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A Review of Mississippi School 
Districts’ Revenue Sources and 
Expenditures for Fiscal Years 2016 
through 2020 
 

Introduction 

Authority 
 
The PEER Committee reviewed school districts’ level of 
funding from state, local, and federal sources, as well as the 
districts’ expenditure of these funds. PEER conducted this 
review in accordance with MISS. CODE ANN. § 5-3-51 et seq., 
(1972). 
 

 

Scope and Purpose 
 

PEER reviewed school districts’ revenue from state, local, and 
federal sources and districts’ expenditures from FY 2016 
through FY 2020. PEER also compared Mississippi funding 
sources and expenditures to those of school districts in 
Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Tennessee. 
 
In performing this review, PEER’s purpose is to inform 
policymakers on the state and local level, as well as taxpayers, 
regarding the source and amount of revenue received by school 
districts in the state and how that revenue was expended. PEER 
neither praises nor criticizes the amount of funding or 
expenditure data presented in this review. PEER presents this 
information so that policymakers will be better informed to 
make funding decisions, and taxpayers will have an opportunity 
to be informed about school funding and how those funds are 
used.   
 

Method 
 
In conducting this review, PEER:  

• reviewed school districts’ funding sources and 
expenditures as reported by the Mississippi Department 
of Education (MDE) in the Annual Superintendent’s 
Report; 

• reviewed funding sources per student as reported by the 
Departments of Education in Alabama, Arkansas, 
Louisiana, and Tennessee; and,
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• reviewed expenditures per student information from the 
National Center for Education Statistics, a unit of the U. S. 
Department of Education. 

In order to be consistent with prior PEER reports #589 and #598 
and to offer a more in-depth view of expenditures, PEER divided 
expenditures into seven categories. PEER notes that some 
components of these categories differ from the category 
components reported by MDE. For example, MDE reports guidance 
services, improvement of instruction, athletics, and student 
activities as instructional expenditures. PEER categorizes these 
types of expenditures as student support and other programs and 
only reports expenditures related to regular programs, such as pre-
kindergarten, elementary, middle school, and high school 
programs, and special programs such as gifted, special education, 
and alternative schools, as instructional expenditures. See 
Appendix A on page 27 for additional details regarding the 
differences between PEER’s and MDE’s categorization of 
expenditures.   

The seven categories used by PEER in this report are: 

• instructional; 

• administration; 

• plant operations (including maintenance); 

• food services; 

• transportation; 

• student support; and, 

• other programs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PEER Report #655   3 

 

Categories of Revenues and Expenditures 
Each Mississippi public school district1 operates as a separate 
financial entity. School districts’ funds come from state 
appropriations, local revenue, federal revenue, and other sources 
such as grants, donations from foundations, and debt issuance, 
such as bonds and loans. For purposes of this report, PEER focused 
on recurring revenue streams from state, local, and federal sources 
and did not include funding from grants, local foundations, or debt 
issuance because funding from these sources may vary widely from 
one school district to another. PEER also focused on these 
categories because the expenditures in these categories relate to 
the day-to-day operations of the school district. PEER did not 
include expenditures for debt service on bonds issued by school 
districts, loan repayment, capitalized assets,2 or facility acquisition 
and construction because these types of expenditures may vary 
widely between districts. 
 

State Funding 
 
MISS. CODE ANN. § 37-151-5 (a) (1972) defines “adequate education 
program,” or the “Mississippi Adequate Education Program 
(MAEP),” as the program to establish adequate current operation 
funding levels necessary for the school districts’ programs to meet 
a Level III (“C” grade) in the accreditation system established by the 
State Board of Education using statistically relevant assessment 
data.  
 
The MAEP funding formula is found in MISS. CODE ANN. § 37-151-
7 (1972) and is a complex formula comprised of individual 
formulas for:  

• instruction; 

• administration; 

• plant operation and maintenance; and, 

• ancillary support.3 

Collectively, the results of the above formulas determine the base 
student cost portion of the MAEP formula. The base student cost is 
recalculated every four years and adjusted for inflation in the 
intervening years. The next full recalculation of the base student 
cost will be performed for FY 2023. The inflation adjustment is 
equal to 40% of the base student cost for the previous fiscal year 
multiplied by the latest annual rate of inflation for Mississippi as 
determined by the State Economist at the Mississippi Institutions 
of Higher Learning. 

 
1 Charter schools in Mississippi are considered to be a school district.  For purposes of this report, the term 
“public school district” also includes charter schools. 

2 Capitalized assets are items with a useful life greater than one year. 
3 Ancillary support includes librarians, guidance counselors, and psychologists. 
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The MAEP formula begins calculating each school district’s funding 
amount by multiplying the base student cost times each district’s 
average daily attendance4 for the previous October and November 
plus 5% of the base student cost multiplied by the number of 
students receiving free lunches in the district. Under MISS. CODE 
ANN. § 37-151-7 (2) (a) (1972), this initial district funding amount 
is reduced by the lesser of the required minimum local funding 
effort of 28 mills5 in ad valorem tax or 27% of the funding formula 
amount.  
 
In addition to the base student funding, the formula provides 
additional funding for increased health insurance costs, increased 
pension costs, and teacher salary increases approved by the 
Legislature. The MAEP formula also contains formulas to direct 
funding to districts for programs including:  

• special education; 

• career and technical education; 

• gifted education; 

• transportation;  

• alternative schools; 

• extended school year; and, 

• bus driver training.  

After MAEP calculations are completed, MDE presents the MAEP 
funding formula to the Legislature for consideration. Based on 
available funding, the Legislature appropriates funding for school 
districts.  If the MAEP funding request is not fully funded, the MDE 
reduces each district’s funding amount by a pro-rata amount, or as 
directed by the Legislature, and distributes funding to each school 
district.  

 

Local Funding 
 

Local funding sources for school districts include ad valorem taxes 
(property taxes); grants; contributions and donations received from 
individuals, businesses, and foundations; and fees and charges.  In 
this report, PEER presents only ad valorem tax revenue due to the 
variability and the relatively small amounts of other sources of 
local revenue. 
 
Under MISS. CODE ANN. § 37-57-104 (1) (1972),  

 

 
4 Average daily attendance is the average number of students attending in a school day, less self-contained 
(classroom) special education students. The MAEP formula contains a separate funding mechanism for 
special education programs. 

5 A mill is one one-thousandth of a dollar and in property tax terms is equal to $1.00 of tax for each $1,000 
of assessed value. 
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Each school board shall submit to the levying 
authority for the school district a certified copy of an 
order adopted by the school board requesting an ad 
valorem tax effort in dollars for the support of the 
school district. The copy of the order shall be 
submitted by the school board when the copies of the 
school district's budget are filed with the levying 
authority pursuant to Section 37-61-9. Upon receipt 
of the school board's order requesting the ad valorem 
tax effort in dollars, the levying authority shall 
determine the millage rate necessary to generate 
funds equal to the dollar amount requested by the 
school board. 

 
MISS. CODE ANN. § 37-61-9 (1972) requires that on or before 
August 15th of each fiscal year, each district’s school board adopts 
a budget for the school district and submits the budget and a 
request to the levying authority (i.e., county board of supervisors, 
and if the school district includes a municipality, the municipality’s 
governing authority) to set an ad valorem tax that generates the 
revenue needed to satisfy the district’s budget when including 
other sources of revenue.  
 
MISS. CODE ANN. § 37-57-104 (1972) provides some limits on 
millage rates and millage increases. If the requested budget would 
cause the millage rate to exceed 55 mills or if the rate already 
exceeds 55 mills and would cause a further increase in the millage 
rate, the levying authority shall call a referendum for voters in the 
school district regarding the increase necessary to meet the 
requested school district budget. If a majority of voters in the 
school district who vote in the referendum vote in favor of the 
requested increase, the ad valorem tax effort requested by the 
school board is approved. If a majority of the voters in the school 
district who vote in the referendum vote against the requested 
increase, then the request is denied and the millage rate remains at 
the currently existing fiscal year level.  However, any amounts the 
school board requests for the payment of principal and interest 
related to school bonds or notes are not subject to the 55 mills 
limit.  
 
PEER notes that although MISS. CODE ANN. § 27-39-321 (1) (1972) 
prohibits any political subdivision from levying ad valorem taxes in 
any fiscal year that results in an increase of greater than 10% in 
revenue from that source in any of the three preceding fiscal years, 
the code section also specifically excludes taxes levied for school 
districts from this restriction.  However, as previously noted, a 
referendum vote is required if the budget requested by a school 
board results in a millage rate above 55 mills. 
 

Federal Funding 
 
According to the MDE’s Annual Superintendent’s Report, 
Mississippi school districts receive federal funds from 
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approximately 20 to 30 different federal programs and sources, 
depending on the year. The following items represent the larger 
programs and sources of federal funds for Mississippi school 
districts. 
 

Title Program Funds  
MDE receives federal funds for Title I, Title II, Title III, and Title IV 
programs based on funding formulas and eligibility requirements 
found in each program, and forwards the funds to school districts. 
For Title V federal funds, MDE receives funds for and distributes 
the funds to some school districts, while larger school districts 
receive the funds directly. In FY 2020, Mississippi school districts 
received approximately $250 million, or approximately 37% of all 
federal funds received by school districts, from the following Title 
programs: 

• Title I – Provides funds to school districts based on 
formulas considering poverty and population to help 
ensure all children meet state academic standards. If more 
than 40% of a school’s enrollment is from low-income 
households, the school may use Title I funds for school-
wide programs. If less than 40% of a school’s enrollment is 
from low-income households or a school reduces its school-
wide programs, the funds are targeted to offer assistance to 
individual students.  

• Title II – Provides funds to improve the quality and 
effectiveness of teachers and principals through 
professional development; support programs such as 
teacher mentoring or collaboration with local colleges and 
universities; programs designed to improve classroom 
instruction, student learning, and student achievement; and 
increase the retention of effective teachers and principals.  

• Title III – Provides funds to assist English learner students, 
including immigrant children and youth, attain English 
language proficiency in order to meet state academic 
standards. School districts must use Title III funds to 
supplement state language instruction programs designed 
to assist English learner students.  

• Title IV – Provides funds to improve student academic 
achievement by increasing the ability of states and school 
districts to provide all students with access to a well-
rounded education, improve school conditions for student 
learning, and improve the use of technology to improve the 
academic achievement and digital literacy of students. Title 
IV also provides funds to support the creation of 
community learning centers that provide academic 
enrichment opportunities during non-school hours for 
students, particularly students attending high-poverty and 
low-performing schools.   

• Title V – Provides funds to rural school districts to fund 
initiatives aimed at improving student academic 
achievement.  
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Child Nutrition Program 
 

The U. S. Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Service’s 
(FNS) mission is to increase food security and reduce hunger by 
providing children and low-income individuals access to food and 
a healthy diet. The FNS operates the School Breakfast Program that 
provides reimbursement to states to operate a non-profit breakfast 
program. The FNS also operates the National School Lunch 
Program, which is a federally assisted meal program that provides 
students low-cost or free lunches each school day. In FY 2020, 
Mississippi school districts received approximately $225 million, or 
approximately 34% of all federal funds received by school districts, 
through FNS programs.  

 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

 
The Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA), requires states and 
school districts to provide a free appropriate public education to 
eligible children with disabilities and ensures special education and 
related services to those students. Under IDEA, children with 
disabilities from birth through age 21 are eligible for services and 
programs. In FY 2020, Mississippi school districts received 
approximately $118 million, or approximately 18% of all federal 
funds received by school districts, through the IDEA program.  

 
Federal COVID-19 Relief Packages 

 
In response to the COVID-19 public health emergency and its 
impact on the United States, Congress passed and the President in 
office at the time of passage signed three emergency relief 
packages:  

• Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act, 2020 
(CARES); 

• Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 2021 (CRRSA); and, 

• American Rescue Plan, 2021 (ARP). 

Each relief package designates funds to assist the nation’s 
elementary and secondary schools in preventing the spread of the 
virus and in responding to the impact the virus has had on a 
district’s daily operations, safety needs, and changes in classroom 
instruction. In general, each state’s State Education Agency (SEA), 
for example, MDE in Mississippi, applies to the U. S. Department of 
Education for the funds allocated to the state. In turn, school 
districts apply to the SEA for the relief package funds, which are 
allocated based on Title I, Part A allocation formulas.6 Through June 
30, 2020 (FY 2020), school districts received approximately $2.8 
million in CARES funds.   
 

 
6 Title I, Part A funds are allocated through four statutory formulas that are based primarily on census poverty estimates 
and education costs in a state.  
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Under each relief package’s guidelines, charter schools that are 
recognized by a state as a Local Education Agency (school district), 
receive relief package funds. Since charter schools in Mississippi 
are recognized as school districts, each charter school in the state 
will receive relief package funds based on Title I, Part A allocation 
formulas.   
 
Under guidelines of each COVID-19 relief package, private schools 
are also eligible to receive funds. Under CARES, public school 
districts must provide equitable services7 to non-public school 
students and teachers. CARES guidelines require distribution of 
relief funds to public school districts based on the allocation 
formulas found under Title I, Part A, which means each school 
district’s allocation is based on the number of students that would 
qualify for programs under Title I, Part A. However, also under 
CARES guidelines, all students and teachers in a non-public school 
are eligible to receive equitable services under the CARES Act 
programs, even though students in the non-public school may not 
meet the qualifications for programs under Title I, Part A.  
 
The CRRSA and ARP acts include programs to provide funds to non-
public schools that are separate from the programs designated for 
public schools. Since non-public schools are eligible for relief funds 
through these separate programs, public school districts are not 
required to provide equitable services to non-public schools under 
CRRSA or ARP.  
 
Each relief package requires a Maintenance of Effort (MOE) on 
behalf of the state. In other words, each state must use the relief 
package funds to supplement the state’s education funding and not 
supplant state funds with federal relief package funds. The state’s 
MOE is for FY 2021 through FY 2023. For CARES, the MOE is based 
on a state’s dollar level of state support for education.  For CRRSA 
and ARP, the level of support to demonstrate MOE is based on 
percentages of the state’s overall spending used to support 
education.  

 
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act (CARES) 

 
In response to the COVID-19 public health emergency, Congress 
passed and President Trump signed the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, 
and Economic Security Act (CARES) on March 27, 2020. As part of 
the CARES act, Congress appropriated approximately $13.2 billion 
for the Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief (ESSER) 
Fund to provide school districts with funds to address the impact 
of COVID-19 on schools.  
 
Only SEAs, such as MDE, can apply to the U. S. Department of 
Education for ESSER funds. School districts must apply to the SEA 
for ESSER funds, and the SEA must use at least 90% of its ESSER 

 
7 The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 requires public school districts to provide equitable 
services (services or other benefits that are equitable to those provided to eligible public school children, their teachers, 
and families) to private school students, teachers, and, in some cases, other education personnel and parents for several 
ESEA programs, including those established by Title I, Part A.  



PEER Report #655   9 

Fund grant to make subgrants to school districts based on the Title 
I, Part A allocation formulas. The SEA must award subgrants to 
school districts within one year of receiving the ESSER funds, 
between April and June 2021, depending on when the SEA received 
the funds.   

 
School districts may use ESSER funds to prepare schools for 
reopening, COVID testing, improving air quality in school buildings, 
and to prepare, prevent, and respond to COVID-19. For example, 
school districts may use ESSER funds for personal protective 
equipment, cleaning and sanitizing materials, and for activities that 
will support remote learning for all students. School districts have 
until September 30, 2021, excluding a 12-month extension available 
under the Tydings Amendment,8 to commit ESSER funds to 
allowable COVID-19 related efforts. In FY 2020 (ending June 30, 
2020), school districts received approximately $2.8 billion from the 
ESSER Fund, and according to MDE, Mississippi school districts will 
receive a total of approximately $152 million from the ESSER Fund.   
 
Under ESSER guidelines, a SEA may retain up to 10% (SEA Reserve) 
of its ESSER Fund grant to address emergency needs, as determined 
by the SEA, arising from COVID-19. An SEA may award grants from 
the SEA Reserve to school districts and organizations serving 
students and families, but must award the grants within one year 
of receiving the state’s allocation. Also, from the SEA Reserve, the 
SEA may reserve up to ½ of 1% of its total ESSER allocation for 
administrative costs, including direct and indirect administrative 
costs.    

 
Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental Appropriations Act (CRRSA) 

 
The Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental 
Appropriations Act (CRRSA), signed by President Trump on 
December 27, 2020, provided additional funds of approximately 
$54.3 billion to assist schools in responding to COVID-19 and is 
known as the ESSER II Fund. These funds will also be distributed 
under the same calculation formulas as used for Part A of the Title 
I program. Under CRRSA guidelines, SEAs apply for ESSER II funds 
from the U. S. Department of Education, and school districts apply 
to the SEA for ESSER II funds that are used for the same COVID-19 
related purposes as ESSER funds. SEAs must award grants to school 
districts by January 2022, and school districts must commit the 
funds to appropriate COVID-19 related items by September 30, 
2023, excluding the 12-month extension available under the 
Tydings Amendment.9 MDE estimates Mississippi school districts 
will receive approximately $652 million from the ESSER II Fund.  
 
As with ESSER funds, the SEA may retain up to 10% of ESSER II funds 
in its SEA Reserve to use to address emergency needs, as 

 
8 Under the Tydings Amendment, as incorporated in the General Education Provisions Act, the Education 
Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) allows grantees to carryover for one additional 
year any federal education funds that were not obligated in the period for which they were appropriated.   

9 Refer to footnote 8 on page 9. 
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determined by the SEA, arising from COVID-19 and the SEA may 
retain up to ½ of 1% of ESSER II funds for administrative purposes.  

 
American Rescue Plan (ARP) 

 
The American Rescue Plan (ARP), signed by President Biden on 
March 11, 2021, provided additional funds of approximately $122 
billion to states and schools to address the continuing impact of 
COVID-19 on the nation’s schools and is known as ARP ESSER 
funds. Under ARP guidelines, SEAs apply to the U. S. Department of 
Education for ESSER funds and school districts apply to the SEA for 
subgrants. Allocation of subgrants to school districts must be 
based on the calculation formulas used for Part A of the Title I 
program.   

The ARP does impose some guidelines on a state’s SEA Reserve.  
Each SEA must retain at least 7% of the state’s total allocation to be 
used for the items noted below and may retain up to an additional 
3% of a state’s allocation for emergency needs, as determined by 
the SEA, and administration costs (limited to ½ of 1% of the state’s 
total allocation).  

• Five percent of a state’s total allocation must be used for 
the implementation of evidence-based interventions aimed 
at addressing learning loss. 

• One percent of a state’s total allocation must be used for 
evidence-based summer enrichment programs. 

• One percent of a state’s total allocation must be used for 
evidence-based comprehensive after-school programs.  

The ARP imposes on school districts some expenditure restrictions 
beyond the broad guidelines found under CARES and CRRSA.  
According to the U. S. Department of Education’s American Rescue 
Plan Act of 2021 fact sheet, school districts: 

 
…must reserve at least 20 percent of funds to address 
learning loss through the implementation of 
evidence-based interventions and ensure that those 
interventions respond to students’ social, emotional, 
and academic needs and address the 
disproportionate impact of COVID-19 on 
underrepresented student subgroups (each major 
racial and ethnic group, children from low-income 
families, children with disabilities, English learners, 
gender, migrant students, students experiencing 
homelessness, and children and youth in foster care). 

The ARP requires the SEA to allocate funds to school districts “in 
an expedited and timely manner,” but no later than 60 days after 
the SEA receives the ARP ESSER funds. The SEA and school districts 
have until September 30, 2023, excluding the 12-month extension 
available under the Tydings Amendment,10 to obligate the funds for 
allowable expenditures.  

 
10 Refer to footnote 8 on page 9. 
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COVID-19 Relief Package Funds for Mississippi Schools 

 
As noted above, Mississippi school districts received approximately 
$2.8 million from the CARES ESSER Fund in FY 2020 ending June 
30, 2020. However, according to the U. S. Department of 
Education’s allocation calculations, school districts in Mississippi 
will receive approximately $2.2 billion from the CARES, CRRSA, and 
ARP COVID-19 relief packages.   
 
As noted earlier, charter schools that are recognized by a state as 
a Local Education Agency (school district), receive relief package 
funds. In Mississippi, charter schools are recognized as a school 
district and therefore are eligible for relief funds. According to the 
MDE, charter schools will receive $848,000 from CARES and 
approximately $4.7 million from CRRSA. An estimate for the 
amount charter schools will receive from the ARP is not currently 
available.  
 
Under each relief package’s guidelines, the MDE may retain up to 
10% of each package’s allocation to the state, which totals to 
approximately $252 million, for emergency needs as determined by 
MDE, but the funds must be used in accordance with each package’s 
guidelines. If MDE retains the maximum 10% allowed, the 
guidelines require the funds be expended as follows:  
 

• approximately $126 million from CARES, CRRSA, and ARP 
for COVID-19-related emergency needs as determined by 
the MDE;  
 

• approximately $81 million from the ARP allocation to 
evidence-based programs to address learning loss; 

 
• approximately $16 million from the ARP allocation to 

provide evidenced-based summer enrichment programs; 
 

• approximately $16 million from the ARP allocation to 
provide evidenced-based comprehensive after-school 
programs; and, 

 
• approximately $13 million from CARES, CRRSA, and ARP 

for administration costs related to allocating and awarding 
the COVID-19 relief packages’ funds. 

 
Exhibit 1 on page 12 presents the total amount school districts will 
receive (including the $2.8 million in FY 2020) and the maximum 
amounts MDE may retain as part of CARES, CRRSA, and ARP.      
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Exhibit 1: COVID-19 Relief Packages’ Funds Designated for Mississippi Elementary 
and Secondary Education as of March 2021 

Relief Package 
Name 

Total Amount 
Allocated to 
Mississippi 

Minimum 
Amount 

Allocated to 
Districts 

Mississippi 
Department of 

Education 
Maximum 
Reserve* 

Mississippi 
Department of 

Education 
Maximum 

Administration 
Fee** 

Latest 
Obligation 

Date 
Deadline^ 

Coronavirus Aid, 
Relief, and 
Economic Security 
Act (CARES) 

$169,883,002 $152,894,702 $16,988,300 $849,415 
September 
30, 2021 

Coronavirus 
Response and 
Relief 
Supplemental 
Appropriations Act 
(CRRSA) 

$724,532,847 $652,079,562 $72,453,285 $3,622,664 
September 
30, 2022 

American Rescue 
Plan 
(ARP) 

$1,627,197,854 $1,464,478,069 $162,719,785 $8,135,989 
September 
30, 2023 

Total $2,521,613,703 $2,269,452,333 $252,161,370 $12,608,068  

* Based on the maximum allowed reserve amount of 10% of total allocation. 
** Based on the maximum allowed administration fee of ½ of 1% of total allocation. 
^ Date by which funds must be obligated to an allowable purpose under each relief package’s guidelines excluding the 
12-month extension available under the Tydings Amendment. Refer to footnote 8 on page 9. 
 
SOURCE: U. S. Department of Education. 

 
 
Given the amount of funds received by the MDE and school districts 
from the COVID-19 relief packages, the PEER Committee anticipates 
conducting performance evaluations and expenditure reviews in 
the future regarding the effectiveness and use of these funds. 
 

Major Budget Categories for Expenditures 
 

PEER divided school districts’ expenditures into the seven major 
budget categories noted on page 2. See Exhibit 2 on page 13 for 
examples of the types of expenditures that school districts would 
make from each of the seven major budget categories. 
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Exhibit 2: Examples of the Types of Expenditures in the Seven Major Budget 
Categories 

Budget Category Types of Expenditures 

Instructional 

salaries for teachers in elementary, middle, 
high, and alternative schools; classroom 
assistants for elementary and special education 
programs; employee benefits; textbooks and 
other supplies 

Food Services 
food services supervisors’ salaries; cafeteria 
personnel’s salaries; employee benefits; 
food and cafeteria supplies 

Transportation 
transportation supervisors’ salaries; bus drivers’ 
salaries; employee benefits; 
operation, maintenance, and repair of buses 

Student Support 

guidance counselors’ salaries; attendance 
officers’ and social work counselors’ salaries; 
media specialists’ and librarians’ salaries; 
employee benefits; improvement of instruction 
costs 

Other Programs 

athletics, student activities, and adult education 
personnel’s salaries; summer school costs; 
athletics, student activities, and adult education 
costs 

Administration 

principals’ and assistant principals’ salaries;  
superintendents’ salaries; assistant 
superintendents’ salaries; school office clerical 
staff’s salaries; district administration office 
personnel’s salaries; employee benefits 

Plant Operations (including maintenance) 

maintenance, operations, and custodial 
personnel’s salaries; employee benefits; 
utilities; building repairs and maintenance; 
building operation and cleaning supplies 

 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of the Mississippi Department of Education’s accounting manual for school districts. 
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State, Local, and Federal Revenue for Mississippi and 
Contiguous States’ Public School Districts 

Mississippi public school districts receive funds from state, local, 
and federal sources. See the Background section of this report for 
additional details about each source. This chapter addresses the 
following issues: 

• revenue sources for public school districts in Mississippi; 

• revenue per student from FY 2016 to FY 2020; and, 

• revenue sources for public school districts in Mississippi 
compared to contiguous states. 

 

Revenue Sources for Public School Districts in Mississippi 

During fiscal years 2016 through 2020, public school districts received approximately $23.8 
billion from state, local, and federal sources. Of this amount, approximately $12.2 billion (51%) 
was from the state, approximately $8.3 billion (35%) was from local sources, and approximately 
$3.4 billion (14%) was from federal sources.  

During fiscal years FY 2016 through FY 2020, public school 
districts received approximately $23.8 billion from state, local, and 
federal sources. Funding from the state totaled approximately 
$12.2 billion and represented the largest source of school funding 
with 51% of funds. Local funds comprised the next largest source 
at approximately $8.3 billion (35%) and federal funds total 
approximately $3.3 billion (14%). From FY 2016 through FY 2020 
(not adjusted for inflation), funding for public school districts from 
state sources increased approximately $103 million, funding from 
local sources increased by approximately $218 million, and federal 
funds declined approximately $22 million. See Exhibit 3 on page 14 
and Exhibit 4 on page 15 for additional details.  

 
Exhibit 3: Source of Funds for Mississippi Public School Districts FY 2016 
through FY 2020  

Fiscal Year State Funds Local Funds Federal Funds Total Funds 

FY 2016 $2,411,614,973 $1,548,059,713 $690,717,015 $4,650,391,701 

FY 2017 2,415,768,695 1,595,649,778 672,880,500 4,684,298,973 

FY 2018 2,408,234,018 1,651,002,093 658,656,003 4,717,892,114 

FY 2019 2,417,079,327 1,719,408,429 683,289,110 4,819,776,866 

FY 2020 2,514,226,951 1,765,797,030 668,513,593 4,948,537,574 

Total $12,166,923,964 $8,279,917,043 $3,374,056,221 $23,820,897,228 

     

Change FY 2016 
to FY 2020 

(unadjusted for 
inflation) 

$102,611,978 $217,737,317 ($22,203,422) $298,145,873 

 
SOURCE: Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report. 
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Exhibit 4: Source of Funds as Percentage for Mississippi Public School Districts 
FY 2016 through FY 2020   
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOURCE: PEER analysis of Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report. 

 

Inflation-Adjusted Revenue Sources 

After adjusting for inflation from FY 2016 through FY 2020, support from state funding 
declined approximately $65 million and support from local sources increased by 
approximately $110 million.  

When considering funding from sources over several years, it is 
important to take inflation into consideration. For example, school 
districts need $107 in revenue in FY 2020 to have the same 
purchasing power as $100 in revenue in FY 2016. When adjusted 
for inflation, support from the state declined approximately $65 
million and support from local sources increased by approximately 
$110 million from FY 2016 to FY 2020. Finally, federal funds 
declined approximately $70 million from FY 2016 to FY 2020 when 
adjusted for inflation. See Exhibit 5 on page 15 for additional 
details.  

 
Exhibit 5: State, Local, and Federal Funding FY 2016 to FY 2020 Adjusted for 
Inflation      

Fiscal Year State Funds Local Funds Federal Funds Total Funds 
Actual FY 2020 

Funding 
$2,514,226,951 $1,765,797,030 $668,513,593 $4,948,537,574 

FY 2016 Funding 
Adjusted for 

Inflation 
$2,579,504,872 $1,655,831,307 $738,802,804 $4,974,138,983 

Difference ($65,277,921) $109,965,723 ($70,289,211) ($25,601,409) 

SOURCE: PEER analysis of Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report. 

 

The local funds listed above do not include proceeds from bond 
issues or loans for school districts. However, bond issues and loans 
may lead to district school boards seeking additional local funds 
through higher ad valorem taxes in order to have sufficient revenue 
to pay future debt service associated with the bond issues and 

51%
35%

14%
State Funds

Local Funds

Federal Funds
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loans since a school district cannot rely upon state funds to meet 
such requirements. PEER notes that according to MDE’s Annual 
Superintendent’s Report, from FY 2016 through FY 2020 school 
districts issued approximately $975 million in bonds and borrowed 
approximately $489 million through loans. This approximately 
$1.5 billion in debt may be a factor in the increase in districts’ 
increased reliance on local funds.  

 

Revenue Per Student from FY 2016 through FY 2020 

When considering funding on a per-student basis and before adjusting for inflation, funding 
from the state from FY 2016 through FY 2020 increased $446, local support increased $636, and 
federal support increased $9 for a total increase of $1,091. After adjusting for inflation, funding 
per student from the state increased $75, local support increased $398, and federal support 
decreased $97 from FY 2016 through FY 2020 for an inflation adjusted increase of $376.  

Rather than considering total dollars as the only measure of 
support, another metric of support is funding per student. When 
considering funding on a per-student basis from FY 2016 through 
FY 2020 and before adjusting for inflation: 
 

• state support increased from $5,342 to $5,788, an increase 
of $446; 
 

• local support increased from $3,429 to $4,065, an increase 
of $636; and, 

 
• federal support increased from $1,530 to $1,539, an 

increase of $9. 
 

PEER notes that from FY 2016 to FY 2020, average daily attendance 
declined from 451,466 students to 434,362 students, a decrease of 
17,104 students. See Exhibit 6 on page 16 for additional details.  

 
Exhibit 6: State, Local, and Federal Funding per Student Unadjusted for Inflation 
FY 2016 through FY 2020  

Fiscal Year 
Average 

Daily 
Attendance 

Funding per 
Student from 

State 
Sources 

Funding per 
Student from 

Local 
Sources 

Funding per 
Student from 

Federal Sources 

Total Funding 
per Student 

FY 2016 451,466 $5,342 $3,429 $1,530 $10,301 

FY 2017 446,275 $5,413 $3,575 $1,508 $10,496 

FY 2018 439,599 $5,478 $3,756 $1,498 $10,732 

FY 2019 432,198 $5,593 $3,978 $1,581 $11,152 

FY 2020 434,362 $5,788 $4,065 $1,539 $11,392 

Change FY 
2016 to FY 

2020 (dollars 
unadjusted for 

inflation) 

(17,104) $446 $636 $9 $1,091 

SOURCE: Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report. 
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After adjusting for inflation, total revenue per student increased by 
$376, with state support increasing $75 per student, local support 
increasing $398 per student, and federal support declining $97 per 
student. See Exhibit 7 on page 17 for additional details.  

 
Exhibit 7: State, Local, and Federal Funding per Student FY 2016 to FY 2020 
Adjusted for Inflation    

Fiscal Year 
Funding per 
Student from 
State Sources 

Funding per 
Student from 
Local Sources 

Funding per 
Student from 

Federal Sources 

Total Funding per 
Student from All 

Sources 
Actual FY 2020 

Amounts 
$5,788 $4,065 $1,539 $11,392 

FY 2016 
Adjusted for 

Inflation 
$5,713 $3,667 $1,636 $11,016 

Difference $75 $398 ($97) $376 

SOURCE: PEER analysis of Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report. 

 
PEER notes that from FY 2016 through FY 2020, state funding 
comprised just over half (51%) of all funding from state, local, and 
federal sources. Although state funding in terms of total dollars did 
not keep pace with inflation, state support per student increased 
by $446 before adjusting for inflation and by $75 after adjusting 
for inflation.   
 
From FY 2016 through FY 2020, local funding as a percentage of 
total funding from state, local, and federal sources increased from 
approximately 33% to approximately 36%, demonstrating school 
districts’ increased reliance on locally derived revenue. After 
adjusting for inflation, funding per student from local sources 
increased more than inflation by $398.  
 
From FY 2016 through FY 2020, funding per student from federal 
funds increased by $9 without adjusting for inflation. After 
adjusting for inflation, funding per student from federal funds 
decreased by $97, demonstrating the variability of federal funding.   
 
Also, PEER notes that decisions by each district’s school board 
impact the level of local funding, and economic demographics play 
an important role in determining the level of funding received by 
each school district.  Appendix B on page 28 presents the state, 
local, and federal funding received by each district in Mississippi. 
 

Revenue Sources for Public School Districts in Mississippi Compared to 
Contiguous States 

Using the most recent fiscal year available from contiguous states, a comparison of the level of 
funding for public school districts from state, local, and federal sources for Mississippi and 
contiguous states determined that Alabama has the highest level of state funding (56%) and the 
lowest level of local funding (33%), while Louisiana has the lowest level of state funding (45%) 
and the highest level of local funding (45%).  Mississippi’s level of state funding was 50% and 
local funding was 36%.  
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PEER compared Mississippi’s level of funding from state, local, 
and federal sources to the level of funding from these sources in 
Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Tennessee.  The most recent 
fiscal year available for Alabama, Arkansas, and Tennessee was FY 
2019, while the most recent year available for Louisiana was FY 
2018.  PEER used FY 2019 data for Mississippi.  PEER recognizes 
that such information is not as timely as desired, but value may 
still be found in the comparison. 
 
Alabama had the highest level of funding from state sources at 
56% and the lowest level of local funding at 33%.  Louisiana had 
the lowest level of state funding at 43% and the highest level of 
local funding at 45%.  Mississippi’s level of state funding was 50% 
and local funding was 36%.  See Exhibit 8 on page 18 for 
additional information.  

 
Exhibit 8: Public School Districts’ Funding from State, Local, and Federal Sources 
in Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee  

State State Funding Local Funding Federal Funding 

Alabama (FY 2019) 56% 33% 11% 

Arkansas (FY 2019) 48% 41% 11% 

Louisiana (FY 2018) 43% 45% 12% 

Mississippi (FY 2019) 50% 36% 14% 

Tennessee (FY 2019) 50% 38% 12% 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of reports from the departments of education for Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, and Tennessee.  

 
PEER’s purpose in presenting this data is not to infer that funding 
should be of a certain mix.  Policymakers in each state determine 
a funding structure that they believe is optimal for their state. 
PEER presents this information only for comparative purposes. 
 

Funding per Student Based on Enrollment 

Based on enrollment, rather than average daily attendance, for FY 2019, Mississippi’s funding 
per student from state, local, and federal sources totaled $10,240, which was the lowest 
funding per student when compared to contiguous states. Louisiana reported the highest 
funding per student enrolled at $12,507 for FY 2018, the most recent information available.  

PEER compared Mississippi’s funding per student to funding per 
student in contiguous states, which reported funding per student 
based on student enrollment.  Therefore, PEER used enrollment in 
Mississippi for this comparison rather than average daily 
attendance, which was used in Exhibit 6 on 16 and Exhibit 7 on page 
17. The most recent information available for Alabama, Arkansas, 
and Tennessee was for FY 2019 and FY 2018 for Louisiana.  
Accordingly, PEER used FY 2019 information for Mississippi. 
 
Based on enrollment for FY 2019, Mississippi funding per student 
from state, local, and federal sources was $10,240, which was the 
lowest funding level per student when compared to contiguous 
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states.  State funding in Mississippi in FY 2019 was $5,135, which 
was also the lowest state funding level per student when compared 
to contiguous states.  Louisiana’s total funding per enrolled student 
from state, local, and federal sources for FY 2018, the most recent 
data available, was $12,507, which was the highest funding level 
per student when comparing Mississippi to contiguous states. In FY 
2019, Alabama’s state funding per enrolled student was $6,484, 
which was the highest state funding level per student when 
comparing Mississippi to contiguous states. See Exhibit 9 on page 
19 for additional details.  

 
Exhibit 9: State, Local, and Federal Funding in Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, and Tennessee Based on Student Enrollment  

State 
Student 

Enrollment* 

State 
Funding per 

Student 

Local 
Funding per 

Student 

Federal 
Funding per 

Student 

Total Funding 
per Student 

Alabama (FY 2019) 726,215 $6,484 $3,788 $1,235 $11,507 

Arkansas (FY 2019) 456,479 $5,488 $4,765 $1,311 $11,564 

Louisiana (FY 2018) 714,831 $5,349 $5,655 $1,503 $12,507 

Mississippi (FY 2019) 470,668 $5,135 $3,653 $1,452 $10,240 

Tennessee (FY 2019) 971,956 $5,210 $3,969 $1,211 $10,390 

* Funding per student in this exhibit is based on enrollment. Funding per student in Exhibit 6 on page 16 is based on 
average daily attendance. 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of reports from the departments of education for Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, and Tennessee.  
 
 

PEER’s purpose in presenting this data is not to infer that state or 
local funding should be at any particular level or constitute a 
certain amount of support for public education. Policymakers in 
each state determine funding based on available resources and 
each state’s laws regarding funding public education. PEER 
presents this information only for comparative purposes. 
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Public School District Expenditures in Mississippi and 
Contiguous States 

MDE’s School Financial Services Office maintains the 
Expenditures/Expense Function and Object Codes manual for 
Mississippi’s public school districts that details accounting codes 
that districts must use to record expenditures. Annually, each 
school district reports its expenditures to MDE for use in 
departmental publications. Also, each school district undergoes an 
annual audit by the Mississippi State Auditor’s office.  

PEER used seven categories to classify school districts’ 
expenditures.  See Exhibit 2 on page 13 for the types of 
expenditures in each category. The expenditures in these categories 
are associated with the daily operations of schools and district 
central administrative offices and exclude items that, although may 
be recurring, may not apply to all schools equally. Excluded 
expenditure categories include: 

• facility acquisitions and construction; 

• debt service payments; 

• interest paid on debt; and, 

• 16th Section land management and improvement. 

This chapter addresses the following issues: 

• expenditures in daily operations categories from FY 2016 
through FY 2020; 

• changes in expenditures in daily operations categories FY 
2016 compared to FY 2020; 

• expenditures per student in daily operations categories FY 
2016 compared to FY 2020; and,  

• comparison of expenditures per student in Mississippi school 
districts to districts in contiguous states. 
 

Expenditures in Daily Operations Categories from FY 2016 through FY 
2020 

From FY 2016 through FY 2020, school districts expended approximately $22 billion, of which 
approximately $11.9 billion (54%) was spent on instructional-related items such as teacher 
salaries, employee benefits, and classroom supplies.  

PEER divided school districts’ expenditures into seven major 
budget categories that represent the costs for the daily operation 
of school districts to provide:  
 

• instructional services; 
 

• administration services, 
 

• student support; 
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• plant operations; 11 
 

• food services,  
 

• transportation; and,  
 

• other programs. 12   
 

From FY 2016 through FY 2020, school districts expended 
approximately $22 billion. Of this amount, approximately $11.9 
billion (54%) was expended on instructional items such as teacher 
salaries, employee benefits, and classroom supplies. See Exhibit 10 
on page 21 for the amount and percentage of each expenditure 
category.   
 

Exhibit 10: Mississippi School Districts’ Total Expenditures by Daily Operations 
Categories  
 

Category 
Total Expenditures FY 
2016 through FY 2020 

Percent of Total 
Expenditures 

Instructional $11,897,772,441 54% 

Administration $2,626,523,582 12% 

Student Support $2,219,068,541 10% 

Plant Operations $2,226,066,244 10% 

Food Services $1,276,416,351 6% 

Transportation $1,027,776,646 5% 

Other Programs $706,566,180 3% 

Total $21,980,189,985 100% 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report. 

 
Earlier in this report, PEER noted that school districts’ revenue from 
state, local, and federal sources totaled approximately $23.8 
billion, or approximately $1.8 billion more than the expenditures 
of approximately $22 billion noted above.  However, PEER cautions 
that this $1.8 billion difference does not mean that school districts’ 
cash reserves statewide have increased by this amount.  
 
PEER’s analysis in this report focuses on recurring revenue streams 
and recurring expenditures and does not include revenue and 
expenditure categories that fluctuate or that some school districts 
may not incur such as revenue and expenditures related to bonds 
issued by school districts, loans, or facility acquisition and 
construction. PEER notes that all sources of revenue and 
expenditures should be considered before drawing conclusions 
regarding the difference between revenues and expenditures.   

 

 
11 The plant operations category includes maintenance on school buildings and facilities. 
12 The category “other programs” includes expenditures for athletics, student activities, summer school 

programs, and adult/continuing education. 



PEER Report #655 22 

When considering all sources of school districts’ revenues and 
expenditures, total revenue exceeded total expenditures by 
approximately $961 million from FY 2016 through FY 2016.  See 
Exhibit 11 on page 22 for additional details. 
 

Exhibit 11: School Districts’ Difference in Revenue and Expenditures from All 
Sources FY 2016 through FY 2020  

Fiscal Year 
Total Revenue from 

All Sources* 
Total Expenditures 
from All Sources 

Difference Between 
Total Revenue and 
Total Expenditures 

FY 2016 $ 5,021,821,179 $4,853,026,773 $168,794,406 

FY 2017 $5,072,032,477 $4,914,202,972 $157,829,505 

FY 2018 $4,985,037,863 $4,886,998,652 $98,039,211 

FY 2019 $5,438,042,541 $4,984,298,715 $453,743,826 

FY 2020 $5,413,294,042 $5,330,647,482 $82,646,560 

Total $ 25,930,228,102 $24,969,174,594 $961,053,508 
* Revenue from all sources includes proceeds from district bond issues and loans that will have to be repaid with 
interest in the future. 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report. 
 

Of the approximately $25.9 billion in revenue from all sources from 
FY 2016 through FY 2020, approximately $1.5 billion of this 
revenue resulted from school districts issuing bonds or obtaining 
loans. This borrowed revenue represents funds that school districts 
must repay, with interest, in future years. Therefore, assuming 
school districts have accumulated approximately $961 million in 
excess funds based solely on the information in Exhibit 11 on page 
22 would not be prudent given the amount of debt assumed by 
school districts statewide. An analysis of the revenue and 
expenditures of each of the 146 school districts in Mississippi 
would be required in order to determine which districts 
experienced a net increase or decrease in financial position from 
FY 2016 through FY 2020 and the reasons for the change. 

 

Changes in Expenditures in Daily Operations Categories FY 2016 Compared 
to FY 2020 

When comparing FY 2016 to FY 2020 and before adjusting for inflation, daily operational 
expenditures increased by approximately $260 million, with instructional expenditures 
increasing by approximately $158 million.  

From FY 2016 through FY 2020, and before adjusting for inflation, 
expenditures in the daily operations categories of instructional, 
administration, student support, plant operations, food services, 
transportation, and other programs increased by approximately 
$260 million.  School districts’ expenditures in the instructional 
category comprised the largest item and increased the largest 
amount, approximately $158 million, from FY 2016 through FY 
2020. See Exhibit 12 on page 23 for additional details.   
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Exhibit 12: Mississippi School Districts’ Expenditures by Daily Operations 
Categories FY 2016 Compared to FY 2020 Unadjusted for Inflation  

Category 
FY 2016 

Expenditures  
FY 2020 

Expenditures 

Change FY 2016 to 
FY 2020 Unadjusted 

for Inflation 

Instructional $2,342,530,763 $2,501,008,116 $158,477,353 

Administration $507,705,145 $547,304,179 $39,599,034 

Student Support $434,946,664 $471,088,351 $36,141,687 

Plant Operations $437,316,131 $459,318,508 $22,002,377 

Food Services $258,967,828 $246,065,371 ($12,902,457) 

Transportation $195,869,989 $203,070,668 $7,200,679 

Other Programs $135,548,153 $145,579,369 $10,031,216 

Total $4,312,884,673 $4,573,434,562 $260,549,889 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of the Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s report. 

 
After adjusting for inflation, total expenditures in the daily 
operations categories decreased by approximately $40 million. 
Food services declined by approximately $31 million and 
instructional expenditures decreased by approximately $4.6 
million while expenditures for administration increased by 
approximately $4.3 million. See Exhibit 13 on page 23, for 
additional details.   

 
Exhibit 13: Mississippi School Districts’ Expenditures by Daily Operations 
Categories FY 2016 Compared to Actual FY 2020 Adjusted for Inflation  

Category 
Actual FY 2020 
Expenditures 

FY 2016 
Expenditures 
Adjusted for 

Inflation 

Difference Between FY 
2020 Expenditures and 

FY 2016 Inflation 
Adjusted Expenditures 

Instructional $2,501,008,116 $2,505,611,212 $(4,603,096) 

Administration $547,304,179 $543,050,159 $4,254,020 

Student Support $471,088,351 $465,226,436 $5,861,915 

Plant Operations $459,318,508 $467,760,859 ($8,442,351) 

Food Services $246,065,371 $276,996,445 ($30,931,074) 

Transportation $203,070,668 $209,505,911 ($6,435,243) 

Other Programs $145,579,369 $144,984,637 $594,732 

Total $4,573,434,562 $4,613,135,659 ($39,701,097) 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of the Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s report. 
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Expenditures per Student in Daily Operations Categories FY 2016 
Compared to FY 2020  

From FY 2016 to FY 2020 and not adjusted for inflation, expenditures in the daily operations 
categories increased $976 per student from $9,553 per student in FY 2016 to $10,529 in FY 2020.  
During this time, expenditures in the instructional category increased $569 per student.  

As with revenue, additional context may be gained by analyzing 
expenditures on a per-student basis. From FY 2016 to FY 2020, 
average daily attendance decreased from 451,446 students to 
434,362 students. During this time, total expenditures per student 
increased from $9,553 per student in FY 2016 to $10,529 in FY 
2020, unadjusted for inflation. Expenditures per student in the 
instructional category increased $569 from $5,189 to $5,758. See 
Exhibit 14 on page 24 for expenditures per student in each daily 
operations category.  

 
Exhibit 14: Mississippi School Districts’ Expenditures per Student by Daily 
Operations Categories FY 2016 Compared to FY 2020 Unadjusted for Inflation  

Category 
FY 2016 

Expenditures per 
Student* 

FY 2020 
Expenditures 
per Student** 

Change in Expenditures 
per Student FY 2016 to 

FY 2020 

Instructional $5,189 $5,758 $569 

Administration $1,124 $1,260 $136 

Student Support $963 $1,085 $122 

Plant Operations $969 $1,057 $88 

Food Services $574 $566 ($8) 

Transportation $434 $468 $34 

Other Programs $300 $335 $35 

Total $9,553 $10,529 $976 
* Based on FY 2016 average daily attendance of 451,446 students. 
** Based on FY 2020 average daily attendance of 434,362 students. 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of the Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s report. 

 
When adjusting for inflation, expenditures per student increased by 
$311.  Expenditures in the instructional category increased $208 per 
student and expenditures in the food services category decreased $47. 
See Exhibit 15 on page 25 for changes in each daily operations 
category.  
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Exhibit 15: Mississippi School Districts’ Expenditures per Student by Daily 
Operations Categories FY 2016 Compared to Actual FY 2020 Adjusted for 
Inflation  

Category 
Actual FY 2020 

Expenditures per 
Student* 

FY 2016 
Expenditures per 
Student Adjusted 

for Inflation** 

Difference Between 
FY 2020 Expenditures 
and FY 2016 Inflation 

Adjusted 
Expenditures 

Instructional $5,758 $5,550 $208 

Administration $1,260 $1,203 $57 

Student Support $1,085 $1,031 $54 

Plant Operations $1,057 $1,036 $21 

Food Services $566 $613 ($47) 

Transportation $468 $464 $4 

Other Programs $335 $321 $14 

Total $10,529 $10,218 $311 
* Based on FY 2016 average daily attendance of 451,446 students. 
** Based on FY 2020 average daily attendance of 434,362 students. 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of the Mississippi Department of Education’s Annual Superintendent’s report. 

 

Comparison of Expenditures per Student in Mississippi School Districts to 
Districts in Contiguous States 

According to the National Center for Education Statistics, a unit of the U. S. Department of 
Education, Mississippi expended $8,754 per enrolled student in FY 2017, the most recent year 
available, which was the lowest amount when compared to the contiguous states. Louisiana 
expended $11,379 per enrolled student in FY 2017, which was the highest among the contiguous 
states.  

PEER sought to compare expenditures per student between 
Mississippi and the contiguous states. However, given the 
presentation of expenditure data in the other states, PEER could not 
be certain the comparison would be based on the same expenditure 
categories, e. g., inclusion or exclusion of debt service payments. 
Therefore, PEER reviewed the most data available from the National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a unit of the U. S. 
Department of Education responsible for collecting and analyzing 
data related to education in the United States. 
 
According to the NCES in FY 2017, the most recent year for which 
nationwide data was available, Mississippi expended $8,754 per 
enrolled student, the lowest amount when compared to the 
contiguous states. PEER’s earlier analysis in this report, see pages 
24 and 25, of Mississippi’s expenditure per student ($10,529) was 
based on FY 2020 expenditure data and average daily attendance, 
the average number of students that attended school. The 
difference between PEER’s and the NCES’s expenditure per student 
figures are due to the difference in fiscal years (FY 2020 versus FY 
2017) and PEER’s use of average daily attendance compared to the 
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NCES’s use of enrollment data. Among the contiguous states, 
Louisiana’s expenditures per enrolled student were $11,379, which 
was the highest amount in the contiguous states.  See Exhibit 16 on 
page 26 for additional information. 

 
Exhibit 16: FY 2017 Expenditures per Student Based on Enrollment for 
Mississippi and Contiguous States  

State 
Student 

Enrollment 
Expenditure Per 

Student 
Alabama 742,444 $9,528 

Arkansas 496,085 $9,993 

Louisiana 715,135 $11,379 

Mississippi 478,321 $8,754 

Tennessee 1,001,967 $9,246 
 
SOURCE: PEER analysis of National Center for Education Statistics reports. 

 

Conclusion 

PEER notes that total school expenditures will increase as school 
districts receive and expend approximately $2.5 billion in COVID-
19 related relief packages funds.  School districts have until 
September 30, 2024, to expend these funds.    

In performing this review of public school districts’ revenues from 
state, local, and federal sources and expenditures for the daily 
operations of school districts, PEER does not intend for this 
information to be used to praise or criticize funding decisions or 
actions by the state, local school boards, or school officials.  PEER’s 
purpose in performing this review is to report school districts’ 
sources of revenues and categories of expenditures with the goal 
of informing policymakers, both on the state and local levels, and 
taxpayers of how funds are derived and expended in the state’s 
school districts.  
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Appendix A: Comparison of MDE’s Expenditure 
Categories and the Expenditure Categories PEER 
Utilized for this Review 
 
 
 
  Instructional 

Other Programs 

Student Support 

Plant Operations 

Transportation 

Administration 

Food Services 

Other Programs 

Instructional 

Instructional Support 

General Administration 

School Administration 

Non-Instructional/Operations 

SOURCE: PEER analysis of the Mississippi Department of 
Education’s Annual Superintendent’s Report 
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Appendix B: FY 2020 Revenues by Source by District 
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