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K-12 Public School Districts

Michigan Schools' Widespread Credit
Weakness Persists
Michigan  (Aa1 stable) school districts' widespread credit stress caused by lower fund
balances, declining enrollment and revenue-raising limits continues. Additionally, the districts
that have maintained stable operations, through expense cuts in reaction to declining state
funding, now find themselves with fewer budgetary options. We have downgraded 47 of the
206 districts we rate this year and anticipate that number rising during 2016.

» Continued loss in General Fund balances strains districts as state aid remains
largely stagnant. Weakened reserves remain the largest driver of lower credit quality.
From fiscal 2005 through fiscal 2014, total reserve balances declined 46%. State funding
has increased, but the per-pupil amount is barely above the fiscal 2009 minimum level.
Modest state funding increases in fiscal 2016 is unlikely to stem the tide.

» Increased retirement contributions comprise a greater portion of district
budgets. The unfunded liability of the state's teacher retirement system has soared
more than 345% in recent years, driving up statutorily required contributions from
districts, leaving less resources available for the classroom.

» Enrollment declines and unpredictability due to fewer school-aged children
and increased competition hurt operating revenue. The combination of growing
charter schools, and declining school aged population has caused statewide enrollment
to fall 12% over the last decade. Uncertainty around enrollment and state funding hurts
budgetary reliability.

» Districts have limited revenue-raising flexibility. Districts are unable to seek voter
approval to increase levies that would provide increased locally raised revenue on top of
state funding.

» Expenditure adjustments, including altered union agreements, remain best
option to alleviate budgetary pressures. Districts have been forced to make difficult
cuts and use innovative solutions to maintain adequate finances. Recent agreements
with unions have involved adjustments to salaries and benefits favorable for district
finances.
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Michigan School Sector Overview

We maintain long-term general obligation (GO) ratings on 206 Michigan school districts. Ratings span from Aaa to Caa1. Credit stress
over the past several years has caused the Michigan school sector’s median rating to slip relative to its national peers (see Exhibit 1).
The median rating for Michigan school districts of A1 is one notch lower than the median rating of Aa3 for the US school district sector

as a whole. In addition, Michigan school districts have a much lower percentage of Aa-rated credits.1 The sector also includes a higher
percentage of speculative-grade ratings than any other sector .

Exhibit 1

Michigan School District Ratings Tend to Be Lower than National Peers
(Distribution of Ratings as a % of Total Portfolio)

Source: Moody's Investors Service

Continued loss in general fund balances strains districts as state aid remains largely stagnant
We expect a large portion of the sector to remain susceptible to fund balance loss in the current school year. Over the past several
years, Michigan school districts have suffered from sizable tax base declines, increased exposure to unfunded pension liabilities and

elevated debt ratios.2  However, the loss of fund balance serves as the largest driver of credit stress and downgrades. From fiscal 2005
through fiscal 2014, traditional Michigan school districts (also known as local education agencies or LEAs) lost 46% of their aggregate
General Fund reserves (see Exhibit 2).
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Exhibit 2

Districts' General Fund Reserves Declined 46% in Past Decade
(Fiscal 2005 through Fiscal 2014)

* Data includes General Fund information for all traditional school districts

Source: Center for Educational Performance and Information; Michigan Department of Education

Forty-one of the 47 districts downgraded in 2015 have spent General Fund reserves over the last five years (see Exhibit 3). The median
decline is 45%, while the total dollar amount among the districts fell by approximately 52% from fiscal 2009 through 2014. The
current funding environment makes it extremely difficult for districts to significantly rebuild fund balance on an annual basis given
the sector’s lack of revenue-raising flexibility, decreasing enrollment, and increased fixed costs, including increases to annual pension
contributions.

Exhibit 3

Downgraded Districts Have Experienced Staggering Losses in Fund Balance
(Each Line Represents 1 of the 47 Downgraded Districts in 2015)

Source: District comprehensive annual financial reports

The Michigan Department of Education (DOE) reports that 58 traditional districts and charter schools (also known as public school
academies) ended fiscal 2014 with a General Fund deficit position, which included two charters (Alternative Path Academy in Flint,
and HEART Academy in Harper Woods) that closed at the end of the year. Based on recently released fiscal 2015 audits, 36 of these

districts remained in a deficit position at fiscal year-end 2015.3 We rate eight of these 36 deficit districts, each with a rating Baa1 or
lower. Not surprisingly,  Detroit Public Schools  (Caa1 negative), the largest district in the state, has the largest deficit (see Exhibit 4).
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Exhibit 4

Michigan Districts with the 20 Largest Deficits Led by Detroit
(As of Fiscal Year-End 2015)

Rank District Rating
Fiscal 2015 General Fund

Balance Balance as % of Revenue
1 Detroit Public Schools Caa1 negative ($215,931,917) -32.7%
2 Pontiac School District Caa1 stable ($33,438,424) -54.4%
3 Benton Harbor Area Schools NR ($14,752,759) -47.6%
4 Hazel Park School District NR ($8,018,036) -21.6%
5 Flint School District NR ($5,556,128) -6.5%
6 Garden City School District NR ($3,160,523) -7.2%
7 Westwood Community School District NR ($2,911,117) -11.9%
8 Lincoln Consolidated Schools Baa3 negative ($2,355,136) -5.3%
9 Albion Public Schools NR ($1,887,134) -26.2%
10 Beecher Community School District NR ($1,822,400) -13.8%
11 Muskegon Heights School District NR ($1,779,530) -119.3%
12 Bridgeport Spaulding Community School District NR ($1,692,848) -10.6%
13 Pinckney Community Schools NR ($1,464,141) -4.9%
14 Southgate Community Schools NR ($1,401,096) -3.4%
15 Mt. Clemens Community Schools Ba3 negative ($1,321,311) -9.4%
16 Dearborn Heights School District #7 NR ($1,201,289) -5.1%
17 South Lake Schools NR ($1,131,425) -5.5%
18 Clintondale Community Schools Ba3 negative ($1,087,540) -3.9%
19 Detroit Public Safety Academy NR ($763,191) -52.5%
20 Mackinaw City Public Schools NR ($588,172) -26.5%

Source: District comprehensive audit financial reports

Some districts are effectively tackling deficits, however. Of the districts that ended fiscal 2014 with a deficit, 41 improved or eliminated
their deficits in fiscal 2015, including the rated districts of  Warren Consolidated Schools  (Baa1),  Mt. Clemens Community School 
(Ba3 negative), and  Brighton Area Schools  (Baa3). The financial improvement at these districts points to the moderate effectiveness
of the state's Deficit Elimination Plan (DEP) process, which guides districts in reducing expenditures to align costs with what in most
cases are declining revenues. Despite the progress of a majority of the deficit districts, the 14 districts have increased their deficits,
including Detroit Public Schools, whose deficit grew by $46.5 million.

Michigan school districts remain highly reliant on state funding decisions
Based on the state's fiscal 2016 budget, a material strengthening of reserve levels across the sector is unlikely . The State of Michigan
substantially altered the way public school districts are financed beginning in 1994 with its Proposal A legislation. Since then, the vast
majority of each school district’s operating revenue is dependent on its individual foundational allowance, which is determined by the
state on a per-pupil basis.

District budgets have been challenged because state increases in foundational allowances have not kept pace with the average annual
rate of inflation (see Exhibit 5). Had the minimum per-pupil funding allowance kept pace with the annual rate of CPI over the last ten
years, it would be $924 above current levels, an increase of 11%. While the minimum per-pupil basic funding allowance has increased
four consecutive budget cycles since being reduced $450 in fiscal 2010, it is just $75 higher per pupil than the minimum funding
allowance in fiscal 2009.
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Exhibit 5

Annual Increases in State Aid Have Largely Failed to Keep Pace with Inflation

Source: Michigan Department of Education; Bureau of Labor Statistics

Legislative Update: State Takes Action to Ward off Severe Financial Trouble, Governor Offers Proposal for
Detroit System

Early warning legislation: In an effort to put more safeguards in place to prevent districts from falling into financial disrepair, the
state passed “early warning” legislation in June, which is aimed at providing districts with external assistance prior to facing severe
financial stress. The legislation expands the role of the state Treasury Department, which the state expects will limit the use of financial
emergency managers by requiring stressed districts to submit to an enhanced financial recovery plan. Five districts are currently under
enhanced oversight, and the state Department of Education expects an additional eleven districts to fall under Treasury's enhanced
oversight program beginning on January 1, 2016.

Governor unveils plan to reform Detroit Public Schools: On October 19, Governor Rick Snyder rolled out his preliminary plan
to overhaul Detroit Public Schools by splitting the district into two separate entities. One entity would be funded entirely by local
taxpayers to pay off the district's existing debt. The other new entity would be funded entirely by the state and would be tasked with
educating the students. Initial estimates put the additional cost to the state at $715 million over 10 years, which includes assumed
increases to the district's debt in fiscal 2016 and $200 million of start up capital costs. While the governor has stated that additional
dollars will not come to the district at the expense of increases for other districts, the additional $715 million will likely require
reductions in other state operations absent state revenue increases.

Increased retirement contributions comprise a greater portion of district budgets
Exposure to rising unfunded retirement liabilities remain a long-term challenge for the sector. Retirement costs have grown as a
percentage of a district's operating budget due to declining revenues and increased contribution requirements. Traditional public
schools contribute to the Michigan Public School Employees Retirement System (MPSERS), a statewide multiple employer cost-sharing
pension and post-retirement healthcare plan. School employees contribute a share of their earnings to the plan, with districts and
the state making up the remainder of actuarially determined and statutorily required annual payments. While some charter school

employees may be a part of the plan, most are not.4

Since 2007, the reported funded status of the MPSERS pension plan declined from 88.7% to 59.6% as of September 30, 2013. The
unfunded liability rose from $5.8 billion to $25.8 billion over the same time period, a growth of 347%. Exhibit 6 depicts the widening
gap between the actuarial accrued liability (AAL) of the pension plan and the actuarial value of the assets (AVA), a long-term challenge
for districts.

Inclusive of the system's other post-employment benefits (OPEB) liabilities, the total plan funded status was an even poorer 51.1% as
of September 30, 2014 and the unfunded liability was $38.3 billion.



MOODY'S INVESTORS SERVICE U.S. PUBLIC FINANCE

6          30 NOVEMBER 2015 K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS: MICHIGAN SCHOOLS' WIDESPREAD CREDIT WEAKNESS PERSISTS

Exhibit 6

School Districts Exposed to Rising Unfunded MPSERS Pension Liabilities
(AAL vs. AVA as of September 30 in Each Year)

Source: MPSERS comprehensive annual financial reports

The state has responded to poor fund performance by increasing statutory contributions. District contribution rates have risen from
15% of payroll in 2005, to approximately 25% in 2014, for an increase of more than $1 billion in total annual contributions (see Exhibit
7). Legislation adopted in 2012 capped the share of payroll contributed by school districts towards the unfunded liability and shifted
any additional cost to the state. Appropriations made to MPSERS by the state come directly from the School Aid Fund. An increased
funding burden borne by the state would likely come at the expense of resources that would otherwise be directed towards school
district operations. School districts remain responsible for meeting any increased normal cost requirements.

Exhibit 7

Districts Grapple with Rapid Increases in Pension and OPEB Contributions

Source: Analysis of MPSERS comprehensive annual financial report and Michigan Department of Education data; State of Michigan Office of Retirement

Under our methodology for assessing pension risk for general obligation (GO) credits, we have determined that the Michigan school
district sector faces elevated exposure to unfunded pension liabilities. Key pension inputs to our rating model include each district's net
pension liability as a percent of full value in relation to operating revenue. At 5.8% of full value and 2.8 times operating revenue, the
median net pension liability metrics for rated Michigan school districts is above average. Pensions make up 10% of Moody's general
obligation methodology.
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Enrollment declines and unpredictability due to fewer school-aged children and increased competition
hurt operating revenue
The ability of districts to increase or even retain student enrollment numbers over time will likely be in question given population
trends in the state. Michigan public schools (traditional plus charters) are grappling with a 12% aggregate enrollment decline over
the last 10 school years. Demographic changes have played a significant role in the falloff. The state's estimated 2014 population
of 9,909,877, has increased by a minimal 0.3% since 2010. While overall population has remained stagnant, the state's school-age
population has been negatively affected by low birth rates (see Exhibit 8).

Exhibit 8

Michigan's School-Age Population Continues to Fall

Year Under-18 Population % Change
1990 2,458,765
2000 2,595,767 5.6%
2010 2,344,068 -9.7%
2014* 2,223,790 -5.1%

Source: American Community Survey

Even districts with stable student population levels are losing funding through competition as students take part in the Schools of
Choice program or opt to attend charter schools. The two options can make it difficult for school districts to predict enrollment and
manage budgets. For example,  Holland Public Schools  (A1) experienced a fall 2015 enrollment drop nearly twice as large as it had
originally expected. The greater than anticipated decline resulted in a revenue loss over $590,000 leaving district officials with tough
budgetary decisions.

The number of charter schools has increased by 26% since 2010 (see Exhibit 9). Currently, approximately 10% of public school
students in Michigan attend charters. Some districts have benefited from Schools of Choice, with approximately 8% of students
attending traditional public schools outside their home district.

Exhibit 9

Charter Schools and Enrollment Continue Climbing

Source: Center for Educational Performance and Information; Michigan Department of Education
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Competition from Schools of Choice Benefits Some Districts at the Expense of Others

Since its inception in 1996, the state's Schools of Choice program has provided students with significant flexibility in deciding whether
to attend their home district or another. The state has promoted district participation with some funding incentives in the past,
though the number of seats available for out-of-district students is at each district's discretion. The number of students opting for
schools outside of the district in which they reside through Schools of Choice has risen on an annual basis over the last decade. Total
participation in the program now exceeds 100,000, nearly 8% of total Michigan students enrolled in traditional publicly funded
schools.

According to a 2013 research study conducted by the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, students in rural districts (9.7%) were more
likely to participate in Schools of Choice, than students in suburbs (8.0%), towns (6.7%) or cities (2.8%). Reasons why students in rural
districts participate in a higher rate include, closer proximity to neighboring districts in expansive districts or greater programming
offerings, while city students are more likely to have access to charters. The relatively high participation rates in Schools of Choice has
been cited as an argument for increased consolidation among Michigan traditional school districts.

Given the lack of revenue-raising options for individual districts, participation in the program provides a district with an opportunity to
increase, or at least maintain, operating revenue via per-pupil state funding levels. In areas with widespread competition for students,
such as tri-county metro Detroit, students are more likely to seek attendance at high-performing districts. High-performing districts
are more likely to offer a greater variety of services than those districts cutting service levels as a result of deteriorating finances.  As
such, Schools of Choice may not be a reliable option for financially struggling districts to improve bolster or maintain revenue .

Districts have limited revenue-raising flexibility
District dependence on state school funding decisions is exacerbated by limited options to raise local revenues in excess of the state
foundational allowance. Per state law, individual districts are precluded from seeking voter support for any additional levies. Local
property tax millage rates are generally capped at 18 mills levied on non-homestead property. Certain districts have retained higher
mill rates approved by voters prior to 1994, but those districts are similarly unable to further increase these additional levies going
forward.

A group of districts that comprise intermediate school districts (ISDs) may seek voter approval for additional levies, with the revenue
then distributed among the member districts. These levies can serve specific purposes or be available for general operations. ISDs
have had limited success in getting voter support and only four ISDs (out of 56 total) are currently levying an enhancement millage.
In August 2014, Wayne County ISD asked voters to approve a six-year operating millage for its 32 traditional school districts, many of
which face declining enrollment and increasing financial pressure.  The measure was defeated by a narrow margin . We do not consider
ISD millages to be a viable route for districts to enhance revenues.

High reliance on the state for funding coupled with little ability to raise local revenues are a key reason why we have assigned an
institutional framework score of Baa, or weak, for the Michigan school sector. The framework score is the lowest score across all US
public finance sectors. Michigan school districts unfavorably compare to other Midwest state school districts, such as those in the
states of Ohio (institutional framework score of A), Illinois (A), and Wisconsin (A), which are able to request local tax increases through
voter referenda.

Expenditure cuts, including union agreements to wage and benefit reductions, remain best option to
alleviate budgetary pressures
Given the severe restrictions to operating revenue growth, most districts have turned to expenditure options to relieve budgetary
pressures. Common expenditure reductions include staffing cuts, outsourcing of support personnel, closure of school buildings, and

concessions in collective bargaining with unions.5 Since fiscal 2010, full-time equivalent staff has declined by 11.9%, a rate that exceeds
the 7.7% decline of full-time equivalent students(see Exhibit 10). Once staffing reductions are made, districts are left with fewer
options to make further reductions to head count and programming without negatively impacting services, which could drive further
enrollment loss.
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Exhibit 10

Districts Respond to Financial Stress and Declining Enrollment by Cutting Staff
(Full-Time Equivalent Staff for Traditional Districts, Fiscal 2010 through Fiscal 2015)

Source: Data from the Center for Educational Performance and Information

While Michigan tends to be considered a strong union state, recent contractual outcomes across the state have included notable
concessions from bargaining groups. Over the past several years it has been common for districts to freeze, or even reduce, both salary
and benefits. Some bargaining groups have accepted salary reductions up to 10% or greater. We expect that over the near term a
large majority of districts will be reliant on contract concessions to ensure an adequate level of operating reserves. Some contracts
have included clauses that tie future wage revisions to district financial performance, demonstrating employee recognition of revenue
constraints and operating challenges (see Exhibit 11).

Exhibit 11

Budgetary Pressures Lead to Significant Bargaining Concessions for Many Districts

District Rating Contract Length Contract Concessions
Grosse Pointe Public Schools Aa3 no outlook FY14-FY17 4.9% base salary reduction in year 1, freeze in year 2, small

increase in years 3 and 4.
Flushing Community Schools A1 no outlook FY13-FY15 Compensation increases tied to fund balance levels, with

immediate concession should reserves fall below 9% of annual
expenditures.

Romulus Community Schools Baa1 no outlook FY14-FY16 Enacted an 11% salary reduction plus furlough days in fiscal 2014,
with no increases through fiscal 2016.

Warren Consolidated Schools Baa1 no outlook FY14-FY21 Salary concessions triggered if General Fund reserves fall below
4% of annual expenditures. Base salary increases only if reserves
exceed 8%.

Detroit Public Schools Caa1 negative FY13-FY16 10% salary reduction in FY12 carry forward. Implementation of
one-time salary bonus dependent on deficit elimination progress.

Source: District collective bargaining agreements

With limited revenue and remaining expenditure flexibility, we expect fund balance goals for many Michigan school districts to remain

modest compared to other states.6 Should district directed state funding significantly increase in future years, the likelihood of the
added revenues being directed towards educational programming and staff compensation is high. Budgetary decisions to afford service
and personnel increases would restrict growth in reserve levels, however. As such, the credit impact of even large increases to state
funding may be muted, at least initially.

While financial stressors remain, other key credit factors could begin to stabilize. A return to tax base growth, which is happening for
a few districts already, will help to moderate debt levels over time, while statutory caps on annual pension contributions will lead to
more consistency in annual pension costs. However, while some districts may see their financial condition stabilize or even improve,
sector-wide improvement of reserves is likely to remain modest. Any future improvement in credit ratings is most likely to occur in
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our lowest rated credits, due to enhanced oversight by the state and recovery from the most distressed scenarios. Over the near-term,
most of our downgraded credits are unlikely to regain their credit ratings achieved prior to the trend of downgrades beginning in 2009.
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Downgrades Lead to a Lower-Rated Portfolio Compared to Peers

The number of downgrade actions began to exceed upgrades in 2009. Since then, we have downgraded 150 districts, or 63% of

our current portfolio.7 In 2015, 15 of our 47 downgrades have been by multiple notches (see Exhibit 12). Through September 2015,
downgrades of Michigan school districts accounted for 28% of all school district downgrades this year, despite Michigan schools
comprising just 6% of the portfolio.

Exhibit 12

Michigan School Downgrades Remain High
Among 206 Rated Districts, 47 Downgrades in 2015

Source: Moody's Investors Service

For a handful of districts, the recent downgrades over the past several years signaled significant credit stress. The sector contains seven
of the 20 school districts nationwide that carry a below investment-grade rating (or below Baa3) (see Exhibit 13).

Exhibit 13

Michigan Districts Comprise 35% of Speculative-Grade School Credits
(All Rated School Districts Ba1 and Below)

District Rating
North Chicago Unit School District 187 (Lake County), IL Ba1 negative
Perry Public School District, MI Ba1 negative
Van Dyke Public School District, MI Ba1 positive
Mckeesport Area School District, PA Ba1 negative
Premont Independent School District, TX Ba1 no outlook
Horseshoe Bend School District #73, ID Ba2 stable
Wendell Sschool District #232, ID Ba2 negative
East St Louis School District 189 (St. Clair County), IL Ba2 stable
Brooklyn Center School District 286, MN Ba2 positive
Coventry Local School District, OH Ba2 negative
Chicago Public Schools (Cook County), IL Ba3 negative
Clintondale School District, MI Ba3 negative
Mt Clemens Community School District, MI Ba3 negative
Ypsilanti City School District, MI Ba3 no outlook
East Allegheny School District, PA Ba3 negative
Philadelphia School District, PA Ba3 negative
Hampton County School District 2, SC Ba3 negative
Penn Hills Township School District, PA B3 negative
Detroit Public School District, MI Caa1 negative
Pontiac City School District, MI Caa1 stable

Source: Moody's Investors Service
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Appendix A: Rating Downgrades

Exhibit 14

List of Michigan School District Rating Downgrades in 2015

District Old Rating New Rating
ALCONA COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A1
ALGONAC COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A1
ALLEGAN PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI A1 A2
CARSON CITY-CRYSTAL AREA SCHOOLS, MI A3 Baa1
CHEBOYGAN AREA SCHOOLS, MI A1 Baa1
CHIPPEWA HILLS SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI A1 A2
EAST GRAND RAPIDS PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A1 A2
EAST JORDAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A2 Baa1
FARMINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI Aa2 Aa3
FARWELL AREA SCHOOLS, MI A1 A2
FENTON AREA PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A1 A3
FLUSHING COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI Aa3 A1
GIBRALTAR SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI A1 Baa1
GOODRICH AREA SCHOOLS, MI A1 A3
GRASS LAKE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A1
HARPER CREEK COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A2
HARTLAND CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS, MI A1 A2
HOLLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A1
HOLLY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI A3 Baa2
HOLT PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A1 A3
HUDSONVILLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI Aa2 Aa3
IMLAY CITY COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI Aa3 A2
KALAMAZOO CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI Aa2 Aa3
KENT CITY COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI A2 A3
L'ANSE CREUSE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A2
LANSING SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI A1 A3
LAPEER COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A3
LAWRENCE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A3 Baa1
LESLIE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A2 Baa1
LINCOLN CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI Baa1 Baa3
MORENCI AREA SCHOOLS, MI Baa1 Baa2
NORTH BRANCH AREA SCHOOLS, MI A2 A3
OLIVET COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI A2 A3
ONSTED COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A1
PARCHMENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI A1 A2
PLYMOUTH-CANTON COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI Aa2 Aa3
REETHS-PUFFER SCHOOLS, MI A1 A2
ROCKFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A2 A3
SAGINAW INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI Aa3 A1
ST. JOHNS PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI A1 A2
STOCKBRIDGE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI A1 A2
WARREN CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS, MI A3 Baa1
WAYLAND UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI A1 A2
WAYNE-WESTLAND COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI A3 Baa1
WESTERN SCHOOL DISTRICT, MI Aa3 A1
WILLIAMSTON COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, MI A2 Baa1
ZEELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MI Aa3 A1

Source: Moody's Investors Service
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Endnotes
1 72% of Michigan school districts are rated A1 and below, compared to 47% for the nation as a whole.

2 The median debt to full value ratio for rated Michigan districts is 2.4%, well above the national median of 1.5%.

3 Fiscal 2015 financial information is not yet available for Highland Park City Schools.

4 In 2014, 40 charter schools contributed to MPSERS, which accounted for a small percentage of total contributions.

5 A 2012 study by the Mackinac Center for Public Policy found that approximately 61% of districts had privatized one or more major support services.

6 The median General Fund balance as a % of revenues for rated Michigan districts is 9.7%, well below the national median of 19.1%.

7 Of the 150 districts, ratings on 21 have been withdrawn since 2009.
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