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Pennsylvania municipalities received $3.3 billion from the Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds (SLFRF) pro-
gram, which was part of the 2021 American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA). Rural Pennsylvania municipalities received a total of 
$290.3 million, or $100 per person, from SLFRF. Urban municipalities received a total of $3.02 billion, or $299 per person. 
The money was released in two waves, or tranches.

A Center analysis of U.S. Treasury data and the results of a February 2022 survey of municipal officials found that: 
• Funding from the SLFRF accounted for approximately 19 percent of total annual revenues for rural municipalities and

14 percent of total annual revenues for urban municipalities.
• Most rural and urban municipalities did not conduct special meetings or survey residents on how the funds should be

spent.
• Most rural and urban municipalities did not hire consultants to help with the SLFRF reporting requirements.
• As of April 2022, 38 percent of rural and 37 percent of urban municipalities had not identified a project on which to

spend their first tranche of SLFRF.
• Among municipalities that had identified projects, 92 percent of rural and 87 percent of urban municipalities spent their

funds on revenue replacement and administration. Across the U.S., 72 percent of local governments spent their funds
on revenue replacement and administration.

• It is too early to determine what, if any, impact the SLFRF program has had on rural and urban municipalities.

State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds (SLFRF)
As part of the March 2021 American Rescue Plan Act 
(ARPA), Congress approved the Coronavirus SLFRF. This 
fund provided $350 billion to state, local and Tribal gov-
ernments across the U.S. to 
assist with the recovery from 
the COVID-19 pandemic.  

For most municipalities, most 
funds were distributed based 
on population. Local govern-
ments within federal Housing 
and Urban Development 
(HUD) Entitlement Commu-
nities received additional 
funding.

According to the U.S. Trea-
sury,1 which administered the 
SLFRF program, the funds 
could be used to:
• Replace lost public sector

revenue to provide gov-

ernment services up to the amount of revenue lost due 
to the pandemic.

• Respond to the far-reaching public health and negative
economic impacts of the pandemic by supporting the

1. U.S. Department of Treasury, 
Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal 
Recovery Funds: Overview of the Final 
Rule. January 2022. Data source: Pennsylvania Local Government Commission.
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health of communities, and helping house-
holds, small businesses, impacted indus-
tries, nonprofits, and the public sector.

• Provide premium pay for essential workers, 
offering additional support to those who 
have and will bear the greatest health risks 
because of their service in critical sectors.

• Invest in water, sewer, and broadband in-
frastructure, making necessary investments 
to improve access to clean drinking water, 
support vital wastewater and stormwater in-
frastructure, and expand affordable access 
to broadband internet.

Congress prohibited the use of the funds for 
pension funds, debt service, and legal settle-
ments. Finally, Congress required all funds to 
be spent or obligated by December 31, 2024.

Rural and Urban Municipal Distribution
When examining both tranches of the SLFRF 
program, Pennsylvania’s 1,649 rural munici-
palities received a total of $290.3 million. Rural 
municipalities received a median of $120,421. The 911 
urban Pennsylvania municipalities received a total of $3.02 
billion. Urban municipalities received a median of $509,467. 
One reason for the rural and urban difference is that HUD 
Entitlement Communities received additional funding. All 
Entitlement Communities in Pennsylvania are urban.

Among the 2,446 municipalities that reported their 2020 
financial data to the Governor’s Center for Local Govern-
ment Services, the SLFRF represented a sizable portion of 
their total revenues. Among rural municipalities, the SLFRF 
accounted for 19 percent of their total revenues. For urban 
municipalities, the SLFRF comprised 14 percent of their 
total revenues.

The SLFRF funds were released in two tranches. Each 
tranche contained one-half of the municipality’s allocation. 
The first tranche was released in May 2021. The second 
tranche was released in May 2022.

Some Municipalities Said “No, Thank You”
Not every municipality participated in the SLFRF program. 
According to one count, 78 municipalities either declined or 
did not respond to the Governor’s Center for Local Govern-
ment Services funding notice.2 These municipalities would 
have received a median of $28,200. One possible reason for 
not participating is limited capacity. These municipalities 
have, on average, a population of fewer than 500 residents 
and 0.4 full-time employees.

2. Town and County, Government Solutions, 2021.

2 Center for Rural Pennsylvania

What are Municipalities Doing with their SLFRF?
To understand how municipalities have spent or are plan-
ning to spend the SLFRF, the Center for Rural Pennsylvania 
used two data sources:  
1. A survey sent to each of Pennsylvania’s 2,560 municipal-

ities in February 2022. There were 840 responses to the 
survey, or 33 percent. The margin of error was +/-2.77.  
In its analysis, the Center excluded 106 (13 percent) re-
spondents who said they were unsure or did not receive 
SLFRF. The data from the survey were aggerated to rural 
and urban county levels for analysis.

2. The U.S. Treasury database on SLFRF spending among 
local governments. The database covers the period of 
March 3, 2021, to March 31, 2022, and only includes 
the 1,404 municipalities that reported data to the U.S. 
Treasury. These data only include funding from the first 
funding tranche.

DIY Municipalities
According to the survey, most rural and urban municipali-
ties did not hire a consultant to help with fund spending or 
reporting requirements (92 percent and 89 percent, respec-
tively).  

Not relying on outside help might be attributed to the ease 
of accessing and administering the funds. According to the 
survey, 33 percent of rural municipalities and 50 percent of 

Number of Projects in Rural and Urban Pennsylvania Municipalities

Data source: U.S. Treasury.
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Characteristics of Rural and Urban Pennsylvania Municipalities With and Without an SLFRF Project

Data sources: U.S. Treasury and the Governor Center for Local Government Services.

urban municipalities agreed or strongly agreed 
that, overall, the funds had been easy to access 
and administer.

Limited Public Outreach
In the survey, only 10 percent of rural and 11 
percent of urban municipalities said they held a 
special meeting or surveyed residents to gather 
information on how the funds should be spent. 
Most municipalities did not gather public input 
on how the funds should be spent.

The limited public outreach could have been a 
symptom of public meeting restrictions due to 
COVID as well as the difficulty of conducting 
a resident survey. Whatever the reason, most 
officials agreed that agreed that the SLFRF 
would enable them to take on projects that 
they normally would not have done (46 percent 
rural and 52 percent of urban).  

Number of SLFRF Projects
U.S. Treasury data from April 2022 showed that 38 percent 
of rural and 37 percent of urban municipalities had not allo-
cated their SLFRF to a specific project. Fifty-five percent of 
rural and 51 percent of urban municipalities identified one 
project, and the remaining 7 percent of rural and 12 percent 
of urban had two or more projects. 

Digging a little deeper, rural municipalities without projects 
tended to have smaller populations, lower revenues, and 
fewer staff than municipalities with one or more projects.  
As seen in the table below, this pattern is not necessarily the 
same among urban municipalities. Rural municipalities may 
not have had the necessary resources and staffing to over-
see the development and implementation of a project.

How Much Did Municipalities Spend?
Among local governments with projects, rural municipalities 
spent a median of $45,257 and urban municipalities spent 
a median of $208,812. For rural municipalities, this spend-
ing represented 53 percent of the funds they received in 
the first tranche. In contrast, urban municipalities spent 31 
percent of their first tranche funds.

What Did Municipalities Spend SLFRF On?
Among rural and urban municipalities that identified proj-
ects, the majority chose to spend some or all of the funds on 
revenue replacement. Municipalities had an option to take 
a “standard allowance” in which they could allocate up to 

Percent of First Tranche Spent
by Rural and Urban Pennsylvania Municipalities

*181 municipalities have spent more than 100 percent, suggesting that they may be using 
funds from the second tranche. Data source: U.S. Treasury. 
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$10 million of their SLFRF funds to a wide array of 
potential expenditures, including road building and 
maintenance, police and fire services, and general 
government administration, staffing and adminis-
trative facilities.  

According to U.S. Treasury data 92 percent of rural 
and 90 percent of urban municipalities claimed the 
standard allowance.  For the rural municipalities, 
the median allowance was $121,200 and for urban 
municipalities the median allowance was $435,200.

A closer look at infrastructure expenditures shows 
that most of the expenditures went for stormwater 
projects, $1.2 million for rural and $7.5 million for 
urban. The next largest category was drinking and 
wastewater projects ($0.6 million rural and $11.9 
million urban). There were three rural broadband 
projects that totaled nearly $300,000, and one 
urban project that totaled $42,300. The Appendix 
provides a more detailed table on projects and 
expenditures. 

Too Early to Determine the Impact of the 
First Tranche of SLFRF 
The SLFRF was enacted in March 2021, and the 
first tranche of funds was released two months 
later in May 2021. Assessing the impact of these 
funds is difficult since many of the key municipal 
indicators collected by the Governor’s Center for 
Local Government Service and U.S. Census Bureau 
will not be available until 2023.  

Recognizing this limitation, the Center was able to 
glean a hint of what issues rural and urban mu-
nicipalities are facing. The survey asked officials 
to rank their top three issues. For both rural and 
urban officials, infrastructure was a major concern. 
Streets/highways, sewer and water, and public 
safety were among the top three concerns for both 
rural and urban officials. For rural officials, how-
ever, there was a tie for the third most important 
issue between broadband access and public safety 
(i.e., fire/police).  

While both rural and urban municipalities identi-
fied several important issues, most municipalities allocated 
their SLFRF funds to revenue replacement.

It is uncertain whether these issues will be addressed in the 
second tranche of funding. In the February 2022 survey, 41 
percent of rural and 49 percent of urban officials agreed 
that the second round of recovery funds are needed to meet 
their municipality’s financial needs.

Rural Pennsylvania Municipal SLFRF Expenditures by Type
(in Millions)

Urban Pennsylvania Municipal SLFRF Expenditures by Type
(in Millions)

Data source: U.S. Treasury.

How Do Pennsylvania Local Governments Compare 
to Local Governments in Other States?
Across the U.S., local governments received a total of $62.4 
billion during the first trounce of SLFRF, or a median of 
$148,686 per local government. Local governments includ-
ed both counties and municipalities.  
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Municipal Issues Ranked by Rural and Urban Pennsylvania Municipal Officials
(Officials were only able to select their top three issues.)

Data source: February 2022 Center for Rural Pennsylvania Survey.

Median Amount of SLFRF Funds Received by Local Governments by State

Data source: U.S. Treasury.
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U.S. Local Government SLFRF Spending by Type
(in $ Billions)

Data source: U.S. Treasury.

Comparing the median amount, local governments in 
California, Nevada, and Hawaii received the most, each 
receiving more than $3.5 million. Local governments in 
Wisconsin, Minnesota, and North Dakota received the least, 
each receiving a median of less than $55,000. Among the 50 
states, Pennsylvania ranked 38th in median receipts from 
the first tranche of SLFRF.

Like Pennsylvania, local governments across the nation 
spent the lion’s share of their SLFRF first tranche on reve-
nue replacement and administration ($14.69 billion or 72 
percent). Only seven states spent less than 50 percent of 
their funds. 

Conclusions
Local governments, like everyone else, were impacted by the 
COVID-19 pandemic and shutdown. To mitigate the nega-
tive impacts, Congress approved the SLFRF in March 2021.

This fund set aside $350 billion for state, local, and Tribal 
government assistance. In Pennsylvania, $3.3 billion went 
to municipal governments. These funds could be used to 
replace lost revenue, provide health care, provide premium 
pay for essential works, and conduct infrastructure im-
provements.  

The funds were released in two tranches. Data from the U.S. 
Treasury indicate that most municipalities, rural and urban, 
had identified projects for the first tranche. However, a 
significant percentage of municipalities, 38 percent, did not 
spend the funds. Among those who spent the funds, the li-
on’s share went to revenue replacement and administration.  

It is too early to determine what, if any, impact the SLFRF 
had on rural and urban Pennsylvania municipalities. How-
ever, according to a Center survey, more than 48 percent of 
municipal officials said that the funds would allow them to 
take on projects their municipality normally wouldn’t have 
done.

To measure the impact of the SLFRF, researchers should 
keep in mind that, for most municipalities, the funds rep-
resented about 14 percent to 19 percent of their total 
revenues. While this is an impressive amount of money, it 
is insufficient to fund most capital projects. Additionally, 
unless Congress reauthorizes funds, the SLFRF is a once-
and-done program. Therefore, the long-term impact of the 
SLFRF may be insufficient to move the needle to the positive 
on long-standing economic, housing, and community needs.  
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