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FY 26 Annual State Energy Management Program Report

Purpose: To report on annual energy consumption and expenditures across 
state-owned facilities, track building performance metrics and identify 
actionable strategies for statewide energy optimization.

Authority: Prepared in accordance with the Mississippi Energy Sustainability 
and Development Act of 2013 (Miss. Code Ann. § 57-39-19), which directs the 
Mississippi Development Authority’s Energy and Natural Resources Division 
(MDA-ENRD) to coordinate the development and implementation of energy 
management plans for state-owned and operated facilities.

Data Accuracy and Reporting Reliance: The accuracy, comprehensiveness and 
forecasting value of the statewide energy metrics presented in this report are 
dependent upon each state agency submitting correct, verified utility data in a 
timely fashion.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Effective July 1, 2013, the Mississippi Energy Sustainability and Development Act of 2013 (“The Act”) 
amended Section §57-39-19 of the annotated Mississippi Code of 1972. The Act requires MDA-ENRD to 
coordinate the development and implementation of general energy management plans for state-owned-
and-operated facilities in conjunction with the Department of Finance and Administration’s (DFA) Bureau 
of Building, Grounds and Real Property Management.

This report serves to update the Governor and the Legislature on statewide energy consumption and 
costs as required by the Act.

Table 1: Annual State Agency Energy Consumption and Cost

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

Effective July 1, 2013, the Mississippi Energy Sustainability and Development Act of 2013 (“The Act”) 
amended Section §57-39-19 of the annotated Mississippi Code of 1972. The Act requires MDA-ENRD 
to coordinate the development and implementation of general energy management plans for state-
owned-and-operated facilities in conjunction with DFA’s Bureau of Building, Grounds and Real Property 
Management.

The Act requires MDA-ENRD to report the following metrics: total energy consumption, measured in 
kilowatt-hours (kWh) and hundred cubic feet (ccf), and total annual energy cost (USD).

All agencies and their subdivisions reported FY26 utility data for inclusion in this report, allowing for a 
comprehensive summary of statewide energy consumption and energy costs.

Parameter (Units) FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26
%Δ

(FY25-
FY26)

Electricity Usage (kWh) 1,105,318,221 1,088,091,537 1,073,217,521 1,075,896,489 +0.3%

Electricity Cost ($/kWh) $0.09 $0.10 $0.09 $0.10 +6.9%

Total Annual Electricity Cost $103,447,142 $104,210,415 $97,766,887 $104,782,210 +7.2%

Natural Gas Usage (ccf) 31,085,704 31,493,689 35,159,850 26,129,709 -25.7%

Natural Gas Cost ($/ccf) $0.79 $0.58 $0.52 $0.78 +48.5%

Total Annual Natural Gas 
Cost $24,526,948 $18,295,478 $18,418,405 $20,325,311 +10.4%

Total Annual Energy Cost $127,974,090 $122,505,893 $116,299,015 $125,107,521 +7.6%

Total Square Feet (ft²) 78,785,815 78,785,815 78,961,148 78,961,148 0.0%

Average Cost Per Sq. Ft. ($/
ft²) $1.62 $1.55 $1.47 $1.58 +7.6%
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TOTAL STATE ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND COSTS
This report includes two main sources of annual energy usage: electricity and natural gas. 

Table 1 compares consumption and costs incurred from FY23 through FY26. Square footage data were 
acquired through DFA’s Enhanced Information System (EIS) for the purpose of benchmarking building 
performance. This year’s results show that the statewide average annual energy expenditure per square 
foot, including electricity and natural gas, climbed to $1.58. This 7.6% increase reverses the previous 
multi-year trend of declining expenditures and underscores the immediate impact of rising costs on state 
operating budgets.

Table 2: Annual State Agency Energy Consumption and Cost

Data in Table 1 represents the aggregate results of utility data obtained from the state agencies and 
divisions. 

By processing more than 1,500 utility bills each month through the EnergyCAP platform, the state 
consistently captures more than 3,000 unique data points—ranging from peak demand charges to localized 
consumption spikes. This data architecture, supported by more than 150 active agency users, ensures that 
ENRD and facility managers can accurately benchmark building performance, rapidly identify maintenance 
anomalies and confidently target high-yield energy efficiency capital projects.

To effectively manage a real estate portfolio of this magnitude, MDA-ENRD relies on comprehensive, 
granular data collection. The FY26 dataset encompasses an estimated 79 million square feet of conditioned 
space across hundreds of individual state-owned buildings, campuses and co-located facilities.

Parameter (Units) FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26
%Δ

(FY25-
FY26)

Reported Electricity  
Usage (kWh) 1,105,318,221 1,088,091,537 1,073,217,521 1,075,896,489 +0.3%

Effective Electricity  
Cost  ($/kWh) $0.09 $0.10 $0.09 $0.10 +6.9%

Actual Annual Electricity 
Cost $103,447,142 $104,210,415 $97,766,887 $104,782,210 +7.2%

Reported Natural Gas 
Usage (ccf) 31,085,704 31,493,689 35,159,850 26,129,709 -25.7%

Effective Natural Gas  
Cost ($/ccf) $0.79 $0.58 $0.52 $0.78 +48.5%

Actual Annual Natural  
Gas Cost $24,526,948 $18,295,478 $18,418,405 $20,325,311 +10.4%

Actual Annual Energy Cost $127,974,090 $122,505,893 $116,299,015 $125,107,521 +7.6%

Estimated Total Square  
Feet (ft²) 78,785,815 78,785,815 78,961,148 78,961,148 0.0%

Effective Average Cost Per 
Square Foot ($/ft²) $1.62 $1.55 $1.47 $1.58 +7.6%
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PREAMBLE AND DEFINITIONS

This report details the energy consumption and utility expenditures of Mississippi’s state-owned-and-
operated facilities for FY26. The data show that state energy costs reached $125.1 million, representing a 
7.6% increase over the prior year. This increase occurred despite a disclosed 25.7% reduction in statewide 
natural gas consumption. 

As energy demands on the regional grid intensify due to shifting economic and industrial factors, 
facility efficiency must be managed as a strictly controllable operational mandate rather than as a fixed 
overhead cost. The results and metrics provided in this document establish the baseline for state building 
performance. Each participating agency is responsible for utilizing this data to implement immediate 
facility optimizations and achieve targeted, measurable reductions in energy consumption.

Data Definitions and Terms
•	 kWh (Kilowatt-hour): The standard billing unit for electricity consumption, representing the amount 

of energy used  by a 1,000-watt appliance operating for one hour.
•	 ccf (Hundred Cubic Feet): The standard billing unit for natural gas consumption, representing the 

volume of gas used for heating and operational loads.
•	 Baseload Power: The minimum, continuous amount of electric power that must be supplied to the 

electrical grid at any given time to meet baseline statewide demand.
•	 Phantom Power (or Plug Load): The ongoing electrical energy drawn by electronic devices, chargers 

and appliances even when they are turned off or in standby mode.
•	 Actual: The real, metered and billed amounts of energy consumed or dollars spent. “Actuals” are 

the hard numbers pulled directly from utility invoices (e.g., the FY26 actual expenditure of $125.1 
million), representing what actually occurred rather than what was predicted.

•	 Reported: The data submitted by state agencies and entered into the EnergyCAP tracking system. 
While the goal is for reported data to exactly match actual utility bills, this term acknowledges that 
the dataset relies on human input and compliance (e.g., the 100% compliance rate achieved in 
Section 6).

•	 Effective: Typically used when describing rates or costs (e.g., the effective rate). Utility bills are highly 
complex, often including base charges, peak demand fees, fuel adjustments and taxes. The effective 
rate is calculated by dividing the total bill by the total units consumed (Total Cost ÷ Total kWh). It 
provides the true, all-in cost per unit of energy, regardless of the individual line items on the bill.

•	 Estimated/Forecasted: Predicted values generated by models before the billing period occurs. For 
this report, the EIA provided forecasted utility rates, which led to an estimated state expenditure 
of $107.8 million. These are projections based on assumptions that, as this report shows, can be 
derailed by market volatility.

•	 EUI (Energy Usage Index): While defined later in Section 7b, introducing it early is crucial. It is a 
standardized metric representing a building’s total annual energy consumption (both electricity and 
natural gas) divided by its total square footage, allowing for equitable comparisons among facilities of 
different sizes.

•	 Energy Performance Contract (EPC): An alternative financing mechanism through which 
comprehensive energy efficiency upgrades are implemented and paid for over time using the 
guaranteed utility cost savings they produce.
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•	 ESG (Environmental, Social and Governance): Strategic frameworks adopted by corporations and 
institutions that prioritize environmental stewardship, which increasingly drives the regional demand 
for carbon-free generation capacity.

•	 Baseline: A fixed starting point used for future comparisons. If an agency wants to measure the 
success of a new LED lighting project, it will use its FY26 actual consumption as the baseline to 
determine how much energy it saved in FY27.

•	 Normalized: Adjusting data to account for variables to enable a fair “apples-to-apples” comparison. 
The EUI is a normalized metric because it divides total energy by square footage, allowing fair 
comparisons between a massive hospital and a small administrative building.

•	 Benchmarked: The process of comparing a facility’s normalized data (such as EUI) against the 
performance of a peer group to determine whether it is operating efficiently.

 
MACRO STATEWIDE ENERGY LANDSCAPE AND GENERATION PORTFOLIO

To properly contextualize the utility costs incurred by state agencies, it is necessary to understand the 
broader energy supply landscape in Mississippi. 

The state’s grid is anchored by a diverse generation portfolio designed to hedge against fuel price 
volatility, ensure 24/7 reliability and support long-term economic expansion.

•	 Natural Gas and Regional Storage Superiority: Natural gas is the backbone of the state’s generation 
mix, accounting for 76% of net electricity generation as of 2023. Beyond standard power generation, 
Mississippi benefits from a strategic geological advantage, holding approximately 25% of the total U.S. 
underground salt cavern natural gas storage capacity. This high-deliverability storage infrastructure 
allows the grid to respond rapidly to demand spikes, serving as a vital tool for regional price hedging 
and supply security that ultimately helps stabilize utility rates for end users, including state facilities.

•	 Nuclear Baseload Capacity: Nuclear energy remains the state’s primary source of carbon-free 
baseload power. As the largest single-reactor nuclear facility in the United States, the Grand Gulf 
Nuclear Station currently provides 16% of the state’s electricity. Expanding nuclear assets—whether 
through capacity upgrades at Grand Gulf or the future deployment of Small Modular Reactors 
(SMRs) at high-value brownfield sites such as Yellow Creek—provides a direct path to securing the 
decarbonized, reliable capacity required for future industrial and operational growth.

•	 Renewable Energy Integration: While maintaining a commitment to firm baseload power, the state is 
actively diversifying its grid. In 2024, Mississippi reached a significant milestone in renewable energy 
with the commissioning of Mississippi’s first utility-scale wind farm and the addition of 12 new utility-
scale solar facilities. This expanded solar capacity to 1,915 MW, a nearly sixfold increase since 2020. 
This rapid diversification allows the grid to blend traditional reliability with renewable resources, 
creating a more resilient energy market.

Bridging Supply and Demand

While Mississippi continues to cultivate a robust energy generation supply, managing the demand side—
how state agencies consume that energy—is equally critical.

Setting achievable savings targets, supported by proactive investments in cost-effective energy efficiency 
measures, is the most direct way to lower the state’s utility costs in both the short and long term. 
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Reducing energy demand within government buildings not only conserves taxpayer dollars but also frees 
up electrical grid capacity to support new economic development opportunities across the state.

MDA-ENRD’s goal is to provide state agencies with the data, resources and technical expertise to improve 
their facility energy utilization. However, it is ultimately incumbent upon each agency and its director to 
take action, implement efficiency projects and drive continuous improvement.



8	 FY26 Annual State Agency Energy Usage Legislative Report

SECTION 2: Energy Consumption and Cost

To provide accurate energy forecasting models and identify actionable cost-saving opportunities, MDA-
ENRD requires all state agencies to submit 100% of their cost and consumption data for the previous 
fiscal year. The data in this report are only as accurate and actionable as the information submitted. The 
integrity of statewide forecasting relies entirely on agencies providing accurate data in a timely fashion. 

In FY26, state agencies collectively recorded the following (Table 1):
•	 A total energy cost of $125,107,521, a 7.6% increase over the prior year.
•	 The total square footage remained steady at 78.9 million square feet, according to DFA’s EIS.
•	 Total electricity usage increased only slightly, by 0.3%.
•	 Total natural gas usage decreased by 25.7%.

On average, both electricity and natural gas costs per unit increased, resulting in an overall +7.6% 
increase in expenditures. As a result, this increase reverses the previous trend of declining energy 
expenditures observed between FY23 and FY25 (Figure 1).

Table 2: Annual State Agency Energy Consumption and Cost

In FY26, state agencies reported the following breakdown of energy sources (Table 2):
•	 Electricity costs account for 84% of the state’s total annual energy cost ($104,782,210).
•	 Natural gas costs account for the remaining 16% of the state’s total energy costs ($20,325,311). Natural 

gas remains the primary heating source for state buildings, serving 70 of the state’s 78 agencies.
 

Parameter (Units) FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26
%Δ

(FY25-
FY26)

Electricity Usage (kWh) 1,105,318,221 1,088,091,537 1,073,217,521 1,075,896,489 +0.3%

Electricity Cost ($/kWh) $0.09 $0.10 $0.09 $0.10 +6.9%

Total Annual Electricity Cost $103,447,142 $104,210,415 $97,766,887 $104,782,210 +7.2%

Natural Gas Usage (ccf) 31,085,704 31,493,689 35,159,850 26,129,709 -25.7%

Natural Gas Cost ($/ccf) $0.79 $0.58 $0.52 $0.78 +48.5%

Total Annual Natural Gas 
Cost $24,526,948 $18,295,478 $18,418,405 $20,325,311 +10.4%

Total Annual Energy Cost $127,974,090 $122,505,893 $116,299,015 $125,107,521 +7.6%

Total Square Feet (ft²) 78,785,815 78,785,815 78,961,148 78,961,148 0.0%

Average Cost Per Sq. Ft. ($/
ft²) $1.62 $1.55 $1.47 $1.58 +7.6%
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SECTION 3: Energy Consumption and Cost by Peer Group

This year, state agencies and institutions were once again grouped into functional peer groups for 
comparative review among similar building types and users. Many state facilities have multiple co-located 
functions, so designations were made based on the predominant function driving energy consumption. 
For example, the University of Mississippi Medical Center is a university facility but was classified as a 
hospital for this analysis due to its energy consumption profile and the functional use of its buildings.

Agencies in the universities/IHLs peer group are the largest energy consumers, accounting for a combined 
44% of all energy costs (Table 2 and Figure 3). Hospitals/health facilities comprise 17% of annual energy 
costs but remain the most energy-intensive peer group in FY26 when adjusted for total square footage. 
The hospital/health facilities peer group’s EUI, which considers both electricity and natural gas energy 
usage, was 135 kBtu per square foot (Figure 4). The EUI for each agency is presented in Appendix A.

Table 3: FY26 Energy Metrics by Functional Peer Group

 
Functional Peer Group Total

Energy Cost
Total Square 

Footage
Average EUI 
(kBtu/ft2)

Community Colleges $20,597,669 18,153,427 41

Hospital/Health Facilities $21,227,598 9,388,726 135

State Departments/Agencies $17,947,244 9,179,361 97

Transportation/Infrastructure $3,564,446 2,790,621 52

Universities/IHLs $55,646,921 34,931,237 88

Other $6,223,652 4,517,776 43

Annual Total $125,107,521 78,961,148 80

Other
5%

Community College
17%

Hospital/Health Facilities
17%

State Department/Agencies
14%

Transportation/Infrastructure
3%

Universities/IHLs
44%
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SECTION 4: Findings 
An analysis of the FY26 data reveals a significant gap between previous market forecasts and actual state 
expenditures. The following key findings summarize the state’s energy performance for the year:

•	 Forecast Shortfall: While previous U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) projections 
anticipated stable or decreasing energy prices, leading to an estimated FY26 state energy expenditure 
of $107.8 million, actual total costs reached $125.1 million—an increase of more than $17 million.

•	 Market Volatility Realized: The EIA’s initial models did not fully account for rapid domestic economic 
shifts, specifically the surging energy demands resulting from new data center construction and 
manufacturing onshoring.

•	 Erased Conservation Gains: State agencies reported reduced natural gas consumption by 25.7% in 
FY26. However, because the unit cost of natural gas increased and electricity costs increased, the 
overall operating cost still increased by 7.6%.

•	 Heavy Users Drive the Budget: The Universities/IHLs and hospital/health facilities peer groups 
account for 61% of all state energy costs. Furthermore, high-energy-use agencies, such as Information 
Technology Services, operate at extremely high energy intensities.

A portion of the reported 7.6% increase in total energy costs can be attributed to improved utility data 
reporting. Two state agencies did not report utility consumption and cost data in FY25 but did report 
those data in FY26, adding $5,703,743.90 in energy costs to the FY26 totals. Consequently, the FY26 total 
includes energy expenditures that were not reflected in the FY25 comparison. This change in reporting 
also affects the comparison of total energy consumption between the two fiscal years.
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SECTION 5: Energy Cost Forecast and Recommendations 

Appropriately managing energy costs in Mississippi state government buildings remains a critical 
opportunity to reduce public expenditures and alleviate pressure on the state budget. 

5.1 Market Volatility and Adjusted Forecasts 

Historically, U.S. EIA forecasts projected stable or decreasing prices, which informed the initial lower 
estimates for FY26 expenditures. However, as demonstrated by the actual FY26 total expenditure of 
$125.1 million, relying solely on favorable market forecasts is not a viable financial strategy. The EIA’s 
earlier projections were developed before significant domestic economic changes began influencing local 
grid demands and utility costs—specifically the surging energy demand resulting from new data center 
construction and widespread manufacturing onshoring.

Given this ongoing market uncertainty, it is difficult to predict how future prices will fluctuate or 
ultimately affect state energy costs. Therefore, ENRD encourages all agencies to take proactive control of 
their energy utilization rather than waiting for market conditions to improve.

5.2 Long-Term Strategic Outlook and Grid Resilience 

Proactive energy optimization within state government buildings extends beyond simply balancing the 
operational budget. By lowering its own energy footprint, the state government directly contributes to 
broader utility grid resilience frameworks.

Furthermore, freeing up critical electrical grid capacity is essential to support the influx of manufacturing 
and next-generation industrial growth across Mississippi. As the state positions itself for future baseload 
expansion—including the potential deployment of advanced nuclear technologies and other emerging 
energy resources—reducing existing public-sector demand helps ensure that new generation capacity 
can be directed toward economic development. 

These coming years present a crucial opportunity for agencies to lead by example.

5.3 Strategic Mandates and Agency Actions 

To insulate the state from future utility rate increases and achieve significant energy savings, MDA-ENRD 
recommends the following immediate, strategic actions:

•	 Commit to Measurable Goals and Master Planning: Agency directors should establish firm, achievable 
energy-saving targets. Other states have executive mandates requiring all state agencies to submit 
comprehensive three-year energy reduction plans paired with a commitment to accurate, timely data 
reporting to track their progress, with executive agency directors held accountable for results.

•	 Focus on High-Intensity Outliers: Energy audits should be directed toward the most inefficient 
facilities identified in the FY 2026 data. Action plans should prioritize the most significant outliers. 
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•	 Enforce Operational Optimization: Agencies should immediately implement no-cost and low-
cost operational adjustments. Mandating reductions in HVAC operation during unoccupied hours, 
optimizing building schedules and aggressively managing phantom power loads are immediate steps 
that can reduce the baseline energy burden.

•	 Implement Targeted, Deep Retrofits: Agencies should fully utilize available state financing options 
and energy performance contracts to fund capital improvements. Upgrading to LED lighting 
technology, replacing aging and inefficient HVAC systems and improving overall building performance 
will help insulate the state from volatile utility rates.

By treating energy efficiency as a controllable operating expense rather than a fixed utility cost, 
Mississippi can realize substantial cost savings, reduce its overall energy burden and free up public funds 
for other critical state services.

The Importance of Utility Billing Analysis
Managing large facility portfolios comes with a correspondingly significant utility expenditures. 
Because of this scale, there is substantial potential for hidden billing errors, misapplied tariffs and 
historical overcharges across utility accounts. Ensuring billing accuracy through a comprehensive 
utility bill audit is essential to maintaining sound financial management. Here’s why analyzing 
utility bills matters: 
•	 Significant Recovery Potential: Organizations can see typical recovery rates across a wide 

range of services, including:
•	 Water/Sewer: 7% - 17% typical recovery.
•	 Electricity, Natural Gas, Cable/Internet and Phones: 7% - 9% typical recovery.
•	 Trash/Waste: 5% typical recovery.

•	 Past and Future Savings: A comprehensive analysis doesn’t just lower ongoing costs; it 
can also identify retroactive refunds for past overcharges, which may extend back 36 to 48 
months, depending on state law.

Ultimately, correcting utility billing errors isn’t just about balancing a spreadsheet or meeting 
reporting requirements. It’s about returning real dollars to an organization, turning recovered 
overpayments into direct reinvestments in facilities. Industry standards for large portfolios 
indicate that utility billing errors typically result in 7% to 9% overcharges. In other states, agencies 
and departments have worked with their utility providers to apply those recovered funds toward 
investments in energy efficiency, improved metering/submetering and other upgrades through 
Utility Energy Savings Contracting.
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SECTION 6: Data Reporting and Compliance

To provide accurate energy forecasting models and identify actionable cost-saving opportunities, MDA-
ENRD requires all state agencies to submit 100% of their energy cost and consumption data for the 
previous fiscal year. 

EMDA-ENRD is pleased to report that all reporting agencies submitted complete FY26 data, achieving a 
100% compliance rate.

Achieving and maintaining this perfect compliance rate is a significant accomplishment that requires 
consistent effort from facility managers across the state. Moving forward, MDA-ENRD will continue 
working closely with agencies to streamline data entry, improve reporting practices and reduce the 
overall administrative burden. MDA-ENRD remains committed to providing the support and training 
agencies need navigate common reporting hurdles—such as facility staff turnover, complex utility 
billing changes and shifts in building occupancy—ensuring state energy data remain accurate and 
comprehensive in the years ahead.
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SECTION 7: Methods and Considerations

a. Data Collection and Analysis

Data presented in this annual report cover the period from April 1, 2025, through March 31, 2026 (365 
days). In FY24, MDA-ENRD adopted and continues to use the EnergyCAP energy bill data reporting 
solution. EnergyCAP is a comprehensive software platform designed for energy and sustainability 
management, offering tools to track, process, report and analyze utility bills and energy data. Over the 
past several years, MDA-ENRD has continued to focus on training agencies to use EnergyCAP. During 
recent training sessions, agencies expressed interest in advanced EnergyCAP training, which will be 
offered during the new fiscal year beginning July 1, 2026. In FY26, the virtual training program was 
expanded to support onboarding for new users and provide refresher training for existing users.

There are more than 150 registered user accounts in the state’s database system, including users from 
the 78 state agencies and their subdivisions whose data are compiled in this system.

b. Benchmarking for Energy Performance

Benchmarking is the process of comparing a building’s energy performance with that of similar buildings. 
To do this fairly, the building industry uses the EUI.

The EUI is a single value that represents a building’s total annual energy consumption (including both 

Expanding ENRD’s Technical Assistance: The Campus Charge-Back Initiative
Agencies in the universities/IHL peer group account for the largest share of the state’s energy 
footprint. To address operational energy drift across these expansive campuses, the State Energy 
Management Program (SEMP) is working to expand its technical assistance through the Campus 
Charge-Back Initiative.

This program introduces a new institutional accountability mechanism designed to encourage 
aggressive energy-demand reductions. By pairing specialized engineering support with a new 
fiscal recovery framework, MDA-ENRD is equipping universities with the tools to identify 
inefficiencies, modernize operations and recognize documented energy savings.

Core Components of the Initiative:
•	 Fiscal Accountability Framework: Deploying an advanced cost-recovery and charge-back 

mechanism using centralized SEMP tracking to create an institutional feedback loop that 
financially discourages energy waste.

•	 Advanced Facility Training: Coordinating expert-led workshops for university facility directors 
focused on modern commercial energy code compliance to promote long-term operational 
efficiency across all campuses.
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electricity and natural gas) divided by its total square footage. By measuring energy use per square 
foot, the EUI normalizes building size, allowing for an accurate “apples-to-apples” comparison between 
buildings that serve a similar purpose but differ in size. This helps industry professionals identify which 
facilities are truly energy-efficient and which are not.

Reducing an EUI is generally a multi-year process that requires target setting, project implementation and 
detailed measurement and verification. It starts with agencies taking the initiative and holding employees 
accountable for reducing energy consumption and expenditures. Successful projects can significantly 
reduce energy intensity, help achieve target EUI goals and provide additional benefits, such as improved 
occupant comfort.

Based on the FY25 and FY26 data, observations can be made about the state’s EUI and overall 
benchmarking performance, as well as potential risks reflected in these metrics.

1. A Significant Improvement in Physical Energy Efficiency

While the report highlights that energy costs increased in FY26, the benchmarking data indicates that the 
state’s building performance may have improved.
•	 FY25 Average EUI: 93 kBtu/ft²
•	 FY26 Average EUI: 80 kBtu/ft² 
•	 Conclusion: The state lowered its overall energy intensity by 13 kBtu/ft². Because total square footage 

remained virtually unchanged (approximately 78.9 million square feet), this decline in EUI represents 
a true “apples-to-apples” comparison of building energy performance.

•	 However: A reduction of this magnitude is unlikely to result solely from operational improvements. 
It may also reflect a milder winter, which reduced heating demand or changes in building occupancy 
(such as increased remote work or partial facility vacancies), rather than permanent efficiency 
improvements.

2. Natural Gas Reductions Drove the EUI Improvement 

As noted in the EUI definition, the metric incorporates both electricity and natural gas consumption.
•	 Electricity usage remained relatively unchanged in FY26, increasing only 0.3%.
•	 Natural gas consumption decreased by 25.7%. 
•	 Conclusion: The substantial reduction in natural gas consumption was the primary factor contributing 

to the decline in the state’s average EUI from 93 to 80 kBtu/ft².
•	 However: Because natural gas is primarily used for space heating, a reduction of nearly 26% may 

reflect milder weather conditions rather than permanent operational improvements. Additional 
analysis would be needed to determine how much of the reduction resulted from weather versus 
energy management initiatives.
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3. The Disconnect Between Building Performance and Budget 

The benchmarking data reveal a key takeaway from this report: The state’s facilities may be becoming 
less energy-intensive, while rising utility costs continue to increase overall energy expenditures. 
•	 EUI Decreased: The statewide average EUI declined to 80 kBtu/ft², indicating improved energy 

performance.
•	 Cost per Square Foot Increased: The average annual energy cost rose to $1.58 per square foot, 

reflecting higher utility expenditures despite lower overall energy intensity.
•	 Observation: The benchmarking data suggest that agencies have made progress in reducing 

physical energy consumption.
•	 However: Increases in natural gas prices and electricity prices offset many of those efficiency gains, 

resulting in higher overall energy costs.
•	 Additional Consideration – Electricity Consumption: While the reduction in natural gas is significant, 

electricity accounts for 84% of the state’s total energy costs, and electricity consumption increased 
slightly (0.3%) in FY26. This suggests there may be additional opportunities to improve electrical 
energy efficiency through operational optimization and targeted facility improvements.
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Section 8: COLLABORATION FEATURE

Note: This section replaces the “Commendable Initiatives” section from previous years. The 
“Collaboration Feature” highlights tools, resources and partnerships that help state agencies reduce 
energy consumption and lower energy costs.  
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1. BERKELEY LAB AND MDA-ENRD PARTNERSHIP
In FY25, with support from the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Building Technologies Office 
(BTO), within the DOE’s Office of Critical Minerals and Energy Innovation, Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory (Berkeley Lab) and MDA-ENRD initiated a partnership to support implementation of 
Mississippi’s SEMP. Through the partnership, Berkeley Lab applied DOE’s Building Efficiency Targeting Tool 
for Energy Retrofits (BETTER) to help the state identify opportunities to reduce building energy costs and 
support compliance with statutory requirements for benchmarking, energy audits and detailed Five-Year 
Energy Plans required for state buildings.1 The preliminary results of the BETTER analysis are described 
below. 

2. ABOUT BETTER
BETTER is a free online tool sponsored by BTO and available at better.lbl.gov. 

It enables building operators to quickly and easily identify cost-saving energy conservation measures in 
individual buildings and portfolios using readily available building and energy data. With minimal data 
entry and without requiring costly site visits or complex modeling, BETTER compares a building’s energy 
performance with a reference dataset or similar buildings in its portfolio, estimates potential energy and 
cost savings and provides recommended energy conservation measures to capture those savings.2 

BETTER is used across the public and private sectors by building owners, engineering firms, federal, state 
and local governments, nonprofit organizations and research institutions. Since its launch in 2021, more 
than 2,500 users have analyzed approximately 37,000 buildings covering about 5 billion square feet 
across 16 sectors.

BETTER is a screening and prioritization tool. Its analysis is intended to guide operational improvements 
and help identify buildings for further study.3  

3. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

To begin the collaboration, MDA-ENRD compiled available records for 1,026 buildings. Berkeley Lab 
reviewed the records to determine whether each building had the minimum data required for a reliable 
BETTER analysis: location, space type, gross floor area (excluding parking) and at least 12 consecutive 
months of energy consumption data for all fuels used in the building.

The initial review identified 116 buildings with complete building and energy data. Of these, 66 had 
space types eligible for BETTER analysis.4  One campus master meter was removed to avoid attributing 
whole-campus energy consumption to individual buildings, leaving 65 buildings for per-building analysis. 
Berkeley Lab then selected a 49-building pilot portfolio consisting of 10 office buildings, 15 college and 
university buildings and 24 residence halls and dormitories.

1	 MDA-ENRD (2025). Mississippi State Energy Management Planning (SEMP): A Comprehensive Cuide. Mississippi Development Authority.
2	 Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. (n.d.). Building Efficiency Targeting Tool for Energy Retrofits (BETTER). Retrieved August 14, 2026, 

from https://better.lbl.gov/
3	A BETTER analysis does not replace physics-based building energy simulation, investment-grade audits or project measurement and 

verification.
4	BETTER uses a taxonomy aligned with ENERGY STAR® Portfolio Manager® and supports 40 building space types for data submission and 

analysis. Certain ENERGY STAR® Portfolio Manager ® space types are currently excluded because additional analysis is needed to determine 
whether their monthly energy consumption responds consistently to weather conditions for BETTER’s regression methods to reliably 
estimate energy savings and identify applicable energy conservation measures. These space types may be incorporated into future releases 
following additional analysis and verification. For more information, see BETTER Space Type Definitions: https://better.lbl.gov/static/pdf/
BETTER.Space.Type.Definitions_4.27.2026.23050f145d9a.pdf
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For each of the three pilot portfolios, Berkeley Lab conducted BETTER analyses using conservative and 
nominal savings scenarios. The range between these scenarios provides a practical way to distinguish a 
cautious savings estimate from a stronger, yet still achievable, savings estimate. 

4. PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS RESULTS

Across the 49 pilot buildings, BETTER identified approximately 1.4 million to 2.3 million kWh in potential 
annual energy savings and estimated approximately $100,000 to $180,000 in potential annual energy 
cost savings. The lower end reflects the most conservative savings scenario, while the upper end reflects 
the nominal scenario. 

Table LBNL 1: Preliminary Annual Savings Potential by Pilot Building Type

Figure LBNL 1: Preliminary BETTER Savings Estimates for the 49-Building Pilot

Building type Conservative Nominal Conservative Nominal

College/University 993,058 1,564,435 $70,368 $123,066

Office 160,875 295,498 $8,948 $19,902

Residence Hall/Dormitory 243,310 482,076 $21,368 $36,794

Total 1,397,243 2,342,009 $100,684 $179,762

Building type

Energy savings (kWh/year) Cost savings ($/year)
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Most Common Energy Conservation Measures

Throughout the analysis, BETTER repeatedly identified a limited set of energy conservation measures across the 
pilot portfolio. Under the nominal savings scenario, the most common opportunities were:
•	 Reduce equipment schedules (24 buildings).
•	 Upgrade windows to reduce sun heat gain (15 buildings).
•	 Decrease heating setpoints (12 buildings).
•	 Increase cooling system efficiency (12 buildings).
•	 Ensure adequate ventilation rates (7 buildings).
•	 Reduce plug loads (6 buildings).
•	 Increase heating system efficiency (5 buildings).
•	 Upgrade water-heating equipment (5 buildings).
•	 Reduce lighting loads (4 buildings).5

KEY FINDING: BEGIN WITH OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS

MDA-ENRD should prioritize low-cost operational improvements before pursuing major capital retrofit 
projects.

•	 BETTER repeatedly identified opportunities to reduce equipment runtime and optimize temperature 
setpoints, ventilation controls and fan operation. These operational measures can often be 
implemented quickly and with minimal upfront cost, allowing agencies to begin realizing energy 
savings sooner.

•	 State Agency evaluation: MDA-ENRD can help agencies evaluate these measures in priority buildings, 
track the results and apply successful practices across the state portfolio.

•	 Results from these initial BETTER analyses can help MDA-ENRD prioritize future investments in HVAC 
systems, the building envelope, water heating, lighting and other equipment.

5	 Individual buildings may be associated with more than one measure.
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SUGGESTED PHASED IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY

A phased approach can help MDA begin with low-cost operational actions, verify results, and use the 
lessons learned to guide later investments.

•	 Phase 1 - No-cost building optimization: Reduce equipment runtime, optimize temperature 
setpoints, and ensure adequate ventilation.

•	 Phase 1b - State Agency evaluation: Monitor the measures in priority buildings, track the results, and 
apply successful practices across the state portfolio to prioritize the later phases.

•	 Phase 2 - Low-cost HVAC optimization: Optimize HVAC controls and sequencing, improve pump and 
fan operation, and repair and maintain systems.

•	 Phase 3 - Envelope and heat gain: Add shading devices, install window films or screens, upgrade 
glazing systems, and replace inefficient windows.

•	 Phase 4 - Major systems improvement: Implement water-heating upgrades, upgrade lighting 
systems, install lighting controls, improve plug-load controls, replace inefficient equipment, and 
ensure efficient, right-sizedHVAC replacement upon end of useful life. 

5. SUMMARY OF MDA DATA

The 1,026 building records assembled by MDA-ENRD provide a broad foundation for portfolio-level 
energy management. Berkeley Lab’s preliminary review found that the primary opportunity to strengthen 
the dataset is completing basic building characteristics. Of the 1,026 building records, 836 (82%) lacked 
a space type, 659 (64%) lacked gross floor area, and 196 (19%) had insufficient utility bill data. In 
addition, 497 records were missing both space type and floor area, while 141 were missing all three data 
elements.6

These findings indicate that missing building characteristics—not utility bill data alone—are the primary 
barrier to expanding the BETTER analysis. MDA-ENRD is working with agencies to address these data 
gaps.

Potential Value of Closing the Data Gaps

The 49-building pilot identified approximately $100,000 to $180,000 in potential annual energy cost 
savings. Berkeley Lab also prepared a preliminary, planning-level scaling estimate for approximately 
350 buildings that reported floor area. Applying the savings intensity observed in the pilot to this larger 
group—and assuming a similar mix of building types—indicates a potential annual savings opportunity of 
approximately 22 million kWh and $0.95 million to $1.7 million.

This scaling estimate is not a verified BETTER result or a forecast of project savings. However, as a 
planning-level projection, it illustrates the potential scale of the opportunity and the value of completing 
the missing building and energy data.

6	 Because individual buildings may have more than one data gap, the percentages overlap and do not total 100 percent.
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MOVING AHEAD

The preliminary analysis provides a clear roadmap for strengthening energy management across 
Mississippi’s state facilities.

Mississippi can begin by strengthening its data and implementing low-cost operational improvements, 
such as reducing unnecessary equipment runtime, optimizing temperature setpoints, and improving 
ventilation and equipment controls. Results from these initial efforts can then help MDA-ENRD identify 
higher-priority capital projects where investments are most likely to deliver value.

Planned future activities include filling data gaps to expand the BETTER analysis. Berkeley Lab also plans 
to train MDA-ENRD staff to use BETTER and evaluate its recommended energy conservation measures, 
helping strengthen the state’s internal energy management capacity.

As Mississippi implements energy performance improvements and verifies the results, additional 
opportunities include developing case studies that highlight successful projects and sharing lessons 
learned with other state agencies seeking to reduce energy costs.
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Institution/Agency Total Energy 
Cost Electric Cost Natural 

Gas Cost
Electricity 

(kWh)
Natural 

Gas (CCF)
Unit Cost ($/

kWh)
Unit Cost 
($/CCF)

Agency 
Sq. Ft.

Cost per 
Sq. Ft.

EUI (kBtu/
Sq. Ft.)

MS Gulf Coast Community College  $3,110,487.82 $2,676,204.21 $434,283.61 26,603,242.78 562,653.68 0.100596917 0.771848875 2385932.00 1.303678319 62.23921383

Hinds Community College  $3,146,262.39 $2,912,455.97 $233,806.42 25,023,488.07 309,997.66 0.116388889 0.754219951 3052545.00 1.030701395 38.38957369

Northwest MS Community College  $2,286,840.30 $2,162,934.74 $123,905.56 21,601,186.36 104,269.74 0.100130368 1.188317531 1421514.00 1.608735686 59.37424688

Itawamba Community College  $1,857,410.84 $1,591,086.13 $266,324.71 4,741,823.05 255,824.93 0.335543126 1.041042833 1415542.00 1.312155231 29.97208

Pearl River Community College  $1,358,111.47 $1,223,025.59 $135,085.88 11,814,710.71 164,602.07 0.103517185 0.820681538 996783.00 1.362494615 57.38457149

Copiah-Lincoln Community College  $1,327,686.73 $1,194,317.36 $133,369.37 9,767,475.18 101,161.26 0.122274932 1.318383836 773737.00 1.715940597 56.48659763

East MS Community College  $1,219,320.21 $1,219,320.21 $0.00 8,508,548.84 0 0.143305308 0 1002726.00 1.216005379 28.95224482

Jones County Junior College  $1,241,266.14 $1,132,497.07 $108,769.07 9,896,592.71 118,213.40 0.114433028 0.920107788 1105059.00 1.123257799 41.53250565

Northeast MS Community College  $1,025,848.24 $917,865.88 $107,982.36 7,765,040.62 123,777.80 0.118204904 0.872388748 1315355.00 0.779902186 29.79721891

MS Delta Community College  $86,602.37 $77,068.44 $9,533.93 682,824.20 9,222.77 0.112867177 1.033738237 1105059.00 0.078369001 2.964594988

Meridian Community College  $839,421.74 $766,370.32 $73,051.42 6,722,960.15 78,592.00 0.113992989 0.929501985 765463.00 1.096619615 40.50134263

East Central Community College  $749,758.33 $676,509.90 $73,248.43 6,031,331.47 110,236.94 0.112165929 0.664463564 602195.00 1.245042436 52.95496147

Southwest MS Community College  $854,325.68 $754,386.19 $99,939.49 7,760,333.37 122,350.00 0.097210539 0.816832775 518128.00 1.648869932 75.33151549

Coahoma Community College  $850,034.11 $773,186.85 $76,847.26 2,552,241.46 16,814.58 0.30294424 4.570275321 653639.00 1.300464186 15.96205821

Holmes Community College  $644,293.05 $592,454.11 $51,838.94 5,283,996.68 43,995.45 0.112122347 1.178279572 1039750.00 0.619661505 21.68110588

APPENDIX A: Data Tables & Compliance List

Peer Group: Community Colleges
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Institution/Agency Total Energy 
Cost Electric Cost Natural Gas 

Cost
Electricity 

(kWh)
Natural Gas 

(CCF)
Unit Cost ($/

kWh)
Unit Cost 
($/CCF)

Agency 
Sq. Ft.

Cost per 
Sq. Ft.

EUI (kBtu/
Sq. Ft.)

University of MS Medical Center  $13,904,948.31 $11,977,765.20 $1,927,183.11 142,303,567.07 4,210,513.57 0.08417052 0.457707374 5258326.00 2.644367867 174.4925026

MS State Hospital  $1,989,275.11 $1,640,073.76 $349,201.35 16,757,202.16 656,877.21 0.097872768 0.531608259 1178332.00 1.688212753 105.7182318

East MS State Hospital  $1,421,405.18 $1,115,640.72 $305,764.46 10,523,944.48 229,058.52 0.10600975 1.334874861 546818.00 2.599411834 108.6451118

Ellisville State School  $1,107,931.52 $929,908.31 $178,023.21 8,547,749.58 298,725.48 0.10878984 0.595942502 613559.00 1.80574569 97.4872112

North MS Regional Center  $732,157.85 $558,389.36 $173,768.49 4,492,301.60 66,873.81 0.12429917 2.598453565 410400.00 1.784010356 54.06672993

Hudspeth Regional Center  $536,787.29 $450,933.46 $85,853.83 4,299,318.13 131,611.78 0.104884879 0.652326334 339363.00 1.581749601 83.0162454

Boswell Regional Center  $516,395.72 $454,475.73 $61,919.99 3,971,807.17 16,355.76 0.114425427 3.785821631 373358.00 1.383111437 40.79169869

South MS Regional Center  $299,543.90 $255,333.54 $44,210.36 2,136,585.45 36,083.36 0.119505419 1.225228471 242478.00 1.23534465 45.33269943

North MS State Hospital  $250,469.54 $171,498.50 $78,971.04 1,672,560.00 60,802.20 0.102536531 1.298818793 103726.00 2.414722827 115.1599449

Central MS Residential Center  $62,382.24 $51,676.76 $10,705.48 350,781.35 6,395.00 0.147319007 1.674039093 130826.00 0.476833657 14.16379746

South MS State Hospital  $180,877.55 $132,044.45 $48,833.10 1,282,546.02 52,109.39 0.102954941 0.937126687 69808.00 2.59107194 139.2744447

Specialized Treatment Facility  $110,208.62 $93,772.78 $16,435.84 867,278.76 12,175.93 0.108122998 1.349863214 60449.00 1.823166967 69.61910945

MS Adolescent Center  $115,214.71 $81,585.70 $33,629.01 657,817.76 23,509.07 0.124024775 1.430469602 61283.00 1.880043568 75.9836297

Peer Group: Hospitals/Health Facilities
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Institution/Agency Total Energy 
Cost Electric Cost Natural Gas 

Cost
Electricity 

(kWh)
Natural Gas 

(CCF)
Unit Cost ($/

kWh)
Unit Cost 
($/CCF)

Agency 
Sq. Ft.

Cost per 
Sq. Ft.

EUI (kBtu/
Sq. Ft.)

Dept of Finance & Administration  $5,875,290.52 $4,696,852.37 $1,178,438.15 44,501,342.26 1,705,745.77 0.105544061 0.690863885 3430404.00 1.712710958 95.27976757

Dept of Wildlife, Fisheries & Parks  $2,343,966.68 $2,138,819.09 $205,147.59 16,257,347.97 575,053.60 0.131560147 0.356745163 2334730.00 1.003956209 49.02946835

State Veterans Affairs Board  $1,367,292.40 $943,043.57 $424,248.83 8,882,742.00 453,193.19 0.106165818 0.936132403 317303.00 4.309106438 242.0573931

MS State Dept of Health  $1,311,181.40 $1,110,798.39 $200,383.01 11,011,492.01 350,616.84 0.100876284 0.571515647 308507.00 4.250086384 238.3884272

MS Public Broadcasting  $206,995.47 $206,995.47 $0.00 1,773,417.32 0 0.116721241 0 97956.00 2.113147434 61.77161068

Dept of Public Safety  $1,888,040.56 $1,544,298.13 $343,742.43 31,072,006.66 331,303.20 0.049700624 1.037546362 552441.00 3.417632942 253.4377337

Information Technology Services  $1,037,141.54 $938,178.88 $98,962.66 8,224,490.33 76,205.12 0.11407137 1.298635315 76405.00 13.57426268 469.6107103

MS Emergency Management 
Agency

 $376,234.80 $312,859.33 $63,375.47 2,740,004.14 73,490.06 0.114182065 0.862367918 189433.00 1.986110129 89.1553968

Dept of Agriculture & Commerce  $420,803.28 $373,171.86 $47,631.42 2,647,268.37 33,549.89 0.140964877 1.419719111 81024.00 5.193563389 153.9630035

MS Dept of Human Services  $367,661.81 $300,196.53 $67,465.28 2,418,380.08 49,012.50 0.124131245 1.376491303 276661.00 1.328925327 48.00168919

MS Dept of Rehab Services  $373,555.26 $350,907.81 $22,647.45 3,256,530.81 16,977.19 0.107755102 1.333992846 248228.00 1.504887684 51.77958497

MS Dept of Employment Security  $403,237.25 $307,160.91 $96,076.34 2,774,997.88 71,680.21 0.110688701 1.340346799 113000.00 3.568471239 148.8732948

MS Dept of Environmental Quality  $245,450.05 $206,353.23 $39,096.82 1,814,834.81 36,984.10 0.113703588 1.057125089 54267.00 4.523007537 184.0305348

MS Forestry Commission  $170,560.47 $154,909.76 $15,650.71 887,160.94 10,189.55 0.174612917 1.535956936 213385.00 0.799308621 19.08494485

Public Employment Retirement 
System

 $229,067.35 $174,955.19 $54,112.16 1,403,727.39 40,941.33 0.124636159 1.321700101 87000.00 2.632958046 103.3344634

Dept of Revenue – ABC 
Warehouse

 $215,955.91 $195,466.63 $20,489.28 1,578,235.61 20,442.79 0.123851362 1.002274151 227937.00 0.947436836 32.82648344

MS Workers' Compensation 
Commission

 $40,505.82 $39,636.42 $869.40 269,520.90 243.09 0.14706251 3.576453165 29338.00 1.380660577 32.19532159

MS State Fire Academy  $201,289.02 $176,980.25 $24,308.77 1,366,410.89 19,982.65 0.129521984 1.216493808 93968.00 2.142101779 71.43297555

MS Library Commission  $131,038.38 $104,477.41 $26,560.97 767,033.00 20,161.26 0.136209798 1.317426093 58702.00 2.232264318 79.82116235

MS Bureau of Narcotics  $102,188.08 $97,985.23 $4,202.85 667,958.58 3,476.02 0.146693572 1.209098337 56206.00 1.818099135 46.89382498

MS Dept of Marine Resources  $13,924.09 $13,924.09 $0.00 0 0 0 63926.00 0.217815756 0

MS Dept of Archives & History  $29,568.11 $29,568.11 $0.00 118,584.53 0 0.249342052 0 84207.00 0.35113601 4.804949902

MS Dept of Child Protection 
Services

 $381,001.07 $318,667.27 $62,333.80 3,998,261.14 44,281.17 0.079701465 1.407681866 175333.00 2.173014036 103.7187241

MS Gaming Commission  $15,885.90 $11,632.46 $4,253.44 90,052.60 1,511.64 0.12917406 2.813791644 9000.00 1.7651 51.37263724

Peer Group: State Departments/Agencies
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Institution/Agency Total Energy 
Cost Electric Cost Natural Gas 

Cost
Electricity 

(kWh)
Natural Gas 

(CCF)
Unit Cost ($/

kWh)
Unit Cost 
($/CCF)

Agency 
Sq. Ft.

Cost per 
Sq. Ft.

EUI (kBtu/
Sq. Ft.)

MDOT - Jackson District  $1,521,643.75 $1,253,239.35 $268,404.40 15,839,205.63 202,909.12 0.079122614 1.322781352 772634.00 1.96942375 96.89173052

MDOT District 2 - Batesville  $431,782.57 $339,377.17 $92,405.40 2,460,787.46 61,344.12 0.137914052 1.506344862 370488.00 1.165442794 39.65071345

MDOT District 6 - Hattiesburg  $357,302.05 $340,695.54 $16,606.51 2,729,679.46 12,050.33 0.124811556 1.37809587 327023.00 1.092589971 32.26082011

MDOT District 3 - Yazoo City  $338,891.62 $287,201.63 $51,689.99 1,753,080.07 32,975.41 0.163826875 1.567531382 287936.00 1.176968562 32.5238465

MDOT District 7 - McComb  $343,957.35 $311,311.05 $32,646.30 2,027,153.35 23,657.71 0.153570548 1.379943367 274104.00 1.254842505 34.08898913

MDOT District 5 - Newton  $292,779.39 $265,450.71 $27,328.68 1,852,637.99 94,882.35 0.143282558 0.288027015 419669.00 0.697643595 38.25903255

MDOT District 1 - Tupelo  $278,088.94 $227,135.73 $50,953.21 1,778,817.86 35,789.03 0.127689144 1.423710282 338767.00 0.820885564 28.75510606

Peer Group: Transportation/Infrastructure
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Institution/Agency Total Energy 
Cost Electric Cost Natural Gas 

Cost
Electricity 

(kWh)
Natural Gas 

(CCF)
Unit Cost ($/

kWh)
Unit Cost 
($/CCF)

Agency 
Sq. Ft.

Cost per 
Sq. Ft.

EUI (kBtu/
Sq. Ft.)

MS State University  $15,962,425.60 $12,528,866.33 $3,433,559.27 142,303,567.07 3,778,566.83 0.088043235 0.90869354 9426990.00 1.693268541 92.62985615

University of MS  $12,868,793.18 $11,153,059.69 $1,715,733.49 140,941,120.53 3,480,428.95 0.079132759 0.492966101 8387212.00 1.534335031 99.91199859

University of Southern MS  $8,683,050.04 $6,484,244.21 $2,198,805.83 75,505,290.62 2,032,160.57 0.085878011 1.082003983 5035494.00 1.724369057 92.56762615

Jackson State University  $4,110,614.42 $3,297,738.97 $812,875.45 39,908,141.33 942,681.05 0.082633239 0.862301677 2642070.00 1.555831004 88.14514905

Alcorn State University  $3,562,217.11 $3,150,851.62 $411,365.49 25,622,947.04 292,590.00 0.122969915 1.405945145 2004598.00 1.777023179 58.58792102

MS University for Women  $3,127,884.22 $2,323,140.17 $804,744.05 21,563,226.15 618,233.14 0.107736206 1.301683779 1347854.00 2.320640233 101.6463562

Delta State University  $2,466,500.95 $2,104,492.82 $362,008.13 21,367,266.65 957,102.12 0.098491438 0.378233547 1674006.00 1.473412252 102.2121733

MS Valley State University  $2,182,819.59 $1,852,837.26 $329,982.33 18,075,648.27 533,560.00 0.102504609 0.618454026 2160209.00 1.010466853 53.89171506

USM Gulf Park Campus  $744,060.03 $541,957.05 $202,102.98 5,279,859.75 384,053.00 0.102646107 0.526237212 292965.00 2.539757411 195.9917371

IHL Education & Research Center  $807,497.53 $669,911.12 $137,586.41 6,434,712.93 149,820.00 0.104108937 0.918344747 198274.00 4.072634486 188.2585337

USM Gulf Coast Research Labs  $665,435.90 $616,768.02 $48,667.88 6,056,073.68 47,360.33 0.101842886 1.027608549 242585.00 2.743104067 105.2105169

MSU Agricultural & Forestry 
Experiment Stations

 $565,022.27 $547,516.09 $17,506.18 3,841,756.55 17,445.34 0.142517123 1.003487464 1518980.00 0.371974792 9.807874516

Peer Group: Universities/IHLs
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Institution/Agency Total Energy 
Cost Electric Cost Natural Gas 

Cost
Electricity 

(kWh)
Natural Gas 

(CCF)
Unit Cost ($/

kWh)
Unit Cost 
($/CCF)

Agency 
Sq. Ft.

Cost per 
Sq. Ft.

EUI (kBtu/
Sq. Ft.)

MS Dept of Corrections  $5,178,748.06 $4,329,794.51 $848,953.55 36,265,317.93 316,557.25 0.119392156 2.681832591 3585470.00 1.444370769 43.56919417

MS School for the Blind & Deaf  $524,995.84 $396,490.48 $128,505.36 404,784.37 98,102.79 0.97951035 1.309905253 463070.00 1.133728896 24.71866138

MS School of Arts  $359,041.25 $286,301.83 $72,739.42 1,750,821.64 142,405.16 0.16352427 0.510792025 69000.00 5.203496377 298.3271428

MS Industries for the Blind  $93,672.73 $77,367.97 $16,304.76 536,091.71 11,633.00 0.144318535 1.401595461 175990.00 0.532261663 17.17535493

Pat Harrison Waterway District  $26,188.73 $26,188.73 $0.00 149,092.71 0 0.175653994 0 163981.00 0.159705881 3.102215052

Grand Gulf Military Monument 
Commission

 $34,461.14 $34,461.14 $0.00 266,370.83 0 0.1293728 0 30808.00 1.118577642 29.50069047

Tombigbee River Valley Water 
Management District

 $6,544.68 $5,191.57 $1,353.11 41,982.01 5,556.50 0.123661778 0.243518402 29457.00 0.222177411 24.21629895

Peer Group: Other




