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Because of legislative Interest regarding educat Iona I 

funding di spar It les between the state's school districts, 

PEER was asked to propose an alternative educat Ion funding 

mechanism. This report contains four funding models which 

require a minimum local taxing e ffort while providing 

additional funding t o  needy school districts without 

reducing aval lable funds to non-needy dlstr icts. Three of 

the four models are grant programs which would function in 
addition to the state's Minimum Education Program. The 

fourth proposal would replace the Minimum Education Program 

with a new system of funding. 
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PEER: THE MISSISSIPPI LEGISLATURE'S OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

The Mississippi Legislature created the Joint Leglslatlve Committee on 

Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review (PEER Committee) by statute 

in 1973. A standing joint committee, the PEER Committee Is composed of 

five members of the House of Representatives appointed by the Speaker and 

f ive members of the Senate appo i nted by the Lieutenant Governor. 

Appointments are made for four-year terms with one Senator and one 

Representative appointed from eac� of the U. S. Congressional Districts. 

Committee officers are elected by the membership with officers alternating 

annually between the two houses. All Committee actions by statute require 

a majority vote of three Representatives and three Senators voting In the 

affirmative. 

An extension of the Mississippi Legislature's  constitutional 

prerogative to conduct examinations and investigations, PEER is authorized 

by law to review any entity, including contractors supported in whole or in 

part by public funds, and to a d dress any issues which may require 

·legislative action. PEER has statutory access to al I state and local 

records and has subpoena power to compel testimony or the production of 

documents. 

As an integral part of the Legislature, PEER provides a variety of 

services, including program evaluatlons, economy and efficiency reviews, 

financial audits, 1 imited  scope evaluations, fiscal notes, special 

investigations, briefings to Individual legislators, testimony, and other 

governmental research and assistance. The Committee i dentifies 

inefficiency or ineffectiveness or a failure to accomplish legislative 

objectives, and makes recommendations for redefinition, redirection, 

redistribution and/or restructuring of Mississippi government. As directed 

by and subject to the prior approval of the PEER Committee, the Committee's 

professional staff executes audit and evaluation projects obtaining 

information and developing options for consideration by the Committee. The 

PEER Committee releases reports to the Legislature, Governor, Lieutenant 

Governor, and agency examined. 

The Committee assigns top priority to written requests from individual 

legislators and legislative committees. The Committee also considers PEER 

staff proposals and written requests from state officials and others. 
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OPTIONS FOR PRIMARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

FUNDING IN MISSISSIPPI 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background of Public School Financing 
In the United States 

In the United States, local school districts have his­
torically shouldered the burden of financing primary 
and secondary education. Although states and the 
federal government have taken a more prominent role 
in public school financing in recent decades, most 
school systems remain heavily dependent on local 
property taxes for funding. ,_ 

While the public school financing programs in the 
fifty states developed incrementally to meet the needs 
and objectives of the respective states, they can be 
grouped into the following categories. 

1. Fully state-funded programs-programs funded en­
tirely by the state.

2. · State equalization programs-three types of pro­
grams which equalize, to some degree, funds re­
ceived by local school districts.

a. Foundation Programs--the major program used
by thirty states, generally take som.e measure
of students (such as average daily attendance,
average daily enrollment, or full-time equiva­
lents) and provide funding in accordance with
the number and types of students served.

b. Percentage Equalization Programs-develop a
state aid ratio which represents the ratio of state
to local support for a given level of per pupil ex­
penditure.

c. Guaranteed Tax Yield and Guaranteed Tax
Base Programs-guarantee all school. districts a
certain tax yield or tax base per pupil unit for
each unit of local taxing effort.

3. State Flat and/or Matching Grant Programs-provide
a fixed amount of state funding on a per unit basis
to school districts.

4. Local Leeway Funds-locally raised funds spent al
the discretion of the local school districts.

Current Primary and Secondary 
Educational Funding Structure 

The Legislature appropriates five types of funding 
for the State Department of Education: the Chickasaw 
School Fund, General Education Programs, Education 
Reform Act, Vocational Education, and Minimum 
Education Program. However, of these programs, the 
Minimum Education Program is of particular interest to 
the issue of instructional funding. 

Mississippi's Minimum Education Program 

The Legislature established the Minimum Pro­
gram in 1953 as a reform effort in response to concerns 
about the adequacy and equity of state public school 
funding. The Minimum Program funds teachers' sala­
ries, assistance to districts in paying for superinten­
dents' and principals' salaries, supportive services, 
pupil transportation, administrative expenses, and 
certain employee Social Security and retirement con­
tributions. 

The amounts provided to school districts through 
the Minimum Program, the sources of Minimum Pro­
gram funding, and the amounts provided to the Mini­
mum Program by various sources are determined by 
the formulas established in MISS. CODE ANN. Sec­
tions 37-19-1 et seq. The first step in the Minimum 
Program funding process is to determine the annual 
cost of the MinimumProgram. The most determinative 
part of this step is calculating the number of teacher 
units allotted to each school district. The State Depart­
ment of Education then allots reimbursable costs for 
teachers· salaries, administrative expenses, Social 
Security, and retirement contributions based on the 
number of each district's teacher units. The Minimum 
Program also funds two types of support in which the 
teacher unit allotment is not a factor in determining the 
gross amount paid to the districts: supportive services 
(such as other salaries, equipment, or improvements) 
and transportation support. 

The Minimum Program is funded by state and local 
governments. Once the Minimum Program allotment 
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for a district is established, the district receives this 
amount less the contributions made by the district. 
MISS. CODE ANN. Sections 37-19-35 and 37-19-37 
require a minimum local ad valorem tax and severance 
tax refunds contribution to the minimum program by 
each district. 

Primary and Secondary Education Instructional 
Funding Disparities 

School districts obtain funding for instructional 
costs from the state Minimum Program, local property 
taxes, and other local sources. The other local sources 
include interest on investments, severance tax require­
ments, Chickasaw Fund, National Forest, Tennessee 
Valley Authority (TVA), tuition, and sixteenth section 
land revenue. (TVA and National Forest funds result 
when the federal government owns land in Mississippi 
and pays specified amounts in lieu of ad valorem taxes. 
Tuition revenues come from summer school and trans­
fer students.) Funding per pupil in average daily 
attendance varies widely among Mississippi school 
districts due to the large variance in local funds avail­
able to districts. 

Legal Considerations 

In the past two decades in the United States, 
residents of comparatively poorly funded school dis­
tricts (i.e., those with less taxable property and less 
basic or supplemental revenue for education) have 
filed lawsuits contesting state school financing 
schemes. In 1973, in San Antonio Independent Scl1ool 
District v. Rodriquez, 411 U.S. 1 (1973), the Supreme 
Court held that a school funding system in Texas, 
which was similar to Mississippi's current Minimum 
Education Program, did not violate the equal protection 
clause of the Fifteenth Amendment. 

Since 1973, challenges to state school financing 
systems have continued, usually on the basis that the 
school funding systems have been in violation of indi­
vidual state constitutions. In most of the examples 
where the challenge has been successful, the state 
had its own equal protection clause, provision mandat­
ing educational standards, or both. However, since the 
Mississippi Constitution does not have an equal pro­
tection clause or an explicit guarantee concerning 
education, the chances of a successful challenge to 
Mississippi's existing educational funding system 
appear to be poor. 

Proposed Funding Alternatives 

Because of the funding disparities between school 
districts, legislative interest regarding educational 
funding has increased. Thus PEER was asked to 
propose an alternative education funding mechanism. 
The funding of primary and secondary public education 
in Mississippi is extremely complex, but PEER has 
attempted to design four comprehensible education 
finance models which will provide the Legislature with 
options for the future. 

Education Finance Models 

The first three models are grant programs de­
signed to offer immediate relief to poorer school dis­
tricts. The fourth model recommends replacing the 
Minimum Education Program with a new cost-based 
financing program. 

Models 1, 2, and 4 utilize a twenty-five-mill mini­
mum levy. However, the twenty-five-mill amount was 
chosen for illustrative purposes and may be varied 
without changing the structure of the models. Any 
change in mill levy will only change the levels of state 
and local contributions. 

Model 1 

This model requires a twenty-five-mill minimum 
local ad valorem tax effort for each district and does not 
affect the Minimum Program. (Any additional millage 
is not part of this model.) 

1. Determine the average revenue per child from the
twenty-five-mill levy and other local funds.

2. Bring all districts up to this average.

Model 2 

This model requires a minimum local ad valorem 
tax effort by each district equal to the average local 
millage rate for all districts and does not affect the 
Minimum Program. (Any additional local millage is not 
a part of this model.) 

1. Determine average local millage rate for all school
districts.
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2. Determine the average revenue per child from the
minimum ad valorem tax effort.

3. Bring all districts up to this average.

Model 3 

This model requires a twenty-five-mill minimum 
local ad valorem tax effort for each district and does 
not affect the Minimum Program. (Any additional local 
millage is not part of this model.) 

1. Determine the average revenue per child from the
twenty-five-mill levy.

2. Bring all districts up to an amount equal to this
average less other local funds.

Model 4 

This model is an alternative to the Minimum 
Education Program and is based on the cost of edu­
cating pupils to meet State Board of Education ac-

. creditation standards. There is no numerical model 
b'ecause Mississippi lacks accurate information con­
cerning the cost of educating students in accordance 
with accreditation standards. The model will require a 
study to establish accurate weightings for categories 

of students and a base 1.0 cost on which to base the 
system. 

This model requires a twenty-five-mill minimum 
local ad valorem tax effort for each district. (Any addi­
tional local millage is not a part of this model.) 

1. Multiply ADA by applicable weightings by the base
cost to determine each district's funding.

2. The state pays the difference between the district's
allocation less the amount generated by the
district's twenty-five-mill levy and other local funds.

Conclusions From Models 

Although PEER does not make formal recommen­
dations concerning these 6ptions, some general con­
clusions can be made. Models 1 and 3 tend to provide 
funds to those districts which are most needy. Model 
1 provides greater help, while Model 3 is less expen­
sive to the state. Model 2 provides more aid overall, yet 
does not guarantee state grants will be awarded to the 
districts which have the lowest revenue per child from 
all local sources. However, in the long run, Model 4 is 
the most appropriate inasmuch as it is driven by the 
cost of educating students. The model is based on the 
funding level necessary to meet accreditation stan­
dards or, in other words, to provide an adequate 
education. 

For More Information or Clarification, Contact: 

John W. Turcotte, Executive Director 
PEER Committee 

Centr9I High Legislative Services Building 
Post Office Box 1 204 

Jackson, Mississippi 39215-1204 
Telephone: (601) 359-1226 . 
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