status, loan term (15/20-year or 30-year), and loan performance status.

The remainder of this report reviews the ERCF counterparty haircut, estimates the current capital effect of Ml on the
active GSE portfolio, and compares those estimates with historical MI loss-mitigation outcomes.
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Evaluation of the ERCF counterparty haircut

BACKGROUND AND APPROACH

Counterparty haircuts are a standard component of regulatory capital frameworks where one entity relies on another
to absorb credit risk. The haircut reflects the probability that the counterparty will fail to perform its obligations. The
haircut is typically calibrated to the empirical risk of counterparty default.

The ERCF applies a counterparty haircut to MI exposures based primarily on the assigned counterparty rating, which
ranges from 1 (“extremely strong capacity to perform financial obligations”) to 8 (“default or under resolution”). The
final rule defines these ratings using narrative descriptors only; it does not specify capital, sufficiency, or other
quantitative criteria for assigning a rating. The ERCF haircut framework was calibrated using a modified version of the
Basel internal ratings-based (IRB) formula, with adjustments to fit the GSESs’ internal counterparty credit risk haircuts.
However, the final rule provides limited documentation of the basis for those adjustments.

This section does not propose a specific recalibration of the haircut grid. Milliman summarizes evidence relevant to
evaluating the reasonableness of the ERCF’s current haircut levels. The evidence is organized in four parts: (1)
qualitative changes to the Ml industry following the 2008 financial crisis, (2) current Ml capital levels and credit
ratings, (3) NRSRO empirical default data, and (4) counterparty haircuts in other regulatory and rating-agency capital
frameworks.

POST-CRISIS INDUSTRY IMPROVEMENTS

The 2008 housing crisis was the most recent stress period for the Ml industry. During the crisis, three GSE-approved
insurers—PMI, Triad, and RMIC—ceased writing new business and were placed into receivership or rehabilitation.
Each company initially paid a partial claim amount in cash, with the remainder structured as a DPO. The cash
payment percentages have increased over time as each receivership has progressed:

* RMIC is paying claims at 100%. Under the amended plan approved by the North Carolina Department of Insurance,
RMIC and its affiliate were authorized in 2014 to pay 100% of accrued DPOs and to settle all subsequent valid claims
entirely in cash.'-2

* PMI is paying claims at 83% as of June 2025, an increase from the initial 50% rate. The remaining 17% is deferred
as a DPO pending future ability to pay. The receiver has periodically increased the cash payment rate and issued
corresponding true-up payments to policyholders who received prior partial payments.3

* Triad is paying claims at 75% under the plan of rehabilitation approved by the Circuit Court of Cook County, lllinois,
in 2013. The remaining 25% is deferred as a DPO. Pre-plan DPOs related to claims previously paid at 60% received
a partial redemption to equalize them with the 75% rate.*

Across the three receiverships, no GSE-approved MI policyholder has experienced a permanent loss of contractual
coverage; the unpaid portions remain as DPO obligations of the respective estates.

1. Florida Office of Insurance Regulation. (December 31, 2021). Examination report of Republic Mortgage Assurance Company. Retrieved May 27,
2026, from https://floir.gov/docs-sf/property-casualty-libraries/financial-examination-reports/2021/republic-mortgage-assurance-company.pdf.

2. North Carolina Department of Insurance. (November 3, 2017). Report on examination: Amended plan, effective for claims after June 30, 2014.
Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://www.ncdoi.gov/documents/financial-examination/reports/republic-mortgage-ins-co-2016-roe/open.

3. PMI Mortgage Insurance Co. (n.d.). Partial claim payment plan update, dated June 13, 2025. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from pmi-us.com.

4. Office of the Special Deputy Receiver. (June 6, 2025). Tenth annual report of Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation, in rehabilitation (Case No.
12CH43895). Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https://www.osdchi.com/PDF%20Files/Scanned%200rders/triad/TenthAnnualReportofTriadGuarantylnsuranceCorporation.pdf.
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Following the crisis, two regulatory developments meaningfully strengthened the Ml industry’s counterparty profile
from the GSEs’ perspective:

PMIERSs. Implemented by the FHFA and the GSEs in 2015 and revised in 2018, PMIERSs requires each
approved insurer to maintain available assets at least equal to a minimum required asset (MRA) amount
calibrated to a 2008-style stress scenario. PMIERs also imposes ongoing operational, governance, underwriting,
quality control, and risk-management standards, with quarterly compliance certifications, senior management
attestations, and codified remediation procedures, including suspension or termination of approved-insurer
status.

Revised master policies. The GSE-approved master policies, implemented in 2014—-2015, materially limit the
circumstances under which an MI may rescind or deny coverage, introduce standardized claim-settlement
timelines and documentation requirements, provide for proportionate claim curtailments rather than full denial in
cases of minor servicer error, and require GSE approval of policy terms and amendments.

Since the implementation of PMIERs and the revised master policies, no GSE-approved M| has become insolvent,
including during the COVID-19 pandemic. The active Mls raised capital during that period, demonstrating continued
access to capital markets under stress.

In March 2025, the FHFA Office of Inspector General published its 2025 Update of Mortgage Insurers as Enterprise
Counterparties, which described the active Mls as “remain[ing] financially strong” and “well positioned to maintain
stability” under applicable regulatory requirements.®

CURRENT MI CAPITAL LEVELS AND CREDIT RATINGS

Milliman reviewed five quantitative measures of Ml financial strength: risk-to-capital (RTC) ratio, statutory
policyholders’ surplus, contingency reserves, PMIERSs sufficiency ratio, and credit ratings.

RTC ratio. State insurance regulators establish 25:1 as a typical RTC solvency threshold. As of year-end 2024,
every GSE-approved Ml reported an RTC below 13:1, with industry RTCs ranging from 7.8:1 (Arch) to 12.7:1
(NMI). The industry RTC has remained below 11:1 since 2020.

Statutory policyholders’ surplus. Aggregate policyholders’ surplus for the six active Mls exceeded $9 billion as
of Q4 2024, compared to approximately $3.5 billion in 2006 (up over 150%). Outpacing industry growth over the
period (insurance in-force up 100%).

Contingency reserves. Monoline Mls are required by state statute to set aside 50% of annual earned premiums
as contingency reserves, held for a statutory period (typically 10 years) absent excessive claim activity. Industry-
wide contingency reserves grew from approximately $2.5 billion in 2015 to more than $21 billion in 2024.

PMIERs sufficiency. PMIERSs sufficiency is measured as the ratio of available assets to MRA. The aggregate
industry sufficiency ratio was 175% as of year-end 2024, indicating capital approximately 75% above the stress-
calibrated PMIERs minimum.

Credit ratings. Each rated Ml is currently rated A- or better by each rating agency that covers it (Fitch, S&P,
Moody’s, and AM Best). Figure 2 summarizes current ratings as of June 2025.

5. Office of Inspector General. (March 19, 2025). 2025 update of mortgage insurers as enterprise counterparties. Federal Housing Finance Agency.

Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://www.fhfaocig.gov/sites/default/files/WPR-2025-001.pdf.
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Figure 2: Current credit ratings of active Mls (June 2025)

Company Fitch S&P Moody’s AM Best
MGIC A- A3 A
NMI A- A- A3
Essent A- A3 A
Enact A A- A3 A-
Radian A A- A3
Arch A+ A+ A2

Source: Fitch, S&P, Moody’s, and AM Best, as compiled by Milliman. Blanks indicate the agency does not currently maintain a rating on the company.

Industry-average credit ratings are generally lower in 2024—2025 than in the years immediately preceding the 2008
financial crisis, despite stronger current capital metrics. The rating agencies updated their financial-institution rating
frameworks following the crisis and applied a more conservative approach than they did pre-crisis.

NRSRO EMPIRICAL DEFAULT DATA

NRSROs publish data on the historical performance of their ratings, including cumulative default rates by rating
category over time. NRSRO ratings are widely used by investors, banks, and regulatory frameworks (including Basel
Il and Basel Ill) to size counterparty risk.

Figure 3 summarizes seven-year cumulative default rates by rating from Moody’s, S&P, Fitch, and AM Best. A seven-
year horizon was used as the comparison benchmark for purposes of this analysis. Cumulative default rates for
shorter and longer horizons are provided in the published figures accompanying this report. The appendix provides a
description of all figures.

Figure 3: Seven-year cumulative default rates by rating and rating agency

Moody’s S&P Actual Fitch Actual AM Best

Rating Idealized (1981-2024) (1990-2024) Idealized
AAA 0.0% 0.3% 0.7% 0.3%
AA 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.6%
A 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 1.4%
BBB 1.6% 1.1% 1.4% 2.3%
BB 8.4% 5.1% 4.2% 8.9%
B 20.7% 14.7% 4.6% 23.1%
CCC 48.8% 46.5% 19.8% 40.0%

Sources: See footnotes 15 through 18 for sources.

Note: Defaults rates are gross of recovery.

To compare the ERCF’s counterparty haircuts to NRSRO default data, Milliman applied a 25% loss severity
assumption and identified, for each ERCF rating, the NRSRO rating that would imply a comparable cumulative loss
rate. The 25% severity assumption is conservative relative to the realized resolution outcomes of the three insurers
placed in receivership following the 2008 financial crisis, as described in the Post-Crisis Industry Improvements
section (current cash payment rates of 100% for RMIC, 83% for PMI, and 75% for Triad). Using a lower severity
assumption would produce implied loss rates that are correspondingly lower and would shift the equivalent NRSRO
rating comparisons further toward higher-quality ratings. The results are summarized in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Equivalent credit rating by implied loss rate for performing loans

Equivalent Rating

ERCF ERCF

Grade Haircut Fitch Moody’s AM Best S&P
1 2.30% B BB BB BB-
2 5.90% CCC B B B-
3 6.70% CCC B B B-
4 14.20% CCC CCC CCC- CccC
5 17.80% CCC CCcC- CCC- CCcC
6 24.00% CCC CCC- CCC- CccC
7 42.00% CCC C CCC- CCcC
8 47.60% CCC C CCC- CccC

Note: ERCF haircuts shown for performing 30-year loans, high mortgage concentration, approved insurer. Equivalent NRSRO rating is the rating
whose seven-year cumulative loss rate (default rate x 25% severity) most closely matches the ERCF haircut.

Under the simplifying severity assumption described earlier, the ERCF counterparty haircuts at Ratings 1 through 6
correspond to implied cumulative loss rates that are higher than those associated with A-category issuers in the
NRSRO studies reviewed.

COUNTERPARTY HAIRCUTS IN OTHER CAPITAL FRAMEWORKS

Other regulatory and rating-agency capital frameworks include counterparty risk weights that vary by counterparty
rating. Figure 5 summarizes the risk weights, which can be interpreted as implied haircuts, at each rating level under
Basel I, Basel lll, and the PMIERSs eligible-asset haircut schedule. The Basel risk weights have been multiplied by
the 8% minimum capital ratio to express them on a comparable basis to ERCF’s counterparty haircut, which is itself a
percentage reduction in credit recognition.

Figure 5: Basel and PMIERSs risk weights for corporate credit and debt securities

Risk weights for corporate credit

Basel Il Basel Il
External Base Risk Base Risk
Rating Weight Capital Weight Capital PMIERs
AAA 12% 0.96% 20% 1.60% 0.20%
AA 15% 1.20% 20% 1.60% 0.60%
A+ 18% 1.44% 50% 4.00% 1.30%
A 20% 1.60% 50% 4.00% 1.30%
A- 35% 2.80% 50% 4.00% 1.30%
BBB+ 50% 4.00% 75% 6.00% 2.10%
BBB 75% 6.00% 75% 6.00% 2.10%
BBB- 100% 8.00% 75% 6.00% 2.10%
BB+ 250% 20.00% 100% 8.00% 10.00%
BB 425% 34.00% 100% 8.00% 10.00%
BB- 650% 52.00% 100% 8.00% 10.00%

Sources: Bank for International Settlements. (June 2006). Basel Committee on Banking Supervision: International Convergence of Capital
Measurement and Capital Standards. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs128.pdf; Bank for International Settlements.
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(December 2017). Basel Committee on Banking Supervision: Basel lll: Finalising Post-Crisis Reforms. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https.//www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d424.pdf.

Note: Capital column = Risk Weight x 8% minimum capital ratio.

The PMIERs framework includes both an eligible-asset haircut schedule for corporate debt securities held by an Mi
and a separate reinsurer counterparty risk haircut applied to ceded Ml risk. The PMIERSs reinsurer counterparty risk
haircut for the highest-rated reinsurers (rating score 1.0-1.5) is 1.8%, rising to 4.5% for AA-rated reinsurers, 5.2% for
A-rated reinsurers, and 11.4% at the BBB level. AM Best's reinsurance recoverable framework, used in its
property/casualty Best’s capital adequacy ratio (BCAR) model, produces five-year haircuts of 0.6% to 2.5% for A++
through A reinsurers at the value-at-risk (VaR) 95 confidence level (assuming a 50% recovery rate).

These frameworks are not directly equivalent to ERCF—they apply to different exposure types, exposure horizons,
and confidence levels—but each provides a benchmark for the magnitude of counterparty haircut that other
regulators and rating agencies apply to comparably rated entities. Across ERCF ratings 1 through 6, the ERCF
counterparty haircut for performing 30-year loans is higher than the corresponding benchmark levels shown under
Basel lll, the PMIERS reinsurer counterparty haircut schedule, and the AM Best reinsurance recoverable framework,
while recognizing that these frameworks are not directly equivalent.

SUMMARY
Milliman’s analysis found:

e The Ml industry’s post-crisis regulatory and contractual framework—including PMIERs and the revised
master policies—represents a material strengthening of counterparty risk management relative to the pre-
crisis period, and current industry capital metrics indicate that the active Mls are well capitalized.

e Under the simplifying severity assumption described previously, ERCF counterparty haircuts at Ratings 1
through 6 correspond to implied cumulative loss rates that are higher than the rates observed in published
NRSRO studies for A-category issuers, and higher than the corresponding counterparty capital charges
under Basel lll, the PMIERS reinsurer counterparty risk haircut, and AM Best'’s reinsurance recoverable
framework.

Taken together, these comparisons indicate that the ERCF counterparty haircut levels appear conservative relative to
selected external benchmarks. These benchmarks are not directly equivalent to ERCF—they apply to different
exposures, horizons, and confidence levels—and the comparison is intended as context, not as a recalibration
proposal.

ERCF capital credit for mortgage insurance
DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Milliman quantified the ERCF risk-based capital reduction provided by MI by calculating loan-level capital
requirements both with and without the MI credit enhancement on the active GSE single-family portfolio as of July 31,
2025.

The portfolio data are sourced from the publicly available Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac MBS disclosure files, which
contain loan attributes, performance, and Ml coverage information for outstanding securitized mortgages. The
combined dataset includes 28.2 million active loans with $6.4 trillion in outstanding unpaid principal balance (UPB).
Loans retained on GSE balance sheets, loans recently bought out of MBS pools, and loans with incomplete
disclosure data are excluded; this excluded subset is small relative to the total portfolio. Loans with Ml are identified
as those with a non-missing MI coverage variable greater than 0%.

Loan-level capital is calculated using Milliman’s M-PIRe platform, which implements the ERCF final rule based on
publicly available documentation. Milliman benchmarked its ERCF capital estimates against publicly disclosed capital
figures; although not identical due to differences in data and assumptions, the results were generally consistent. The
analysis quantifies the loan-level risk-based capital component only and excludes leverage capital, prescribed
buffers, and the impact of credit risk transfer transactions.
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Two assumption areas warrant specific note:

=  Counterparty rating. Because the ERCF’s 1-8 counterparty rating descriptors are qualitative and the public loan-
level data does not identify the insurer on each loan, Milliman applied a simplifying assumption that all MI
counterparties receive Counterparty Rating 4, with high mortgage concentration and approved-insurer status.
Rating 4 was selected as a baseline illustrative assumption rather than an observed mapping from public insurer
ratings to ERCF categories. The sensitivity of the capital estimates to this assumption is shown below.

= Coverage type classification. ERCF Tables 7 and 8 specify distinct CEMs for guide-level and charter-level
coverage at each LTV band. Because reported MI coverage percentages in the GSE disclosure data are
continuous values that do not always equal the specific guide or charter coverage levels, Milliman classified each
loan as guide-level if its reported MI coverage was within 1 percentage point of the guide-level coverage
specified in the ERCF grid for the loan’s LTV and term band; otherwise, loans with reported coverage at or above
charter-level coverage but below guide-level coverage were classified as charter-level. The 1-percentage-point
tolerance accounts for rounding and minor reporting variations.

AGGREGATE CAPITAL CREDIT

Across the 28.2 million active loans in the dataset, M| coverage is present on approximately 28.5% of loans
(representing $1.8 trillion of UPB and $467 billion of risk-in-force). The ERCF risk-based capital requirement on the
full portfolio is $211.5 billion gross of MI; recognition of Ml reduces this requirement to $182.5 billion. The portfolio-
wide capital reduction attributable to Ml is $29.0 billion, or 14%.

Limiting the analysis to loans with active MI coverage, the average ERCF capital reduction attributable to Ml is 29%.
The capital reduction is more pronounced on higher-LTV exposures, where MI coverage levels are higher and the
underlying base risk weights are larger. On the Ml-insured subset (the population for which a capital reduction can be
measured), the gross ERCF capital requirement of approximately $101 billion is reduced by 29% (approximately $29
billion) to a net requirement of approximately $72 billion.

Figure 6: Summary of ERCF risk-based capital with and without MI

FULL GSE MI-INSURED
METRIC PORTFOLIO LOANS ONLY SOURCE
Active loans (count) 28.2 million 8.0 million (28.5%) CREMED
Disclosures
Outstanding UPB $6.4 trillion $1.8 trillion GSE MBS
Disclosures
ERCEF capital, no Ml recognition $211.5 billion $101.1 billion M-PIRe
ERCEF capital, with MI recognition $182.5 billion $72.1 billion M-PIRe
Capital reduction, $ $29.0 billion $29.0 billion M-PIRe
Capital reduction, % 14% 29% M-PIRe

Note: Counterparty Rating 4, high mortgage concentration, approved insurer. Countercyclical capital adjustment included. Loan-level risk-based capital
only; excludes leverage capital, prescribed buffers, and credit risk transfer.

SENSITIVITY TO COUNTERPARTY RATING

Because the counterparty haircut enters the risk-weight calculation as a multiplicative adjustment to the Ml credit
enhancement, the assumed counterparty rating has a direct effect on the recognized capital reduction. Holding all
other inputs constant, Figure 7 presents the estimated portfolio-wide ERCF capital reduction under each of the eight
ERCF counterparty ratings using the haircut schedule for high mortgage concentration approved insurers on
performing 30-year loans.
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Figure 7: Capital reduction by counterparty rating assumption

ERCF Counterparty MI ERCF Change vs. Change vs. Haircut

Rating Haircut Reduction ($B) Rating 4 ($B) Rating 4 (%) Impact
1 2.3% $33.0 +$4.0 +14% $0.8
2 5.9% $31.8 +$2.8 +10% $2.0
3 6.7% $31.5 +$2.5 +9% $2.3
4 14.2% $29.0 — — $4.8
5 17.8% $27.8 -$1.2 -4% $6.0
6 24.0% $25.7 -$3.3 -11% $8.1
7 42.0% $19.6 -$9.4 -32% $14.2
8 47.6% $17.7 -$11.3 -39% $16.1

Note: Rating 4 (highlighted) is the baseline assumption used elsewhere in this report. Estimates use the ERCF counterparty haircut schedule for high
mortgage concentration, approved insurer, performing 30-year loans.

The capital reduction varies from $33.0 billion at Rating 1 to $17.7 billion at Rating 8—a difference of $15.3 billion
across the rating scale. The largest single-step change in the sensitivity analysis occurs between Ratings 4 and 3,
where the haircut drops from 14.2% to 6.7% and the capital reduction increases by $2.5 billion (9%), illustrating the
importance of the assumed counterparty rating to the amount of capital recognition provided to Ml

Historical loss reduction provided by MI to the GSEs

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Milliman evaluated the realized loss reduction historically provided by Ml using actual GSE loan performance over the
past 25 years. The historical loss reduction is the share of realized credit losses absorbed by MI claim payments on
loans that experienced a loss event. This measure provides an empirical benchmark for the share of credit losses
that MI has historically absorbed and quantifies the risk-mitigation contribution of Ml to the GSEs.

Milliman analyzed Fannie Mae’s Single-Family Loan Performance Data and Freddie Mac’s Single-Family Loan-Level
Dataset, both of which are publicly available and updated quarterly. The datasets contain origination characteristics,
monthly performance, and loss outcomes for a curated sample of GSE single-family loans from 1999 forward. Both
datasets exclude product features that existed historically but pose elevated risk and would not be eligible under
current GSE underwriting (for example, loans with limited documentation or non-fully-amortizing structures), so the
analysis reflects the current underwriting standards of the GSEs.

Milliman filtered the combined data to loans that originated with MI coverage and later experienced a loss event,
defined as a specified zero-balance disposition code together with a positive total loss. Default events are identified
as loans with a zero-balance code of 2 (third-party sale), 3 (short sale), 9 (real estate-owned acquisition), or 15 (note
sale)® and a positive total loss. Total loss is defined as the credit loss to the GSE after liquidation, net of recoveries,
and gross of the Ml claim. The Ml claim is the dollar amount of claim payments made by the mortgage insurer to the
GSE for the loan, as reported in the data.

After filtering, the analysis dataset (Full Dataset) comprises 386,766 unique loans. Of these, 314,749 (83%) had a
positive Ml claim payment at the time of default and are referred to as the “MI Claim Dataset.” The remaining 72,017
loans (17%) recorded no MI claim payment at the time of default and may reflect prior cancellation, rescission, claim
denial, note sales, or data limitations. Homeowners Protection Act (HOPA) 78% LTV automatic-cancellation provision
is a common driver of these observations. Loans with a recorded total loss less than or equal to zero (which can
occur during periods of strong home price appreciation) are excluded so that the loss reduction percentage is well
defined; the analysis is therefore limited to loans on which the GSE incurred a positive credit loss.

Milliman defines the Ml loss reduction rate as Ml claim payments divided by total realized credit loss, where total
realized credit loss is the credit loss to the GSE after liquidation and net of property-disposition recoveries, and is

6. While Milliman includes note sales as default events, these events typically occur before ultimate resolution of the loan. As a result, there is often not
an Ml claim paid. This reduces the measured efficacy of mortgage insurance in this analysis.
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measured gross of (i.e., before) the Ml claim payment. In plain terms, the metric measures the share of realized loss
absorbed by Ml rather than borne by the GSE.
AGGREGATE HISTORICAL LOSS REDUCTION

Across the 386,766 loans in the Full Dataset, M| claim payments totaled $12.8 billion against $30.9 billion of total
credit losses to the GSEs. MI therefore reduced GSE losses on this population by 41%. Limiting the analysis to the
314,749 loans with active Ml at the time of default (the MI Claim Dataset), the loss reduction rate is 48%.

Figure 8: Historical Ml loss reduction — 1999-2024 originations

METRIC FULL DATASET MI CLAIM DATASET
(386,766 LOANS) (314,749 LOANS)

Total credit losses (gross of Ml) $30.9 billion $26.7 billion

MI claim payments to GSEs $12.8 billion $12.8 billion

MI loss reduction rate 41% 48%

Sources: Fannie Mae. (April 30, 2026). Single-Family Loan Performance Data. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https://capitalmarkets.fanniemae.com/credit-risk-transfer/single-family-credit-risk-transfer/fannie-mae-single-family-loan-performance-data; Freddie
Mac. (n.d.). Single Family Loan-Level Dataset. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://www.freddiemac.com/research/datasets/sf-loanlevel-dataset.

Note: The MI Claim Dataset excludes loans on which Ml was cancelled, rescinded, or denied prior to the default event.

VARIATION BY ORIGINATION PERIOD

Loss reduction varies meaningfully by origination vintage, reflecting the interaction between gross loss severity and
the MI coverage caps. For loans originated from 1999 through 2009, MI reduced GSE losses by 47% on loans with
an active Ml claim. For these vintages, gross loss severities during the GFC frequently exceeded the MI coverage
percentage, which limited MI's share of the total loss.

For post-GFC originations (2010-2024), the loss reduction rate increases to 54% on the Full Dataset basis (and 62%
on the MI Claim Dataset basis). This pattern is consistent with more conservative origination underwriting, greater
certainty under the revised master policies, and a larger share of defaults occurring while Ml coverage remained in
force and within applicable coverage caps.

Figure 9: Historical loss reduction by origination period

LOSS REDUCTION  -OSS REDUCTION

ORIGINATION PERIOD — MI CLAIM
— FULL DATASET DATASET

1999-2009 (pre- and during GFC) 40% 47%

2010-2024 (post-GFC) 54% 62%

All 1999-2024 41% 48%

Note: The 1999-2009 origination period produced 91% of losses in the dataset. As a result, the “All” origination period is very similar to the 1999-2009
origination period.

EFFECT OF MI CANCELLATION ON LOSS REDUCTION

Of the 386,766 loans in the Full Dataset, 72,017 (17%) recorded no Ml claim payment at the time of default. Including
these loans reduced the measured loss reduction rate from 48% (Ml Claim Dataset) to 41% (Full Dataset)—a 7-
percentage-point reduction, or approximately 15% relative.

The relatively modest impact of cancellation on the aggregate loss reduction rate reflects two related observations.
First, approximately 67% of the realized credit losses on high-LTV loans in the Full Dataset occurred on loans that
were within seven years of origination at the time of the loss event, which is generally before the typical timing of
HOPA-driven 78% LTV automatic cancellation. Second, the HOPA cancellation provisions apply only to loans that
are current on payments; loans that are delinquent at the time the LTV would otherwise reach 78% retain Ml
coverage. Taken together, these patterns suggest that Ml is more likely to remain in force on loans that ultimately
generate claims, while zero-claim outcomes are more concentrated among loans whose performance and equity
accumulation reduce the likelihood or size of a future claim.
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Comparison of ERCF capital credit and historical loss reduction

The ERCF capital reduction and the historical loss reduction are not directly comparable measures. The ERCF
estimate is a forward-looking regulatory capital measure applied across the active portfolio, while the historical loss
reduction reflects realized MI claim outcomes on loans that experienced loss events. The measures therefore differ in
time horizon, population, and purpose.

With those caveats, the two metrics are summarized in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Summary comparison — ERCF capital credit and historical loss reduction

MEASURE VALUE POPULATION / SOURCE
ERCEF capital reduction — 28.2M active GSE loans, July

(o]
portfolio-wide L 2025
ERCF capital reduction — MI- 299 = 8.0M Ml-insured loans, July
insured loans only 0 2025
Historical loss reduction — 41% 386,766 originated-with-Ml
Full Dataset (1999-2024) ° loans with loss events
Historical loss reduction — Ml 48Y% 314,749 loans with active Ml at
Claim Dataset (1999-2024) ° default
Historical loss reduction — post- 549 Full Dataset, 2010-2024
GFC (2010-2024) ° originations

The historical loss-reduction measures are numerically higher than the 29% capital reduction estimated under the
ERCEF for currently insured loans. Both numbers measure MI's contribution to GSE credit risk mitigation and can be
viewed as contextual benchmarks. The difference between them offers one contextual benchmark for considering
how the ERCF capital framework compares to MI’s historically demonstrated loss-reduction contribution.
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Technical appendix

This appendix summarizes the principal data sources, assumptions, and calculation methods used in the
report. It is intended to provide sufficient methodological detail for a reader to understand how the reported
estimates were developed, while keeping the main body of the report focused on results and interpretation.

The analysis in this report includes three components:
1. Areview of the ERCF counterparty haircut applied to Ml relative to selected external benchmarks
2. An estimate of the current ERCF capital effect of MI on the active GSE single-family portfolio
3. An analysis of the historical loss mitigation provided by Ml based on realized GSE loan performance

These components use different datasets and different metrics. They are related, but they are not direct like-
for-like measures.

DATA SOURCES
The analysis relies on publicly available information from the following sources:

e FHFA ERCF final rule text and related public documentation”
¢ Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac loan-level disclosure data for active single-family acquisitions®®
¢ Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac historical loan-performance datasets'®"’

e Public mortgage insurer financial disclosures, including statutory capital, contingency reserves,
RTC ratios, and PMIERSs sufficiency ratios'>1314

e Public credit ratings from NRSROg'5.16.17.18

e Published default studies and idealized default tables from NRSROs'®

7. Federal Housing Finance Agency. (November 18, 2020). 12 CFR Parts 1206, 1225, and 1240. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https://lwww.fhfa.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Enterprise%20Capital%20Final%20Rule%20for%20Website. pdf.

8. Fannie Mae. (n.d.). Mortgage-backed securities. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://capitalmarkets.fanniemae.com/mortgage-backed-securities.

9. Freddie Mac. (n.d.). Securities data. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://capitalmarkets.freddiemac.com/mbs/security-data/mbs-disclosure-
resources.

10. Fannie Mae. (April 30, 2026). Single-Family Loan Performance Data. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://capitalmarkets.fanniemae.com/credit-
risk-transfer/single-family-credit-risk-transfer/fannie-mae-single-family-loan-performance-data.

11. Freddie Mac. (n.d.). Single Family Loan-Level Dataset. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://www.freddiemac.com/research/datasets/sf-loanlevel-
dataset.

12. PMI Mortgage Insurance Co., op. cit.
13. North Carolina Department of Insurance, op. cit.

14. Office of the Special Deputy Receiver. (n.d.). Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation, in rehabilitation (“Triad”) policyholder FAQ. Retrieved May 27,
2026, from https://www.osdchi.com/PDF%20Files/Scanned%200rders/triad/QARegardingPlanofRehabiliation.pdf.

15. Moody’s Ratings. (n.d.). Retrieved July 31, 2025 from https://ratings.moodys.com/api/rmc-documents/53954.

16. Fitch Ratings. (March 21, 2025). 2024 transition and default studies. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https://www fitchratings.com/research/structured-finance/2024-transition-default-studies-21-03-2025.

17. AM Best. (December 5, 3007). Best’s idealized default matrix, criteria — insurance-linked securities. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https://www3.ambest.com/ambv/ratingmethodology/OpenPDF .aspx?rc=197709.

18. S&P. (March 27, 2005). Default, transition, and recover: 2024 annual global corporate default and rating transition study. Retrieved May 27, 2026,
from https://www.spglobal.com/ratings/en/regulatory/article/250327-default-transition-and-recovery-2024-annual-global-corporate-default-and-rating-
transition-study-s13452126.

19. Painter, R. A., & Isaac, D. (April 2006). A multi-stakeholder approach to capital adequacy. Society of Actuaries. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https://www.soa.org/globalassets/assets/files/pubs/apf0702_01.pdf.
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o Selected external capital frameworks, including Basel I, Basel lll, PMIERSs reinsurer counterparty
haircuts, and AM Best’s treatment of reinsurance recoverables?.21:22.23

Milliman did not audit or independently verify these third-party data sources.

DATA REPORTING DATES
Unless otherwise noted in the body of the report:

e Active portfolio data reflect GSE loan-level disclosures through July 2025.
e Public insurer ratings reflect information reviewed as of June 2025.
e Insurer capitalization metrics generally reflect year-end 2024 reporting.

e Historical performance data include originations from 1999 through 2024, with performance updates
available through 2025.

e The report reflects information available through the date of preparation.

Because the underlying data sources are updated on different reporting cycles, not all inputs share the same
as-of date.

OVERVIEW OF THE ERCF MI TREATMENT USED IN THIS REPORT
Under the ERCF, MI affects loan-level risk-based capital through the adjusted CEM. In simplified form:

Adjusted CEM = 1 - [(1 - CEM) % (1 — Counterparty Haircut)]
where:
e CEM reflects the amount of recognized credit enhancement based on loan attributes and MI coverage.
e Counterparty haircut reduces that recognition to reflect the possibility of insurer non-performance.
The amount of capital relief associated with Ml therefore depends on both:
1. The level of Ml coverage recognized by the framework
2. The counterparty haircut assigned to the insurer

This report focuses on the treatment of Ml in the single-family mortgage framework and does not attempt to
estimate total enterprise capital requirements under all ERCF components.

COUNTERPARTY HAIRCUT BENCHMARK REVIEW

The counterparty haircut review evaluates how the ERCF haircut levels for Ml compare with selected external
benchmarks. The purpose is not to replicate the FHFA'’s original calibration process, but to assess the relative
magnitude of the haircut assumptions using publicly observable reference points.

Benchmarks reviewed
This report considers the following benchmark categories:

e Current public credit ratings of active GSE-approved mortgage insurers

20. Bank for International Settlements. (June 2006). Basel Committee on Banking Supervision: International convergence of capital measurement and
capital standards. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from https://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs128.pdf.

21. Bank for International Settlements. (December 2017). Basel Committee on Banking Supervision: Basel Ill: Finalising post-crisis reforms. Retrieved
May 27, 2026, from https://www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d424.pdf.

22. Mount, T., Fan, J., Rogers, C., & Raber, R. (October 9, 2025). Understanding BCAR for US property/casualty insurers. AM Best. Retrieved May 27,
2026, from https://www3.ambest.com/ambv/ratingmethodology/OpenPDF.aspx?rc=197686.

23. Fitch Ratings. (March 18, 2010). Fitch Ratings global corporate finance 2009 transition and default study. Retrieved May 27, 2026, from
https://www fitchratings.com/research/banks/fitch-ratings-global-corporate-finance-2009-transition-default-study-18-03-2010.
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e Current insurer capitalization metrics, including PMIERSs sufficiency
e Published NRSRO default studies and idealized default tables

e Selected counterparty treatments in Basel I, Basel Ill, PMIERs, and AM Best

Implied loss-rate translation
To compare ERCF counterparty haircuts with published default-rate benchmarks, the haircut percentages were
translated into implied cumulative loss rates using a simplifying severity assumption:

Implied cumulative loss rate = counterparty haircut / assumed loss severity
For this purpose, Milliman used an assumed severity of 25%.

This translation is intended only to create a rough benchmark for comparison with published cumulative default
or cumulative loss studies. It should not be interpreted as a direct estimate of mortgage insurer default
probability or as a literal mapping from ERCF ratings to NRSRO ratings.

Limitations
The benchmark measures used in this section are not directly equivalent for the following reasons:

e ERCEF haircuts are regulatory calibration parameters.
o NRSRO default studies reflect historical issuer default experience or idealized rating benchmarks.

e Basel, PMIERs, and AM Best frameworks were developed for different exposures, horizons, and
purposes.

Accordingly, the comparisons are intended as contextual benchmarks rather than direct one-to-one
equivalencies.

CURRENT PORTFOLIO ERCF CAPITAL ANALYSIS
This component estimates the reduction in single-family loan-level risk-based capital associated with MI under
the ERCF on the active GSE portfolio.

Portfolio and population

The analysis used publicly available Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac loan-level disclosure data for active single-
family loans. The starting population included approximately 28.2 million active loans as of the reporting date
used in the analysis.

Loans were then segmented into:
e Loans with no reported Ml coverage

e Loans with reported MI coverage

The estimated capital effect of Ml was calculated by comparing loan-level ERCF capital with and without
recognized MI on the subset of loans with reported MI coverage.

Assumptions
Because certain inputs required for a full official ERCF calculation are not publicly disclosed, Milliman applied
simplifying assumptions where necessary. These included assumptions related to:

e Ml counterparty rating
e Approved-insurer status
e Mortgage concentration classification

e Treatment of Ml in force based on public coverage fields
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e Implementation of ERCF formulas using publicly available rule text and documentation

Counterparty rating assumption

The public loan-level data identifies Ml coverage amounts but does not identify the specific insurer on each
loan. Furthermore, the ERCF does not provide a public quantitative mapping from insurer financial metrics to
the eight counterparty rating categories.

For purposes of estimating current portfolio capital effects, Milliman assumed all Ml counterparties were
assigned ERCF Counterparty Rating 4, with high mortgage concentration and approved-insurer status.

Rating 4 was selected as a baseline illustrative assumption for the central estimate because (i) the ERCF does
not provide a public quantitative mapping from insurer financial metrics to its 1-8 counterparty rating
categories, (ii) the GSEs do not publicly disclose the counterparty rating they assign to each MI, and (iii) Rating
4 sits in the middle of the ERCF’s eight-category scale. The sensitivity analysis in the body of the report shows
estimated capital reductions across all eight ratings; readers can use that table to interpret the central estimate
under alternative rating assumptions.

This is a simplifying baseline assumption rather than an observed mapping from public insurer ratings to ERCF
categories. To show the importance of this assumption, the report also includes a sensitivity analysis across
the ERCEF rating scale.

Capital comparison method
For loans with reported MI coverage, Milliman estimated:

o ERCEF loan-level capital with Ml recognized under the framework

o ERCEF loan-level capital assuming no MI recognition
The difference between these two amounts was used to estimate the capital reduction associated with Ml.
This capital reduction was then summarized:

e In aggregate dollar terms

e As a percentage of capital on the Ml-insured subset assuming no MI recognition

Reasonableness checks

Milliman compared aggregate capital estimates from its ERCF implementation with publicly disclosed
enterprise capital figures as a broad reasonableness check. These comparisons were intended to assess
directional consistency only.

Milliman also compared implied insurance-in-force amounts from the loan-level data with publicly reported M
industry totals. The loan-level estimate was somewhat higher, likely because public GSE disclosure data do not
directly identify all pathways by which Ml may cease to be in force. To the extent Ml coverage is overstated in
the loan-level data, the effect on estimated capital benefit is expected to be limited because older loans
generally receive less ERCF recognition of MI.

HISTORICAL MI LOSS-MITIGATION ANALYSIS

This component evaluates the historical loss mitigation provided by Ml using realized GSE loan-performance
data. The goal is to measure the share of realized credit loss historically absorbed by Ml claim payments on
loans that experienced loss events.

Population definition
The historical analysis was limited to loans that:

1. Were originated with reported MI coverage
2. Later experienced a loss event
For purposes of this report, a loss event was identified using:
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e A relevant zero-balance disposition code
e A positive total realized loss amount
This population is intended to isolate loans for which MI's loss-absorbing role can be meaningfully evaluated.

MI loss reduction rate
Milliman defines the Ml loss reduction rate as:

Ml loss reduction rate = Ml claim payment / total realized credit loss

where total realized credit loss is the credit loss to the GSE after liquidation and net of property-disposition
recoveries, measured gross of the Ml claim payment.

In plain terms, this metric measures the share of realized credit loss absorbed by Ml rather than borne by the
GSE.

Treatment of zero-claim loans
Some loans in the historical dataset were originated with Ml but recorded no MI claim payment at the time of
loss. These cases may reflect:

e  Prior cancellation of MI coverage

e Rescission

e Claim denial

e Claim curtailment to zero

¢ Note sales

e Data limitations that do not allow these outcomes to be distinguished
For transparency, the report presents results across both:

e The full analyzed loss-event population

e The subset of loans with positive MI claim payments

This distinction helps separate realized claim effectiveness from the broader effect of coverage attrition and
other zero-claim outcomes.

Cohort and segment summaries
Historical Ml loss-reduction results were summarized:

e Across the full analysis period

e For post-GFC origination periods

e By origination LTV band

e And, where relevant, by whether a positive MI claim payment was observed

These summaries were used to show how realized MI loss mitigation varied across borrower equity profiles
and origination eras.

COMPARISON OF CURRENT ERCF CAPITAL RECOGNITION AND HISTORICAL LOSS REDUCTION
The report compares:

e The estimated current ERCF capital reduction associated with Ml on the active portfolio
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e The historical Ml loss-reduction rates observed in realized loss data
These measures are not directly comparable.
The ERCF estimate is:

e Forward-looking

e Regulatory in purpose

e Measured across the active portfolio
The historical loss-reduction metric is:

e Backward-looking

e Based on realized claim outcomes

e Measured only on loans that experienced loss events

The comparison is included because both metrics provide information about MI’s role in reducing GSE credit
exposure. The historical results therefore serve as an empirical context for interpreting the degree of
recognition provided under the current ERCF treatment.

FIGURES

This section presents the full set of additional figures supporting the report. Figures are numbered sequentially from
11 through 26.

Figures 11-21: Counterparty haircut evaluation
Summarizes background information and metrics used in Milliman’s evaluation of the ERCF counterparty haircut.

Figure 11: Risk-to-capital (RTC) ratio, 2000 through 2024 across active Mls

Figure 12: Policyholders’ surplus, 2005 through 2024 across active Mls

Figure 13: Contingency reserves, 2015 through 2024 across active Mls

Figure 14: Sufficiency ratio (available assets/PMIERs capital requirement), 2015 through 2024 across active Mls
Figure 15: Moody’s ratings of Mls across time

Figure 16: S&P ratings of Mls across time

Figure 17: Moody’s published default rates by rating level

Figure 18: AM Best published default rates by rating level

Figure 19: Fitch published default rates by rating level

Figure 20: S&P published default rates by rating level

Figure 21: 10-year default curves by ratings level and rating agency; default rate after 10 years

Figures 22-23: GSE ERCF risk-based required capital estimates
These figures provide an estimate of the GSE ERCF risk-based required capital needs.

Figure 22: ERCF capital requirements with and without MI; Breakout by vintage - with countercyclical adjustments;
Counterparty Rating = 4, high mortgage concentration: Haircut = 14.2%; All loans
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Figure 23: ERCF capital requirements with and without MI; Breakout by vintage - with countercyclical adjustments;
Counterparty Rating = 4, high mortgage concentration: Haircut = 14.2%; Only loans with Ml

Figures 24-26: Historical loss reduction from MI

These figures summarize the historical empirical loss reduction that the Mls provided to the GSEs.

Figure 24: Data preparation summarizing removal criteria. Loan counts, Full Dataset totals. Based on all loans and
documents data cleaning process.

Figure 25: Data summary by vintage. Summarizes Ml claim, GSE loss, total loss, Ml % of total loss. Based on all
loans.

Figure 26: Data summary removing impact of $0 Ml claims by vintage. Summarizes Ml claim, GSE loss, total loss,
MI % of total loss. Excludes $0 Ml claims isolates effect of Ml policy cancellations; same as Figure 25, excluding
cancellations.
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QUALIFICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

The authors and peer reviewers of this analysis are Members of the American Academy of Actuaries,
Fellows of the Casualty Actuarial Society or Society of Actuaries, and/or have significant expertise in the
evaluation of mortgage insurance.

In performing this analysis, Milliman has relied on data evaluated as of July 31, 2025, and other information
concerning the data evaluated as of July 31, 2025. Milliman has not audited or verified this data and
information. If the underlying data or information is inaccurate or incomplete, the results of Milliman’s
analysis may likewise be inaccurate or incomplete. Except where noted specifically within this report,
Milliman is not aware of any relevant events or changes to the data subsequent to Milliman’s analysis that
would materially impact the results of the analysis.

The analysis and any conclusions provided in Milliman’s deliverables are based on data accessed by
Milliman via third-party sources. Milliman does not warrant the accuracy or completeness of any third-party
data, and Milliman disclaims any and all liability in connection with such third-party data. Any errors in the
data provided may affect the results of Milliman’s analysis. Milliman shall not be liable for the results of its
analysis to the extent errors are contained in third-party data sources.

Milliman developed its ERCF estimates based on publicly available documentation regarding the capital
framework. Due to the complexity of the framework and the unavailability of certain required data, Milliman
made reasonable assumptions where necessary. As a reasonability check, Milliman compared its ERCF
capital calculations to public reports from Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae. While Milliman’s results are broadly
consistent with the published estimates from these entities, they are not identical.

Any reader of this report must possess a certain level of expertise in areas relevant to this analysis to
appreciate the significance of the assumptions and the impact of these assumptions on the illustrated
results. The reader should be advised by, among other experts, actuaries or other professionals competent
in the area of actuarial projections of the type in this report, so as to properly interpret the projection results.

Disclosures

Actuarial Standards of Practice require Milliman to disclose the following:

Purpose

The purpose of this assignment is to provide an independent review and analysis of the treatment of Ml in
the FHFA ERCF. The primary objectives of this engagement were to objectively assess the ERCF, quantify
the ERCF, and calculate a historical benchmark to evaluate the ERCF against. Data used in Milliman’s
analysis were evaluated as of July 31, 2025.

Constraints

There have been no unusual constraints (such as availability of data or access to staff) on Milliman’s ability
to provide this analysis.

Scope

Milliman summarized the historical to-date loan performance contained in the obtained dataset. Milliman
subset the results according to USMI’s direction. Other potential variables to partition the analysis were not
tested/considered. The scope of the analysis was limited to independently summarizing historical loan
performance statistics and preparing output.

FHFA ERCF treatment of
mortgage insurance 20 June 2026
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Policyholders' Surplus ($ Billions)

Figure 12

United States Mortgage Insurers
FHFA ERCF’s Treatment of Mortgage Insurance
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Contingency Reserves ($ Billions)
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United States Mortgage Insurers

FHFA ERCF's Treatments of Mortgage Insurance

Moody's

Rating Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year9  Year 10

Aaa 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Aa1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Aa2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2%
Aa3 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4%
A1 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7%
A2 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 1.2%
A3 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.3% 1.5% 1.8%
Baa1 0.1% 0.3% 0.6% 0.8% 1.1% 1.4% 1.7% 2.0% 2.3% 2.6%
Baa2 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 1.2% 1.6% 2.0% 2.4% 2.9% 3.2% 3.6%
Baa3 0.4% 1.1% 1.7% 2.4% 3.1% 3.7% 4.3% 5.0% 5.6% 6.1%
Ba1 0.9% 2.0% 3.1% 4.2% 5.3% 6.3% 7.1% 7.9% 8.7% 9.4%
Ba2 1.6% 3.5% 5.2% 6.8% 8.4% 9.8% 10.7% 11.7% 12.7% 13.5%
Ba3 2.8% 5.5% 7.9% 9.8% 11.9% 13.5% 14.6% 15.7% 16.7% 17.7%
B1 4.7% 8.4% 11.6% 13.9% 16.1% 17.9% 19.1% 20.2% 21.2% 22.2%
B2 7.2% 11.7% 15.6% 18.1% 20.7% 22.7% 24.0% 25.2% 26.2% 27.2%
B3 11.6% 16.6% 21.0% 24.0% 27.1% 29.2% 31.0% 32.6% 33.8% 34.9%
Caa1 17.4% 23.2% 28.6% 32.5% 36.3% 39.0% 41.4% 43.7% 45.7% 47.7%
Caa2 26.0% 32.5% 39.0% 43.9% 48.8% 52.0% 55.3% 58.5% 61.8% 65.0%
Caa3 51.0% 57.0% 62.4% 66.2% 69.8% 72.1% 74.3% 76.5% 78.6% 80.7%
Ca 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%
C 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Figure 17



United States Mortgage Insurers

FHFA ERCF's Treatments of Mortgage Insurance

AM Best

Rating Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year9  Year 10

aaa 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9%
aa+ 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 1.0% 1.2% 1.4%
aa 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 1.0% 1.3% 1.5% 1.8%
aa- 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 1.1% 1.3% 1.6% 1.9% 21%
a+ 0.1% 0.3% 0.6% 0.8% 1.1% 1.4% 1.6% 1.9% 2.2% 2.5%
a 0.1% 0.4% 0.8% 1.1% 1.4% 1.7% 21% 2.4% 2.7% 3.0%
a- 0.2% 0.6% 0.9% 1.3% 1.7% 21% 2.5% 2.8% 3.2% 3.6%
bbb+ 0.2% 0.7% 1.1% 1.6% 2.0% 2.5% 2.9% 3.3% 3.7% 4.1%
bbb 0.2% 0.7% 1.3% 1.8% 2.3% 2.7% 3.2% 3.7% 4.1% 4.6%
bbb- 0.3% 0.9% 1.5% 2.1% 2.8% 3.4% 4.0% 4.6% 5.2% 5.8%
bb+ 0.7% 2.0% 3.2% 4.4% 5.5% 6.5% 7.5% 8.5% 9.3% 10.2%
bb 1.2% 3.3% 5.2% 71% 8.9% 10.6% 12.3% 13.8% 15.3% 16.7%
bb- 2.3% 5.3% 8.1% 10.8% 13.3% 15.7% 18.0% 20.1% 22.1% 24.0%
b+ 2.8% 7.3% 11.5% 15.3% 18.9% 22.2% 25.2% 28.0% 30.5% 32.8%
b 5.8% 10.6% 15.1% 19.3% 23.1% 26.8% 30.1% 33.2% 36.0% 38.7%
b- 7.6% 14.4% 20.6% 26.4% 31.7% 36.6% 41.1% 451% 48.9% 52.2%
cce+ 8.5% 16.8% 24.5% 31.4% 37.7% 43.5% 48.7% 53.3% 57.5% 61.3%
ccc+ 9.4% 18.2% 26.2% 33.5% 40.0% 46.0% 51.3% 56.0% 60.3% 64.1%
cce- 10.2% 19.4% 27.7% 35.3% 42.0% 48.1% 53.5% 58.3% 62.6% 66.4%
cc 10.2% 19.4% 27.7% 35.3% 42.0% 48.1% 53.5% 58.3% 62.6% 66.4%
c 10.2% 19.4% 27.7% 35.3% 42.0% 48.1% 53.5% 58.3% 62.6% 66.4%

Figure 18



United States Mortgage Insurers

FHFA ERCF's Treatments of Mortgage Insurance

Fitch

Rating Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year9  Year 10

AAA 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 1.2% 1.3% 1.5%
AA+ 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
AA 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
AA- 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
A+ 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2%
A 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2%
A- 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2%
BBB+ 0.1% 0.4% 0.8% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 2.0% 2.3% 2.7% 3.0%
BBB 0.1% 0.4% 0.8% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 2.0% 2.3% 2.7% 3.0%
BBB- 0.1% 0.4% 0.8% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 2.0% 2.3% 2.7% 3.0%
BB+ 0.5% 1.5% 2.5% 3.5% 4.2% 4.5% 4.8% 5.4% 6.0% 6.6%
BB 0.5% 1.5% 2.5% 3.5% 4.2% 4.5% 4.8% 5.4% 6.0% 6.6%
BB- 0.5% 1.5% 2.5% 3.5% 4.2% 4.5% 4.8% 5.4% 6.0% 6.6%
B+ 0.9% 2.1% 2.9% 3.9% 4.6% 5.6% 6.3% 6.8% 7.4% 7.6%
B 0.9% 21% 2.9% 3.9% 4.6% 5.6% 6.3% 6.8% 7.4% 7.6%
B- 0.9% 2.1% 2.9% 3.9% 4.6% 5.6% 6.3% 6.8% 7.4% 7.6%
CCC+ 14.1% 16.2% 18.3% 19.4% 19.8% 20.3% 21.6% 22.8% 24.0% 25.6%
CCC 14.1% 16.2% 18.3% 19.4% 19.8% 20.3% 21.6% 22.8% 24.0% 25.6%
CCC- 14.1% 16.2% 18.3% 19.4% 19.8% 20.3% 21.6% 22.8% 24.0% 25.6%
CcC 14.1% 16.2% 18.3% 19.4% 19.8% 20.3% 21.6% 22.8% 24.0% 25.6%
C 14.1% 16.2% 18.3% 19.4% 19.8% 20.3% 21.6% 22.8% 24.0% 25.6%

Figure 19



United States Mortgage Insurers

FHFA ERCF's Treatments of Mortgage Insurance

S&P

Rating Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year9  Year 10

aaa 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%
aa+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4%
aa 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8%
aa- 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6%
a+ 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8%
a 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 1.1%
a- 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.9% 1.0% 1.1%
bbb+ 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 1.0% 1.2% 1.4% 1.6% 1.8%
bbb 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 1.1% 1.4% 1.7% 2.0% 2.2% 2.5%
bbb- 0.2% 0.6% 1.2% 1.8% 2.4% 2.9% 3.4% 3.8% 4.2% 4.5%
bb+ 0.3% 0.8% 1.5% 2.2% 2.9% 3.6% 4.2% 4.6% 5.0% 5.5%
bb 0.4% 1.4% 2.7% 3.8% 5.1% 6.1% 7.0% 7.8% 8.6% 9.3%
bb- 0.9% 2.7% 4.6% 6.6% 8.3% 9.9% 11.3% 12.7% 13.8% 14.7%
b+ 1.8% 5.0% 8.1% 10.7% 12.9% 14.6% 16.1% 17.4% 18.6% 19.6%
b 2.7% 6.4% 9.7% 12.4% 14.7% 16.7% 18.1% 19.2% 20.1% 21.0%
b- 5.2% 11.2% 15.9% 19.4% 22.0% 23.9% 25.3% 26.4% 27.2% 27.9%
cce+ 26.1% 35.9% 41.3% 44.4% 46.5% 47.6% 48.6% 49.3% 49.9% 50.4%
cce 26.1% 35.9% 41.3% 44.4% 46.5% 47.6% 48.6% 49.3% 49.9% 50.4%
cce- 26.1% 35.9% 41.3% 44.4% 46.5% 47.6% 48.6% 49.3% 49.9% 50.4%
cc 26.1% 35.9% 41.3% 44.4% 46.5% 47.6% 48.6% 49.3% 49.9% 50.4%
c 26.1% 35.9% 41.3% 44.4% 46.5% 47.6% 48.6% 49.3% 49.9% 50.4%

Figure 20



United States Mortgage Insurers

FHFA ERCF's Treatments of Mortgage Insurance

Cumulative Default Curves by Rating Agency
Default Rate after 10 Years

Moody's and AM Best default rates are Idealized
Fitch and S&P default rates are Actual
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Figure 22

United States Mortgage Insurers
FHFA ERCF's Treatment of Mortgage Insurance
Evaluation as of June 30, 2025

ERCF Capital Requirements With and Without Ml
Breakout by Vintage - With Countercyclical Adjustments
Counterparty Rating = 4, High Mortgage Concentration: Haircut = 14.2%

All Loans
(1 (2) @) (4) (%)
=(3)-(2) =(4)1(3)
Unpaid Principal Capital Requirement ($000) MI Capital Reduction
Vintage Balance ($000) With MI Without MI ($000) Percentage
1995 89 1 1 0 0.00%
1996 1,322 21 21 0 0.00%
1997 3,955 63 63 0 0.00%
1998 18,006 288 288 0 0.00%
1999 19,038 305 305 0 0.00%
2000 12,552 201 201 0 0.00%
2001 31,896 510 510 0 0.00%
2002 159,676 2,560 2,560 0 0.00%
2003 493,167 7,897 7,897 0 0.00%
2004 480,054 7,725 7,726 1 0.01%
2005 1,133,771 18,557 18,562 5 0.03%
2006 2,558,386 42,835 42,862 28 0.06%
2007 3,212,753 54,604 54,699 94 0.17%
2008 2,629,782 44,199 44,268 69 0.16%
2009 10,467,720 170,932 171,006 74 0.04%
2010 15,952,195 262,866 263,015 150 0.06%
2011 16,134,456 265,259 265,406 146 0.06%
2012 59,921,509 985,907 986,554 647 0.07%
2013 122,959,377 2,046,051 2,048,670 2,618 0.13%
2014 57,506,930 980,455 982,522 2,067 0.21%
2015 105,283,891 1,752,372 1,755,247 2,875 0.16%
2016 176,375,363 2,916,451 2,921,857 5,406 0.19%
2017 129,269,076 2,223,212 2,230,896 7,684 0.34%
2018 93,112,662 1,757,613 1,769,483 11,869 0.67%
2019 222,844,604 4,054,255 4,079,434 25,179 0.62%
2020 1,361,428,537 23,285,466 23,370,407 84,941 0.36%
2021 1,803,622,021 38,000,771 39,130,639 1,129,868 2.89%
2022 806,079,092 29,505,061 34,262,041 4,756,979 13.88%
2023 474,957,989 24,252,368 31,516,527 7,264,159 23.05%
2024 613,961,436 33,940,186 44,454,023 10,513,837 23.65%
2025 290,327,503 15,946,491 21,066,919 5,120,428 24.31%

Total 6,370,958,807 182,525,483 211,454,608 28,929,125 13.68%



Figure 23

United States Mortgage Insurers
FHFA ERCF's Treatment of Mortgage Insurance
Evaluation as of June 30, 2025

ERCF Capital Requirements With and Without Ml
Breakout by Vintage - With Countercyclical Adjustments
Counterparty Rating = 4, High Mortgage Concentration: Haircut = 14.2%
Only Loans with Ml

(1) ) @) (4) (5)
=(3)-(2) =(4)/@3)

Unpaid Principal Capital Requirement ($000) MI Capital Reduction
Vintage Balance ($000) With MI Without MI ($000) Percentage
1995 2 0 0 0 0.00%
1996 55 1 1 0 0.00%
1997 165 3 3 0 0.00%
1998 771 12 12 0 0.00%
1999 632 10 10 0 0.00%
2000 1,072 17 17 0 0.00%
2001 776 12 12 0 0.00%
2002 15,491 248 248 0 0.00%
2003 44,837 717 717 0 0.00%
2004 32,839 529 530 1 0.18%
2005 54,410 904 909 5 0.56%
2006 160,586 2,789 2,817 28 0.98%
2007 429,510 7,861 7,955 94 1.19%
2008 268,026 4,810 4,879 69 1.42%
2009 325,292 5,904 5,978 74 1.24%
2010 1,055,591 18,705 18,854 150 0.79%
2011 1,188,916 21,367 21,513 146 0.68%
2012 7,624,996 132,051 132,698 647 0.49%
2013 29,344,045 512,613 515,232 2,618 0.51%
2014 15,043,528 268,042 270,109 2,067 0.77%
2015 24,029,778 414,876 417,751 2,875 0.69%
2016 42,783,934 731,563 736,969 5,406 0.73%
2017 36,300,893 661,217 668,901 7,684 1.15%
2018 31,584,132 653,047 664,917 11,869 1.79%
2019 74,114,956 1,472,740 1,497,919 25,179 1.68%
2020 310,816,671 5,959,641 6,044,582 84,941 1.41%
2021 395,797,378 11,653,749 12,783,617 1,129,868 8.84%
2022 280,562,713 13,763,904 18,520,883 4,756,979 25.68%
2023 205,276,186 12,763,590 20,027,749 7,264,159 36.27%
2024 246,398,100 16,204,222 26,718,058 10,513,837 39.35%
2025 113,162,314 6,918,612 12,039,039 5,120,428 42.53%

Total 1,816,418,594 72,173,755 101,102,880 28,929,125 28.61%



Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac Single Family Loan Performance Datasets

Data Preparation

2025 Q3 GSE Loan Performance Dataset

Subset to Credit Events

Subset to Loans that had Ml Coverage

Remove loans inconsistent with Ml guidelines

Remove loans without a full history available

Remove loans with an underwriting defect

Remove loans with a completed disposition in the last 90 days
Remove loans with Gain on Sale

Final Analysis Dataset Breakout
Loans with MI Claim >0 (not cancelled) at Loss Event
Loans with MI Claim =0 (cancelled) at Loss Event

United States Mortgage Insurers

Evaluation as of September 30, 2025

Summary of Analysis Data

Loan Count

104,775,511
1,335,644

429,163

424,966

419,170

400,199

398,542

386,766

Loan Count
314,749
72,017

UPB ($M)

$ 22,570,103
$ 219,041
$ 68,165
$ 67,509
$ 66,691
$ 63,403
$ 63,126
$ 61,381
UPB ($M)

$ 51,145
$ 10,237

% of Total
100.00%
0.97%
0.30%
0.30%
0.30%
0.28%
0.28%
0.27%

% of Total
83.32%
16.68%

Figure 24



Total ($1000s) 386,766
Vintage Loan Count

1998 10
1999 4,382
2000 11,681
2001 27,110
2002 31,354
2003 42,998
2004 30,712
2005 40,403
2006 39,317
2007 69,815
2008 44,052
2009 6,996
2010 4,620
2011 3,456
2012 6,610
2013 6,047
2014 3,602
2015 2,672
2016 2,538
2017 2,581
2018 2,298
2019 1,178
2020 792
2021 805
2022 661
2023 75
2024 1

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac Single Family Loan Performance Datasets

Loss Decomposition for Defaults with MI - By Vintage

30,942,945

Loss in $1000s
Total Loss

493
139,282
460,465
1,215,055
1,537,649
2,412,093
2,071,371
3,635,497
4,107,469
7,838,648
4,637,819
545,161
351,011
241,147
460,037
386,684
214,949
144,067
126,503
123,947
106,878
50,899
29,486
44,202
56,261
5,790
82

United States Mortgage Insurers

Evaluation as of September 30, 2025

18,121,235

GSE Loss
383
64,972
195,543
620,404
878,441
1,496,372
1,294,996
2,263,254
2,544,126
4,736,237
2,685,409
275,257
162,420
109,424
209,764
177,714
91,627
56,756
52,625
58,971
54,422
31,901
17,565
20,924
19,202
2,525

MI Claim

12,821,711

110
74,310
264,921
594,652
659,208
915,721
776,376
1,372,242
1,563,343
3,102,411
1,952,410
269,904
188,590
131,724
250,272
208,969
123,322
87,311
73,878
64,975
52,457
18,998
11,921
23,278
37,059
3,265

82

41%

% of Total Loss Covered by Ml
22%
53%
58%
49%
43%
38%
37%
38%
38%
40%
42%
50%
54%
55%
54%
54%
57%
61%
58%
52%
49%
37%
40%
53%
66%
56%

100%

Figure 25



Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac Single Family Loan Performance Datasets
Evaluation as of September 30, 2025

United States Mortgage Insurers

Loss Decomposition for Defaults with MI - By Vintage - Only Loss Events Where MI Claim >0

Total ($1000s) 314,749
Vintage Loan Count

1998 4
1999 3,278
2000 9,781
2001 21,163
2002 23,218
2003 28,613
2004 22,628
2005 33,475
2006 34,845
2007 62,627
2008 38,738
2009 6,054
2010 4,032
2011 2,927
2012 5,637
2013 4,994
2014 2,804
2015 2,099
2016 1,896
2017 1,861
2018 1,613
2019 717
2020 522
2021 593
2022 569
2023 60
2024 1

26,874,511

Loss in $1000s
Total Loss

170
120,529
414,827
1,018,655
1,228,086
1,769,363
1,643,224
3,168,433
3,738,898
7,120,560
4,089,370
495,844
325,647
222,340
422,204
349,599
188,598
126,913
107,009
98,784
82,176
33,706
21,012
35,318
49,123
4,040
82

14,052,800

GSE Loss
60
46,219
149,905
424,004
568,877
853,642
866,848
1,796,191
2,175,555
4,018,149
2,136,960
225,940
137,057
90,616
171,932
140,630
65,276
39,603
33,131
33,809
29,719
14,708
9,091
12,040
12,064
775

MI Loss

12,821,711

110
74,310
264,921
594,652
659,208
915,721
776,376
1,372,242
1,563,343
3,102,411
1,952,410
269,904
188,590
131,724
250,272
208,969
123,322
87,311
73,878
64,975
52,457
18,998
11,921
23,278
37,059
3,265

82

48%

% of Total Loss Covered by Ml
65%
62%
64%
58%
54%
52%
47%
43%
42%
44%
48%
54%
58%
59%
59%
60%
65%
69%
69%
66%
64%
56%
57%
66%
75%
81%

100%

Figure 26
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