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Abstract

The objective of this study was to examine the association and implications between 21
Michigan county-specific credit ratings and age-adjusted mortality rates averaged across six
guarters of county-specific data. Pearson’s regression analysis was performed and indicated
that county credit ratings were significantly associated with average age-adjusted county
mortality rates (r = 0.7715, p = 0.0000421), with lower county credit ratings corresponding to
higher average age-adjusted county mortality rates. The results indicate that county credit
ratings are associated with negative public health outcomes specific to that county, which the
investigators propose mechanistically relates difficulty of local governments ascertaining low-
cost funding for community health, infrastructure, and economic development projects.

Introduction

Socioeconomic disparity has been increasingly focused on in recent years, at least in
part due to the disparity of health outcomes during the COVID-19 pandemic. Economically,
monetary policy continues to tighten; with rising interest rates disproportionately hurting lower
rated borrowers. In light of this, a holistic approach to public health and economics research is
increasingly needed. Interdisciplinary research is key to unlocking better policy guidance in
order to narrow inequalities at the local level.

County mortality rates are an important metric to judge the general health of local
communities. While county mortality rates are, of course, multivariate, numerous studies have
correlated the socioeconomic health and demographics of counties to increased county
mortality rates’. In addition, negative health outcomes have been associated with financially
burdened individuals within a community*”.

One study by Adepu et. al. in Georgia found a statistically significant negative correlation
between cardiovascular disease mortality and income on a county level®. Another study by
Gong et. al. used a wellbeing index composed of 10 socioeconomic factors, with a higher
wellbeing index meaning higher socioeconomic disparity, and compared this to county mortality
rates. This study found a significant positive association between the two variables®.

Another angle to look at socioeconomic health is credit ratings within the local
community of study. Lower personal credit ratings have been shown to be associated with both
lower self-reported health and higher rates of cardiovascular disease'®**. While individual’s
credit ratings have been assessed in the literature, we identified a gap pertaining to broader
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government credit ratings and their associations with, and effects on, health outcomes within
communities.

Therefore, we decided to look into county government measures of socioeconomic
health and their relation to county public health outcomes. Specifically, we thought county
government credit ratings would be a good metric to assess the socioeconomic health of a
county, and county mortality rates would be a good public health outcome to look at. Since to
date no one has attempted to study this, we hypothesized that lower Michigan county credit
ratings will predict higher age-adjusted county mortality rates.

Background on County Credit Ratings

County government credit ratings are, in general, a function of the county’s bonds in
circulation. Bonds can be issued by County, State and National Governments to fund
government expenses. Local governments, such as county governments, issue bonds to cover
large expenses, and these bonds are known as “Municipal Bonds". Such municipal bonds may
be issued for large expenses such as a new public library, sewage system modernizations, jail
construction, etc.*?.

Credit rating agencies are sometimes recruited to assign ratings involving letters and
numbers to these newly-issued bonds. The assigned rating corresponds to the health of the
bond issuer. For instance, an Aal rated bond would mean the bond issuer is extremely unlikely
to default on the loan, whereas a Bal rated bond would mean there is substantial risk involved
for the bond purchaser (See Figures 1 & 2).

As stated above, these bonds are typically rated by a bond rating agency, such as
Moodys, Fitchs, or Standard and Poors Global. Local governments such as counties are
typically assigned lower credit ratings based on a slew of ratings criteria, many of which give a
window into the socioeconomic health of a specific county. Socioeconomic factors included in
the ratings criteria include: lower tax revenues, lower median family income, lower
manufacturing index scores (MFI), higher indebtedness, and lower cash balances®*Fure?,
Moody’s, the rating issuer in this study, provides a “scorecard” methodology to show how they
guide local government ratings. This scorecard breakdown is summed up in Figure 3.

Municipal ratings can therefore be used as a general measure of the economic health of
the local government who issues them. Lower ratings therefore correspond to higher risk of the
local government defaulting on the loan, and ratings directly influence the interest rate on the
bond, with lower ratings meaning higher interest rates.

Methods

Study Design

In order to answer the question of whether lower Michigan county credit ratings will
predict higher age-adjusted county mortality rates, we performed a cross-sectional analysis of
21 Michigan counties over 6 quarterly intervals, with those being Q4 2020 to Q1 2022.
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County Credit Ratings and Selection

We collected publicly available ratings data from Moody’s (a bond rating agency) on all
current Michigan county-specific credit ratings™. Note that only counties with active Moody's
ratings were pulled for analysis in order to ensure information was current. Of the 83 counties in
Michigan, only 21 counties had active ratings and were subsequently included in the analysis,
with bond ratings ranging from the Aaa (highest) to Al (lowest in Michigan) (See Figure 2). Note
that we excluded ratings from Fitch, as few active county ratings were found, and no active
county credit ratings were found from Standard & Poors Global.

Mortality Rates

Quarterly age-adjusted mortality rates by 12-month ending were obtained from the
Michigan Department of Health and Human Services (MDHHS)*. Using age-adjusted data
allowed us to control for the large variations in county population. Crawford county was the
smallest, with a population around 13,000 persons, and Wayne county was the largest, with
around 1.8 million persons.

Six quarters of all-cause county specific mortality rates by 12-month ending were
included in the data, covering a period from Q4 of 2020 to Q1 of 2022. This quarterly data was
then averaged across the six quarters in order to look at the overall trend over the study period.
This design was chosen due to the county credit ratings holding steady over the study’s time
period (Q4 2020 - Q1 2022), allowing us to better align the relationship between a county's
credit rating and its age-adjusted mortality rate.

Statistical Methods

Linear regression analysis was used to determine the correlation coefficient. Analysis
was performed in Microsoft Excel 2016 with a 95% confidence interval (alpha of 0.05) to
determine statistical significance.

Results

Regression analysis was performed to examine the relationship between Michigan
county-specific credit ratings and average age-adjusted Michigan county mortality rates. The
findings indicated that county credit ratings were significantly positively associated with average
age-adjusted county mortality rates (r = 0.7715, p = 0.0000421), with lower county credit ratings
corresponding to higher average age-adjusted county mortality rates. This can be seen in
Figure 1 below.

The age-adjusted county mortality rates ranged from 810.2 deaths per 100,000 persons
(Kent county) to 1057.12 deaths per 100,000 persons (Wayne county). Analysis showed that for
every 1 decrease in bond-ratings (i.e. from Aaa to Aal), there was an associated 60.75+11.49
increase in age-adjusted county mortality rates per 100,000 persons.
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Figure 1 — Graph of relationship between County Credit Ratings and Average Age-
adjusted County Mortality Rates

Discussion

The findings of this study show that there is a significantly positive relationship between
county credit ratings and age-adjusted mortality rates in Michigan. Counties having lower credit
ratings tended to have higher age-adjusted mortality rates, on average, compared to counties
with higher credit ratings. Using age-adjusted mortality rates controlled for population size as a
potential confounding variable.

The findings suggest that credit ratings of a specific county could be a predictor of public
health outcomes in Michigan. The potential reasons for this are complex and multifactorial. Our
proposed mechanism described below can be found in the form of a flowchart provided in
Figure 4.

As stated in the introduction, lower credit ratings for county governments may be
reflective of generally lower socioeconomic measures in a county. With lower credit ratings,
higher bond interest rates are seen. Higher interest rates means subsequently higher borrowing
costs.
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With higher borrowing costs, the ability for a county to undertake public health initiatives
or infrastructure projects may be mitigated, or larger deficits must be taken on*"*2. Some
examples of public health-related Michigan county projects funded by municipal bonds include:
Hospital revenue and refunding, economic development loans to companies, sewer disposal
system refunding, and refuse disposal system refunding™.

Fewer public health initiatives and/or infrastructure projects due to high borrowing costs
may contribute to poor health outcomes. This could be due to a variety of factors, but using the
examples from above would include: reduced access to resources (lack of funding for a
hospital), reduced sanitation (in the case of sewage and water systems bonds), or lack of
funding for economic development contributing to lower socioeconomic status of the community.

Taken together, this lack of public health initiatives and infrastructure projects could
contribute to poor health outcomes in the county. As discussed in the introduction, reduced
socioeconomic health and mortality rates have been shown to have strong associations.

According to the factors discussed above, as well as the ratings criteria discussed in the
introduction, a more robust picture of county credit ratings as a function of socioeconomic
disparity emerges. The higher the socioeconomic disparity, the lower the municipal bonds are
ultimately rated. As Chen et. al. states:

“The better a jurisdiction’s economic status, the higher the potential revenues the

jurisdiction can generate, and the lower the probability that the bonds issued by the

jurisdiction would default.”*’

This paints a clear picture of the cycle local governments with lower socioeconomic
measures find themselves in. In today’s macroeconomics environment, interest rates are on the
rise. Rising interest rates have also been shown to disproportionately affect lower rated
borrowers, which is further detrimental to county’s with low credit ratings and their populations.
Poor infrastructures have been shown to be associated with reduced credit ratings on a state
level’, which may additionally contribute to the cycle governments with low credit ratings may
find themselves in.

It should be noted that this study is, by definition, an observational study and therefore
cannot establish any causal relationship between county credit ratings and mortality rates. More
research, specifically experimental research, is needed in order to definitively state that
increasing county credit ratings could lead to improvements in public health outcomes.

Overall, the findings of this study highlight the importance of various financial factors in
the understanding and correction of public health outcome disparities. The implications of this
research may be considered by both policymakers and public health researchers alike in
determining the optimal way to support local municipalities financially. Further research can be
undertaken from here to help understand the interlinking of local bond markets and their
ultimate effect on public health, and policy may be designed to mitigate or assist with the larger
costs of borrowing low socioeconomic status communities face. Understanding these factors
and their effect on inequality and cycles of poverty is critical in order to ultimately improve the
health of a country’s citizens. It is our hope that using an interdisciplinary research approach to
guide policy will help alleviate disparities in both Michigan communities, as well as communities
around the globe.

Limitations
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The association found between county credit ratings and age-adjusted county mortality
rates, although significant, does not necessarily imply causation. There are many possible
confounding variables detrimental to the study hypothesis. For instance, some states offer
protections to local governments in danger of defaulting, which may skew county credit ratings
higher and borrowing rates lower®*. Additionally, debt and taxation policies surrounding the local
and broader state governments can change county credit ratings significantly. For instance,
restrictions on state debt issuance have been shown to lead to higher credit ratings, and
revenue limits (i.e. taxation limits) have been shown to lead to higher interest rates through
lower credit ratings®.

Only counties located in Michigan were researched and not all counties in Michigan
have active credit ratings on Moodys. Specifically, rural counties with smaller populations were
the bulk of the counties without credit ratings. This is likely due to rural counties both issuing
reduced quantities of public bonds, and/or not always paying for a bond rating company to
assess the bond. This not only reduced our sample size within Michigan, but left out the majority
of county governments, which, if able to be included, may have influenced the results.

Another potential confounding variable is that counties may contain areas with large
spreads of wealth. For example, Wayne county contains both the city of Grosse Pointe Farms,
which has an average income of $146,667, and the city of Detroit, which has an average
income of $34,762%. These large distributions in wealth may have the effect of skewing the
resultant rating for a specific county.

Lastly, political instability in a local government may negatively impact its credit rating.
This can cause disruptions in data, as a county may have a short-lived bout of political turmoil
which subsequently hurts their credit rating, despite the mortality measures remaining the
same?,
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Figure 2 - Moody’s Rating Scale with Definitions

Rating Scale and Definitions
Moody’s Rating Scale
The following is a ranking (from highest to lowest) of Moody’s long-term and

short-term categories. The indicated relationship between long-term and short-
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Moody’s Short-Term Rating Definitions

Moody’s short-term ratings, unlike our long-term ratings, apply to an individual
issuers capacity to repay all short-term obligations rather than to specific
short-term borrowing programs. Once assigned to an issuer, a short-term rating
is global in scope; it applies to all the issuer’s senior, unsecured obligations

with an original maturity of less than one year regardless of the currency or
market in which the obligations are issued. An exception to the global nature
of these ratings occurs if an issuer’s rating is supported by another entity
through vehicles such as a letter of credit or guarantee.

Moody’s employs the following designations, all judged to be investment grade,
to indicate the relative repayment ability of rated issuers:

P-1 Issuers (or supporting institutions) rated Prime-1 have a superi-
or ability to repay short-term debt obligations.

P-2 Issuers (or supperting institutions) rated Prime-2 have a strong
ability to repay short-term debt obligations.

P-3 Issuers (or supporting institutions) rated Prime-3 have an
acceptable ability to repay short-term obligations.

NP Issuers (or supporting institutions) rated Not Prime do not fall
within any of the Prime rating categories.

Moody’s Long-Term Rating Definitions

Moody’s long-term obligation ratings are opinions of the relative credit risk of fixed-
income abligations with an original maturity of one year or more. They address the pos-
sibility that a financial abligation will not be honored as promised. Such ratings reflect
both the likelihood of default and any financial loss suffered in the event of default.

Aaa  Obligationsrated Aaa are judged to be of the highest quality, with minimal risk.

Aa Obligations rated Aa are judged to be of high quality and are subject to
very low credit risk.

A Obligations rated A are considered upper-medium-grade and are sub-
ject to low credit risk.

Baa  Obligations rated Baa are subject to moderate credit risk. They are consid-
ered medium-grade and as such may possess speculative characteristics.

Ba Obligations rated Ba are judged to have speculative elements and are
subject to substantial credit risk.

B Obligations rated B are considered speculative and are subject to high
credit risk.

Caa Obligations rated Caa are judged to be of poor standing and are
subject to very high credit risk.

Ca Obligations rated Ca are highly speculative and are likely in, or very near,
default, with some prospect of recovery in principal and interest.

c Obligations rated C are the lowest-rated class of bonds and are typical-
ly in default, with little prospect for recavery of principal and interest.

Mote: Moody's appends numerical modifiers 1, 2, and 3 to each generic rating classifica-
tion from Aa through Caa. The modifier 1 indicates that the obligation ranks in the higher
end of its generic rating category; the modifier 2 indicates a mid-range ranking; and the
modifier 3 indicates a ranking in the lower end of that generic rating category,

Bank Financial Strength Rating Definitions

A Banks rated A possess superior intrinsic financial strength. Typically, they will
be institutions with highly valuable and defensible business franchises,
strong financial fundamentals, and a very predictable, stable operating
environment.

B  Banks rated B possess strong intrinsic financial strength. Typically, they will
be institutions with valuable and defensible business franchises, good finan-
cial fundamentals, and a predictable and stable operating environment.

C  Banks rated C possess adequate intrinsic financial strength, Typically, they
will be institutions with more limited but still valuable business franchises.
These banks will display either acceptable financial fundamentals within a
predictable and stable operating environment, or good financial fundamentals
within a less predictable and stable operating environment.

D Banks rated D display modest intrinsic financial strength, potentially requiring
some outside support at times. Such institutions may be limited by one or
more of the following factors: a weak business franchise; financial funda-
mentals that are deficient in one or more respects; or an unpredictable and
unstable operating environment.

E Banksrated E display very modest intrinsic financial strength, with a high like-
lihood of periodic outside support or an eventual need for outside assis-
tance. Such institutions may be limited by one or more of the following fac-
tors: a weak and limited business franchise; financial fundamentals that are
materially deficient in one or more respects; or a highly unpredictable or
unstable operating environment.

7

Source - https://www.moodys.com/sites/products/productattachments/ap075378_1_1408_ki.pdf
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Figure 3 - Moody’s Scorecard for Local Government Bond Ratings

EXHIBIT1

Scorecard Factors and Weights

Local Governments

Broad Rating Factors Factor Weighting Rating Sub-factors Sub-factor Weighting

Economy/Tax Base 30% Tax Base Size (full value) 10%
Full Value Per Capita 10%
Wealth (median family income) 10%

Finances 30% Fund Balance (% of revenues) 10%
Fund Balance Trend (5-year change) 5%
Cash Balance (% of revenues) 10%
Cash Balance Trend (5-year change) 5%

Management 20% Institutional Framework 10%
Operating History 10%

Debt/Pensions 20% Debt to Full Value 5%
Debt to Revenue 5%
Moody's-adjusted Net Pension Liability 5%
(3-year average) to Full Value
Moody's-adjusted Net Pension Liability 5%

(3-year average) to Revenue

MOODY'S INVESTORS SERVICE Moody's Approach to Local Government Credit

Analysis
Appendix A: US Local Government General Obligation Scorecard ‘
Very Strong Strong Moderate Weak Poor Very Poor
Asa Aa A Baa Ba B & Below Weight
Economy/Tax Base (30%)
Tax Base Size: Full Value > $128 $1282n> 5148 S14B2n>5240M  $S240Mzn>S120M  S120M zn > $60M = S60M 10%
Full Value Per Capita > §150,000 $150,000 2 n > 565,000z n > $35,000zn> $20,000zn> 510,000 10%
$65,000 $35,000 $20,000 $10,000
Socioeconomic Indices: MFI > 150% of US median  150% to 90% of US 90% to 75% of US 75% to 50% of US 50% to40% of US = 40% of US median 10%
median median median median
Finances (30%)
Fund Balance as % of Revenues > 30% 30% zn > 15% 15%2n> 5% % z2n>0% 0%2n>-25% 5-25% 10%
> 25% for School ~ 25% zn > 10% for SD 10% 2n > 2.5% for SD 25% zn > 0% for SD 0% = n > -2.5% for SD =-25% for SD
Districts
5-Year Dollar Change in Fund Balance as > 25% 25% = n> 10% 0% zn> 0% 0%z n>-10% -10% zn>-18% s -18% 5%
% of Revenues
Cash Balance as % of Revenues > 25% 25% = n > 10% W%zn>5% 5%zn>0% 0%zn>-25% %-25% 10%
> 10% for School Whzn>5%TorSD 5% 2n>25%forSD 25%2n>0%for SD 0% zn > -2.5% for SD %-2.5% for SD
Districts
5-Year Dollar Change in Cash Balance as > 25% 25%zn > 10% 10%zn> 0% 0%z n>-10% -10% zn>-18% 5-18% 5%
% of Revenues
Management (20%)
Institutional Framework Verystrong legal  Strong legal ability to  Moderate legal ability Limited legal ability to  Poor legal ability to  Very poor or no legal 10%
ability tomatch  match resources with 1o match resources  match resources with  match resources with  ability to match
resources with spending with spending spending spending resources with
spending spending
Operating History: 5-Yaar Average of >1.05x 105k zn > 102x 1.02¢ 2 n > 0.98x 098x = n > 095 095x zn > 0.92x £092x 10%
Operating Revenues / Operating
Expenditures
Debt/Pensions (20%)
Nat Diract Debt / Full Value < 0.75% 0.75% sn<175% 175% sn< 4% 4% < n< 0% 10%sn<15% >15% 5%
Net Direct Debt / Operating Revenues < 0.33x 033 sn< 067 067xsn<3x Ixsne<bx Sxsnex > 5%
3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net <09% 09%=sne<21% 2% sn< 48% 48%=n<12% 12% = n < 18% > 18% 5%
Pension Liability / Full Value
3-Year Average of Moody's Adjusted Net < 0.4x O4xsn<08x 0Bxsn<36x 36xsn<bx Grsn<B4x >B4x 5%
Pension Liability / Operating Revenues
Moody's roach to Local Government Credit
MOODY'S INVESTORS SERVICE ¥ APD Xnalyals

Source - https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/cdiac/seminars/2019/20190212/day2/6.pdf



https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.08.23288293
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.08.23288293; this version posted April 9, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

9

Figure 4 - Proposed mechanism of how lower bond ratings may affect mortality rates

County Assigned Lower Bond Rating, Which May Indicate Lower
Socioeconomic Measures

Lower Bond Rating Increases Borrowing Cost Through
Increased Interest Rates

Increased Borrowing Cost May Limit County’s Ability to
Undertake Public Health Initiatives or Infrastructure Projects

Limited Ability to Undertake Public Health Initiatives or
Infrastructure Projects May Contribute to Poor Health Outcomes,
Such as County Mortality Rates

Poor Health Outcomes, Such as County Mortality Rates, May
Further Contribute to Lower Socioeconomic Measures in the
County, Continuing the Cycle
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