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Introduction
As a part of the 2050 MTP development process, the MPO 
conducted a financial analysis to support the implementation 
projects included in the fiscally-constrained Financial Plan of 
the MTP. The goal of this analysis was to demonstrate the 
balance between reasonably anticipated revenue sources 
and the estimated cost of projects. This analysis is federally 
required under the guidance of the Fixing America’s Surface 
Transportation (FAST) Act and the Final Rule on Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning (23 CFR 450). 

Included in Part 5: The Financial Plan of the 2050 MTP are 
the resulting forecasts and recommendations based on the 
financial analysis. It includes an overview of the federal, state, 
and local funding sources historically utilized in the region 
for transportation projects and those expected to continue 
to be utilized in the future. The Financial Plan also includes 
a list of transportation projects that fit within the forecasted 
revenues and align with the goals and objectives of the 2050 
MTP. Projects within the Financial Plan are broken out into 
state-sponsored projects and locally-sponsored projects. 
Projects are further delineated by the four cost bands: 
current (2021 – 2025), short-range (2026 – 2030), mid-range 
(2031 – 2040), and long-range (2041 – 2050).

Following federal guidelines, the MPO has also included an 
additional list of projects that are illustrative in nature within 
the financial plan. These are shown separately within the 
2050 MTP, as these projects do not have an identified funding 
source or do not fall within the estimates of anticipated 
revenue sources. However, the MPO believes these projects 
are of significant importance to the region and should be 
represented within the MTP. If additional funding is identified 
within the future or regional priorities shifts, these projects 
may be amended into the fiscally-constrained list.

To provide a better understanding of the Financial Plan 
presented in the 2050 MTP, the following Technical 
Memorandum has been provided. This document details 
information on federal, state, and local funding sources as 
well as highlights the process used by the MPO to develop 
the financial assumptions found in Part 5: The Financial Plan.

https://engage-r1.com/metropolitan-transportation-plan-mtp
https://engage-r1.com/metropolitan-transportation-plan-mtp
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Financial Resources
The following section provides key funding programs for 
transportation-related projects in the Rockford Metropolitan 
Planning Area (MPA). This is not a comprehensive list of all of 
the federal, state, or local financing programs, but includes 
the most commonly used within the region.

Motor Fuel Tax
Motor fuel taxes (MFT) are taxes levied on gasoline, diesel, 
and gasohol. The nation’s first per-gallon tax on gasoline in the 
United States was passed in 1919.i Since the establishment of 
the first MFT, the federal government and most states have 
followed suit, levying a per unit tax on how many gallons of 
gasoline a consumer buys. Revenues collected from MFT are 
often earmarked for the financing of transportation system 
improvements. A brief history and the current status of the 
Federal and State of Illinois MFT is provided below.

Federal Motor Fuel Tax
The Revenue Act of 1932, signed into law by President 
Herbert Hoover, increased tax rates across the board to help 
balance the federal budget during the Great Depression. 
One of the provisions of this act was the establishment of a 
one-cent per gallon of imported gasoline and fuel oil, known 
today as the motor fuel tax.ii Between 1932 and 1982, the 
tax rate was only increased slightly from one cent to four. It 
was not until the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 
1982, approved by President Ronald Reagan on January 6, 
1983, that a significant increase was made to the MFT when 
the tax was increased from 4 cents to 9 cents. Increases to 
the federal MFT accorded again in 1990 and 1993, increasing 
to 14.1 cents and 18.4 cents per gallon, respectively. As of 
October 2024, the federal MFT rate still stands at 18.4 cents 
per gallon.iii

Each year, highway users pay billions of dollars in highway 
excise taxes which end up in the Federal Highway Trust Fund 
(HTF).iv The HFT was established by the Highway Revenue Act 
of 1954 as a mechanism to finance federal highways, mass 
transit, highway safety, and motor carrier safety programs 
through grants to state and local governments. Federal 
motor fuel taxes represent about 91 percent of the revenues 
deposited into the HTF, the remaining nine percent comes 
from truck and truck trailer excise taxes, a truck tires sale 
tax, and a heavy vehicle use tax.v Historically, the HTF and 
federal MFT have been seen as a dedicated and predictable 
source of funding that has provided certainty to state and 
local governments in maintaining roadways and transit.vi

However, the solvency of the HTF and the future of MFT 
has come into question. According to the Eno Center for 
Transportation, “In the 67 years of its existence, the HTF 
has received $1.316 trillion in net tax receipts and has 
paid $1.489 trillion in highway and transit projects.” The 
imbalance between spending and revenue generation began 
in the early 2000s and has worsened over time. Since the 
2008 financial crisis, the HTF has received funding through 
legislative redirection, with the most recent instance of 
funding directed.vii Projections anticipate that the current 
rates of funding for the HFT will not be sufficient to keep it 
afloat past 2028.

Illinois Motor Fuel Tax
Three years prior to the establishment of the federal MFT 
(1929), the Illinois General Assembly adopted a law placing a 
tax on the operation of motor vehicles and recreational 
watercrafts based on the consumption of motor fuel. 
Proceeds from this tax are administered by Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT), with a portion of these 
revenues being allotted to counties, townships, and 
municipalities, as outlined in the MFT fund distribution 
statue (35 ILCS 505/8).viii The methodology of MFT allocations 
to local governments is shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1: Distribution of MFT Funds Dedicated to Local 
Governments

Local 
Government Percent Distribution  

Methodology

Municipalities 49.1% Population

Cook County 16.7%

Other Counties 18.3% Motor vehicle license fees 
collected in each county

Townships & 
Road Districts 15.9%

Distributed to counties in 
proportion to township and road 
district mileage; each county then 
redistributes based on proportion 
of road mileage in each district

Source: Illinois Economic Policy Institute

In 2019, a multiyear capital bill – Rebuild Illinois – was 
signed into law by Governor J.B. Pritzker. Under this law, 
transportation-related taxes and fees were increased to 
account for the major statewide funding shortfalls. Under 
Rebuild Illinois, gasoline taxes were doubled and special fuel 
taxes increased by 24 cents per gallon starting July 1, 2019. 

https://www.ilga.gov/Documents/legislation/ilcs/documents/003505050K8.htm
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Until 2019, the MFT rate had been locked in at 19 center per 
gallon. Additionally, the bill insured that the tax rates would 
be indexed to inflation, with the rate increasing by an amount 
equal to the percentage increase in the consumer price index 
for all Urban Consumers (CPI-U) on each following July 1.ix

As of 2024, the state motor fuel tax rate is $0.666 per gallon 
of gasoline/gasohol and $0.757 per gallon of diesel fuel.x Any 
new revenue (above 19 cents per gallon) is split between 
two funds: 

•	Transportation Renewal Fund created under the 
Rebuild Illinois bill to distribute funding between state 
and local governments, and

•	Road Fund is dedicated funding for Illinois Department 
of Transportation (IDOT) administration, expenses for 
construction and reconstruction projects, administration 
for Chapters 2-10 of the Illinois Vehicle Code, and certain 
public transportation expenses (30 ILCS 105).xi

As shown in Figure 2-1, in addition to the distribution of 
funds to local public agencies (LPAs), the state’s motor fuel 
tax is used to fund a number of state transportation grant 
programs.

More information grant programs funded through federal 
and state MFT revenues can be found in the following 
section.

Figure 2-1: Motor Fuel Tax Distribution

Source: Illinois Department of Transportation
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Grant Programs
Funding for transportation projects comes from a variety of 
sources at all levels of government, primarily federal, state, 
and local. Many transportation projects rely on funding from 
a combination of these funding sources in order to complete 
necessary infrastructure projects. Large scale transportation 
projects typically rely on grant funding through federal-aid 
highway programs or the state.  A grant program is a way 
for organizations to receive funds that they do not need to 
repay.

Federal Programs
Federal funding programs are key in the implementation 
of many large-scale transportation projects within the 
Rockford MPA. Every Federal program or activity, including 
the Federal-aid highway program, requires authorizing 
legislation. Authorizing legislation for highways began with 
the Federal-Aid Road Act of 1916 and the Federal Highway 
Act of 1921. The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 
(IIJA), also known as the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL), 
was signed into law on November 15, 2021 and is the current 
authorizing legislation.xii

The IIJA authorized over $550 billion over fiscal years (FY) 
2022 through 2026 to fund surface transportation 
infrastructure, water infrastructure, resiliency, and 
broadband. The IIJA invests more than $350 billion in 
Federal-aid highway programs including roads, bridges and 
mass transit. It carryover several long-standing funding 
programs and created 12 new highway programs which 
address the rehabilitation of bridges in critical need of repair, 
reduce carbon emissions, increase system reliability, remove 
barriers to connecting communities and improve mobility 
and access to economic opportunity, and create more 
opportunities for local governments, MPOs, and other public 
authorities to obtain funding directly.

Federal-aid Highway Program:
Federal-aid highway program Supports State 
highway systems by providing financial assistance 
for the construction, maintenance and operations 
of the nation's 3.9 million-mile highway network, 
including the Interstate Highway System, primary 
highways and secondary local roads.

Source: Federal Highway Administration

A majority of the Federal-aid highway program is funded 
by the Highway Trust Fund (HFT), which is largely funded 
by highway users who pay billions of dollars in highway 
excise taxes.xiii The Federal-aid highway program funds are 
distributed to states and localities through formula and 

discretionary grant programs. Formula grant are distributed 
to every recipient in a group, such as all 50 states, to 
accomplish the same purpose. Discretionary grants are 
awarded to eligible applicants through a competitive 
selection process.

Regardless of the distribution method, most federal funding 
has specific requirements agencies receiving the funding 
must abide by, such as cost-sharing and environmental 
review requirements. Cost-sharing or match, is the portion 
of the total project that is not paid for with Federal funding. 
Cost sharing can range from 10 to 50 percent, depending 
on the program and expenditure type. Additionally, federal 
funding cannot be used to match federal funding.

Formula Programs
The Rockford Region receives allocations from three formula-
based federal funding to fund roadway projects within the 
regionxiv:

•	Surface Transportation Block Grant: Promotes 
flexibility in State and local transportation decisions 
and provides flexible funding to best address State 
and local transportation needs, including roadway 
projects on Federal-Aid routes, bridges, transit capital 
improvements, and transportation planning activities.

•	Transportation Alternatives (STBG-TA or TAP): 
Allocates resources to well-planned smaller scale, but 
critically important projects that provide and support 
connected alternate modes of transportation that are 
safe for all users, enhance the transportation system 
through preservation of visual and cultural resources, 
and improve the quality of life for members of the 
communities impacted. Project include pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, streetscapes, conversion of abandoned 
railroad corridors to trails, and more.

•	Carbon Reduction (CRP): Provides funding to projects 
and programs that reduce transportation emissions. 
Funding can be used for a wide range of projects 
that support this goal, including, but not limited to, 
operational projects that improve traffic flow, traffic 
control measures, promotion of alternative travel 
modes, alternative fuel vehicle fueling infrastructure, 
and construction of bus rapid transit corridors.

•	National Highway Performance Program (NHPP): 
Provides funding for construction on national highways, 
including the interstate system and other principal 
arterials, and for efforts to maintain and repair 
highways to meet performance targets set in states’ 
asset management plans. While the non-federal match 
for these funds is typically 20 percent, there are some 
projects in which the federal share of the project cost 
may cover 90 percent of the total costs.
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In addition to the federal formula programs identified above 
for roadways, the region receives several formula-based 
funding programs specifically for public transportation. 
These programs includexv:

•	Urbanized Area Formula Grant (Section 5307): 
Provides funding to public transit systems in Urbanized 
Areas (UZA) for public transportation capital, planning, 
job access and reverse commute projects, as well as 
operating expenses in certain circumstances.

•	Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with 
Disabilities (Section 5310): Provides funding to states 
for the purpose of assisting private nonprofit groups in 
meeting transportation needs of the elderly and persons 
with disabilities.

•	Rural and Small Urban Areas (Section 5311): Provides 
capital, planning, and operating assistance to states 
to support public transportation in rural areas with 
populations less than 50,000, where many residents 
often rely on public transit to reach their destinations.

•	Buses and Bus Facilities Formula Program (Section 
5339): Provides funding to states and transit agencies 
through a statutory formula to replace, rehabilitate and 
purchase buses and related equipment and to construct 
bus-related facilities.

Discretionary Programs
To supplement the limited formula-based federal funding 
program, local governments often must compete for 
discretionary federal funding sources. Discretionary funding 
recently awarded to projects in the Rockford Region, include:

•	Highway Safety Improvement Program (HISP): 
Provides funding to achieve a significant reduction in 
traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. 
Note: Funding under this program is programmed by the 
Illinois Department of Transportation.

•	Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability 
and Equity (RAISE): Provides a unique opportunity to 
invest in road, rail, transit and port projects that promise 
to achieve national objectives.

•	Reconnecting Communities & Neighborhoods (RCH): 
Provides grants, on a competitive basis, to restore 
community connectivity by removing, retrofitting, or 
mitigating highways or other transportation facilities 
that create barriers to community connectivity, including 
barriers to mobility, access, or economic development.

•	Safe Streets for All (SS4A): Supports local initiatives to 
prevent death and serious injury on roads and streets, 
commonly referred to as "Vision Zero" or "Toward Zero 
Deaths" initiatives.

State Programs
The State of Illinois provides funding to local governments 
for transportation-related improvements. The most common 
state funding sources utilized in the Rockford Region include: 

•	County Consolidation Program: Provides State 
assistance for distribution to all counties except Cook 
County (Chicago). The counties share equally $8 million 
of the funds with the remaining portion distributed 
using the MFT formula.

•	Economic Development Program (EDP): Provides State 
assistance for highway improvements that provide 
access to new or expanding industrial, distribution, or 
tourism developments. This program provides funds 
for preliminary engineering, construction, construction 
engineering, and contingencies. This program uses 
state-only funds and is designed to provide 50 percent 
state funding for eligible locally-owned roads and 100 
percent state funding for roadway improvements on 
state-owned roads. Funds are apportioned through a 
competitive selection process.

•	 Illinois Grade Crossing Protection Fund (GCPF): The 
Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC) provides funding 
through the GCPF for the improvement of railroad/
highway crossings on local highways, including new 
or additional signals and gates and the construction, 
reconstruction, relocation, or removal of grade-
separated structures.

•	Truck Access Route Program (TARP): Assists local public 
agencies in constructing or upgrading highway systems 
to accommodate 80,000-pound (36,000-kg) trucks. 
Projects must connect to a designated truck route, 
municipality, or truck generator with another designated 
truck route or municipality.

More information on state funding program for local public 
agencies can be found in the Bureau of Local Roads and 
Streets Manual.

Local Sources
A number of local funds are drawn upon to assist in funding 
transportation projects. In addition to MFT, LPAs have 
typically used three funding sources — General Funds, 
Sales Tax, and Tax Increment Financing. These local funding 
sources comprise a significant share of the annual funds that 
are used for transportation projects in the Rockford Region. 

•	General Funds: Refers to all funds that are received 
by the LPA through property taxes, income taxes, sales 
taxes, and other taxes assessed by the LPA. A portion 
of these funds may be allocated to roadway and bridge 
projects at the discretion of the LPA.

https://idot.illinois.gov/content/dam/soi/en/web/idot/documents/doing-business/manuals-split/local-roads-and-streets/chapter-04.pdf
https://idot.illinois.gov/content/dam/soi/en/web/idot/documents/doing-business/manuals-split/local-roads-and-streets/chapter-04.pdf
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•	Sales Tax: Retail sales taxes allows local and state 
governments to collect funds for a consumer of certain 
goods or services at the point of purchase. These rates 
vary depending upon the jurisdiction in which the 
purchase was made. Several municipalities in Rockford 
Region have successfully passed referendums to impose 
a 1-percent sales tax dedicated to transportation 
improvements.

•	Tax Increment Financing: A public financing method that 
is used as a subsidy for redevelopment, infrastructure, 
and other community-improvement projects. These 
funds usually are a small portion of the overall 
project costs and are meant to close the gap between 
conventional bank financing, the owner's funds, and the 
project's costs.
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Financial Analysis Process
Federal requirements stipulate that a financial plan be 
included in Metropolitan Transportation Plans (MTP) that 
demonstrate how the identified projects can be implemented 
using public and private sources that are reasonably expected 
to be made available over the lifespan of the document. The 
goal of this analysis is to demonstrate the balance between 
reasonably anticipated revenue sources and the estimated 
cost of projects.

As mentioned, the financial analysis provides the funding 
framework for transportation maintenance, operations, and 
capital investments for the Rockford Metropolitan Planning 
Area (MPA) over the 25-year span of the MTP. It is important 
to note that long-range forecasts are estimates based on the 
best available information at the time the forecasts are made. 
Region 1 Planning Council (R1) took a phased approached 
to the financial analysis process: Phase 1 – Historic Funding 
Levels, Phase 2 – Revenue Forecasts, Phase 3 – Expenditure 
Forecasts, and Phase 4 – Results. Separate financial analyses 
were conducted for highway funds and public transportation 
funds; however, the same phased approach was undertaken 
for both.

The following memo presents the reasonably anticipated 
revenue sources for highway projects over the next 
twenty-five years (2025-2050). In order to reflect “year of 
expenditure dollars”, the MPO elected to create cost bands 
for forecasting future funds. The cost bands include: near 
term (2026 – 2030), midterm (2031 – 2040), and long term 
(2041 – 2050). These cost bands allowed the MPO to inflate 
revenues to the middle year of the cost band.

Phase 1. Historic Funding 
Levels
The first step in the financial analysis process is a review of 
the historic transportation-related revenues in the region.

Roadways
This analysis specifically focuses on funding typically allocated 
to the region from the Illinois Department of Transportation 
(IDOT) and Federal Highway Administration’s formula grant 
programs. Formula grant programs are noncompetitive 
awards based on predetermined formulas, specified in 
the prevailing legislation creating the program. Due to the 
nature of formula grant programs, it was determined that 
these programs would provide the most reliable projections 
for transportation revenues over the next 25 years.

In particular, seven programs were examined: Surface 
Transportation Block Grant – Rural (STBG-R), Surface 
Transportation Block Grant – Urban (STBG-U), Surface 
Transportation Block Grant – Transportation Alternatives Set-
Aside (TA), Carbon Reduction Program (CRP), the Highway 
Bridge Program, and Motor Fuel Tax (MFT), Transportation 
Renewal Funds (TRF).

Federal Formula Funds
The Surface Transportation Block Grant program (STBG) 
provides flexible funding that may be used by States and 
localities for projects to preserve and improve the conditions 
and performance on any Federal-aid highway, bridge and 
tunnel projects on any public road, pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure, and transit capital projects, including intercity 
bus terminals.

Under the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL), the Secretary 
of Transportation is required set-aside a percent of funding 
for specific transportation improvement projects and 
geographic locations.

•	Transportation Set-Aside: Provides funding for projects 
and activities that promote alternative transportation 
methods, such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The 
allotment amount of these funds are determined by the 
State of Illinois and distributed to the MPO.

•	Highway Bridge Program: The Highway Bridge Program 
funds can be used for certain types of projects related to 
bridges and low water crossings on public roads other 
than Federal-aid highways. Sometimes, referred to as 
the Local Bridge Formula in Illinois, the allocation of 
these funds are determined by the State and distributed 
to the counties.

•	Surface Transportation Block Grant – Urban 
Suballocation: A portion of STBG is to be obligated with 
urbanized areas with a population greater than 200,000 
receive a portion of STBG. The allocation amount of 
these funds are determined by the State of Illinois and 
distributed to the MPO.

•	Surface Transportation Block Grant – Rural 
Suballocation:  Similar to the urbanized suballocation, 
a portion of the STBG is distributed to rural areas.  The 
allotment amount of these funds are determined by the 
State of Illinois and distributed to the counties.

Figure 3-1 shows the total STBG program allotments to the 
region by program from fiscal years (FY) 2019 through 2024.

Figure 3-1: STBG Allotments, by Program, FY 2019-2025
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In particular, seven programs were examined: Surface 
Transportation Block Grant – Rural (STBG-R), Surface 
Transportation Block Grant – Urban (STBG-U), Surface 
Transportation Block Grant – Transportation Alternatives Set-
Aside (TA), Carbon Reduction Program (CRP), the Highway 
Bridge Program, and Motor Fuel Tax (MFT), Transportation 
Renewal Funds (TRF).

Federal Formula Funds
The Surface Transportation Block Grant program (STBG) 
provides flexible funding that may be used by States and 
localities for projects to preserve and improve the conditions 
and performance on any Federal-aid highway, bridge and 
tunnel projects on any public road, pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure, and transit capital projects, including intercity 
bus terminals.

Under the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL), the Secretary 
of Transportation is required set-aside a percent of funding 
for specific transportation improvement projects and 
geographic locations.

•	Transportation Set-Aside: Provides funding for projects 
and activities that promote alternative transportation 
methods, such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The 
allotment amount of these funds are determined by the 
State of Illinois and distributed to the MPO.

•	Highway Bridge Program: The Highway Bridge Program 
funds can be used for certain types of projects related to 
bridges and low water crossings on public roads other 
than Federal-aid highways. Sometimes, referred to as 
the Local Bridge Formula in Illinois, the allocation of 
these funds are determined by the State and distributed 
to the counties.

•	Surface Transportation Block Grant – Urban 
Suballocation: A portion of STBG is to be obligated with 
urbanized areas with a population greater than 200,000 
receive a portion of STBG. The allocation amount of 
these funds are determined by the State of Illinois and 
distributed to the MPO.

•	Surface Transportation Block Grant – Rural 
Suballocation:  Similar to the urbanized suballocation, 
a portion of the STBG is distributed to rural areas.  The 
allotment amount of these funds are determined by the 
State of Illinois and distributed to the counties.

Figure 3-1 shows the total STBG program allotments to the 
region by program from fiscal years (FY) 2019 through 2024.

Figure 3-1: STBG Allotments, by Program, FY 2019-2025
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In addition to the continuation of the STBG program, the 
Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) established the Carbon 
Reduction Program (CRP), which provides funds for projects 
designed to reduce transportation emissions, defined as 
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from on-road highway 
sources. Under this program, a portion of the funds is to be 
obligated with urbanized areas with a population greater 
than 200,000 receive a portion of STBG. The allotment 
amount of these funds are determined by the State of Illinois 
and distributed to the MPO. Fiscal 2025 was the first year 
the MPO received an allocation of CRP, totaling $633,000.

Motor Fuel Tax
For the purposes of the MTP, the motor fuel tax (MFT) is 
incorporated as a means of projecting the availability of local 
match to federal programs. Counties, municipalities, and 
townships previously received monthly distributions of the 
state MFT, now under the Rebuild Illinois Capital Plan, local 
governments now receive increased funding to the MFT, 
known as Transportation Renewal Funds (TRF). Historical 
data from FY 2019 through FY 2024 was collected from 
IDOT’s yearly MFT and TRF distribution reports. Figure 3-2 
show the total allotments to the region by the combined 
total of county allotments and municipal allotments.

Figure 3-2: Yearly MFT and TRF Allotments, FY 2019-2024
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Transit
Funding for public transit in the region comes from a mix 
of Federal, State, and local funding sources, each with 
its own dedicated use. Historical budget actuals and FTA 
appropriations from FY 2015 to FY 2019 were examined as 
a part of Phase 1 of the Financial Analysis. Capital revenue 
sources consisted of appropriations from the Enhanced 
Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities (Section 
5310), Grants for Buses and Bus Facilities Formula Program 
(Section 5339), and non-operating Urbanized Area Formula 
Grants (Section 5307) funds. Operating revenue sources 
includes Section 5307 operating funds, state and local 
assistance and matches, and revenue directly generated 
from the provision of public transportation.

It should be noted that although service in urbanized Boone 
County is provided by the Boone County Council on Aging 
(BCCA), they are serving as the contracted provider for 
Rockford Mass Transit District (RMTD). All historic operating 
costs for service in urbanized Boone County is reflected in 
RMTD’s annual budgets.

Table 3-1 shows the total historic revenue dedicated to 
public transportation from FY 2019 to FY 2024.

Phase 2. Revenue 
Forecasts
Predicting funding levels for the near-term, let alone for 
the long-term, can be a difficult task. Therefore, several 
assumptions for the financial analysis process of the 2025 
MTP update was made in order to provide the most realistic 
forecast as possible.

Forecasting short-term federal funding can be relatively 
accurate if Congress has recently authorized spending for a 
designated timeframe. However, transportation legislation 
expires or can be extended without significant revisions, 
thus causing uncertainty in future funding programs 
and the amounts authorized per program. The timing of 
this MTP update corresponds with the expiration of the 
appropriations authorized in the Infrastructure Investment 
and Jobs Act (IIJA), as it only authorized funding between 
FY 2022 and FY 2026. With some uncertainty in the federal 
transportation funding programs, the MPO has assumed 
that federal revenues will stay relatively static, with a slight 
annual increase, until further Congressional action.

Table 3-1: Yearly Transit Revenues for Rockford Mass Transit District, FY 2019-2023

Capital Revenues 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

5307 $3,164,636 $3,290,386 $3,298,014 $4,248,465 $4,336,996 -

5339 $373,067 $396,324 $365,557 $350,400 $360,379 -

5310 $284,646 $294,652 $294,354 $425,073 $424,019 -

Total Capital Revenues $3,822,349 $3,981,362 $3,957,925 $5,023,938 $5,121,394 -

Operating Revenues 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Federal $1,718,672 $2,294,580 $3,588,877 $3,169,241 $3,338,624 $3,686,585

State $10,399,858 $10,721,924 $11,948,737 $12,249,184 $13,041,714 $14,678,634

Local $2,890,149 $3,167,168 $3,202,781 $3,691,538 $4,044,022 $4,263,285

Operating $1,810,209 $1,370,847 $711,242 $1,162,326 $1,249,411 $1,508,648

Total Operating Revenue $16,818,888 $17,554,519 $19,451,637 $20,272,289 $21,673,771 $24,137,152

Source: Rockford Mass Transit District
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Roadways
Based on the historic allocations, a compound annual growth 
rate (CAGR) for each funding program was calculated. 
Between FY 2019 and FY 2024, County MFT allocations 
had a negative growth rate of -2.3 percent and municipal 
MFT allocations had a negative growth rate of -2.7 percent. 
During this same time, County TRF allocations had a positive 
growth rate of 8.6 percent and municipalities had a positive 
growth rate of 7.8 percent.1 However, in future years, the 
growth rate in the TRF is assumed to only grow an average 
of 1.5 percent annually due to the structuring of the MFT  
increases outlined in the Rebuild Illinois Capital Plan and 
increases in fuel efficiency.

Due to the influx of funding under IIJA, it was determined 
that allocations between FY 2023 and FY 2025 would be 
utilized to calculate the CAGR for the STBG program and its 
set-asides. The STBG-R and STBG-U programs grew at a rate 
of 2.2 percent, the TA program had a negative growth of 
-1.0 percent, and the local bridge formula grew at a rate of 

1	 It should be noted that these rates are for the accumulative allocations of MFT to the region, there may be variations in the growth rate of 
individual municipality and county allocations.

8.5 percent. Again, there may be variations in the growth 
rate of individual municipality and county allocations under 
the STBG-R and Local Bridge programs. Due to the variations 
in the STBG program, it was determined that a flat growth 
rate of 2.2 percent would be applied to all federal funding 
programs.

Next, the CAGR was applied to future years to forecast 
revenues in current dollars. Over the next 25 years, it should 
be expected to see a decrease in the MFT allocations, while 
TRF and federal formula program allocations should see an 
increase.

In order to reflect “year of expenditure dollars”, an annual 
rate of 2.7 percent was applied to the revenue forecasts to 
account for any inflation and potential growth. This rate was 
chosen based upon the range of projected inflation rates 
from a variety of sources, including the Congressional Budget 
Office. Inflation projects ranged from 2 percent to 3.25 
percent. Revenue amounts shown in Figure 3-3 below are 
expressed in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars.

Figure 3-3: Revenue Forecasts for Roadways in YOE Dollars, FY 2025-2050
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Based on the assumptions detailed above, the region should 
reasonably anticipate approximately $779,503,366 in MFT, 
TRF, and federal formula funding allocations over the next 
25 years. Federal formula allocations are expected to total 
approximately $322,623,800 between 2025 and 2050. To 
match federal formula program funding at 20 percent, the 
region would need approximately $64,524,800. Between 
2025 and 2050, MFT and TRF allocations to the region are 
anticipated to total around $456,879,549 more than seven 
times the match needed to the federal formula programs.

To display the anticipated funding allocations by funding 
source, Table 3-2 shows the anticipated revenues within the 
three funding bands.

Transit
As with the Roadway section, funding projections have been 
calculated based upon the five-year average of funding totals 
between FY 2019 – FY 2024. This plan assumes a 3 percent 
inflation rate for federal public transportation funding 
sources and a 2.7 percent inflation rate for all other sources. 
These rates were chosen based upon best practices. Revenue 
amounts described below are expressed in year of 
expenditure dollars.

Table 3-2: Revenue Forecasts for Roadways by Time Bands in YOE Dollars, FY 2025-2050

Revenues Near Term 
(2025-2030)

Midterm 
(2031-2040)

Long Term 
(2041-2050)

Total 
(2025-2050)

Surface Transportation Block Grant - Rural $9,616,527 $19,179,045 $23,841,630 $52,637,202

Surface Transportation Block Grant - Urban $29,428,999 $58,692,721 $72,961,407 $161,083,128

Carbon Reduction Program $4,101,964 $8,180,891 $10,169,733 $22,452,588

Surface Transportation Block Grant - TA $4,037,539 $8,052,402 $10,010,008 $22,099,949

Surface Transportation Block Grant - Bridge $11,756,564 $23,447,101 $29,147,285 $64,350,950

Motor Fuel Tax $50,993,471 $69,222,980 $53,464,798 $173,681,249

Transportation Renewal Funds $55,981,467 $105,166,646 $122,050,186 $283,198,299

Total Revenues $165,916,532 $291,941,787 $321,645,048 $779,503,366

Source: Region 1 Planning Council

Table 3-3: Revenue Forecasts for Roadways by Time Bands in YOE Dollars, FY 2025-2050

Capital Revenues Near Term  
(2025-2030)

Midterm 
(2031-2040)

Long Term 
(2041-2050)

Total  
(2025-2050)

5307 $29,761,924 $62,982,287 $91,811,320 $184,555,531

5339 $2,473,042 $5,233,460 $7,628,984 $15,335,485

5310 $2,909,761 $6,157,646 $8,976,200 $18,043,607

Total Revenues $35,144,727 $74,373,392 $108,416,504 $217,934,623

Operating Revenues Near Term  
(2025-2030)

Midterm 
(2031-2040)

Long Term 
(2041-2050)

Total  
(2025-2050)

Federal $23,803,407 $46,902,259 $62,877,461  $133,583,127 

State $94,776,465 $186,747,653 $250,355,069 $531,879,187

Local $27,527,022 $54,239,275 $72,713,511 $154,479,808

Operating $9,740,983 $19,193,644 $25,731,119 $54,665,746

Total Revenue $155,847,876 $307,082,832 $411,677,159 $874,607,867

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Rockford Mass Transit District, Region 1 Planning Council
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Phase 3. Anticipated 
Expenditures
The next step in the financial analysis process focused on 
the identification of potential transportation investment 
projects in order to forecast expenditures.

Roadways
The development of the fiscally-constrained roadway 
project list began with the submission of projects from 
local public agencies (LPA) to R1. Projects submitted had to 
be of regional significance. Regional significance is defined 
as a project addressing a weakness on a major corridor 
(e.g., preservation, alternative transportation options, 
reconfiguration of intersection, etc.) or corrects a missing link 
in the transportation system (e.g., realignment of a highway, 
multi-jurisdictional shared use paths, etc.). Particular 
emphasis is placed on roadways functionally classified as 
collector level or higher, with the exception of shared-use 
paths and safety projects.

The schedule for the solicitation process was as follows:

1.	 Solicitation for project applications opened on July 
18, 2024.

2.	 Applications submitted by Friday, August 16, 2024.

3.	 Applications reviewed for completeness.

4.	 Projects grouped by timeframe and activity type.

5.	 A prioritization analysis of all submitted projects 
was conducted.

6.	 Present preliminary project rankings to MPO 
Technical & Policy Committees for concurrence.

As a fiscally-constrained document, all projects need to 
have estimated cost associated with it. While detailed 
cost estimates are desirable, general costs estimates are 
acceptable. Cost estimates from partner agencies included 
if federal or state funding will be needed to construct the 
project and at what percentage. All project cost estimates 
from partner agencies were in current dollars. Project costs, 
similar to the development of the revenue forecasts, are 
required to be in YOE dollars. For cost estimating purposes, 
the proposed roadway projects were divided into one of 
the three cost bands – near term, midterm, or long term – 
based upon their projected completion year. Each project 
was inflated at a rate of 2.7 percent to the middle year of the 
respective cost band.

Once submitted, the projects were grouped by activity type. 
Each of the eight activity types are defined below.

•	Bicycle/Pedestrian: Bikeways, bike paths, bike routes, 
and pedestrian walkways that are physically separated 
from motorized vehicular traffic by an open space or 

barrier, located within the roadway right-of-way or 
separate right-of-way, and intended principally for 
transportation rather than recreational use.

•	Bridge: Replacement of a structurally deficient or 
functionally obsolete bridge or rehabilitation of an 
existing bridge to restore its structural integrity or to 
correct major safety defects.

•	Capacity (New Construction): New construction of a 
roadway on a new alignment, or on an existing alignment 
on which no road surface (other than dirt or gravel) has 
previously existed.

•	Capacity (Widening): Addition of travel lanes, turn 
lanes, or widening of existing travel lanes to an existing 
facility, thus resulting in an increase in vehicle capacity.

•	 Intersection: Widening at an intersection for turning 
lanes, installation of traffic signals (including school 
zone signals), improving sight distances, signal 
synchronization, improvements on approaches to 
intersections, and installation of barrier curbs.

•	Preservation: Resurfacing, restoration, and 
rehabilitation.  Also includes bridge resurfacing, 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, or restoration associated 
with a roadway improvement, or intersection resurfacing.

•	Safety: Road rightsizing projects, traffic calming, 
installation of proven safety countermeasures, etc.

•	Transit: Exclusive lanes for transit/HOV, park-and-
ride lots, signal preemptions for transit/HOV, and bus 
shelters.

The anticipated funds needed to implement locally-
sponsored projects is $675,807,970. The forecasted 
expenditures by activity type and timeframe is illustrated in 
Table 3-4.

Transit
For public transportation, the expenditure projections have 
been calculated for both operating expenses and capital 
expenses from FY 2025 to FY 2050. Both operating and 
capital expenditures are based on a no-growth assumption 
as RMTD does not have any additional planned expenses 
outside of capital replacement and operating.

Operating expenditures were aggregated into timeframes, 
allowing the MPO to inflate revenues to the middle year of 
the timeframe. Expenditures for the capital replacement of 
rolling stock were based upon an approved bus replacement 
schedule and annually inflated bus purchase pricing. The 
plan assumes a 2.1 percent inflation rate for operating 
expenses and a three percent inflation rate public transit 
capital. These rates were chosen based upon best practices. 
Expenditure amounts described below are expressed in year 
of expenditure dollars.
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Table 3-6: Comparison of Roadway Expenditures and Revenues, FY 2025-2050

Timeline Revenues Expenditures Difference

Near Term (2025-2030) $165,916,532 $226,273,215 $-60,356,683

Midterm (2031-2040) $291,941,787 $239,587,024 $52,354,763

Long Term (2041-2050) $321,645,048 $209,947,731 $111,697,316

Total (2025-2050) $779,503,366 $675,807,970 $103,695,396

Source: Region 1 Planning Council

 

Table 3-4: Anticipated Costs for Highway Projects by Activity Type and Timeframe, in YOE Dollars

Activity Type Near Term  
(2025-2030)

Midterm 
(2031-2040)

Long Term 
(2041-2050)

Total  
(2025-2050)

Bicycle and Pedestrian $7,875,000 $24,667,229 $6,718,327 $39,260,557

Bridge $41,015,000 $28,865,906 - $69,880,906

Capacity $130,033,215 $94,470,239 $115,891,148 $340,394,602

Intersection $2,750,000 $30,177,993 - $32,927,993

Preservation $36,800,000 $45,660,616 $36,950,801 $119,411,416

Safety $7,800,000 $15,745,040 $50,387,456 $73,932,495

Transit - - - -

Total Expenditures $226,273,215 $239,587,024 $209,947,731 $675,807,970

Source: Region 1 Planning Council

Table 3-5: Transit Expenditure Forecast by Source, In YOE Dollars

Capital Expenditures Near Term  
(2025-2030)

Midterm 
(2031-2040)

Long Term 
(2041-2050)

Total  
(2025-2050)

Fixed Route Vehicles $10,937,206 $63,016,309 $89,846,188 $163,799,703

Paratransit Vehicles $4,457,709 $9,584,971 $15,344,054 $29,386,735

Total Revenues $15,394,915 $72,601,280 $105,190,242 $193,186,438

Operating Expenditures Near Term  
(2025-2030)

Midterm 
(2031-2040)

Long Term 
(2041-2050)

Total  
(2025-2050)

Personnel $108,509,393 $213,807,031 $286,631,039 $608,947,464

Contractual $4,773,195 $9,405,108 $12,608,546 $26,786,849

Insurance $7,300,010 $14,383,948 $19,283,211 $40,967,169

Supplies $17,766,617 $35,007,362 $46,931,088 $99,705,068

Other $17,052,208 $33,599,691 $45,043,955 $95,695,854

Total Revenues $155,401,423 $306,203,141 $410,497,840 $872,102,403

Source: Rockford Mass Transit District, Region 1 Planning Council

Phase 4: Fiscal 
Constraint: Forecasted 
Revenues vs. Anticipated 
Expenditures
The final phase of financial analysis process was to determine 
if the anticipated expenditures would be fiscally constrained. 

Roadways
As can be seen, the cost to the region over the next 25-year 
period is a substantial one, but a necessary one in order to 
not only maintain the roadways as they currently stand, but 
to expand them in order to meet future demand and 
economic growth that will occur in that same timeframe. 
The total cost to the region for the fiscally-constrained 
project list for locally-sponsored projects is estimated at 
$675,807,970, which aligns with the reasonably anticipated 
funding revenues, as shown in Table 3-6.



Financial Analysis & Funding Resources   |  19

Roadways
As can be seen, the cost to the region over the next 25-year 
period is a substantial one, but a necessary one in order to 
not only maintain the roadways as they currently stand, but 
to expand them in order to meet future demand and 
economic growth that will occur in that same timeframe. 
The total cost to the region for the fiscally-constrained 
project list for locally-sponsored projects is estimated at 
$675,807,970, which aligns with the reasonably anticipated 
funding revenues, as shown in Table 3-6.

Table 3-6: Comparison of Roadway Expenditures and Revenues, FY 2025-2050

Timeline Revenues Expenditures Difference

Near Term (2025-2030) $165,916,532 $226,273,215 $-60,356,683

Midterm (2031-2040) $291,941,787 $239,587,024 $52,354,763

Long Term (2041-2050) $321,645,048 $209,947,731 $111,697,316

Total (2025-2050) $779,503,366 $675,807,970 $103,695,396

Source: Region 1 Planning Council

Transit
As with roadways, public transportation revenues are 
anticipated to cover the cost of expenses. Table 3-7 displays 
the capital and operating revenues and expenditures 
between FY 2025 and FY 2050.

It should be noted that for public transportation projections 
an assumption has been made that current funding 
strategies will remain the same as of the development of 
the 2050 MTP, which is often not the case in dynamically 
funded services. Often public transit operators need to shift 
directions due to updates related to federal transportation 
funding authorization bills, but they also have to adjust 
capital and operating spending based on state and local 
funding sources.

For example, following nationwide trends and goals, RMTD is 
currently converting its bus fleet to alterative-fueled options, 
such as electric-hybrid buses. This decision has directly 
impacted their current capital replacement strategy due to 
the higher initial cost, and will require multiple scenario-
planning activities to rebalance capital needs with revenues. 
However, this transition is captured within the snapshot of 
funding used for the projections, and ultimately results in 
an imbalance of capital expenditures and expected revenue. 
Strategies to combat the discrepancy will continue to evolve 
as RMTD takes advantage of opportunities, such as growing 
federal discretionary capital funding programs and money 
awarded during various statewide capital plans that largely 
supplement the basic formula funding used for this analysis.

Table 3-7: Comparison of Transit Operating Expenditures and Revenues, FY 2025 - 2050

Timeline Revenues Expenditures Difference

Near Term (2025-2030) $155,847,876 $155,401,423 $446,453

Midterm (2031-2040) $307,082,832 $306,203,141 $879,691

Long Term (2041-2050) $411,677,159 $410,497,840 $1,179,320

Total (2025-2050) $847,607,867 $872,102,403 $2,505,464

Source: Region 1 Planning Council

Table 3-8: Comparison of Transit Capital Expenditures and Revenues, FY 2025 - 2050

Timeline Revenues Expenditures Difference

Near Term (2025-2030) $35,144,727 $15,394,915 $19,749,811

Midterm (2031-2040) $74,373,392 $72,601,280 $1,772,112

Long Term (2041-2050) $108,416,504 $105,190,242 $3,226,262

Total (2025-2050) $217,934,623 $193,186,438 $24,748,185

Source: Region 1 Planning Council
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https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/value_capture/traditional_transportation_revenue/federal.aspx
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/value_capture/traditional_transportation_revenue/federal.aspx
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/value_capture/traditional_transportation_revenue/federal.aspx
https://enotrans.org/article/running-on-empty-the-highway-trust-fund/
https://enotrans.org/article/running-on-empty-the-highway-trust-fund/
https://www.mmi.mit.edu/_files/ugd/29d096_eb9d66f3b2394eb29e1a76ae9c8be156.pdf
https://www.mmi.mit.edu/_files/ugd/29d096_eb9d66f3b2394eb29e1a76ae9c8be156.pdf
https://illinoisepi.org/rebuild-illinois/transportation-funding/
https://illinoisepi.org/rebuild-illinois/transportation-funding/
https://tax.illinois.gov/research/taxrates/motorfuel
https://tax.illinois.gov/research/taxrates/motorfuel
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/federal_transportation_auth.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/federal_transportation_auth.aspx
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/motorfuel/aboutmf.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/motorfuel/aboutmf.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/fact_sheets.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/fact_sheets.cfm
https://www.transit.dot.gov/grants
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