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Executive Summary 

Vision of the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (2045 LRTP) 

As the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Holland urbanized area, the 

Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC) is responsible for the development of a 

multi-modal long-range transportation plan (LRTP). This plan attempts to ensure that 

proposed improvements to the transportation system enhance the movement of goods 

and people in a safe, efficient and economical manner. The plan must also be fiscally 

constrained, project-specific, meet the principles of environmental justice, and include 

the public throughout the planning process. This LRTP has a 25-year planning horizon and 

looks out to the year 2045.  

The 2045 LRTP establishes goals and objectives to develop a multimodal transportation 

network that provides efficient access to employment, retail, community services, and 

residential areas. A set of goals and objectives were identified in chapter 3 to help guide 

the planning process.  These goals and objectives are centered upon the following 

themes: 

 Comprehensive Planning

 Economic and Financial Considerations

 Efficiency

 Mobility

 Land Use and Environmental Impacts

 Accessibility

 Safety and Security

Projects Completed Since the Last Long Range Transportation Plan 

Over the past five years, there have been over 100 transportation projects completed in 

the MACC Area. The total amount invested in these projects was around $95.3 million 

and involved federal, state, and local funds. Chapter 4 and the following pie chart 

summarize the projects completed between 2015-2019 and their total investments. 

Projects included MDOT highway improvements (trunkline); resurfacing MACC Area 

roads; non-motorized pathways; transit projects; bridge repair; rail improvements; and 

2045 Vision 

A transportation system that supports the region’s economy and 

environmental sustainability, and continues to offer safe and efficient travel 

opportunities for people who live within, work in, and visit the MACC Area.  
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other transportation projects such as collecting traffic counts, the Clean Air Action! 

program, and signal modernization.  

 

Public Involvement 

As the planning for the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan began in January of 2019, 

MACC staff looked at ways to improve public outreach and education. A database of 

local officials and transportation stakeholders was reviewed and updated. The 

consultation list of individuals, employers, and community organizations was expanded 

to invite a larger audience to participate in the transportation planning process.   

Recognizing the importance of social media and online news sources, the MACC Public 

Participation Plan was updated (August 2018). While we continued to publish public 

notices and advertisements in the local newspapers, we also used social media sites such 

as Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram to reach new audiences.  

MACC staff then began a series of meetings to hear from freight shippers and providers 

of freight transportation services; environmental organizations; cycling advocacy groups, 

and interested citizens. These meetings provided the opportunity to communicate 

regional planning goals and receive feedback on community priorities.   

Inventory of Existing Transportation System 

The 2045 LRTP is multi-modal in its approach to the transportation system. The MACC area 

transportation system encompasses all modes of transportation with a general aviation 

airport, two Class A rail lines, a public transit system, an extensive non-motorized pathway 

network, and commercial harbor serving business and recreational users. Chapter 5 

provides a comprehensive look at roadways in the MACC Area, including recent 

39%
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4%

3% 2%
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Safety
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Other

Bridges

Rail

Non-Motorized

Total Budget: $95,396,062
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pavement ratings of federal aid roadways. This chapter also covers the fright network, 

transit system, passenger rail service, and non-motorized facilities.  

Trends and Projections 

The MACC Area is one of the fastest-growing locations in Michigan. Over the next 30 

years, the population within the Cities of Holland and Zeeland, and also Laketown, 

Fillmore, Park, Holland, Zeeland, Port Sheldon, and Olive Townships is expected to 

increase 27%; households are expected to increase by 27%; and employment is 

expected to increase by 24%. The estimated population increase is 12% higher than it 

was in the last plan (2040 LRTP). The estimated household increase is 2% lower and the 

estimated employment increase is the same. Chapter 7 provides additional detail 

regarding the 2045 projections which were used during the planning process.   

Modeling Travel Impacts and Traffic Congestion 

Staff from the Michigan Department of Transportation and the MACC complete an 

extensive travel demand modeling process as part of the 2045 LRTP. This is an important 

activity to evaluate current traffic conditions, project anticipated travel impacts of future 

development, and identify where traffic congestion is expected.  Information on dwelling 

units, population, and employment (retail, service, and other employment) was 

collected to establish totals projected for the year 2045. This data was used as inputs in a 

computer travel demand forecast model for the MACC area. The purpose of the 

modeling process is to predict where demand for travel is likely to occur in the future 

based on the dwelling unit, population and employment projections. It also measures the 

impact proposed roadway projects have on congestion problems. More discussion on 

the development of the MACC’s travel demand model is included in Chapter 8. 

Financial Resources Analysis 

The 2045 LRTP includes a financial analysis to ensure that planned commitments do not 

exceed available annual revenue for both highway and transit funding. The financial 

analysis looks at the following elements: 

 Project Estimates

 Capital Investment Strategy

 Operational & Management Strategies

 Revenues:  Public & Private reasonably expected from 2020-2045

Chapter 11 details various federal, state, and local projected revenues for the time frame 

covered by this LRTP.  

Plan Evaluation 

The 2045 LRTP must be evaluated to demonstrate that goals and objectives are met by 

the Plan and that requirements of the nation’s transportation legislation, Fixing America’s 

Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, are being met. Chapter 12 details the steps of 
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evaluating the LRTP and evaluates environmental mitigation, environmental justice, and 

air quality.  

Air Quality  

The Clean Air Act of 1990 (as amended) and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS) establish air quality thresholds for the nation. The current standard for ground-

level ozone is 70 parts per billion. The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

determines the attainment of these standards for each county in the state. The MACC 

MPO is part of two conformity areas, Allegan County and the Grand Rapids conformity 

area consisting of Ottawa and Kent counties. Each conformity area has different 

requirements. For more information on this topic, please see Chapter 12. 

Consultation Efforts 

The LRTP’s capacity-enhancing projects were shared with federal, state and local entities 

responsible for economic growth and development, environmental protection, airport 

operations, freight movement, land use management, natural resources, conservation, 

and historic preservation. The goal of the effort is to eliminate or minimize conflicts with 

other agencies’ plans that impact transportation.  More details on this consultation 

process can be found in Chapter 14.  

Transportation Planning 

The 2045 LRTP provides the basis for the MACC’s ongoing transportation planning 

activities. It will be updated within the next four years and is also open to amendment as 

unforeseen situations arise. Projects contained in the 2045 LRTP will be reviewed for 

possible inclusion in the MACC’s Transportation Improvement Program, a four-year 

program of transportation programs and projects within the MACC scheduled to receive 

federal funding.   

Questions concerning this LRTP can be directed to: 

Anton Schauerte, Transportation Planner 

Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC) 

301 Douglas Avenue 

Holland, Michigan 49424 

(616) 395-2688 

www.the-macc.org 
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Who is the MACC? 

The Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC) is a Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO). The MACC was formed out of recognition of the need for greater 

cooperation and partnership among local units of government in the Holland/Zeeland 

area. As a result of the 1990 Census, the Holland/Zeeland area was designated as an 

urbanized area. Federal law requires that metropolitan areas with an urbanized area 

population of greater than 50,000 establish an MPO.  

MACC Area & Membership 

The current metropolitan planning area (MPA) is approximately 200 square miles and 

includes fifteen members; seven townships, two cities, Allegan and Ottawa County Board 

of Commissioners, Allegan and Ottawa County Road Commissions, the Macatawa Area 

Express Transit Authority, and Michigan Department of Transportation.  

Figure 1: The MACC Metropolitan Planning Area 
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What does an MPO do? 

The MPO ensures that the area has a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive 

transportation planning process. The MACC was designated as the MPO for the 

Holland/Zeeland area in 1993. MACC’s planning process covers the area within its 

metropolitan planning area (MPA). Beyond transportation, the MACC has also 

addressed significant area-wide issues including water and air quality, census 

coordination, brownfield sites, crime prevention, service delivery, and helping to 

coordinate emergency response operations.   

Core Functions of the MPO: 

What is the Long-Range Transportation Plan? 

The MACC is required by the federal government to complete a Long-Range 

Transportation Plan (LRTP) every four years to receive federal funds. To remain in 

compliance, an LRTP must maintain at least a 20-year planning horizon. The plan must be 

multimodal and should include, at a minimum, highway and transit infrastructure 

improvements. The 2045 LRTP was prepared as a regional guide for continued investment 

in each of the modes of transportation which currently serve visitors, residents, and 

employers in the MACC Area: Roadways; Public Transit and Private Transportation 

 Establish a Regional Focus: Form a fair and impartial setting for regional 

decision making 

 Evaluate Alternatives: Identify transportation alternatives, scaled to the size 

and nature of the region’s transportation issues, and to the realistically 

available options 

 Maintain a Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP): Develop and update a 

fiscally constrained plan for a planning horizon of at least 20 years that 

fosters mobility and access for people and goods, efficient system 

performance and preservation, and quality of life.  

 Develop a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP): Create a four-year 

program based on the LRTP containing projects and programs designed to 

serve the area’s goals with financial, regulatory, and operation and 

maintenance tools.  

 Involve the Public: Include the general public and all the significantly 

affected sub-groups in the planning events throughout the year. 

12



(charter bus and taxi services); Non-Motorized (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities); 

Passenger Rail Service; Passenger Air Service. The 2045 LRTP also summarizes freight 

movement in West Michigan and recognizes the current and future needs of trucking, 

freight railroads, waterways, and air cargo. The plan includes an inventory of existing and 

proposed transportation facilities and identifies those serving national and regional 

transportation operations over the 25-year horizon of the plan. 

The 2045 LRTP establishes goals and objectives to develop a multimodal transportation 

network that provides efficient access to employment, retail, community services, and 

residential areas while minimizing environmental impacts and preserving investments to 

the existing transportation system. The LRTP also includes a set of measures to evaluate 

whether goals are being met and track progress over time.   

The LRTP Planning Process 

The 2045 Plan focuses upon eight federal planning factors that are reflective of the 

transportation legislation – Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act which 

builds off of the previous legislation called MAP 21: Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 

Century. These planning factors were used to create goals and objectives for the 2045 

Long Range Transportation Plan and create a performance-based approach to review 

proposed projects to both evaluate the plan and continue monitoring the performance 

of the transportation system.  

FAST-Act Planning Factors 

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global

competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.

4. Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight.

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the

quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State 

and local planned growth and economic development patterns. 

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and

between modes, for people and freight. 

7. Promote efficient system management and operation.

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

9. Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate

stormwater impacts of surface transportation. 

10. Enhance travel and tourism.

13



Public and Stakeholder Involvement 

As the planning for the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan began in January of 2019, 

MACC staff looked at ways to improve public outreach and education. A database of 

local officials and transportation stakeholders was reviewed and updated. We also 

expanded the consultation list of individuals, employers, and community organizations to 

invite a larger audience to participate in the transportation planning process.   

Recognizing the importance of social media and online news sources, the MACC Public 

Participation Plan was updated (August 2018). While we continued to publish public 

notices and advertisements in the local newspapers, we also used social media sites such 

as Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram to reach new audiences. An online transportation 

survey was developed to encourage people to share their views. The MACC sponsored 

Green Commute Week program also helped to educate people about the planning 

process and encourage them to offer public input. 

MACC staff then began a series of meetings to hear from freight shippers and providers 

of freight transportation services; environmental organizations; cycling advocacy groups, 

and interested citizens. These meetings provided the opportunity to communicate 

regional planning goals and receive feedback on community priorities.   

In addition to these efforts to increase public and stakeholder involvement, we placed 

an emphasis on reaching individuals and groups who were unaware of the MACC or 

who did not recognize how they could be involved in the planning process.  Public input 

surveys and notices were published in Spanish and were also distributed throughout the 

community. More information on public involvement can be found in chapter 13.  
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The MACC Region 

Within the planning area of the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC), it is 
expected, based on the most recent estimates (2017 & 2018), that approximately 125,964 
people live within the nine local units of government (refer to chapter 1, Figure 1). Settled 
by Dutch immigrants in the 1840s, the area today is home to people of many ethnic 
backgrounds.  The economic base is also diverse with automotive, office furniture, food 
processing and agricultural sectors having a significant presence. Its location adjacent 
to Lake Michigan and access to many area parks makes it a popular summer tourist 
destination which adds greatly to the local economy.  

Figure 2: The MACC area natural features (rivers, lakes and natural areas) 
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Transportation History  

The early settlers dug a channel suitable for commercial purposes from the Holland 
Harbor to Lake Michigan that allowed for the transport of timber and other materials to 
the Chicago area. By 1871, two railroad companies had extended lines to Holland that 
greatly expanded intra- and interstate travel. US-31 would later serve that purpose as 
automobile travel became more popular. The completion of Interstate 196 in the 1970s 
connected the MACC area to the national roadway network. Passenger rail service, 
provided by Amtrak’s Pere Marquette, was initiated in 1984 and a publicly-owned 
general aviation airport was established by the City of Holland in 1996. An extensive non-
motorized network, beyond traditional city sidewalks, began in the late 1970s which has 
helped the region become more multimodal along with the establishment of the 
Macatawa Area Express transit system in the year 2000.  

Figures 3 & 4: Historic photos of 8th Street in Holland, MI.   Credit: Holland Museum 
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Current Transportation in the Region 

The MACC area transportation system encompasses all modes of transportation with a 
general aviation airport, two Class A rail lines, a public transit system (11 fixed routes and 
demand response service), an extensive non-motorized pathway network and 
commercial harbor serving business and recreational users. Figure 5 illustrates the 
roadway network in the MACC, which includes segments of interstate (I-196), US routes 
(US-31) and numerous other state trunklines (M-121, M-40, BL-196). The Pere Marquette 
passenger rail line, as well as freight railroad lines, are also shown.   
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 

Figure 5: The MACC road and rail network 
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Desired Direction for the Region
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Plans Reviewed During LRTP Development

Regional
Vision

Chapter 3



The Vision and Direction for the Region 

The 2045 LRTP establishes goals and objectives to develop a multimodal transportation 

network that provides efficient access to employment, retail, community services, and 

residential areas. The plan development process evaluates future projects and offers the 

MACC the opportunity to apply performance measures that can be used to track 

progress over time.  

Federal Guidance 

Direction for the 2045 LRTP comes directly from the legislation signed on December 4, 

2015. Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act, also known as the FAST Act. The 

legislation maintains a “focus on safety, keeps intact the established structure of the 

various highway-related programs, continues efforts to streamline project delivery and, 

for the first time, provides a dedicated source of federal dollars for freight projects.” The 

FAST Act builds off of the previous plan (MAP-21), which created a performance-based, 

and multimodal program that was to address many of the challenges facing the U.S. 

transportation system such as improving safety, maintaining infrastructure condition, 

reducing traffic congestion, improving efficiency of the system and freight movement, 

protecting the environment, and reducing delays in project delivery. The FAST Act 

continues the established national performance goals for federal highway programs 

which include:  

Safety — Achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on 

all public roads. 

Infrastructure condition — Maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in a 

state of good repair.  

Congestion reduction — Achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the 

NHS (National Highway System). 

2045 Vision 

A transportation system that supports the region’s economy and 

environmental sustainability, and continues to offer safe and efficient travel 

opportunities for people who live within, work in, and visit the MACC Area.  
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System reliability — Improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system.  

Freight movement and economic vitality — Improve the national freight network, 

strengthen the ability of rural communities to access national and international 

trade markets, and support regional economic development. 

Environmental sustainability — Enhance the performance of the transportation 

system while protecting and enhancing the natural environment. 

Reduced project delivery delays — Reduce project costs, promote jobs and the 

economy, and expedite the movement of people and goods by accelerating 

project completion through eliminating delays in the project development and 

delivery process, including reducing regulatory burdens and improving 

agencies’ work practices.  

 

Federal and State Partners 

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has incorporated statewide 

performance goals, measures, and targets. MDOT and the Michigan Division of the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have also offered guidance on the 

performance-based planning process to the Metropolitan Planning Organizations 

(MPO’s) in Michigan.  The MACC has adhered to the federal requirements of the FAST 

Act [23 USC 134 (i)] and the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations [23 CFR Part 450.322] in the 

development of this long-range transportation planning document, the MACC 2045 LRTP.  

 

Local Planning Priorities  

The MACC’s 2045 LRTP provides direction for future investments in the regional 

transportation system which will be collectively implemented by members of the 

Macatawa Area Coordinating Council and other partners in the community. This regional 

planning document also incorporates a variety of local planning priorities that are 

working in a concerted effort to strengthen sustainable practices through design and 

operations. Recognizing the three pillars of sustainability – environment, society, and 

economy, the LRTP includes goals and objectives for the regional transportation system 

that will help the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council to protect the natural 

environment, ensure basic mobility to all persons and goods, and strengthen the region’s 

economy.   
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Goals and Objectives 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING - Transportation planning and the system it designs shall 

be comprehensive and coordinated with other planning efforts.  

• The MACC LRTP shall be coordinated with and complement MACC members’ 

master/land use and other plans. 

• The MACC LRTP shall be coordinated with the current State Long Range 

Transportation Plan (MI Transportation Plan) as well as other Michigan Department 

of Transportation plans. The MACC has also been working to coordinate elements 

of the plan with the State’s draft 2045 LRTP (Michigan Mobility 2045).  

• The MACC LRTP will consider the ten planning factors contained in the FAST Act. 

 

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS - Planning efforts must recognize funding 

availability when designing the system, ensure the best allocation of those resources, and 

promote the development of a system that is an economic asset to the region. 

• The transportation system will encourage employment retention and support 

attracting new employment to the MACC area. 

• Transportation improvements will be cost-effective and maximize long term 

benefits. 

• Transportation system investments from federal and state sources will be actively 

pursued. 

• Transportation system investments from the private sector and private/public 

partnerships will be encouraged. 

 

EFFICIENCY - The transportation system shall be configured and utilized in the most 

efficient manner possible. 

• Transportation projects that reduce distance and time spent traveling will be 

encouraged. 

• The existing transportation infrastructure system shall be preserved and 

maintained. 

• The transportation system shall encourage multiple uses of the transportation right-

of-way by different modes. 

• Expansion of the transportation system, to accommodate the MACC-area’s 

growth, will be evaluated and regionally coordinated. 
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MOBILITY - The transportation system will ensure basic mobility to all persons and goods 

and allow them to arrive at their destination in a timely and reliable manner. 

• Special consideration will be given to the development of transportation services 

that provide opportunities for persons who currently have limited mobility. 

• Transit and non-motorized alternatives will be considered with street and highway 

improvements. 

• The transportation system will provide continuous service and needed capacity 

across large portions of the region. 

• Reliability targets and measures will be considered when evaluating travel time on 

the system throughout the region, consistent with the MAP-21 and FAST act federal 

Transportation Performance Measures.  

 

LAND USE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - The transportation system shall maximize 

positive impacts and minimize disruption of existing and anticipated land uses in the 

MACC area, as well as maintain and improve the quality of the environment. 

• The transportation system shall work to minimize interference with existing 

neighborhoods and minimize negative effects on commercial and industrial 

facilities. 

• The impacts of the transportation system shall not be disproportionately adverse 

on minority or low-income populations  

• The impacts of the transportation system on open spaces and prime agricultural 

lands shall be minimized. 

• A transportation system that reduces air pollutant emissions is encouraged. 

• The impacts of the transportation system on water quality, including stormwater 

quality, shall be minimized. 

 

ACCESSIBILITY - The transportation system will be available to all persons. 

• The transportation system will be designed to provide access to employment, 

education, medical/essential services, shopping, and recreational opportunities. 

• The transportation system will provide appropriate access to and from major land 

uses.  
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SAFETY AND SECURITY - The MACC will support improvements to enhance the safety and 

security of all users of the transportation system.  

• The transportation system will work towards minimizing traffic crashes and the 

severity of casualties from crashes. 

• The transportation system will work towards minimizing rail/auto/transit conflicts. 

• The transportation system will work towards minimizing motorized/non-motorized 

conflicts. 

• The MACC, recognizing the fact that prudent driver behavior and compliance 

with traffic safety laws are a necessary component of a safe transportation system, 

encourages the promotion of driver safety and other safety education programs. 

• The MACC encourages the development of appropriate emergency relief and 

disaster preparedness strategies for motorized and non-motorized users. 

 

Plans Reviewed  

State 

A variety of planning documents was reviewed while preparing the MACC Long Range 

Transportation Plan. Below is a list of State Plans which were used to understand goals 

and objectives, the condition of the transportation system, as well as transportation 

investments planned by the Michigan Department of Transportation. 

 2040 State Long-Range Transportation Plan: Moving Michigan Forward (2016) 

 Michigan State Rail Plan (2011) 

 Michigan Freight Plan (2017) 

 State 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (2019) 

 State of Michigan Strategic Highway Safety Plan (2017) 

 Congestion and Mobility Report:  Chapter 3 – Grand Region (2017) 

 Community and Economic Benefits of Bicycling in Michigan (2014) 

 Best Design Practices for Walking and Bicycling in Michigan (2014) 

 

National & Regional  

The Macatawa Area Coordinating Council is in a unique position to promote 

transportation infrastructure which both addresses future transportation needs and 

mitigates negative impacts on the natural environment. Having annual programs that 
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focus on the Macatawa Watershed Project and the regional transportation system as a 

metropolitan planning organization (MPO), MACC staff regularly educate local units of 

government on both of these topics.  

 Macatawa Watershed Management Plan (2012) 

 EPA’s Enhancing Sustainable Communities With Green Infrastructure (2014) 

 NACTO’s Urban Street Stormwater Guide (2017) 

 NACTO’s Urban Street Design Guide (2013) 

 NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide (2014) 

 

County 

A variety of planning documents and resources were reviewed to provide background 

on development plans and policies within Ottawa and Allegan Counties. Below is a list 

of materials that were particularly relevant for the development of the MACC 2045 Long 

Range Transportation Plan: 

 Ottawa County Road Commission Strategic Improvement Plan 2019-2023 (2018) 

 Ottawa County Planning & Performance Improvement Annual Report (2018) 

 West Michigan Transit Linkages Study Report (2012) 

 Allegan County Transportation Five Year Strategic Plan (2012) 

 

Local 

In addition to the local master plans, zoning ordinances, and site design guidelines, 

community plans for parks and recreation were also reviewed.   

 

 City of Holland Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update (2019) 

 Holland Township Parks & Recreation Plan (2014)   

 City of Zeeland Master Plan – Parks/Open Space (2011) 

 Laketown Township Community Parks and Recreation Plan (2018) 

 Olive Township Master Plan  - Transportation, Utilities, and Recreation (2009) 

 Port Sheldon Master Plan (2017) 

 Port Sheldon Township Community Park Plan (2016) 

 Zeeland Township Master Plan (2019) 
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Corridor Studies – The M-40 Operational /Safety Analysis was prepared for the Macatawa 

Area Coordinating Council and partnering organizations in November of 2011. This 

corridor study has continued to be a resource as communities along the corridor work 

with the Michigan Department of Transportation to improve safety and minimize conflicts 

between automobiles and trucks turning out of the Tulip City Truck Stop and along the 

corridor. 

 

Household Financial Studies – The United Way has created the ALICE report. ALICE stands 

for Asset Limited, Income Constrained, and Employed and represents those who are 

working within a given community but still struggle financially. The 2019 report examines 

poverty rates throughout the state of Michigan, including Allegan and Ottawa counties. 

Another project housed under United Way is Ottawa Housing Next (OHN). OHN’s 2017 

study evaluated various elements such as housing stock, housing cost, income supports, 

and public policy related to housing.  

 

Utility Plans – Within the MACC Area, the Holland Board of Public Works launched P21, 

Power for the 21st Century, which both informed the community about future energy 

strategies, and sought community input. The Holland BPW decided to construct a 

combined-cycle natural gas power plant, which started producing power in 2017. The 

Holland BPW also has power purchase agreements for wind-energy and landfill gas 

power plants.  Holland BPW employees are regular participants of the MACC’s Green 

Commute Week program and have fulfilled pledges to walk, bike, carpool, and use 

public transportation to travel to work. 

 

Energy/Climate Change Plans - The Zeeland Board of Public Works has developed an 

Energy Optimization (EO) plan to achieve targets for energy savings. The City of Holland 

has also developed a Community Energy Efficiency and Conservation Strategy, 

prepared by Garforth International, and in collaboration with the Holland Board of Public 

Works. The Community Energy Plan (CEP) has identified a variety of goals and strategies 

including the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions per capita from the baseline level 

of 24 metric tons in 2010, to 10 metric tons by 2050. According to the CEP, under guidance 

from the Sustainability Committee, the City, HBPW, and the public, the Project Work Team 

(PWT) was challenged to create a world-class energy plan for the City that goes far 

beyond incremental efficiency improvements. Implementation of the plan will achieve 

breakthrough levels of economic and environmental performance with high levels of 

reliability and quality. The Holland Board of Public Works received a federal grant to install 

electric vehicle charging stations throughout the City of Holland, and the City of Zeeland, 

demonstrating the community’s commitment to supporting sustainable transportation. 

 

26



Financial Review of Completed Jobs
Project Highlights

Progress Since
Last Plan

Chapter 4



Projects Completed Since Last Plan 

From 2015 to 2019, there have been 106 transportation projects completed in the MACC 

Area. The total amount obligated for these projects was around $95.3 million and 

involved federal, state, and local funds. The table below illustrates the number of projects 

completed during each of the five years and the amount of money allocated. Projects 

included MDOT highway improvements (trunkline); resurfacing of local agency roads; 

non-motorized pathways; transit projects; bridge repair; rail improvements; safety; and 

other transportation projects such as collecting traffic counts, the Clean Air Action! 

Program, and signal modernization.  

Table 1: Completed Projects Since the Release of the 2040 LRTP (FY 2015-2019) 

Fiscal Year Number of Projects Total Obligated Amount 

FY 2015 17 $14,791,715 

FY 2016 20 $32,132,478 

FY 2017 13 $6,912,135 

FY 2018 30 $20,016,217 

FY 2019 26 $21,543,517 

106 $95,396,062 

Close examination of the types of projects completed and the breakdown of the total 

transportation investments can be seen in the chart below.  The proportion of investment 

is primarily within MDOT trunkline (39%); local road agency roads (18%); safety-related 

projects (18%); public transit (11%). The remaining 14% of funds invested were allocated 

for bridge improvements (4%); rail improvements (3%); non-motorized (2%); and other 

projects (5%). A detailed list of these investments is included in the Appendix. 

Figure 6: Completed projects from FY 2015-2019 based on the work category 

39%

18%

18%

11%

5%
4%

3% 2%

Completed Projects (FY15-19)
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Non-Motorized

Total Budget: $95,396,062

28



 

  

29



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Photo: Moore & Bruggink  

30



Highways
Freight

Public Transportation
Non-Motorized Facilities

Passenger Air

Existing
Transportation

Chapter 5
31



Inventory of Existing Transportation System 

Chapter 7 offers details about the existing transportation system in the MACC Area. The 

MACC area transportation system encompasses all modes of transportation with: 

 

                                                                           

              Over 335 Miles                     A General                Two Class A  

              of Federal-Aid     Aviation Airport         Rail Lines 

                    Roads 

                                                                                                 

      A Public Transportation             An Extensive            A Commercial 

                   System                         Non-Motorized                      Harbor 

                                                              Network 

 

   Existing Major Roadways 

The Macatawa Area Coordinating Council primarily works with roads that are on the 

National Functional Classification (NFC) system, a federal grouping system for public 

roads, and are classified as the following: 

 Rural and Urban Interstate Highways 

 Rural and Urban Other Freeways 

 Rural and Urban Other Principal Arterials 

 Rural and Urban Minor Arterials 

 Rural and Urban Major Collectors 

 Rural and Urban Minor Collectors 

Roads that are classified as local or not classified do not typically receive funding from 

the MACC. The existing major roadways in the MACC planning area are shown on the 

following page. 
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Figure 7: Existing major roadways in the MACC planning area by National Functional 

Classification (NFC) 
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Pavement Conditions 

Road pavement ratings are another source of information used to determine the 

condition of the roadway, prioritize projects, and evaluate when a road is resurfaced or 

reconstructed. Pavement Surface Evaluation and Rating (PASER) is a visual survey of the 

condition of the surface of the road. It rates the condition of various types of pavement 

distress on a scale of 1-10. This system is used by most Michigan road agencies.  

The MACC, in partnership with MDOT, the City of Holland, and County Road Commissions, 

annually rate our area’s Federal-Aid roads. We are responsible to report the condition of 

50% of our roads every year; therefore MACC rates Ottawa County one year and Allegan 

County the next. Submitted ratings help identify and prioritize future road resurfacing 

projects. 

The MACC takes the ratings of 1-10 and divides them up into three categories. Roads 

with a rating of 8-10 are considered to be in good condition, 5-7 in fair condition, and 1-

4 in poor condition. Both Allegan and Ottawa Counties were rated in 2018, while only 

Ottawa was rated in 2019. The most recent ratings for the MACC portion of each county 

are displayed below:  

 

Allegan County 

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

0.000 17.464 7.694 26.300 13.083 12.445 24.483 4.581 0.000 0.000 

 

            Good: 25.16 Miles              Fair: 51.83 Miles          Poor: 29.06 Miles 

 

Figure 8: Allegan County 2018 Federal-Aid road conditions 

24%

49%

27%
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                                                Ottawa County 

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

0.397 24.852 46.477 34.967 69.243 22.649 18.549 19.385 0.666 0.000 

 

          Good: 71.73 Miles            Fair: 126.86 Miles    Poor: 38.60 Miles 

 

Figure 9: Ottawa County 2019 Federal-Aid road conditions 

Additional PASER information such as ratings by township or city and data from previous 

years can be found on the MACC website. 

 

Bridge Conditions  

As with the PASER ratings for road pavements, a similar scale is used to determine the 

condition of the bridge, prioritize projects, and evaluate when a bridge is to be improved 

or reconstructed. Bridge conditions are based on bi-annual inspections of state, county, 

city, and village owned bridges. 2018 ratings for MACC area bridges were reviewed using 

the Michigan Transportation Asset Management Councils interactive dashboard. None 

of the bridges were rated as structurally deficient. 39% of bridges in the MACC area are 

in good condition and 61% are in fair condition. There are no bridges in poor condition in 

the MACC area. Statewide, 38% of bridges are in good condition, 51% are in fair 

condition, and 11% are in poor condition.   

 

 

30%

54%

16%

35



Travel Corridors  

Current conditions of the highway network are defined by first identifying travel corridors 

and the average annual daily traffic volumes. Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) is the 

estimated mean daily traffic volume. For continuous sites, calculated by summing the 

Annual Average Days of the Week and dividing by seven. The map below identifies the 

commercial and vehicular AADT on major expressways in the MACC area using MDOT’s 

2017 traffic volumes data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 10: Commercial and vehicular AADT on major expressways in the MACC area 
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              Freight 

 
National Freight Movement 

 
National surface transportation legislation, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 

Act (MAP-21), requires the designation of a national freight network, reporting of freight 

transportation conditions and performance measures, as well as a national strategic plan 

for freight movement. Below are maps of the United States national highway freight 

network as well as annual freight volumes (tonnage of freight moved by various modes 

of transportation: highway, rail, and through waterways). These maps were created by 

the U.S. Department of Transportation. 

 

 
Figure 11: The United States national highway freight network 
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Figure 12: United States freight flows by highway, railroad, and waterway (2017) 

 
At the national level, the Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) identifies domestic and 

international freight. This FAF data focuses on the primary freight network and critical rural 

freight corridors. The following maps demonstrate how freight is moved by truck on 

highway segments throughout the United States. While the FAF data does not include 

pavement condition, routing information, or local freight routes, the data does illustrate 

how major freight flows to, from, and within Michigan. 
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Figure 13: Major flows by truck to, from, and within Michigan 

 

 
Michigan Freight Movement 

 
In Michigan, freight is moved primarily by trucking and rail. The Michigan Department of 

Transportation’s current State Freight Plan published in 2017 offers statistics on each 

transportation mode used to transport freight. The document noted that trucking 

accounted for 65 percent of tonnage moved, while rail handled 21 percent, water 

handled 14 percent, and aviation carried less than 1 percent. The value of all freight 

movements throughout Michigan in 2014 was worth nearly $862 billion, with trucks 

handling 73 percent of the goods moved by value, rail handling 23 percent, airborne 

handling 3 percent, and waterborne modes handling 1 percent. The figures on the 

following pages represent the top five commodities moved by truck, rail, and water in 

Michigan. 
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Commodities Moved By Truck 

 

 
 
Figure 14: Top commodities moved by truck in Michigan (in millions of tons, 2014) 

 

 

Commodities Moved By Rail 

 

 
 
Figure 15: Top commodities moved by rail in Michigan (in millions of tons, 2014) 
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Commodities Moved by Water 

 

 
Figure 16: Top commodities at Michigan ports (in millions of tons, 2014) 

 

 

 
Local Freight Movement 

 
Within the Cities of Holland and Zeeland truck freight routes have been designated to 

provide access to local manufacturing facilities and distribute goods to larger employers 

and institutions. The efficient movement of freight is important for the local economy and 

directly impacts the manufacturing industry, retail businesses, and larger employers such 

as Holland Hospital and Hope College in the City of Holland, and Spectrum Health 

Zeeland Community Hospital in Zeeland.  

 
Both local and national truck freight routes are displayed on the map on the following 

page. The railroad displayed on the map is a CSX line that provides rail freight in the 

MACC area. Additionally, the area is home to Holland Harbor, a deep draft commercial 

harbor located on the east shore of Lake Michigan containing over 6.5 miles of 

maintained channel. Based on the 2019 Holland Harbor, MI Fact Sheet produced by the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, in 2017, 374,000 tons of material were shipped and 

received. $68.6 million in business revenue is generated annually. Commodities received 

at the harbor include limestone, scrap metals, sand, and gravel.  
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Figure 17: National and local freight routes in the MACC planning area 
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Public Transportation 

There are a number of transit operators in the MACC area. Many of these operators have 

only a few vehicles and transport a select group of persons. Such operators include local 

cab companies, nursing/retirement homes, senior citizen centers, and social service 

agencies. These providers generally provide trips to scheduled events, school, or 

employment.     

 

Public Transit 

The Macatawa Area Express (MAX) provides public transit in the MACC area. MAX serves 

the Cities of Holland and Zeeland as well as Holland Township. Beginning as the City of 

Holland’s "Dial-A-Ride" program in the 1970s, MAX began offering three fixed routes in 

2000. The City of Holland and Holland Township formed a transit authority in 2006. The 

voters in those local jurisdictions approved a millage, proposed by the transit authority, 

to support the MAX in November 2006. On July 1, 2007, the transit authority assumed 

ownership and control of MAX and daily operations (providing drivers, dispatching, and 

telephone operators) are managed in-house by MAX staff (as of 2010). As Table 2 

indicates, MAX now provides both a demand response (curb to curb) and fixed-route 

service (currently operating with nine regular routes and two twilight routes).  

Table 2: Macatawa Area Express Service Summary 

Service Type 

 

Demand 

Response 

(Reserve-A-

Max) 

 

 

 

Fixed Route 

(Catch-A-

MAX) 

 

 

Only ADA cardholders, people 70 years or older, and those whose 

origins and/or destinations that are farther than ½ mile from a bus 

stop are eligible to reserve rides. Reservations must be made by 4:00 

p.m. the day prior to travel. A Night Owl service is available Monday 

– Saturday from 7 p.m. to 12 midnight. Reservations are also required 

by 4 p.m. at least one day in advance 

 

Nine regular routes and two twilight routes serve the Holland City 

core area, southern Holland Township, and the City of Zeeland. Fixed 

route buses depart from the Padnos Transportation at the top of the 

hour every hour. 
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Service Area 

47.5 square miles serving the Cities of Holland and Zeeland as well as 

Holland Township and Zeeland Community Hospital. As of 2019, 

Reserve-A-Max also serves Park township. 

 

Ridership 

(2018) 
430,239 trips 

 

Hours of 

Operation 

 

Demand Response  

Monday – Friday: 6:00 a.m. - midnight 

Saturday: 8:00 a.m. – midnight  

 

Fixed Route  

Monday-Friday: 6:00 a.m.-7:00 p.m.  

Saturday: 8:00 a.m.-7:00 p.m. 

 

Twilight Route  

Monday – Saturday: 7:00 p.m. – 10:00 a.m. 

  

Fleet 31 Vehicles in the fleet (30 buses, 1 trolley) 

Fares 

 

Fixed Route 

($1.00 Adults 18-64), ($.50 Children 5-17), (Free for Seniors 65+, 

Children under 5 with a parent, ADA, or Medicare cardholders) 

Demand Response  

($5.00 Adults 18-69, or Medicare cardholders), ($2.00 Children 5-17, 

Seniors 70+, or ADA), (Free for children under 5 with parent) 

 

 

The map on the following page highlights the MAX Transit fixed-route system. 
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Figure 18: The MAX Transit fixed route system 
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Intercity Bus Service 

Indian Trails, working with Greyhound Express, provides passenger bus service to the 

MACC area stopping at the Louis Padnos Transportation Center. At the current time, four 

buses stop daily at the Center providing service to Grand Rapids and South Haven with 

morning, afternoon and evening departures. Allegan County Transportation also 

provides up to four daily paratransit buses with door-to-door service from the City of 

Allegan area to the City of Holland.  

 

Passenger Rail Service 

The MACC area is served by AMTRAK’s Pere Marquette line that runs between Chicago 

and Grand Rapids with a stop in the City of Holland at the Louis Padnos Transportation 

Center. At the current time, one round-trip is made each day. The Holland Station, 

located at the Louis Padnos Transportation Center, is currently the third busiest along the 

corridor. For additional information about the Pere Marquette rail stations, visit 

Amtrak.com/Michigan. This intermodal terminal serves Amtrak passengers riding the Pere 

Marquette rail line between Grand Rapids and Chicago, and also serves public 

transportation riders of the Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority (MAX) 

system. The station also serves Indian Trails bus passengers. 

 

In the spring of 1995, AMTRAK announced that, due to budget cuts, service on the Pere 

Marquette would be cut to four days per week. In response to this situation, a number of 

local governments, public transit agencies, chambers of commerce, metropolitan 

planning organizations, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), Amtrak, 

interested citizens, and civic groups formed a West Michigan passenger train 

collaborative called Westrain. Daily train service was restored in the fall of 1995. With 

financial assistance from MDOT as well as Westrain members, the Westrain Collaborative 

promotes the Pere Marquette and seeks to enhance the service while addressing service 

deficiencies. The MACC is an active participant in Westrain. 

 

  Non-Motorized Facilities  

What travel options exist for someone who would like to use bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities in the region?  Located along the coast of Lake Michigan, the Macatawa area 

has an extensive network of shared-use paths, traditional sidewalks, trails, and bike lanes. 

This non-motorized network is used by those who live and work within the region, as well 

as visitors. The network accommodates a variety of needs, including fitness and 

recreation, commuting to work or school, and long-distance travel. 
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Shared Use Paths 

With over 195 miles of shared-use paths providing pedestrian and bicycle access, 

separated from the roadway, a person wishing to travel along this non-motorized network 

can travel from Saugatuck to Holland, and continue north – adjacent to the River Avenue 

Bridge, or east toward Zeeland – over the Adams Street Bridge. Both structures provide 

separate non-motorized access for pedestrians and bicyclists.  Lakeshore Drive provides 

shared use path access along Lake Michigan, to Port Sheldon Township, and north to 

Grand Haven. Traveling through Laketown, Park, Port Sheldon, Holland, and Zeeland 

Townships, a person can choose multiple routes, as these communities have invested in 

an interconnected system of shared-use paths. 

 

On-Street Bicycle Lanes 

Within the cities of Holland and Zeeland striped bike lanes have been incorporated into 

recent road resurfacing projects. In the City of Holland, 40th Street provided pedestrian 

crossing islands and on-street bike lanes as part of a federally funded project to resurface 

the roadway. The City of Zeeland also striped bike lanes as part of the Washington 

Avenue resurfacing project, from Fairview to Arbor Lane. 

The following tables summarize the mileage of non-motorized facilities in the MACC 

planning area broken down by unit of government and type. 
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Table 3: Existing Non-Motorized Network Mileage 

Unit of Government Shared Use Paths On-Street Bike Lanes 

City of Holland 11.9 12.6 

City of Zeeland 13.7 0.6 

Holland Township 69.4 - 

Fillmore Township - - 

Laketown Township 11.0 - 

Olive Township - - 

Park Township 54.2 - 

Port Sheldon Township 15.5 - 

Zeeland Township 20.7 - 

Total 196.4 Miles 13.2 Miles 

 

Table 4: Proposed Non-Motorized Network Mileage 

Unit of Government Shared Use Paths On-Street Bike Lanes 

City of Holland 0.50 3.4 

City of Zeeland - - 

Holland Township 8.9 - 

Fillmore Township - - 

Laketown Township 5.2 3.1 

Olive Township - - 

Park Township 0.5 - 

Port Sheldon Township 22.0 - 

Zeeland Township 2.5 - 

Total 43.9 6.5 
 

 

 

 

The map on the following page highlights the existing non-motorized facilities located in 

the MACC planning area. 
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Figure 19: The existing non-motorized system in the MACC area by facility type 
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  Air Service       

There are three airports in the MACC area. A general description and some basic 

operating characteristics for each of them are noted below.  

 

West Michigan Regional Airport (Formerly named Tulip City Airport) 

West Michigan Regional Airport is a general aviation airport owned and managed by 

the West Michigan Airport Authority. Formed in 2008, the WMAA is made up of 

representatives from three local municipalities: City of Holland, Park Township and City of 

Zeeland. Residents of these municipalities voted to approve the support of the airport 

and the creation of an authority.  

 
The airport has a paved runway of 6,000’ in length and can accommodate 40,000 

takeoffs and landings. In 2018 there was an average of 96 aircraft operations per day. Of 

those 96 operations: 

 47% were transient general aviation 

 47% were local general aviation 

 6% were air taxi 

 1% were military 

Park Township Airport 

Park Township airport is located on land owned by Park Township and leased to a private 

entity that is responsible for the maintenance and operation of the airport.  Financing 

comes from hangar leases and fuel sales. Park Township airport has one paved runway 

that is approximately 3,000 feet and a crosswind, grass runway that is approximately 2,250 

feet.  There are no commercial operations at this airport. In 2014 there was an average 

of 86 aircraft operations per week. Of those 86 operations: 

 50% were transient general aviation 

 50% were local general aviation 

Ottawa Executive Airport - Zeeland Township  

The Ottawa Executive Airport is a private airport in eastern Zeeland Township. This facility 

services private, small engine aircraft and has a paved runway of approximately 3800 

feet. In 2018 there was an average of 34 aircraft operations per day. Of those 34 

operations: 

 59% were local general aviation 

 41% were transient general aviation 
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Regional Issues  

Many issues are facing the MACC area that has a direct or indirect impact on the 

transportation system. This section looks at the main travel corridors, safety statistics, local 

trends that will likely affect transportation in the future, and even how transportation 

matters for regional emergency preparedness.  

 

Corridors of Concern  

Listed below are various roadway corridors that are of special concern and need to be 

carefully monitored, as they are heavily traveled roads. It is the intention to identify 

concerns and suggest appropriate actions for consideration. The following list is not 

prioritized. 

 
16th Street/Adams Street: River Avenue – 80th Avenue 

Improvements to this roadway east of US-31 to Country Club Road have been made in 

the past five years to increase pedestrian safety by enhancing mid-block crossings which 

help to connect business centers with high-density residential areas. Construction in 2020 

will improve pavement quality and lay the groundwork for a future snowmelt system 

between River Avenue and Central Avenue. This segment is a non-motorized priority 

corridor linking the Zeeland and Holland areas that have received significant federal aid 

for non-motorized facilities.  

Waverly Road/120th Avenue: M-40 – Fillmore Street 

This major north-south connector has received capacity enhancements in the past to 

several sections along the corridor. Special attention should be given to peak morning 

and evening congestion at some of the four-way stops north of Riley Street. If population 

centers continue to expand as predicted, peak-hour congestion will likely increase in 

severity. Improvements to capacity and/or flow should be made as needed. 

Consideration of this corridor as a relief route to US-31 will continue. 

Ottawa Beach Road/Douglas Avenue: Holland State Park – Lakewood Blvd. 

Continued development of Park Township and the access this corridor provides to 

Holland State Park, as well as other recreational opportunities, contribute to the regional 

significance of this corridor. Capacity and pedestrian safety improvements should be 

considered as necessary. 

Washington Avenue (Zeeland): Main Street – Chicago Drive 

The proposed redevelopment of land uses adjacent to this corridor and the potential for 

increased traffic volumes necessitate close monitoring of this corridor. In 2019 a 

roundabout was added where Washington Avenue and Main Avenue meet. This 

addition is expected to improve safety, traffic flows, and local aesthetics.   
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96th Avenue/State Street: Ottogan Street – Fillmore Street 

The ongoing development along this corridor and increasing traffic volumes heighten the 

need for monitoring of this north/south facility through the eastern portion of the MACC 

area.  

M-121 (Chicago Drive): I-196BL – 48th Avenue 

Continued development of eastern Ottawa County will require close monitoring of this 

corridor.  

Port Sheldon Street: 144th Avenue – 96th Avenue 

If the current section of M-231 is extended further south in the future, the Port Sheldon 

Street corridor shall be closely monitored for traffic volumes.  

River Avenue: Michigan/State – 136th Avenue 

This corridor provides one of four crossings of the Macatawa River in the MACC area. 

With the anticipated growth in the northern portion of the MACC, demands on this 

corridor will continue to increase. As this is a major corridor for multiple modes of traffic 

(automobiles, cycling, walking, and transit service), safety improvements, in particular, 

should be closely examined and considered as necessary. 

Pine Avenue: 9th Street – S. River Avenue 

As with the River Avenue corridor above, anticipated growth in the northern portion of 

the MACC, as well as the possible addition of a public gathering space along the 

waterfront at the former power-plant property, could result in increased vehicular and 

pedestrian volumes in this corridor. Traffic flow patterns and volumes should be closely 

monitored and improvements to facilities should be considered as necessary.  

I-196BL/US-31BR: I-196 – I-196 

Reconstruction of this segment in the vicinity of the I-196 interchange was completed in 

2006. A significant portion of the US-31 BR was turned over to local agencies and 

reconstruction of the portion of US-31 BR from 27th Street to 9th Street was completed as 

part of that process. 

M-40: 136th Avenue – US-31 

Capacity improvements north and south of the interchange with I -196 and the segment 

north of 48th Street have been made as well as a realignment of 64th Street to intersect 

with Cabill Drive. Other improvements, such as designated turning movement areas, 

have been made along M-40 in response to the construction of the Tulip City Truck Stop.  

Blue Star Hwy.: I-196 – West Michigan Regional Airport 

Close monitoring of this corridor will be necessary including traffic volumes on 58th Street 

south of Blue Star Highway. 
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I-196 Through Entire MACC Area 

Close coordination with MDOT officials to ensure the preservation and efficient operation 

of this segment of Interstate is necessary. 

East/West Corridors  

 New Holland: Lakeshore Avenue – 48th Avenue 

 Quincy Street: Lakeshore Avenue – 64th Avenue 

 Riley Street: Lakeshore Avenue – Chicago Drive 

 James Street: Lakeshore Avenue – 104th Avenue 

 Lakewood Boulevard: Lakeshore Avenue – 112th Avenue 

 Byron Road: I 196 – 48th Avenue 

These six corridors are vital east/west routes serving the growing population in the 

northern and eastern MACC area. Capacity improvements are being planned for 

various segments of some of these corridors and continued monitoring is necessary. 

North/South Corridors  

 Butternut Avenue: 136th Avenue – Lakeshore Drive 

 136th Avenue: Butternut Ave – Port Sheldon Road 

These two corridors are vital north/south routes serving the growing population in the 

northern MACC area. Significant improvements have been made to the southern 

segments of these corridors and continued monitoring is necessary. 

 

Trends Affecting Regional Transportation  

Increased Funding for Transportation 

As the financial analysis chapter indicates, significant financial resources are necessary 

to maintain the existing system and make improvements as necessary. The MACC will 

review, and endorse if deemed necessary, efforts that seek to increase funding for 

transportation (whether through an increase in the gas tax or through other efforts to 

generate future state/local revenues). Consideration will also be given to monitor the 

impact of electric vehicles on the regional roadway network and identify potential fees 

based on miles driven. 

Transportation Impacts of Various Growth Scenarios 

Managing growth in the MACC area is an issue receiving considerable attention. The 

results of growth, and the configuration of that growth, have various impacts on the 

transportation system. As part of ongoing growth management, the MACC can study 

the impacts of various configurations of growth on the area’s transportation system. This 

is achievable using the MACC’s geographic information system (GIS) and computer 

traffic model, as well as utilizing a software planning analysis tool.  
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M-231 / US-31 

The Michigan Department of Transportation completed a Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS) as part of the US-31 Location Design Study and selected F/J1 as the 

preferred alternative. F/J1 has two components in the MACC area: a six-lane boulevard 

on the existing alignment from 32nd Street – New Holland Street and a new four-lane 

limited-access freeway from I-196 – Fillmore Street. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was completed in 2010. The preferred 

alternative of the FEIS was a scaled-down version of F/J1 with one component in the 

MACC area: improvements to existing US-31 from Lakewood Boulevard to Quincy Street. 

Improvements include adding through lanes, turning lanes and intersection 

modifications, primarily within existing ROW. 

The MACC will continue to assist MDOT with this project and advocate the views and 

positions of its members regarding on-alignment and off-alignment improvements, both 

short-term and long-term, to this important corridor. The MACC views preservation of the 

proposed new highway corridor as an important component in the development of this 

project 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

The MACC seeks to be an active participant in the revisions to MDOT’s Regional ITS 

Architecture and Deployment Plan. It is recognized that ITS can provide important 

benefits to the transportation system and that the MACC will consider ITS solutions to 

potential problems. 

Passenger/Freight Rail Issues 

This plan recommends the continued promotion of passenger rail (Amtrak) service in the 

MACC area through participation in the Westrain Collaborative. It also recognizes the 

vital need to analyze passenger rail service options for Southwest Michigan. The MACC 

has supported the study of a Coast-to-Coast passenger rail line which would provide 

passenger rail access from Holland to the Detroit area and in 2019, signed a resolution to 

support a feasibility and engineering study to evaluate a possible southern connection 

of the Pere Marquette line in New Buffalo.  

Transit Expansion 

Due to future growth predictions, the MACC, in conjunction with MAX Transit needs to 

continue monitoring development patterns in the MACC area and periodically assess 

the feasibility of providing public transit services in areas currently not served. 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

TDM strategies such as car/vanpools, carpool lots, encouraging non-motorized 

transportation, flexible work schedules, compressed workweeks, and telecommuting are 

all designed to help reduce the number of vehicle trips. The MACC endorses and 

encourages the implementation of these various TDM strategies. It is recommended that 

55



the MACC continue working toward the implementation of these strategies with local 

employers, the Holland and Zeeland Chambers of Commerce, and other interested 

organizations. 

Transit Sensitive Land Use Design 

Planning for land development which is sensitive to the operational and economic 

requirements of public transit must be done at the system-wide level as well as the district 

and site-specific level. There are certain land uses and access criteria that enhance and 

promote the use of transit. These criteria include the density of land use, concentrated 

locations, mix of uses, and location of streets. There is still a substantial amount of land in 

the MACC that is vacant. This plan urges local units of government to consider these 

criteria noted above as development proposals are reviewed. 

Tourism 

Tourism in the Holland/Zeeland area continues to increase and our transportation system 

has responded to and aided tourism in several ways. Tulip Time, which is our area’s largest 

event, brought in an estimated 133,182 unique visitors in 2018 and total spending by 

visitors was estimated to be around $47.6 million. To manage such large volumes, MAX 

Transit operates a Park & Ride shuttle that arrives at stops every 15-20 minutes from 10:00 

a.m. to 6:00 p.m. every day during Tulip Time. In 2018 and 2019, Amtrak ran special 

Saturday trains along the Pere Marquette line between Chicago and Holland. In 2018 

more than 1,000 customers rode the special Tulip Time trains. Over the past few years 

during the summer months, Holland has been visited by cruise liners that were large 

enough to transport around 200 people. Having a dredged port for freight industry has 

made it possible for these larger cruise liners to dock in Holland. In the spring and summer, 

many tourists take advantage of our area’s extensive pathway system and rent bicycles 

from many local bike shops. In the winter months, Holland’s five-mile sidewalk snowmelt 

system allows pedestrians to walk and shop downtown without worrying about ice. The 

snowmelt system was featured on the Weather Channel in 2016 and Runner’s World in 

2019. As tourism increases, the MACC area will need to evaluate more ways to manage 

added traffic volumes and continually improve the user experience.  

Growth Management 

The FAST-Act emphasizes that this plan be congruent with planned growth. Concerning 

future growth in the region, MACC staff will review the issue of managed growth and 

assess potential impacts on the projects and other issues identified in the LRTP.  

Stormwater  

The MACC is home to the Macatawa Watershed Project, which works with community 

partners to protect and improve water quality in Lake Macatawa and her tributaries. One 

of the primary contributors to water pollution is urban stormwater runoff, much of which 

comes from our extensive road networks. The Macatawa Watershed Management Plan 

recommends many best practices to mitigate the negative impacts of urban stormwater 

runoff, including low impact development and green stormwater infrastructure 
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practices. MACC’s Non-Motorized Plan also recommends these practices to help 

mitigate the negative environmental impacts of transportation infrastructure. 

Low impact development (LID) is a design and management approach that uses a set 

of practices to reduce runoff by managing stormwater as close to its source as possible.  

There are many LID strategies and techniques that MACC communities can implement 

to reduce negative environmental impacts caused by development. Site design 

standards will also benefit the Macatawa Watershed by reducing impervious surfaces, 

reserving natural land for conservation, and integrating on-site stormwater treatment. 

Green stormwater infrastructure (GSI) is a form of LID that incorporates both the natural 

environment and engineered systems to store, infiltrate or evapotranspirate stormwater 

and reduce flows to the storm sewer system or surface waters. GSI also improves water 

quality, conserves ecosystem values and functions, and provides a wide array of benefits 

to people and wildlife. Transportation applications of GSI could include permeable 

pavements, green alleys and streets, and other LID techniques along roadway corridors. 

In 2019, the City of Holland installed four roadside rain gardens that incorporate native 

vegetation on a residential street during a reconstruction project. The city in partnership 

with the MACC is working to develop a program to implement more rain gardens in 

connection with road projects. The MACC also intends to promote this program with 

other MACC member communities.    

MACC staff provides stormwater management assistance to a variety of entities that own 

and operate portions of the stormwater drainage system throughout the Macatawa 

Watershed [Note: the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy 

(EGLE) issues a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Storm Water General 

permit to regulated entities including the City of Holland, City of Zeeland, Allegan County 

Road Commission, Ottawa County Road Commission, Allegan County, and Ottawa 

County]. A Macatawa Watershed Stormwater Guidebook, modeled after the Rogue 

River Watershed: A Stormwater Guidebook, was developed in 2015 to encourage and 

guide townships in evaluating codes and ordinances to identify ways to improve 

stormwater management and encourage the use of green infrastructure.  

As part of the MS4 permit program, permittees are required to maintain good 

housekeeping and pollution prevention (PPGH) practices at all owned facilities and 

during operation and maintenance activities. The MACC developed handbooks for the 

MS4 permittees to help them comply with the PPGH requirements. One critical 

component of the handbook is best management practices that are to be followed 

when performing routine operation and maintenance activities. These activities include 

road, parking lot and sidewalk maintenance; bridge maintenance; unpaved road 

maintenance; and others. The primary best management practices include working 

during dry weather, preventing erosion, mixing or loading materials away from storm 

drains, preventing materials from entering storm drains, and thoroughly cleaning up the 

site when the job is finished. 

The Macatawa Watershed Project has a volunteer road-stream crossing inventory 

program that started in 2016 and was born out of a grant from the Michigan Clean Water 
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Corps. The program seeks to inventory all of the road-stream crossing locations 

throughout the watershed in Allegan and Ottawa counties to quantify sediment pollutant 

loads, identify barriers to fish passage, and prioritize remediation or replacement of 

problematic crossings. The program has the potential to identify problematic crossing 

locations early and therefore possibly prevent structure failure during large storm events. 

From 2016 to 2019, trained leaders and volunteers completed inventories of 159 crossings, 

about 25% of the total.  

 

Figure 20: Inventory of a culvert during one of the MACC’s volunteer road-stream 

crossing events 

Autonomous Vehicles  

The MACC recognizes that the gradual adoption of autonomous vehicles in the future 

has the potential to impact our region’s transportation system in a major way. The MACC 

encourages road agencies to consider updating/replacing outdated signalization 

equipment when making other roadway improvements so that the systems will be 

compatible with autonomous technology. The MACC will continue to evaluate the 

trends of this technology so that our region can be prepared for this potential shift in 

transportation.   

Safety 

The MACC’s state and federal partners continue to stress the need for safety-conscious 

planning and increased integration of safety into the transportation planning process. 

More work in this area is needed to better understand data collected by local partners, 

data gaps that may exist, how to amend the project selection process to focus more on 

safety benefits/concerns and be more supportive of local education programs focused 
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on safety. Looking at the issue of motorized and non-motorized uses of the MACC’s public 

rights-of-way should be considered. The following data looks at safety trends from 2009-

2018, further state and local safety data can be found in the 2019 System Performance 

Report located in the appendix of this plan.  

 

The FY 2020 Michigan Highway Safety Plan, with data from the Michigan Office of 

Highway Safety Planning (OHSP) and the University of Michigan Transportation Research 

Institute (UMTRI), provides an analysis of the state’s overall traffic safety problems from 

2009 through 2018: 

 

 Unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities were 21% of fatalities in the 

past ten years. 

 Alcohol and/or drug-involved fatalities were 39.5% of total fatalities in the past ten 

years. Motorcyclist fatalities were 13.2% of total fatalities in the past ten years. 

 Pedestrian traffic fatalities were 15.4% of the total fatalities in the past ten years. 

 Bicyclist traffic fatalities were 2.7% of the total fatalities in the past ten years. 

 Drivers ages 20 and younger fatalities were 15.4% of total fatalities in the past ten 

years. 

 Nearly half of vehicle occupant fatalities in traffic crashes are unbuckled. 

 Drug-involved fatal crashes have increased dramatically over the last ten years. 

 Traffic fatalities involving vulnerable roadway users, bicyclists, motorcyclists, and 

pedestrians have increased over the last ten years. 

 

These key issues are also present within the MACC planning area. From 2009 to 2018: 

 

 Drinking-involved fatalities accounted for 22.1% of total fatalities and drug-

involved fatalities accounted for 13.5% of total fatalities. 

 Pedestrian traffic fatalities accounted for 11.5% of fatalities in the past ten years. 

 Bicyclist traffic fatalities accounted for 10.6% of fatalities, almost four times as 

many as the state average. 

 Motorcycle involved traffic fatalities accounted for 6.7% of total fatalities. 

 Drivers ages 20 and younger accounted for 20.2% of total fatalities. 

 

Between the years of 2009 and 2018, there was 38,137 vehicle crashes in the MACC Area 

(nearly 14% in Allegan County, and 86% in Ottawa County).  
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Table 5: Vehicle Crashes in the MACC Area, by County, from 2009-2018 

 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total 

Allegan 

County 

500 458 486 504 530 584 516 583 544 562 5,267 

Ottawa 

County 

2,730 2,735 3,006 3,007 3,307 3,519 3,465 3,919 3,578 3,604 32,870 

MACC  3,230 3,193 3,492 3,511 3,837 4,103 3,981 4,502 4,122 4,166 38,137 

 

 

Total Crashes in the MACC Area from 2009-2018 

 

 
Figure 21: Crashes in the MACC area from 2009-2018 

 

 

During this same time period (2009 – 2018), the highest number of collisions in the region 

occurred within Holland Charter Township and the City of Holland. Narrowing this further, 

10 locations were identified which had the highest vehicle collisions: 

 

Table 6: Vehicle Crashes in the MACC Area, by County 

 

Intersection Location Unit of Government Total 

River Ave & Douglas Ave Holland Charter Twp 303 

E 16th St & Waverly Rd City of Holland 269 

Riley St & S US 31 Holland Charter Twp 237 
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N US 31 & Riley St Holland Charter Twp 230 

West Shore Dr & Riley St Holland Charter Twp 229 

James St & N US 31 Holland Charter Twp 228 

Greenly St & N US 31 Holland Charter Twp 223 

River Ave & Lakewood Blvd Holland Charter Twp 222 

Lakewood Blvd & 120th Ave Holland Charter Twp 220 

Greenly St & S US 31 Holland Charter Twp 217 

  2,378 

 

Security and Emergency Preparedness 

 
One of the goals of the MACC 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is to develop 

a transportation system that is safe and secure for all of its users. The FAST-Act requires 

that the transportation planning process must consider and implement projects, 

strategies, and services that address increased security of the transportation system for 

motorized and non-motorized users. 

Current Security Plans  

The Federal Highway Administration developed a chart that outlines steps for security 

planning which can be integrated into the project planning and development process.  

By involving law enforcement, fire, emergency medical services, and emergency 

management agency representatives early on during the transportation planning 

process, they can offer recommendations to improve how a project is designed and 

constructed.  Key questions can be asked as a project is planned which can help 

mitigate potential threats and hazards and seek a final design that incorporates security 

measures. 
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Figure 22: Table showing how to integrate security into the planning process 
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Emergency Planning 

Preparing for natural disasters and man-made events with potential impacts on the 

transportation system begins at the local level. Minor traffic incidents, load spills, vehicle 

fires, minor train/bus accidents, and collisions that may involve injuries (but no fatalities) 

are examples of events that are addressed by first responders and local officials. At the 

regional level, additional coordination is needed to manage more complex events listed 

below: 

 

 Train derailment 

 Major bus/rail transit accidents 

 Major truck accidents 

 Multi-vehicle crashes 

 Hazmat spills 

 Injuries and fatalities 

 

Emergency Management includes four primary phases: 

 

Mitigation – activities to prevent or reduce the effects of an emergency or disaster 

Preparedness – developing written response plans and identifying responsibilities for 

emergency actions, staff training, and installing warning systems/equipment 

Response – actions taken to warn others of an event, evacuate the public or provide 

temporary shelter, medical treatment, search and rescue, or law enforcement 

Recovery – efforts focused upon restoring infrastructure, economic activity, and 

rebuilding community facilities 

 

The National Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act was approved by 

the United States Congress in 1986. The act was also known as Title III of the Superfund 

Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) and established a Michigan Emergency 

Planning and Community Right-to-Know Commission as well as individual Local 

Emergency Planning Committees (LEPC). Emergency Planning is one of the four activities 

required by SARA. The other three activities are Emergency Release notification; 

Hazardous Chemical Inventory Reporting; and Toxic Chemical Release Inventory. The 

Local Emergency Planning Committees work with industry and agricultural businesses to 

develop community plans for off-site response plans and to prevent chemical accidents. 

Countywide response plans are updated annually and include emergency response 

plans of municipalities, industry, school districts, as well as strategies for natural disasters 

such as severe weather, snowstorms, tornadoes, and flooding. County response plans 

address routes for first responders, material transport, as well as individuals in need of 

evacuation. Training and Exercises are offered by the Emergency Management 

Departments in Ottawa and Allegan Counties.   

 

The LEPC in Ottawa County is led by the Emergency Management Department of the 

Sheriff’s Office, which offers assistance to approximately 180 sites requiring emergency 

response plans. Each response plan includes a route for first responders which is 

dependent on weather and wind direction. In Ottawa County exercises addressing 

chemical spills are held regularly.  
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Similarly, in Allegan County a Planning Specialist participates in the Allegan County LEPC, 

reports to the Emergency Management Coordinator and updates facility emergency 

response plans for approximately 141 sites containing hazardous and extremely 

hazardous materials and 35 additional farm sites within Allegan County.  Transportation 

corridors have been identified as possible evacuation routes for each of these facilities. 

The 2015 – 2017 LEPC Strategic Plan includes the goal of raising public awareness 

concerning hazardous chemicals, prepare and maintain chemical emergency response 

plans, and conduct a progressive emergency exercise program. 

 

As required by SARA Title III, the following groups are to be represented as LEPC Members: 

 Elected State and Local Officials 

 Law Enforcement 

 Local Emergency Management Official 

 Fire-Fighting 

 First Aid and Health 

 Local Environmental Group(s) 

 Hospitals 

 Transportation Personnel 

 Broadcast and Print Media 

 Community Groups 

 Owners/Operators of Facilities 

 Organized labor 

 Education 

 Agriculture 

 

Additionally, the Allegan County LEPC recommends the following sectors also be 

represented on the LEPC: 

 

 Allegan County Tribal Nations 

 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has developed a variety of 

emergency preparedness tools through the Ready Campaign. A Digital Engagement 

Toolkit was released for National Preparedness Month, in September 2014, and while 

several years have passed since its release, the resource still offers valuable guidelines to 

prepare for specific needs before a disaster, build an emergency kit, and practice for an 

emergency with first responders (Police, Fire, EMS, Nurses, and Public Utilities). Another 

tool to assess dangers and develop recommendations for evacuation procedures is to 

use computer technology for disaster simulation. Various vendors offer software 

packages to automate the disaster recovery planning process. This software simulates a 

potentially hazardous situation and identifies options based upon environmental 

conditions, traffic patterns, transportation mode, time of day, human behavior, possible 

scene layout, and evacuation routes. Regional planners must also consider special needs 

populations such as children, elderly, people with disabilities, and households without a 

car. The Disability Network/lakeshore also offers materials on emergency preparedness 

planning and public resources that can help with accessible transportation and 

evacuation planning 
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Security and emergency preparedness at the regional level calls for coordination 

throughout the planning process to address the needs of first responders and identify 

roles and responsibilities concerning (1) preventive measures, (2) detective measures, 

and (3) corrective measures. A recommended resource that will be helpful for regional 

planning and coordination is Considering Security and Emergency Management in the 

Planning of Transportation Projects: A Guide for Planners of New Transportation Projects 

(FHWA-HEP-12-040).  

 

The MACC 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan may also serve as a resource to identify 

planned construction projects which would impact the re-routing of traffic during an 

emergency. MACC staff may work with the Michigan Department of Transportation and 

local road agencies to provide lists of road construction projects or closures. At the time 

of an event or emergency, knowledge about local and primary roads can help route first 

responders onto appropriate detours.  
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Trends and Projections  
 

2015 Population/Households/Employment 

MDOT and MACC Staff worked together to update Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ’s) 

and produce a list of 2015 population, household, and employment data for each 

jurisdiction in the MACC Area. Meetings were held with local units of government in 

March 2019 to review 2015 base socioeconomic data.  The socioeconomic data is a 

major input into the regional travel demand model, used to calculate trip productions 

and attractions. The table below represents population, household, and employment 

estimates for the year 2015.  These figures were reviewed at the regional level and were 

approved by the MACC Policy Committee and Transportation Technical Committee in 

April 2019. These figures were then used as base year inputs in the regional travel demand 

model, which can help identify possible deficiencies in the regional transportation 

system.  

Table 7: Base Year (2015) Socioeconomic Data for the MACC Planning Area 

Name 2015 Population* Households* Employment* 

Holland City 33,214 12,465 33,850 

Zeeland City 5,625 2,297 13,769 

Holland Township 37,414 12,864 25,465 

Park Township 18,534 6,837 2,651 

Zeeland Charter 

Township 

10,685 3,856 3,285 

Port Sheldon 

Township 

4,480 1,702 815 

Olive Township 4,898 1,403 2,128 

Laketown Township 6,038 2,477 385 

Fillmore Township 2,606 927 1,019 

Regional Totals 123,494 44,828 83,367 
 

*Source: 2010 Census and 2011-2015 ACS 5-year Estimates 

 

The last Long Range Transportation Plan used 2010 base socioeconomic data. Since 

the development of the last plan: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Population in the 

MACC area has 

increased by 4,369 

Households in the 

MACC area have 

increased by 2,056 

Employment 

has increased 

by 3,755 
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2045 Population/Households/Employment 

For the base year of the model, household, population, and employment data from the 

2010 U.S. Census, the 2015 American Community Survey, and the Nielson employment 

databases were presented to the MPO and Technical Advisory and Policy Committees. 

Committee members were asked to provide detailed information about where new 

development may occur in the future and where new employment and population 

centers may shift. The revised base-year data was then used in conjunction with the City-

Explained scenario planning tool, Community-Viz, to develop the future year 

socioeconomic data for the model based on current trends.  

The MACC Area is one of the fastest growing locations in Michigan. Over the next 30 

years, the population within the Cities of Holland and Zeeland, and also Laketown, 

Fillmore, Park, Holland, Zeeland, Port Sheldon, and Olive Townships is expected to 

increase 27%; households are expected to increase by 27%; and employment is 

expected to increase by 24%. The estimated population increase is 12% higher than it 

was in the last plan. The estimated household increase is 2% lower and the estimated 

employment increase is the same. 

 

Trends and Projections: 2015 to 2045 

The following figures illustrate the growth of projected MACC Area population, 

households, and employment at ten-year increments from 2015 to 2045. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 23: Projected population growth from 2015 to 2045 in the MACC area 

 

There is projected to be an 11% increase between 2015 and 2025, a 10% increase 

between 2025 and 2035 and a 4% increase between 2035 and 2045. 
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Figure 24: Projected household growth from 2015 to 2045 in the MACC area 

 

There is projected to be a 10% increase between 2015 and 2025, a 10% increase 

between 2025 and 2035, and a 5% increase between 2035 and 2045. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 25: Projected employment growth from 2015 to 2045 in the MACC area 

 

There is projected to be a 10% increase between 2015 and 2025, a 9% increase 

between 2025 and 2035, and a 4% increase between 2035 and 2045. 

 

Travel Patterns  

 
There is a significant amount of commuting to the MACC area for employment.  2015 

County-to-County commute data, illustrates significant worker flows into and out of the 

MACC area to neighboring counties. Utilizing the 2011-2015 American Community Survey 

(ACS) data from the U.S. Census Bureau, we can see the extent of commute flows from 

one county to another. This is highlighted on the following page. Ottawa County draws 

9,734 workers from Muskegon County, 10,326 workers from Allegan County and 13,942 

workers from Kent County.  Conversely, 5,525 Ottawa County workers travel to Muskegon 

County, 7,726 to Allegan County and 34,078 to Kent County.  
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 (%) = Change From 2010 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 26: 2015 county-to-county commuting flows 
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The American Community Survey Data (ACS) also provides information about the 

average commute times to work and means of transportation to work. The table below 

compares 2010 average commute times to work to 2015 average commute times to 

work. Overall, the 2015 average commute in the MACC Area is about 18.5 minutes, up 

from 17.9 minutes in 2010. 

 

Table 8: Average Commute Times to Work in 2010 and 2015 

Local Unit of Government 2010 (In Minutes) 2015 (In Minutes) 

Laketown Township 19.4 18.7 

Fillmore Township 15.8 16.8 

Park Township 18.4 22.8 

Holland Charter Township 17.4 16.5 

Zeeland Charter Township 17.1 15.5 

Port Sheldon Township 20.7 21.4 

Olive Township 19.3 21.6 

City of Zeeland 17.0 16.1 

City of Holland 15.9 17.1 

 

Table 9: Average Means of Transportation to Work by Mode in the MACC Planning Area 

Mode of Travel Percentage 

Car, Truck, or Van 92.67% 

Work from Home 3.40% 

Walk 1.78% 

Taxi, Motorcycle, or Other 0.92% 

Bike 0.53% 

Public Transportation 0.45% 

 

Land Use in the MACC Area 

The map on the following page was created during the development of the 2040 Long 

Range Transportation Plan. Existing land use was compared with the availability of 

vacant land, and changes resulting from Master Plan updates were incorporated to 

evaluate where development may occur.  

Agriculture, forested land, and residential development are the three most common land 

uses in the MACC Area.  Using aerial photography, an inventory of existing land uses/land 

cover was prepared for the region, telling us that 49% of the land is used for agriculture, 

18% is forested, and residential development (shown in yellow) makes up 18% of the land.  

The remaining 15% of the region includes grassland (5%), commercial, services or 

institutional uses (3%), industrial (2%), recreation (2%), utilities (1%), water, wetlands, and 

dunes. 
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Figure 27: Land use in the MACC area 

 

MACC Area Development Patterns 

The map on the following page, created by data from City Explained using the scenario 

planning tool, Community-Viz, in conjunction with the MACC, shows where new dwelling 

units could occur based on current development trends out to the year 2045.  
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Figure 28: 2045 new dwelling unit projections in the MACC area 
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Travel Demand Model 

Travel demand forecasting models (TDMs) are a major analysis tool for the development 

of long-range transportation plans. These mathematical models are designed to 

calculate the number of trips, connect their origins and destinations, forecast the mode 

of travel, and identify the roadways or transit routes most likely to be used in completing 

a trip. Models are used to determine where future transportation problems are likely to 

occur, as indicated by modeled roadway congestion. Once identified, the model can 

test the ability of roadway and transit system improvements to address those problems. 

The travel demand model provides an important decision-making tool for the MPO Long 

Range Transportation Plan development as well as any transportation related studies that 

might follow. The modeling process is a systems-level effort. Although individual links of a 

highway network can be analyzed, the results are intended for determination of system-

wide impacts. At the systems level, impacts are assessed on a broader scale than the 

project level. The model is a computer estimation of current and future traffic conditions 

and is built and ran through TransCAD software.  

How the Model Works: 

1. The model generates a synthetic population of households based

on the aggregate characteristics of the population encoded in the

traffic analysis zones (TAZ).

2. The level of vehicle ownership is applied to the household.

3. The number of trips of various purposes (work, school, other, etc.) is

predicted for each household.

4. The dominant mode of travel (private automobile, bus,

walking/biking) is modeled for the household’s trip of each purpose.

5. Probable destinations of each trip type are chosen.

6. Finally, the trips are assigned to the roadway network and routes are

chosen such that travelers minimize their travel time and costs.

75



Components of the Model: 

Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) 

The Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) is the primary geographical unit of analysis of the travel 

demand model and it represents the origins and destinations of the travel activity within 

the model area. TAZ’s are determined based upon several criteria including similarity of 

land use, compatibility with jurisdictional boundaries, presence of physical boundaries, 

and compatibility with the road system. Streets and natural features such as rivers are 

generally utilized as zone boundary edges. TAZ’s vary in size depending on population, 

employment, and road network density. The MACC region is divided into 315 TAZs’ with 

19 external zones. Each TAZ includes population and employment data (aggregated 

from census blocks) which is fed into the Travel Demand Model. 

 

Road Network 

Using the TransCAD software, a traffic network is built to represent the existing road 

system. The MACC Model network is based on the Michigan Geographic Framework and 

includes most roads within the study area classified as a minor collector or higher by the 

national functional classification system. Other roads are added to provide continuity 

and/or allow interchange between these facilities. 

Transportation system information or network attributes required for each link include 

facility type, area type, lane width, number of through lanes, parking availability, national 

functional classification and traffic counts (based on availability). The network attributes 

were provided by MDOT staff and reviewed by the MPO, Technical Advisory Committee, 

and the Policy Board. Link capacities and free-flow speeds are determined based on 

network attributes such as national functional classification, facility type, and area type. 

These features of the road network are used in the traffic assignment process and in 

determining traffic conditions. 

Socio-Economic (SE) Data & Population Synthesis 

Travel demand models are driven, in part, by the relationship of land use activities and 

characteristics of the transportation network. Inputs to the modeling process include the 

number of households, population-in households, vehicles, and employment located in 

a given TAZ. These characteristics are generally referred to as socioeconomic data (SE-

Data). The collection and verification of the SE-Data was a collaborative effort between 

the MACC, MPO committee members, and MDOT.  

For the base year of the model, household, population, and employment data from the 

2010 U.S. Census, the 2015 American Community Survey, and the Nielson employment 

databases were presented to the MPO, Technical Advisory Committee, and Policy 

Board. Members were asked to provide detailed information about new development 

and where employment or population centers may have shifted. The revised base-year 

data was then used in conjunction with the City-Explained scenario planning tool 

76



Community-Viz, to develop the future year se-data for the model based on current 

trends.  

The MACC travel demand model generates a synthetic population of households based 

on the demographic information associated with the traffic analysis zones. For each 

zone, individual households are created. Each household has a total number of persons, 

workers, and students. Each household also has an income variable that indicates 

whether the household belongs to the lower, middle, or upper-income category. The 

number of vehicles available to each household is modeled separately, after the 

population synthesis, based on these variables and other variables describing the zone 

in which the household is located. 

Trip Generation   

The trip generation process calculates the number of person-trips produced from or 

attracted to a zone, based on the socio-economic characteristics of that zone. The 

relationship between person-trip making and land activity is expressed in equations for 

use in the modeling process.  The formulas were derived from MI Travel Counts Michigan 

travel survey data and other research throughout the United States. Productions were 

generated with a cross-classification look-up process based on household 

demographics. Attractions were generated with a regression approach based on 

employment and household demographics. To develop a trip table, productions and 

attractions must be balanced.  Walk/bike trips are calculated using a factor for each trip 

purpose derived from the MI Travel Counts travel survey data.  The walk/bike trips are 

removed from the production/attraction table before trip distribution is performed. The 

MACC travel demand model also has a simple truck model that estimates commercial 

and heavy truck traffic based on production and attraction relationships developed from 

the Quick Response Freight Manual. The QRFM uses the employment data from the TAZ 

layer in calculating the percentage of trucks.   

Trips that begin or end beyond the study area boundary are called "External trips."  These 

trips are made up of two components: external to internal (EI) or internal to external (IE) 

trips and through-trips (EE). EI trips are those trips that start outside the study area and end 

in the study area. IE trips start inside the study area and end outside the study area. EE 

trips are those trips that pass through the study area without stopping; this matrix is 

referred to as the through-trip table.    

Trip Distribution 

Trip distribution involves the use of a mathematical formula which determines how many 

of the trips produced in a TAZ will be attracted to each of the other TAZs. It connects the 

ends of trips produced in one zone to the ends of trips attracted to other TAZs. The 

equations are based on travel time between TAZs and the relative level of activity in each 

zone. Trip purpose is an important factor in the development of these relationships. The 

trip relationship formula developed in this process is based on principals and algorithms 

commonly referred to as the Gravity Model. 
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The process which connects productions to attractions is called trip distribution.   The most 

widely used and documented technique is the "gravity model" which was originally 

derived from Newton's Law of Gravity. Newton's Law states that the attractive force 

between any two bodies is directly related to the masses of the bodies and inversely 

related to the distance between them. Analogously, in the trip distribution model, the 

number of trips between two areas is directly related to the level of activity in an area 

(represented by its trip generation) and inversely related to the distance between the 

areas (represented as a function of travel time). 

Research has determined that the pure gravity model equation does not adequately 

predict the distribution of trips between zones. The value of time for each purpose is 

modified by an exponentially determined "travel time factor" or "F factor" also known as 

a "Friction Factor." "F factors" represent the average area-wide effect that various levels 

of travel time have on travel between zones. The "F factors" used were developed using 

an exponential function described in the Travel Estimation Techniques for Urban Planning, 

NCHRP 716 and calibrated to observed trip lengths by trip purpose derived from the MI 

Travel Counts travel survey data. The F factor matrix is generated in TransCAD during the 

gravity model process. 

The primary inputs to the gravity model are the normalized productions (P’s) and 

attractions (A's) by trip purpose developed in the trip generation phase. The second data 

input is a measure of the temporal separation between TAZs. This measure is an estimate 

of travel time over the transportation network from TAZ to TAZ, referred to as "skims." To 

more closely approximate actual times between TAZs and to account for the travel time 

for intra-zonal trips, the skims were updated to include terminal and intra-zonal times. 

Terminal times account for the non-driving portion of each end of the trip and were 

generated from a look-up table based on area type. They represent that portion of the 

total travel time used for parking and walking to the actual destination. Intra-zonal travel 

time is the time of trips that begin and end within the same zone. Intra-zonal travel times 

were calculated utilizing a nearest neighbor routine. 

The Gravity Model utilizes the P’s & A's by trip purpose, the "F factors", and the travel times 

including terminal and intra-zonal. The output is a TAZ to TAZ matrix of trips for each trip 

purpose. 

Mode Choice  

The number of person trips and their trip starting and ending point 

has been determined in the trip generation and trip distribution 

steps. The mode choice step determines how each person trip will 

travel. The MACC travel demand model uses a simplified mode 

choice to predict mode choice. The process uses a qualitative 

measure of transit network service at the zonal level to estimate 

transit mode shares. The transit trips are accounted for but not 

assigned to a specific route. The split between single occupancy 

vehicles (SOV) and shared-ride trips (SR2 & SR3+) is based on the average auto 
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occupancy for the applicable trip purpose. The output of this step is a vehicle trip matrix 

by trip purpose. The external trips and the truck trips, which are originally developed as 

vehicle trips that eliminate the need for the mode choice step for these trip purposes, are 

added to the vehicle trip matrix.  

Assignment 

Traffic assignment is the final step in the traditional four-step TDM process. In this step, trips 

are assigned to a “route” (or path) on the roadway network between each trip origin 

and destination. The basic premise of trip assignment is that trip makers will choose the 

“best” path between each origin and destination. The determination of the “best” path 

is based upon selecting the route with the least “impedance”. Impedance, in this 

application, is based upon travel time – calculated as a function of link distance and 

speed (and later as a function of link volume and capacity). Essentially, trip makers on 

the roadway network will choose the route, between each trip origin and destination, 

which minimizes travel time. 

The “User Equilibrium” algorithm (a commonly used algorithm) was employed in the 

MACC traffic assignment component. User equilibrium is based on the principle that 

while selecting the “best” route, trip makers will use “all” possible paths between an origin 

and destination that have equal travel time – so that altering paths will not save travel 

time. This algorithm attempts to optimize the travel time between all possible paths, 

reflecting the effects of system congestion. 

Thus, the product of the traffic assignment component is a series of vehicle-trip (volume) 

tables, by mode, for each link in the model roadway network. These “assigned” link 

volumes are then compared to “observed” traffic data as part of the model calibration, 

validation and reasonability checking phase of the overall modeling process. 

Applications of the Calibrated/Validated Model 

Generally, three distinct alternative scenarios are developed for an LRTP: 

Simulated Base Year (2015) volumes assigned to the Base Year (2015) 

Roadway Network; this scenario includes the assignment of 2015 model 

volumes, generated using 2015 SE data, onto the roadway network 

representing 2015 conditions. This is referred to as the "validated", existing 

network scenario, or "base-year" alternative, and is a prerequisite for the 

other two scenarios. 

Simulated Forecast Year (e.g. 2045) volumes assigned to a Modified Base 

Year Roadway Network; this scenario includes the assignment of 2045 

volumes, generated using 2045 SE data, onto an amended roadway network 

representing 2015 conditions, and including any improvements completed 

since 2015 and future (near term) improvements for which funds have been 

"committed” in the MACC’s four year Transportation Improvement Program. 

This alternative characterizes future capacity and congestion problems if no 

further improvements to the transportation system are made. This "deficiency 
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analysis" on the "existing plus committed" (E+C) network is also called the "do 

nothing", or "no-build" alternative, and includes only the E+C roadway system. 

Simulated Forecast Year (e.g. 2045) volumes on a proposed Forecast Year 

(e.g. 2045) Roadway Network; this scenario includes the assignment of 2045 

volumes, generated using 2045 SE data, onto the roadway network as it is 

proposed to exist in the forecast year of 2045. This scenario is the long-range 

transportation plan "build" alternative. It includes the E+C roadway network, 

plus proposed capacity improvement, expansion, and roadway lane 

reduction projects.  

System Analysis 

Once the base and future trips have been estimated, a number of transportation system 

analyses can be conducted: 

 Roadway network alternatives to relieve congestion can be tested as part of the 

LRTP. Future traffic can be assigned to an amended, existing roadway network 

(i.e. “No Build” Network) to represent the future impacts to the transportation 

system if no improvements were made. From this, improvements and/or 

expansions can be planned that could help alleviate demonstrated capacity 

issues. 

 The impact of planned roadway improvements or expansions can be assessed. 

 Individual links can be analyzed to determine which TAZs are contributing to the 

travel on that link (i.e. the link's service area). This can be shown as a percentage 

breakdown of total link volume. 

 The impacts of land use changes on the roadway network can be evaluated(e.g. 

what would be the impact of a new major retail establishment). 

 Road closure/detour evaluation studies can be conducted to determine the 

effects of closing a roadway and detouring traffic during construction activities. 

This type of study is very useful for construction management. 

Congestion Analysis 

With the completion of the travel demand model, areas of potential congestion in the 

roadway network were identified based on the volume to capacity ratios of the links. This 

means that the higher the V/C ratio, the higher the chances are that the roadway could 

experience congestion. The regional travel demand model identifies areas where traffic 

congestion is expected and produces a list of roadway segments that are congested or 

are close to capacity (in the years 2015 and 2045).  
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2015 Congested Segments  

The Base Year scenario shows the existing conditions of the area-wide transportation 

system as it was in 2015. There is little traffic congestion in the majority of the MACC road 

network.  

According to the model, the following corridors were identified as likely to experience 

congestion: 

• I-196 BL Eastbound/Westbound (I-196 to US-31) 

• James St. (144th to 104th) 

• 32nd St. (Ottawa to Lincoln)  

• 16th St. (River Ave. to I-196) 

• River Ave. (Michigan/State to Lakewood) 

• US-31 (Chicago to Lincoln) 

• Riley St. (120th to 96th) 

Figure 29: Depicts congestion levels in the MACC area using base-year data  
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2045 Congested Segments 

The 2045 scenario shows forecasted conditions of the area-wide transportation system 

including both committed projects and proposed capacity improvements and 

expansion projects. In general, congestion increased slightly along the same corridors 

highlighted from the 2015 model results with additional sections of Pine, 8th Street, and 

120th. 

The 2045 model predicts the following corridors will likely experience congestion in the 

future: 

• I-196 BL Eastbound/Westbound (I-196 to US-31) 

• James St. (144th to 104th) 

• 32nd St. (Ottawa to Lincoln)  

• 16th St. (River Ave. to I-196) 

• River Ave. (Michigan/State to Lakewood) 

• US-31 (Chicago to Lincoln) 

• Riley St. (120th to 96th) 

• Pine Ave. (River to Michigan) 

• 8th St. (Van Raalte to Pine) 

• 120th Ave. (James to Ottogan) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 30: Depicts predicted congestion levels in the MACC area in the year 2045 
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The map below highlights the corridors which are nearing capacity and likely to 

become congested by the year 2045, as forecasted by the travel demand model.  

 

 

Figure 31: Corridors expected to experience greater congestion levels in 2045 
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Performance-Based Planning 

Performance-based planning and programming have become a focus in the 

transportation community as a way to ensure that resources are used effectively and 

transparently to achieve goals. The objective of a performance-based transportation 

program is for states and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to invest resources 

in projects that collectively make progress toward the achievement of national goals. As 

demonstrated in the graphic below, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) defines 

Transportation Performance Management (TPM) as a strategic approach that uses 

system information to make investment and policy decisions to achieve national 

performance goals. Federal rules identify seven areas of performance goals: Safety, 

Pavement and Bridge Condition, System Reliability, Congestion Reduction, Freight 

Movement, Environmental Sustainability, and Reduced Project Delivery Delay. The 

MACC is required to incorporate the first three goals along with a fourth transit target.  

The MACC has taken steps to incorporate performance measures and targets into the 

transportation planning process by using a performance-based approach in its planning 

activities and when building the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Long-

Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The MACC supports adjusting its long-term planning 

strategies as necessary to assist the State of Michigan in reaching performance goals. It 

is the intention that any improvements made within the MACC area, which receive 

federal funds, will help support at least one of the targets set by the State of Michigan. A 

System Performance Report, which can be found in the appendix, looks at both state 

and local trends and provides information and feedback that allows for making any 

revisions in investment decision-making as required over the duration of the LRTP. 

Transportation Performance Management Framework  

The U.S. Department of Transportation developed a framework that establishes a 

feedback loop between performance results and future planning. The framework sets up 

Figure 32: How smart investment decisions can lead to a better transportation system 
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a process in which a strategic direction is set, standard analysis is conducted to identify 

trends and establish achievable future targets, available funding is programmed to 

support the achievement of the targets, and performance is monitored to evaluate and 

adjust future target setting and programming decisions. There are four main goals of the 

framework.  

Federal Requirements 

The passage of Federal legislation in 2012, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 

Century Act (MAP 21), strengthened the growing focus within transportation agencies on 

using performance-based approaches in transportation planning. The law requires 

agencies to set targets in relation to established national performance measures and 

requests coordination between States and MPO’s when setting targets to ensure 

consistency.   

Goals of the Framework 

 Be applied on a regular, ongoing process. 

 Provide key information to help decision-makers, allowing them to understand the 

consequences of investment decisions across transportation assets or modes. 

 Improve communication between decision-makers, stakeholders, and the 

traveling public.  

 Ensure targets and measures are developed in cooperative partnerships and 

based on data and objective information. 

Federal Requirements for Performance-Based Planning 

Metropolitan transportation planning: “[MPOs]…, in cooperation with the State and 

public transportation operators, shall develop long-range transportation plans and 

transportation improvement programs through a performance-driven, outcome-

based approach to planning.”  23 USC § 134(c)(1); 49 USC § 5303(c)(1).  “The 

metropolitan transportation planning process shall provide for the establishment and 

use of a performance-based approach to transportation decisionmaking to support 

the national goals….” 23 USC §134(h)(2); 49 USC § 5303(h)(2).   

Statewide and nonmetropolitan transportation planning: “The statewide 

transportation planning process shall provide for the establishment and use of a 

performance-based approach to transportation decisionmaking to support the 

national goals…and the general purposes [of the public transportation program]. The 

performance measures and targets established [in relation to national performance 

measures] shall be considered by a State when developing policies, programs, and 

investment priorities reflected in the statewide transportation plan and statewide 

transportation improvement program.” 23 USC § 135(d)(2); 49 USC § 5304(d)(2). 
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State Supported Targets 

Safety 

Beginning in January 2017, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) hosted a 

series of safety target coordination meetings to identify federal requirements, review 

historic trends and discuss how state targets would be determined. MACC staff offered 

input during this process and participated in monthly meetings with MDOT and other 

MPOs.  

The latest annual State targets for safety performance measures were released by 

MDOT on August 31, 2020, and were adopted by the MACC’s Policy Board on January 
4, 2021. Safety predictions are based on the current trends in the data and determined 
through models developed by the University of Michigan Transportation Institute. Five-

year rolling averages are used for the baseline assumptions. Final safety targets were 

developed after evaluating the correlation between traffic crashes, VMT, Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) per capita, and other economic factors that impact travel. 

FHWA strongly suggests that targets should be based on trends and projections, and 

not be simply inspirational. There are currently 17 projects obligated in the MACC’s 

FY20-23 TIP that are specifically geared toward the improvement of safety. State 

fatalities for 2018 and current trends for 2019 show fatality numbers trending down.  

Table 10: 2021 Safety Performance Targets

Safety Performance 

Measure 
Baseline (2014-2018) 2021 Target

Fatalities 987.4 968.6
Fatality Rate 0.99 0.982

Serious Injuries 5,415.6 5,533.6
Serious Injury Rate 5.41 5.609

Nonmotorized Fatalities 

and Serious Injuries 
742.4 771.2

 

Pavement and Bridge Condition 

MDOT has developed two-year and four-year targets for the National Highway System 

(NHS) separated by the Interstate and the non-Interstate. The performance measures 

focus on pavement conditions that are good or poor. Metrics include an International 

Roughness Index (IRI), cracking, rutting, and faulting.  

MDOT has also developed a system to evaluate bridge conditions. The table below 

illustrates that bridge condition throughout the state is expected to decline at a rate 

Michigan State Safety Targets (Rate per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled) 
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faster than improvements can be made. There are currently 24 projects obligated in the 

MACC’s FY20-23 TIP that specifically target improving pavement and bridge conditions.  

Table 11: Michigan State Pavement Targets 

Pavement Performance Measure 
Baseline 

Condition (2017) 

2 – Year 

Target 

(2020) 

4-Year 

Target 

(2022) 

% Interstate Pavement in Good 

Condition  
56.8% N/A 47.8% 

% Interstate Pavement in Poor 

Condition 
5.2% N/A 10.0% 

% Non-Interstate Pavement in Good 

Condition 
49.7% 46.7% 43.7% 

% Non-Interstate Pavement in Poor 

Condition 
18.6% 21.6% 24.6% 

Table 12: Michigan State Bridge Targets 

Bridge Performance Measure 
Baseline 

Condition (2017) 

2 – Year 

Target 

(2020) 

4-Year 

Target 

(2022) 

% National Highway System Deck Area 

in Good Condition 
32.7% 27.2% 23.0%

% National Highway System Deck Area 

in Poor Condition 
9.8% 7.2% 8.0%

System Reliability 

MDOT has developed targets for Travel Time Reliability on the NHS for Interstate and non-

Interstate roads. Freight reliability is also included and is a separate measure. Data on 

travel time is evaluated to see how it varies over time and to demonstrate consistency. 

The definitions below help to explain the difference between Congestion and Travel Time 

Reliability: 

Congestion – occurs when there are too many vehicles at the same place at the same 

time (demand exceeds supply). An increase in congestion usually results in a decrease 

in “quality” of the driving experience. An increase in congestion relates to an increase in 

the “use of the system” and usually occurs during the “peak” periods of the day. Most 

travelers are accustomed to everyday congestion – they can plan for it. 

Travel Time Reliability – relates to the consistency or dependability in travel time, and is 

measured from day to day, or across different times of the day. Unreliable travel times 

usually occur during the “peak” periods of the day, and most travelers are less tolerant 

of “unexpected” delays – as they can’t plan for them. Michigan’s highways have been 

around 85 percent reliable, meaning 85 percent of person-miles traveled are meeting 
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the federally established thresholds. Due to longer travel times, the freight reliability 

measure is calculated using the 95th percentile travel time. 2018 State of Michigan Level 

of Travel Time Reliability for weekend and weekday periods largely track around 1.25. 

Any value less than 1.50 would claim to have overall system reliability for travel times.   

Table 13: Reliability – Recommended Targets  

Measure 
Baseline from Jan. 2017 to Apr. 

2018 (Source: NPMRDS-RITIS) 

2 – Year Target 

(2020) 

4-Year Target 

(2022) 

Interstate Travel 

Time Reliability 

2017 – 85.2% 

2018 – 84.9% 
75% 75% 

Non-Interstate 

NHS Travel Time 

Reliability 

2017 – 86.1% 

2018 – 85.7% 
N/A 70% 

Freight Reliability 
2017 – 1.38 

2018 – 1.50 
1.75 1.75 

 

 

Public Transportation  

Transit agencies were required to have an initial Transit Asset Management (TAM) plan in 

place by October 1, 2018. Since transit providers vary widely with the type and scale of 

assets, providers were instructed to individually create TAM plans. Updates to the plan 

shall be made every four years. Recording the condition of each asset helps transit 

agencies to achieve or maintain transit assets above marginal or poor condition ratings, 

known as maintaining a State of Good Repair (SGR). The federal rules for Transit Asset 

Management noted that the new standards are meant to help transit agencies keep 

their systems operating smoothly and efficiently while working at the same time to reduce 

the nation’s backlog of needed transportation improvements. Macatawa Area Express 

Transit Authority (MAX Transit) has prepared a TAM plan and approved SGR targets. The 

transit agency also created targets for FY2020, which were adopted by the MACC Policy 

Board on October 28, 2019. Transit performance targets include revenue vehicles, 

equipment, and facilities. The following table shows the performance targets for MAX 

Transit for the fiscal year 2020.  

Revenue Vehicles - MAX Transit expects its full-service revenue fleet to remain within the 

Useful Life Benchmark (ULB) threshold throughout FY2020. Buses, cutaways, and vans are 

targeted for replacement after reaching FTA’s Useful Life age but before the ULB (or 

maximum age) is met.   

Equipment – MAX Transit is typically able to utilize some of its non-revenue/service 

automobiles (road supervisor, staff, and maintenance vehicles) slightly beyond the 8-
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year Useful Life Benchmark provided preventative maintenance costs remain 

reasonable.  

Facilities – Both facilities (Padnos & Greenway) are expected to remain well above a 3.0 

score.  Building systems are monitored monthly and scores are calculated following 

inspections of each facility HVAC, substructure, electrical, fire protection, rooftop, and 

plumbing systems.     

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 14: MAX Transit Annual Performance Target (FY2020)   

Asset Category Performance Measures FY2020 Target 

Rolling Stock 

Bus Age - % of revenue 

vehicles within a particular 

asset class that have met 

or exceeded their Useful 

Life Benchmark (ULB) 

0% 

Cutaway Bus 0% 

Rubber-tire Vintage Trolley 100% 

Van 0% 

Equipment 

Non-Revenue/Service 

Automobile  

Age - % of vehicles that 

have met or exceeded 

their ULB 

50% 

Non-Vehicle Equipment 

(>$50,000) 
0% 

Facilities 

Maintenance  
Condition - % of facilities 

with a condition rating 

below 3.0 on the FTA 

Transit Economic 

Requirements Model 

(TERM) Scale 

0% 

Passenger Facilities  0% 
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Future Planned Projects 

To meet the current and future needs of the MACC region, our transportation system 

must both sustain existing infrastructure in a state of good repair as well as recondition 

the system to expand access, increase safety, improve local quality of life, reduce the 

impacts of large weather events, and implement innovations in transportation 

technology.  

Due to the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) process, the MACC region knows 

which projects in our area will have federal funds available for the fiscal years of 2020-

2023. The 2045 LRTP’s project list is made up of current FY2020-2023 TIP projects as well as 

any roadway preservation or capacity changing project in the MACC region that has 

reasonably assumed funding, essentially meaning, that while a project may not currently 

have funding attached to it, possibly due to a later construction year, it is assumed that 

funding will be available in the future based on historically available funding levels. It 

should also be stressed that the construction of all projects is not guaranteed, as 

unforeseen factors could prevent or delay construction. 

Other projects that may occur but currently do not have a set funding source, 

construction date, or are simply still in the exploratory phase are included in an illustrative 

list in the appendix. Also in the illustrative list are any projects that are likely to be built 

between the years 2020-2023 with local funds but are not currently in the MACC’s TIP.  

The LRTP contains 205 projects totaling around $256 million that work to improve the 

transportation system in the MACC. Note that while reviewing the list of projects for years 

2024-2045, there are two columns that show project cost. The first is the Total Estimated 

Budget Amount in current 2019 dollars the second is Total Estimated Job Cost which is 

based on an estimated 4% inflation in project costs and is tied to the Year Open to Traffic. 

A map of the projects shown in the list can be found in the appendix.  

Photo: MAX Transit

N:\Transportation\LRTP\204

5LRTP\Chapters\Chapter10

Walcott
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Road 

Between the fiscal years of 2020-2023, there will be 54 programmed jobs within the road 

category. This grouping can be quite wide-ranging and include projects such as 

resurfacing, bridge repair, traffic safety improvements, and the installation of intelligent 

transportation systems (ITS). It is estimated that over $78,464,000 in federal funds will be 

invested on roadways in the MACC planning area over the four years. State match will 

likely be around $9,648,000, and local match near $5,417,000. 

 

Transit 

Over the next four years, there are 27 jobs programmed that relate to public 

transportation. There are various funding sources for transit activities, but generally, 

funding is broken up into operating and capital expenses. For instance, one funding type 

may be allocated to support building/facility infrastructure, while another type may 

support the mobility of senior citizens or those with disabilities. The MACC area is expected 

to receive around $7,671,000 in federal assistance for these programs. State match is 

similar at $7,205,225, and the local match is estimated to be around $5,645,000. While the 

LRTP’s project list does not show specific projects past FY 2023 for transit, the MACC is 

expecting funding to be available and will work to ensure that the system is maintained 

and enhanced over the life of the plan (2020-2045). Funding projections for transit can 

be found in the financial chapter (chapter 11).  

While not finalized, West Michigan may see commuter bus service operating between 

Holland and Grand Rapids along the Chicago Drive corridor in the near future. The West 

Michigan Express Study is an effort to link communities in West Michigan with commuter-

based public transportation. The study plans to begin with an express bus service 

spanning the area before potentially establishing a commuter rail to enhance economic 

growth. The current plan looks to acquire, lease or contract eight to ten coach-style 

buses to transport workers each day to and from work along the corridor. Full trips 

between Holland and Grand Rapids are expected to take just under an hour. The 

tentative launch date is set for some time in the fall of 2020.  

 

Non-Motorized 

Non-motorized infrastructure funding often comes from the Congestion Mitigation and 

Air Quality (CMAQ) program which is a federal funding source dedicated to projects that 

help improve air quality by encouraging active transportation such as walking and 

cycling, or public transportation. Safety-related funds can also be used as a means to 

improve pedestrian facilities like the Ottawa Beach Road project in 2020. This project will 

install rapid flashing beacons and pavement markings to help inform drivers when 

pedestrians are crossing the road. Overall, a majority of the funds designated to non-

motorized will go towards the construction of pathways. Currently (2020-2023), over 

$640,500 is programmed at the federal level, with around $1,218,000 in local 
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contributions. A map of possible future non-motorized infrastructure was created by 

reviewing local planning documents and can be found in the appendix. Note that many 

of the projects listed on this map do not currently have an allocated funding source or a 

specific construction date and are not guaranteed to be built.  

Another proposed addition to our area’s non-motorized system is the Macatawa River 

Greenway. The greenway has been a collaborative effort between local partners to 

connect and preserve properties along the banks of the Macatawa River for over twenty 

years. Currently led by the ODC Network in collaboration with Ottawa County Parks and 

local units of government, the first version of the greenway trail was designated in 

2018. Comprising over thirty miles of trails, bike paths, bike lanes, and sidewalk, it connects 

the Fred Meijer Kenowa Trail system to the lakeshore and US Bike Route 35. It connects 

local parks along the greenway and provides connections between the various 

townships and cities in the region. The route connects to and passes through more than 

a dozen parks, and with future connections will reach even more. 

Currently, the Macatawa Greenway Trail can connect riders from Lake Michigan to 

Zeeland Township. This is only a preliminary version of the trail, as there are several key 

connections that need improvement. Additional limited land and easement acquisition 

are still planned along the route to provide safer and greener connections along the 

trail. At the time of its completion in 2018, the first greenway trail connected 85% of the 

corridor originally planned in the mid-nineties and connected with over half of the 

trail. There are some additional areas that are being worked on by project partners to 

make connections shorter and greener. The route will continue to be updated to improve 

navigability and safety.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 33: The current greenway trail system is depicted along with 

greenspaces and parks that the trail may possibly follow in the future.  
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The following table (MACC Programmed LRTP Projects) starting on the next page is 

sorted/ordered in the following manner: 

1. By fiscal year 

2. By Job Type  

3. By responsible agency 

 

Project List Key: 

There are many acronyms contained in the project/program list. Below is a key of the 

acronyms and their respective category/field:  

 

Table 15: Project List Acronym Key 

Category/Field  

Responsible 

Agency 

ACRC – Allegan County Road Commission 

OCRC – Ottawa County Road Commission 

MAX – Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority 

MDOT – Michigan Department of Transportation 

MACC - Macatawa Area Coordinating Council 

Phase PE - Preliminary Engineering 

CON – Construction 

NI – Non Infrastructure  

Advance 

Construct 

AC – Advance Construct 

ACC – Advance Construct Conversion 

Federal Fund 

Source 

5307 – Transit – Section 5307 – UZA Formula 

5310 – Transit – Section 5310 – Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and 

Persons with Disabilities 

5339 – Transit – Section 5339 – Bus and Bus Facilities 

BHT – Bridge Rehabilitation – Surface Transportation Program (STP)  

BRT – Bridge Replacement – Surface Transportation Program (STP) 

CM – Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality 

HSIP – Highway Safety Improvement Program – SAFETEA-LU 

IM- Interstate Maintenance – No Added Lanes STUL – Surface 

Transportation Program (STP) – Urban Area <200,000 

NH – National Highway System  

ST – Surface Transportation Program – Any Area 

STG – STP- Safety – 100% Federal for ST 

STL – Surface Transportation – Local 
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Fiscal 
Year

Job # Job Type Responsible Agency County Project Name Limits Length Primary Work Type Project Description
Advance 
Construct

Phase
Fed Budget 
Amount

Fed fund 
Source

State Budget 
Amount

Local Budget 
Amount

Total Budget 
Amount

2020 208717 Local
CSX Transportation 

Inc.
Ottawa Quincy St

At CSX in Holland 
Township, Ottawa County

0.000 Railroad
upgrade flashers and install half‐roadway 

gates
CON $292,500 STRP $32,500 $0 $325,000

2020 130714 Local Holland Ottawa W 16th St Kollen Park Dr. ‐ Lane Ave. 2.028 Road Rehabilitation Resurface roadway CON $609,000 STUL $0 $1,146,000 $1,755,000

2020 130728 Local Holland Ottawa Waverly Rd 16th St. ‐ 48th St. 1.960 Road Rehabilitation Resurface roadway ACC ‐ 2020 CON $590,000 STUL $590,000
2020 206163 Local MACC Ottawa Areawide Areawide 0.093 Planning, Research & Design Data Collection NI $17,000 STUL $0 $4,250 $21,250

2020 206341 Local MACC Ottawa Areawide Area‐Wide 0.000 Planning, Research & Design
Clean Air Action Program (10/01/2019 ‐ 

09/01/2019)
NI $8,000 CM $0 $2,000 $10,000

2020 130701 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Ransom St Ransom St. 0.001 Contracts Replace truck CON $58,000 CM $0 $62,000 $120,000

2020 130704 Local Ottawa County Ottawa 84th Ave
Gordon St. ‐ Westpark 

Way
0.409 New Facilities Construct nonmotorized pathway CON $89,000 CM $0 $96,000 $185,000

2020 130717 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Lakewood Blvd 120th Ave. ‐ 112th Ave. 0.854 Road Rehabilitation Resurface roadway CON $350,000 STUL $0 $150,000 $500,000

2020 207443 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Ottawa Beach Road

Ottawa Beach Rd, 4 
locations between First 
Ave and Waukazoo, 
Ottawa County

0.078 Traffic Safety
Rapid rectangular flashing beacons and 

related sidewalk and markings
ACC ‐ 2020 CON $56,530 HSIP $56,530

2020 130702 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital Areawide 0.000
SP1102‐30‐34 foot replacement 

bus with or without lift
FY20 CMAQ ‐ Replace buses NI $325,000 CM $81,250 $0 $406,250

2020 203244 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operating Areawide 0.000
SP3000‐operating except JARC 

and New Freedom
Operating Assistance NI $1,320,483 5307 $1,732,035 $1,320,483 $4,373,001

2020 203269 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operations Areawide 0.000 6470‐New Freedom Projects Twilight and Night Owl Service NI $142,500 5310 $0 $142,500 $285,000

2020 203282 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital Areawide 0.000
SP1101‐<30 foot replacement bus 

with or without lift
Replace Buses NI $137,445 5339 $34,361 $0 $171,806

2020 207556 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1101‐<30 foot replacement bus 

with or without lift
Multiple 5307 Capital Purchases NI $97,991 5307 $24,498 $0 $122,489

2020 207556 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1404‐computers (hardware and 

software)
Multiple 5307 Capital Purchases NI $8,000 5307 $2,000 $0 $10,000

2020 207556 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000 SP1301‐bus shelter construction Multiple 5307 Capital Purchases NI $8,000 5307 $2,000 $0 $10,000

2020 207647 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000 6410‐5310 Projects Mobility Management NI $56,000 5310 $14,000 $0 $70,000

2020 206495 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.332 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

in Grand Region
CON $304,479 HSIP $33,831 $0 $338,310

2020 206495 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.332 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

in Grand Region
PE $851 HSIP $95 $0 $945

2020 206541 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in the 

Grand Region
3.634 Traffic Safety

Special marking application on trunkline 
routes in Grand Region

CON $43,659 HSIP $4,851 $0 $48,510

2020 206541 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in the 

Grand Region
3.634 Traffic Safety

Special marking application on trunkline 
routes in Grand Region

PE $851 HSIP $95 $0 $945

2020 206559 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
2.113 Traffic Safety

Pvmt mrkg retroreflectivity readings on 
trunklines in Grand Region

CON $1,928 HSIP $214 $0 $2,142

2021 207725 Local Allegan County Allegan 146th Avenue
146th Avenue over South 
Branch Macatawa River, 
Str# 189, Allegan County

0.000 Bridge Replacement Bridge Replacement CON $606,400 BRT $113,700 $37,900 $758,000

2021 206095 Local Holland Ottawa Paw Paw Dr
Paw Paw Dr over Black 
River (Macatawa River), 
Str# 8943, City of Holland

0.000 Bridge CPM
Miscellaneous Bridge Capital Preventative 

Maintenance
CON $292,800 BHT $54,900 $18,300 $366,000

2021 206302 Local Holland Ottawa W 10th St
10th Street: Pine ‐ Lincoln 

Ave.
0.746 Reconstruction Reconstruction CON $117,949 HIPS $0 $29,487 $147,436

2021 206302 Local Holland Ottawa W 10th St
10th Street: Pine ‐ Lincoln 

Ave.
0.746 Reconstruction Reconstruction ACC ‐ 2022 CON $830,000 STUL $0 $2,458,513 $3,288,513

2021 206249 Local MACC Ottawa Douglas Ave Area‐Wide 0.000 Planning, Research & Design Data Collection NI $17,000 STUL $0 $4,250 $21,250
2021 206342 Local MACC Ottawa Douglas Ave Area‐Wide 0.000 Planning, Research & Design Clean Air Program NI $40,000 CM $0 $10,000 $50,000

2021 206124 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Croswell St
Croswell Street from 
Lakeshore Dr. to US‐31

2.800
Road Capital Preventive 

Maintenance
Resurfacing with the addition of 3 foot 

paved shoulders.
CON $750,000 STUL $0 $590,000 $1,340,000

2021 206366 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital
Various Locations: 
Connector Route

0.000 SP1703‐commute alternatives Connector Route NI $245,000 CM $82,000 $84,000 $411,000

2021 207546 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1408‐maintenance equipment 

(hoists, tools, etc.)
5307 Transit Capital Jobs NI $8,000 5307 $2,000 $0 $10,000

2021 207546 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000 SP1409‐administrative vehicle 5307 Transit Capital Jobs NI $18,000 5307 $7,000 $0 $25,000

2021 207546 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1101‐<30 foot replacement bus 

with or without lift
5307 Transit Capital Jobs NI $98,400 5307 $24,600 $0 $123,000

2021 207546 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1203‐admin/maintenance 

facility improvements
5307 Transit Capital Jobs NI $60,000 5307 $15,000 $0 $75,000

Table 16 A: MACC 2045 LRTP Projects (2020-2023)
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Table 16 A: MACC 2045 LRTP Projects (2020-2023)

2021 207563 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operating MAX Service Area 0.000
SP3000‐operating except JARC 

and New Freedom
Operating Assistance NI $1,250,074 5307 $1,640,827 $1,250,074 $4,140,975

2021 207564 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1101‐<30 foot replacement bus 

with or without lift
Bus Purchase NI $144,000 5339 $36,000 $0 $180,000

2021 207566 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operating MAX Service Area 0.000 6470‐New Freedom Projects Twilight & Night Owl Service NI $142,500 5310 $0 $142,500 $285,000
2021 207569 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000 6410‐5310 Projects Bus Purchase NI $56,000 5310 $14,000 $0 $70,000

2021 106587 Trunkline MDOT Allegan I‐196 (SB)
130th Avenue north to US‐

31
7.375 Reconstruction Reconstruction CON $19,530,000 IM $2,170,000 $0 $21,700,000

2021 118985 Trunkline MDOT Allegan I‐196 and US‐31 SB over Kuipers Drain 0.000 Bridge Replacement Culvert Replacement CON $830,777 NH $184,223 $0 $1,015,000

2021 128732 Trunkline MDOT Allegan I‐196 (WB) US‐31 east to CSX Railroad 4.170 Road Rehabilitation Cold Mill, Joint Repairs, HMA Overlay CON $2,520,000 IM $280,000 $0 $2,800,000

2021 129964 Trunkline MDOT Allegan I‐196 WB over the CSX RR 0.000 Bridge Rehabilitation Deep overlay, substructure repairs CON $960,378 IM $106,709 $0 $1,067,086
2021 129965 Trunkline MDOT Allegan I‐196 over US‐31 NB 0.000 Bridge Rehabilitation Deep ovly, P/H, rail repl, appr, csc CON $1,463,448 IM $162,605 $0 $1,626,052

2021 205019 Trunkline MDOT Ottawa US‐31
US‐31 from Washington 

to James
4.835 ITS Applications ITS devices and signal detection PE $113,711 NH $25,215 $0 $138,926

2021 207283 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.691 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

on trunklines in Grand Region
CON $334,530 HSIP $37,170 $0 $371,700

2021 207283 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.691 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

on trunklines in Grand Region
PE $1,134 HSIP $126 $0 $1,260

2021 207284 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
1.066 Traffic Safety

Longitudinal pavement marking application 
on trunklines in Grand Region

CON $55,566 HSIP $6,174 $0 $61,740

2021 207284 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
1.066 Traffic Safety

Longitudinal pavement marking application 
on trunklines in Grand Region

PE $1,134 HSIP $126 $0 $1,260

2021 207306 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Retroreflectivity Readings
All trunkline routes in the 

Grand Region
3.729 Traffic Safety

Pavement marking retroreflectivity 
readings on trunklines in Grand Region

CON $1,814 HSIP $202 $0 $2,016

2022 206324 Local Allegan County Allegan 136th Ave 60th St. & 136th Ave. 2.000 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $300,000 STU $0 $100,000 $400,000

2022 206302 Local Holland Ottawa W 10th St
10th Street: Pine ‐ Lincoln 

Ave.
0.746 Reconstruction Reconstruction ACC ‐ 2022 CON $262,000 STUL $262,000

2022 206321 Local Holland Allegan E 40th St
40th: Industrial Ave ‐ 

US31
0.255 Reconstruction Reconstruction CON $300,000 STUL $0 $100,000 $400,000

2022 206312 Local MACC Ottawa Douglas Ave Area‐Wide 0.000 Planning, Research & Design Area‐Wide NI $17,000 STUL $0 $4,250 $21,250
2022 206343 Local MACC Ottawa Douglas Ave Area‐Wide 0.000 Planning, Research & Design Clean Air Program NI $40,000 CM $0 $10,000 $50,000

2022 206127 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Lakewood Blvd
Lakewood Blvd from 
Lakeshore Dr. to 144th 

Ave.
3.500

Road Capital Preventive 
Maintenance

Resurfacing CON $750,000 STUL $0 $450,000 $1,200,000

2022 209817 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Bryon Road Bryon Rd over Black River 0.000 Bridge Rehabilitation Bridge Rehabilitation CON $1,220,800 BHT $152,600 $152,600 $1,526,000

2022 209821 Local Ottawa County Ottawa 96th Avenue 96th Ave over Black River 0.000 Bridge Replacement Bridge Replacement CON $1,859,200 BHT $232,400 $232,400 $2,324,000

2022 206347 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Quincy St
Quincy Street: 96th Ave ‐ 

88th Ave
1.035 New Facilities Non‐Motorized Pathway CON $245,000 CM $0 $399,000 $644,000

2022 207573 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP3000‐operating except JARC 

and New Freedom
Bus Purchase NI $224,000 5307 $56,000 $0 $280,000

2022 207574 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operating MAX Service Area 0.000
SP3000‐operating except JARC 

and New Freedom
Operating NI $1,210,474 5307 $1,640,827 $1,210,474 $4,061,775

2022 207575 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operating MAX Service Area 0.000 6470‐New Freedom Projects Operating NI $142,500 5310 $0 $142,500 $285,000
2022 207577 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000 6410‐5310 Projects New Freedom NI $56,000 5310 $14,000 $0 $70,000

2022 207578 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1101‐<30 foot replacement bus 

with or without lift
Bus Replacement NI $144,000 5339 $36,000 $0 $180,000

2022 113122 Trunkline MDOT Allegan US‐31
I‐196 north to Central 

Avenue
3.283 Road Rehabilitation Rubblize, HMA Overlay CON $6,457,147 NH,HIPS $1,406,797 $25,057 $7,889,000

2022 200683 Trunkline MDOT Allegan US‐31
Central Avenue north to 
Allegan/Ottawa County 

Line (32nd Street)
1.238 Road Rehabilitation Two Course Asphalt Resurfacing CON $1,639,455 NH $331,735 $31,810 $2,002,999

2022 201136 Trunkline MDOT Ottawa I‐196
Byron Road east to 32nd 

Avenue
6.874 Traffic Safety

Shoulder Widening and Median Crossovers 
for Maintenance of Traffic

CON $1,166,400 IM $129,600 $0 $1,296,000

2022 204359 Trunkline MDOT Allegan I‐196 under M‐40 (Lincoln Road) 0.000 Bridge Rehabilitation Deep Overlay CON $1,038,331 IM $115,370 $0 $1,153,701

2022 204668 Trunkline MDOT Kalamazoo
Various (14 Cantilevers in 

Kalamazoo TSC)
14 Cantilevers in 
Kalamazoo TSC

1.450 Traffic Safety Signing Replacement CON $135,000 STG $0 $0 $135,000

2022 204951 Trunkline MDOT Kent M‐44 E
10 intersections 
regionwide

0.000 Traffic Safety Install traffic signal dilemma zone systems PE $7,323 HSIP $814 $0 $8,137

2022 205019 Trunkline MDOT Ottawa US‐31
US‐31 from Washington 

to James
4.835 ITS Applications ITS devices and signal detection CON $783,340 NH $173,704 $0 $957,04497
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2022 205235 Trunkline MDOT Ottawa I‐96
I‐96, I‐196, and US‐131 in 

Ottawa and Allegan 
counties

34.885 ITS Applications Rural Freeway Traffic Management systems EPE $47,612 NH $10,558 $0 $58,170

2022 205235 Trunkline MDOT Ottawa I‐96
I‐96, I‐196, and US‐131 in 

Ottawa and Allegan 
counties

34.885 ITS Applications Rural Freeway Traffic Management systems PE $114,269 NH $25,339 $0 $139,608

2022 205859 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Retroreflectivity Readings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
2.557 Traffic Safety

Pavement marking retroreflectivity 
readings on trunklines in Grand Region

CON $1,814 HSIP $202 $0 $2,016

2022 207321 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.486 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

on trunklines in Grand Region
CON $340,200 HSIP $37,800 $0 $378,000

2022 207321 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.486 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

on trunklines in Grand Region
PE $1,134 HSIP $126 $0 $1,260

2022 207322 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
1.845 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in Grand Region

CON $95,256 HSIP $10,584 $0 $105,840

2022 207322 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
1.845 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in Grand Region

PE $1,134 HSIP $126 $0 $1,260

2023 206323 Local Allegan County Allegan 136th Ave
136th Ave: 58th St. ‐ 50th 

St.
4.000 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $400,000 STUL $0 $300,000 $700,000

2023 206346 Local Allegan County Allegan Blue Star Hwy
Blue Star Hwy: From 64th 

St. ‐ 62nd St.
1.100 New Facilities Non‐Motorized Pathway CON $50,000 CM $0 $420,000 $470,000

2023 206322 Local Holland Allegan Waverly Rd Waverly at M‐40 0.100 Traffic Safety Intersection Improvement CON $175,000 STUL $0 $50,000 $225,000

2023 206345 Local Holland Township Ottawa Greenly St
Greenly Street: 120th‐

112th
1.020 New Facilities Non‐Motorized Pathway CON $200,000 CM $0 $303,000 $503,000

2023 206313 Local MACC Ottawa Douglas Ave Area‐Wide 0.000 Planning, Research & Design Data Collection NI $17,000 STUL $0 $4,250 $21,250
2023 206344 Local MACC Ottawa Douglas Ave Area‐Wide 0.000 Planning, Research & Design Clean Air Program NI $35,000 CM $0 $10,000 $45,000

2023 206128 Local Ottawa County Ottawa 64th Ave
64th Avenue: Byron Rd. to 

Chicago Dr. (M‐121)
1.900

Road Capital Preventive 
Maintenance

Resurfacing and paved shoulders CON $370,000 STUL $0 $360,000 $730,000

2023 206145 Local Ottawa County Ottawa Chicago Dr
Chicago Dr. & 8th Street: 

US‐31 to US‐31
1.250

Road Capital Preventive 
Maintenance

Resurfacing CON $700,000 STUL $0 $275,000 $975,000

2023 207581 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP3000‐operating except JARC 

and New Freedom
Bus Purchase NI $224,000 5307 $56,000 $0 $280,000

2023 207582 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operating MAX Service Area 0.000
SP3000‐operating except JARC 

and New Freedom
Operating NI $1,210,474 5307 $1,640,827 $1,210,474 $4,061,775

2023 207584 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Operating MAX Service Area 0.000 6470‐New Freedom Projects Twilight & Night Owl NI $142,500 5310 $0 $142,500 $285,000
2023 207585 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000 6410‐5310 Projects Mobility Management NI $56,000 5310 $14,000 $0 $70,000

2023 207588 Transit MAX Transit Ottawa Transit Capital MAX Service Area 0.000
SP1101‐<30 foot replacement bus 

with or without lift
Bus Replacement NI $144,000 5339 $36,000 $0 $180,000

2023 201133 Trunkline MDOT Ottawa I‐196
Byron Road east to 32nd 

Avenue
6.674 Reconstruction Reconstruction CON $27,594,000 IM $3,066,000 $0 $30,660,000

2023 201328 Trunkline MDOT Allegan US‐31 N Various 0.000 Bridge Rehabilitation Deep Overlay CON $4,983,526 NH $1,105,083 $0 $6,088,609

2023 204951 Trunkline MDOT Kent M‐44 E
10 intersections 
regionwide

0.000 Traffic Safety Install traffic signal dilemma zone systems CON $45,570 HSIP $5,063 $0 $50,633

2023 207358 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.845 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

on trunklines in Grand Region
CON $340,200 HSIP $37,800 $0 $378,000

2023 207358 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Longitudinal Pavement 
Markings

All trunkline routes in 
Grand Region

1.845 Traffic Safety
Longitudinal pavement marking application 

on trunklines in Grand Region
PE $1,134 HSIP $126 $0 $1,260

2023 207359 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
1.845 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in Grand Region

CON $61,236 HSIP $6,804 $0 $68,040

2023 207359 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide Special 

Pavement Markings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
1.845 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in Grand Region

PE $1,134 HSIP $126 $0 $1,260

2023 207375 Trunkline MDOT Kent
Grand Regionwide 

Retroreflectivity Readings
All trunkline routes in 

Grand Region
2.971 Traffic Safety

Pavement marking retroreflectivity 
readings on trunklines in Grand Region

CON $1,814 HSIP $202 $0 $2,016

$90,357,809 $17,266,920 $13,481,572 $121,106,301
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(Future Year, 4% growth)

2024 Local City of Holland Ottawa 13th Street
Harrison Avenue to Fairbanks 

Avenue
1.50 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $1,500,000 $1,824,979

2024 Local OCRC Ottawa Riley Street 120th Ave to 112th Ave 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $360,954 $439,155
2024 Local OCRC Ottawa Riley Street 112th Ave to 100th Ave 1.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $541,430 $658,732
2024 Local OCRC Ottawa Riley Street 100th Ave to 96th Ave 0.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $180,477 $219,578
2024 Local OCRC Ottawa South Shore Drive West End to City Limits  2.10 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder & Bridge Repl. CON $1,435,610 $1,746,639
2024 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakewood Boulevard 144th Ave to River Ave 1.20 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 2 to 3 lanes CON $1,177,450 $1,432,548
2024 Local OCRC Ottawa Riley Street US‐31 to 120th Ave 0.70 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $317,006 $385,686
2025 Local ACRC Allegan 136th Avenue Blue Star Highway to 58th Street 2.80 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $575,226 $727,844

2025 Local ACRC Allegan 136th Avenue 50th Street to M‐40 1.20 Reconstruction Reconstruct, add continuous left turn lane CON $1,784,822 $2,258,369

2025 Local ACRC Allegan 140th Avenue 64th to 60th Street 2.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $389,740 $493,145
2025 Local ACRC Allegan 146th Avenue East City Limits to 48th Street 2.40 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $404,093 $511,307
2025 Local ACRC Allegan 48th Street 142nd Avenue to Ottogan Street 2.80 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $574,122 $726,447
2025 Local OCRC Ottawa 72nd Avenue Chicago Dr to New Holland St 1.60 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder CON $591,370 $748,272
2025 Local OCRC Ottawa 112th Avenue  Paw Paw Dr to Chicago Dr 0.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $150,955 $191,006
2025 Local OCRC Ottawa Chicago Drive 112th Ave to City of Zeeland 1.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $497,264 $629,198

2020 ‐ 2024 Local City of Holland Ottawa 32nd Street US‐31 to Old Orchard 4.10  Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $2,000,000 $2,080,000
2020 ‐ 2024 Local City of Holland Allegan Washington Avenue 32nd Street to Matt Urban Drive 0.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $2,000,000 $2,080,000
2020‐2025 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa East Main State to BL‐196 1.30 Reconstruction Reconstructed or milled and resurfaced  CON $331,224 $344,473

$14,811,742 $17,497,377

Table 16 B: MACC 2045 LRTP Projects (2024‐2025) = Improve and Expand Projects
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Expected Fiscal 
Year/Year Open 

to Traffic
Job Type Responsible Agency County Project Name Limits Length Primary Work Type Project Description Phase

Total Estimated 
Budget Amount 

(Current Year Dollars)

Total Estimated Job Cost 
(Future Year, 4% growth)

2030 Local ACRC Allegan 146th Avenue 60th Street to City Limits 0.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $107,095 $164,868
2030 Local ACRC Allegan 56th Street 141st Avenue to City Limits 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $208,671 $321,239
2030 Local ACRC Allegan 60th Street 146th Avenue to City Limits 0.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $107,095 $164,868

2030 Local ACRC Allegan Blue Star Highway  141st to 142nd Ave 0.50 Reconstruction Reconstruct, add continuous left turn lane CON $603,197 $928,594

2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 136th Avenue New Holland St to Bingham St 1.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $459,256 $707,003
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 160th Avenue 32nd Ave to South Shore Dr 0.40 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder CON $142,305 $219,072
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 64th Avenue Ottogan St to Byron Rd 3.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder CON $986,429 $1,518,563
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 96th Avenue Roosevelt Ave to Riley St 0.40 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $161,710 $248,945
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 96th Avenue Riley St to Quincy St 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $307,249 $472,995
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 96th Avenue Quincy St to New Holland St 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $307,249 $472,995
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa Butternut Drive 144th Ave to New Holland St 2.60 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $792,378 $1,219,829
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa Byron Road I‐196 to 48th Ave  4.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $1,228,994 $1,891,980
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa Port Sheldon Street 144th Ave to US‐31 0.80 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder CON $265,204 $408,270
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa Port Sheldon Street Butternut Drive to 144th Ave 2.70 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder CON $889,404 $1,369,196
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa West Olive Road Bingham St to Port Sheldon St 0.60 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $206,988 $318,649
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 120th Avenue BL‐196 to Lakewood Blvd. 0.40 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $180,959 $278,578
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 120th Avenue Lakewood Blvd to James St 0.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $225,194 $346,675
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 120th Avenue Riley St to Quincy St 1.00 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 3 to 5 lanes CON $1,407,460 $2,166,720
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 120th Avenue Quincy St to New Holland St 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $386,046 $594,300
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 136th Avenue Butternut Dr to Riley St 1.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $583,091 $897,641
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa 136th Avenue Quincy St to New Holland St 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $386,046 $594,300
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa Butternut Drive 136th Ave to Riley St 1.60 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $723,837 $1,114,313
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa Butternut Drive Riley St to 144th Ave 0.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $100,533 $154,766
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa Douglas Avenue River Ave to Lakewood Blvd 0.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $140,746 $216,672
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa James Street 136th Ave to Beeline Rd 0.80 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 3 to 5 lanes CON $1,125,968 $1,733,376
2030 Local OCRC Ottawa James Street Beeline Rd to US‐31 0.70 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 3 to 5 lanes CON $985,222 $1,516,704
2035 Local ACRC Allegan 60th Street 136th Avenue to 146th Avenue 5.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $775,064 $1,451,680
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa 96th Avenue Ottogan Street to Adams Street 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $275,929 $516,811
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa 96th Avenue Adams Street to Perry Street 1.00 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 2 to 3 lanes CON $870,239 $1,629,940
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa 96th Avenue Perry Street to BL‐196 0.50 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 2 to 3 lanes CON $435,120 $814,971
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakeshore Drive New Holland St to Butternut Dr 3.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $902,077 $1,689,573
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa Ottawa Beach Road State Park to 160th Ave 2.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $636,760 $1,192,640
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa Port Sheldon Street US‐31 to 120th Ave 2.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $668,598 $1,252,272
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa Port Sheldon Street 120th Ave to 96th Ave 3.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $912,689 $1,709,450
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa 136th Avenue Riley St to Quincy St 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $422,499 $791,332
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa Douglas Avenue 144th Ave to River Ave 1.40 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 4 to 5 lanes CON $2,403,871 $4,502,406
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa James Street Butternut Dr to 136th Ave 0.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $94,698 $177,367
2035 Local OCRC Ottawa Riley Street Butternut Dr to 136th Ave 0.80 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 2 to 3 lanes CON $946,980 $1,773,675

2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa 32nd Street US‐31 to East City Limit 1.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,265,319
2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Allegan/Ottawa Central Avenue State Street to 40th Street 1.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,265,319
2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa Country Club Road 8th Street to Legion Park 0.40 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,265,319
2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa Lincoln Avenue 7th Street to 24th Street 1.10 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,265,319
2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa Michigan Avenue 19th Street to 32nd Street 0.90 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,500,000 $1,897,979

2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa Pine Avenue 
9th Street to River Bridge (North 

City Limit)
0.80 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,265,319

2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa River Avenue
River Bridge (North City Limit) to 

19th Street
1.40 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,500,000 $1,897,979

2025 ‐ 2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa Waverly Road Chicago Drive to 16th Street 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,265,319
2025‐2029 Local City of Holland Ottawa 8th Street Lincoln Avenue to Maple Avenue 0.80 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $500,000 6,32,660
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Holland Ottawa 24th Street Graafschap Road to River Ave 1.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $750,000 $1,154,591
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Holland Ottawa 8th Street Fairbanks Ave to Lincoln Ave 0.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $250,000 $384,864
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Holland Ottawa Central Avenue 3rd Street to State Street 1.10 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,539,454
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Holland Ottawa Hope Avenue Paw Paw Drive to 16th Street 0.60 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $300,000 $461,836
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Holland Allegan/Ottawa Lincoln Avenue 24th Street to US‐31 0 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,539,454
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Holland Ottawa South shore Drive Old Orchard to 17th Street 1.90 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,539,454

Table 16 C: MACC 2045 LRTP Projects (2026‐2035) = Improve and Expand Projects
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Table 16 C: MACC 2045 LRTP Projects (2026‐2035) = Improve and Expand Projects

2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Holland Allegan Waverly Road M‐40 to E. 48th Street 0.40 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $250,000 $384,864
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa 101st Street BL 196 to Lee Street 0.30 Reconstruction Mill and Reconstruct roadway CON $104,887 $161,469
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa Alpine Avenue N. Jefferson St to N. Colonial St 0.10 Reconstruction Mill and Reconstruct roadway CON $138,010 $212,460

2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa Centennial Street
Cooperation Drive to Washington 

Avenue
0.60 Road Rehabilitation Mill and Resurface roadway CON $370,971 $571,093

2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa Centennial Street Lincoln Avenue to Main Avenue 0.02 Road Rehabilitation Mill and Resurface roadway CON $370,971 $571,093
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa E. Cherry Avenue S. Elm Street to Dead End 0.08 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $662,448 $1,019,808
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa N. Colonial Street W. Main Avenue to W. Washington  0.10 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $883,264 $1,359,744
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa Plainfield Avenue S. Fairview Rd to Goodrich St 0.08 Reconstruction Mill and Reconstruct roadway CON $138,010 $212,460
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa Riley Street N. Fairview Road to Arbor Lane 0.50 Reconstruction Mill and Reconstruct Roadway CON $552,040 $849,840
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa S. Park Street E. Main Avenue to E. Rich Avenue 0.40 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway  CON $717,652 $1,104,792
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa Wall Street Main Street to E. Rich Avenue 0.40 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $927,427 $1,427,731
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa William Street 101st Street to 103rd Avenue 0.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway  CON $248,418 $382,428
2030 ‐ 2034 Local City of Zeeland Ottawa Carlton Street E. Washington to E. Main Street 0.20 Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $927,427 $1,427,731
2030‐2035 Local ACRC Allegan 48th Street 136th Avenue to 142nd Avenue 3.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $624,909 $962,019

$43,079,283 $66,198,288
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2040 Local OCRC Ottawa 120th Avenue New Holland St to Port Sheldon St 2.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $500,600 $1,140,750

2040 Local OCRC Ottawa 152nd Avenue Ottawa Beach Rd to Lakewood Blvd 0.80 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder CON $217,652 $495,979

2040 Local OCRC Ottawa 168th Avenue Ottawa Beach Rd to Lakeshore Dr 0.10 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing + Shoulder CON $43,531 $99,196

2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Adams Street 96th Ave to 88th Ave 0.90 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $226,358 $515,817
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Adams Street 88th Ave to 48th Ave 5.10 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $1,273,264 $2,901,474
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakeshore Drive Riley Street to New Holland St 2.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $500,600 $1,140,750
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakeshore Drive Butternut Dr to Croswell Dr 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $250,300 $570,375
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakeshore Drive Croswell Dr to Fillmore St 1.60 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing CON $400,480 $912,601
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa 120th Avenue James  St to Riley St 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $448,648 $1,022,364
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Adams Street Quarterline Rd to 96th Ave 1.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $672,971 $1,533,546
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Beeline Road Lakewood Blvd to Riley St 1.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $577,304 $1,315,542
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa James Street US‐31 to 112th Ave 1.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $672,971 $1,533,546
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa James Street 112th Ave to Chicago Dr 1.10 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 2 to 3 lanes CON $1,306,356 $2,976,883
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakewood Boulevard River Ave to Douglas Ave 0.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $138,553 $315,730
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakewood Boulevard Douglas Ave to US‐31 1.20 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $541,016 $1,232,850
2040 Local OCRC Ottawa Lakewood Boulevard US‐31 to 120th Ave 0.40 Road Rehabilitation Resurfacing  CON $181,438 $413,456
2045 Local OCRC Ottawa Riley Street 120th Ave to 112th Ave 1.00 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 3 to 5 lanes CON $821,332 $2,277,118
2045 Local OCRC Ottawa River Avenue City of Holland to CSX Crossing 0.20 Road Rehabilitation Epoxy Overlay CON $107,130 $297,016
2045 Local OCRC Ottawa River Avenue CSX Crossing to 136th Ave 0.40 Reconstruction Improve and Expand 5 to 7 lanes CON $785,622 $2,178,113

2035 ‐ 2039 Local City of Holland Allegan 40th Street East City Limit to US‐31 1.60  Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $500,000 $936,491

2035 ‐ 2039 Local City of Holland Allegan 40th Street Lincoln Avenue to Graafschap Road 2.00  Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,872,981

2035 ‐ 2039 Local City of Holland Ottawa Country Club Road 8th Street to 24th Street 1.00  Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $500,000 $936,491
2035 ‐ 2039 Local City of Holland Allegan/Ottawa Ottawa Avenue 40th Street to 16th Street 1.50  Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,872,981
2035‐2040 Local ACRC Allegan 56th Street 136th Avenue to 141st Avenue 2.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $481,379 $901,614
2035‐2040 Local ACRC Allegan 58th Street 136th Avenue to 139th Avenue 1.50 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $324,599 $607,968

2035‐2040 Local ACRC Allegan 64th Street
Blue Star Hwy to Ottogan (32nd 

Street)
6.10 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $828,060 $1,550,941

2040 ‐ 2045 Local City of Holland Allegan 48th Street Lincoln Avenue to Regent Blvd 1.50  Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,000,000 $1,872,981
2040 ‐ 2045 Local City of Holland Ottawa Fairbanks Avenue 16th Street to 8th Street 0.50  Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $250,000 $468,245

2040 ‐2045 Local City of Holland Allegan/Ottawa Graafschap Road
South City Limit to South Shore 

Drive
1.50  Reconstruction Reconstruct existing roadway CON $3,000,000 $5,618,944

2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 146th Avenue 66th Street to 60th Street 3.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $389,740 $888,127
2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 136th Avenue 58th to 54th Street 2.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $411,822 $938,447
2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 136th Avenue 54th Street to 48th Street 3.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $614,973 $1,401,381
2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 141st Avenue 60th Street to M‐40 4.60 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $780,585 $1,778,772
2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 58th Street 139th Avenue to City Limits 2.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $517,813 $1,179,976
2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 60th Street City Limit to 136th Avenue 5.30 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $772,856 $1,761,160

2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 64th Street
Blue Star Hwy to Ottogan (32nd 

Street)
6.10 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $1,478,364 $3,368,849

2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan 66th Street Ottogan Street to 146th Avenue 1.00 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $230,752 $525,830
2040‐2045 Local ACRC Allegan Fillmore Road M‐40 to 48th Street 1.90 Road Rehabilitation Resurface existing roadway CON $368,762 $840,323

$24,115,831 $52,195,608

Table 16 D: MACC 2045 LRTP Projects (2036‐2045)  = Improve and Expand Projects
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Financial Introduction  

The Financial Plan summarizes the process used to develop transportation revenue 

projections, identifies the costs of operating and maintaining the transportation system, 

and lists planned project and program commitments. This chapter demonstrates 

financial constraint in the urbanized area by showing that planned commitments do not 

exceed available annual revenue for both highway and transit funding in the Macatawa 

Area Coordinating Council (MACC) planning area.  

 

Federal requirements of the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act and the 

U.S. Code of Federal Regulations [23 CFR Part 450.322] require that the MACC 2045 Long 

Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) be constrained by the amount of revenue available to 

transportation providers. The estimated cost of the projects and programs offered in this 

plan to meet the future transportation system needs have been constrained to revenue 

projections over the length of the plan. Revenue and cost estimates have also been 

developed to reflect “year of expenditure” dollars, accounting for inflation. This chapter 

is intended to provide the reader with an understanding of the sources and amounts of 

available revenue, planned expenditures and how this LRTP meets the financial 

constraint requirement noted above. 

Sources of Transportation Funding 

The basic sources of transportation funding are motor fuel taxes and vehicle registration 

fees. Both the federal government and the State of Michigan tax motor fuel, the federal 

government at $0.184 per gallon on gasoline and $0.244 per gallon on diesel and 

Michigan at $0.263 per gallon on gasoline and diesel. Michigan also charges sales tax on 

motor fuel, but this funding is not applied to transportation infrastructure. The motor fuel 

taxes are excise taxes, which means they are a fixed amount per gallon. The amount 

collected per gallon does not increase when the price of gasoline or diesel fuel increases. 

Over time, inflation erodes the purchasing power of the motor fuel tax. 

The State of Michigan also collects annual vehicle registration fees when motorists 

purchase license plates or tabs. This is a very important source of transportation funding 
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for the state. Currently, roughly half of the transportation funding collected by the state 

is in the form of vehicle registration fees.   

Cooperative Revenue Estimation Process 

Estimating the amount of funding available for the 2045 LRTP is a complex process that 

relies on a number of factors: 

 Economic conditions  

 Miles traveled by vehicles nationwide and in Michigan  

 Federal and state transportation funding received in previous years 

Revenue forecasting relies on a combination of data and experience and represents a 

“best guess” of future trends. The revenue forecasting process is a cooperative effort. The 

Michigan Transportation Planning Association (MTPA), a voluntary association of public 

organizations and agencies responsible for the administration of transportation planning 

activities throughout the state, formed the Financial Working Group (FWG) to develop a 

statewide standard forecasting process. The Financial Working Group is comprised of 

members from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Michigan Department of 

Transportation (MDOT), transit agencies, and metropolitan planning organizations 

(MPOs), including the MACC. It represents a cross-section of the public agencies 

responsible for transportation planning in our state. The revenue assumptions in this 

financial plan are largely based on the factors formulated by the FWG and approved by 

the MTPA.  

 

Federal Funding Sources – Highways 

Federal transportation funding comes from motor fuel taxes (mostly gasoline and diesel). 

Receipts from these taxes are deposited in the Highway Trust Fund (HTF). Funding is then 

apportioned to the states. Apportionment is the distribution of funds through formulas in 

law. The current law governing these apportionments is the FAST Act. Under this law, 

Michigan receives approximately $1.1 billion in federal transportation funding annually.  

This funding is apportioned through a number of programs designed to accomplish 

different objectives, such as road repair, bridge repair, safety, and congestion mitigation. 

A brief description of the major funding sources follows. 

National Highway Performance Program (NHPP):  This funding is used to support condition 

and performance on the National Highway System (NHS) and to construct new facilities 

on the NHS. The National Highway System is the network of the nation’s most important 

highways, including the Interstate and US highway systems. In Michigan, most roads on 

the National Highway System are state trunk lines (i.e., “I-,” “US-,” and “M-“roads), but 

can also include principal arterials whether state or locally-owned. These funds are 

currently not available to local road agencies in the MACC area, only MDOT roads within 

the MACC, even though the Ottawa County Road Commission and City of Holland have 
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several routes (e.g. River Avenue, Douglas Avenue, Lakewood Boulevard, State Street) 

that are eligible for NHPP funds.  

Surface Transportation Program (STP): This funding is used for construction, reconstruction, 

rehabilitation, resurfacing, restoration, preservation, or operational improvements to 

federal-aid highways and replacement, preservation, and other improvements to 

bridges on public roads. Michigan’s STP apportionment from the federal government is 

evenly split, half to areas of the state based on population and half that can be used in 

any area of the state. STP can also be flexed (transferred) to transit projects. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP):  This funding is used to correct or improve 

a hazardous road location or feature or address other highway safety problems. Projects 

can include intersection improvements, shoulder widening, rumble strips, improving 

safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, or disabled persons, highway signs and markings, 

guardrails, and other activities.  The State of Michigan retains all Safety funding and uses 

a portion on the state trunkline system, distributing the remainder to local agencies 

through a competitive process.  

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ): This funding is intended to 

reduce emissions from transportation-related sources. There is currently an emphasis on 

certain projects that reduce particulate matter (PM), but funds can also be used for 

traffic signal retiming, actuations, and interconnects; installing dedicated turn lanes; 

roundabouts; travel demand management such as rideshare and vanpools; transit; and 

non-motorized projects that divert non-recreational travel from single-occupant vehicles.  

The State of Michigan has allocated funding to the MACC area based on population. 

MDOT uses half of the funding for CMAQ-eligible projects on the state trunkline system; 

the other half is distributed by the MACC to eligible projects.  

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP): This funding is used for a number of activities 

to improve the transportation system environment, including (but not limited to) non-

motorized projects, preservation of historic transportation facilities, outdoor advertising 

control, vegetation management in rights-of-way, and the planning and construction of 

projects that improve the ability of students to walk or bike to school. Funds are split 

between the state and various larger urbanized areas based on population.  

Base and Assumptions Used in Forecast Calculations of Federal Highway Funds 

Each year, the targets (the amount the MACC area is expected to receive) are 

calculated for each of these programs, based on federal apportionment 

documentation and state law. Targets can vary from year to year due to factors 

including how much funding was actually received by the Highway Trust Fund,  the 

authorization (the annual transportation funding spending ceiling), and the 

appropriation (how much money is actually approved to be spent). Targets for the fiscal 

year 2018, as provided by MDOT, were used as the baseline for the forecast. The Financial 

Work Group of the MTPA developed a two percent annual increase in federal-aid 
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highway funds for the first 10 years (2018-2027) of the forecast, then a 2.3 percent annual 

increase for the remainder of the forecast (2028-2045).  

 

State Funding Sources – Highways 

There are two main sources of state highway funding, the state motor fuel tax, and 

vehicle registration fees. The state law governing the collection and distribution of state 

highway revenue is Public Act 51 of 1951, commonly known as “Act 51.” All revenue from 

these sources is deposited into the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF). Act 51 contains 

a number of complex formulas for the distribution of the funding, but essentially, once 

funding for certain grants and administrative costs are removed, 10 percent of the 

remainder is deposited in the Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF) for transit. The 

remaining funds are then split between the State Trunkline Fund, administered by MDOT, 

county road commissions, and municipalities in a proportion of 39.1 percent, 39.1 

percent, and 21.8 percent, respectively. 

Major changes to state transportation revenue collection have occurred since the last 

LRTP update. A package of bills was enacted in Fall 2015 to: 

 Increase the motor fuel tax to $0.263/gallon (for both gasoline and diesel) from 

$0.19/gallon (gasoline) and $0.15/gallon (diesel);  

 Raise vehicle registration fees by an average of 20 percent, effective January 1, 

2017; 

 Transfer $150 million from the state’s General Fund to highways in fiscal year (FY) 

2019; 

 Transfer $325 million from the state’s General Fund to highways in FY 2020; 

 Transfer $600 million from the state’s General Fund to highways in FY 2021 and 

subsequent years; and  

 Adjust the motor fuel tax for inflation by up to five percent annually, starting in 

January 2022.  

These changes are estimated to increase MTF funding at least one-third over 2015 levels 

by 2021.  

MTF funds are critical to the operation of the road system in Michigan. Since federal funds 

cannot be used to operate or maintain the road system (items such as snow removal, 

mowing grass in the right-of-way, paying the electric bill for streetlights and traffic signals, 

etc.), MTF funds are local communities’ and road commissions’ main source for funding 

these items. Most federal transportation funding must be matched with 20 percent non-

federal revenue. In Michigan, most match funding comes from the MTF for state trunkline 

projects. Finally, federal funding cannot be used on local public roads, such as 

subdivision streets. Here again, MTF is the main source of revenue for the maintenance 

and repair of these roads. 

107



Funding from the MTF is distributed statewide to incorporated cities, incorporated 

villages, and county road commissions, collectively known as “Act 51 agencies.” The 

formula is based on population and public road mileage under each Act 51 agency’s 

jurisdiction.  

Base and Assumptions Used in Forecast Calculations of State Highway Funds 

The base for the financial forecast of state MTF funds comes from MDOT’s Estimated 

Distribution Schedule for Michigan Transportation Funding. This document shows the 

estimated revenues for the fiscal years 2020 and 2021 for Cities, Villages, and 

Counties. Adding all of the distributions to cities and county road commissions in the 

MACC area provides an overall distribution total for the region.  

 

Local Funding Sources – Highways 

Local highway funding can come from a variety of sources, including transportation 

millages, general fund revenues, and special assessment districts. Locally-funded 

transportation projects that are not of regional significance are not required to be 

included in the LRTP. This makes it difficult to determine how much local funding is being 

spent on roads in the MACC area.   

Base and Assumptions Used in Forecast Calculations of Local Highway Funds 

To estimate local revenue over the duration of the 2045 plan, the average local match 

throughout the current TIP cycle of fiscal years 2020-2023 was found. For consistency, the 

average dollar amount was then grown at the federal rate of 2% until 2027 and then 2.3% 

from 2028-2045. Local units of government in the MACC Area recognize the economic 

importance of preserving local transportation investments and have passed millages for 

use on primary and local roads.  

 

Innovative Finance Strategies - Highways 

A number of innovative financing strategies have been developed over the past two 

decades to help stretch limited transportation dollars. Some are purely public sector; 

others involve partnerships between the public and private sectors. Some of the more 

common strategies are discussed below. 

Toll Credits:  This strategy allows states to count funding they earn through tolled facilities 

(after deducting facility expenses) to be used as a “soft match,” rather than using the 

usual cash match for federal transportation projects. States have to demonstrate 

“maintenance of effort” when using toll credits—in other words, they must show that the 

toll money is being used for transportation purposes and that they’re not reducing their 

efforts to maintain the existing system by using the toll credit program. Toll credits have 
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been an important source of funding for the State of Michigan in the past because of 

the three major bridge crossings and one tunnel crossing between Michigan and Ontario.  

Toll credits have also helped to partially mitigate the funding crisis in Michigan since 

insufficient non-federal funding is available to match all of the federal funding 

apportioned to the state. 

State Infrastructure Bank (SIB):  Established in a majority of states, including Michigan.  

Under the SIB program, states can place a portion of their federal highway funding into 

a revolving loan fund for transportation improvements such as highway, transit, rail, and 

intermodal projects.  Loans are available at 3 percent interest and a 25-year loan period 

to public entities such as political subdivisions, regional planning commissions, state 

agencies, transit agencies, railroads, and economic development corporations. Private 

and nonprofit corporations developing publicly owned facilities may also apply 

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA): This nationwide program, 

significantly expanded under MAP-21, provides lines of credit and loan guarantees to 

state or local governments for development, construction, reconstruction, property 

acquisition, and carrying costs during construction. TIFIA enables states and local 

governments to use the borrowing power and creditworthiness of the United States to 

fund finance projects at far more favorable terms than they would otherwise be able to 

do on their own. Repayment of TIFIA funding to the federal government can be delayed 

for up to five years after project completion with a repayment period of up to 35 years. 

Interest rates are also low.   

Bonding: Bonding is borrowing, where the borrower agrees to repay lenders the principal 

and interest. Interest may be fixed over the term of the bond or variable. The amount of 

interest a borrower will have to pay depends in large part upon its perceived credit risk; 

the greater the perceived chance of default, the higher the interest rate. In order to 

bond, a borrower must pledge a reliable revenue stream for repayment. For example, 

this can be the toll receipts from a new transportation project. In the case of general 

obligation bonds, future tax receipts are pledged.  

States are allowed to borrow against their federal transportation funds, within certain 

limitations. While bonding provides money upfront for important transportation projects, 

it also means diminished resources in future years, as funding is diverted from projects to 

paying the bonds’ principal and interest. Michigan transportation law requires money for 

the payment of bonds and other debts be taken off the top before the distribution of 

funds for other purposes. Therefore, the advantages of completing a project more 

quickly need to be carefully weighed with the disadvantages of reduced resources in 

future years. 

Advance Construct/Advance Construct Conversion: This strategy allows a community or 

agency to build a transportation project with its own funds (advance construct) and then 

be reimbursed with federal funds in a future year (advance construct conversion). 

Tapered match can also be programmed, where the agency is reimbursed over a period 

of two or more years. Advance construct allows for the construction of highway projects 
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before federal funding is available; however, the agency must be able to build the 

project with its own resources and then be able to wait for federal reimbursement in a 

later year. 

Public-Private Partnerships (P3): Funding available through traditional sources, such as 

motor fuel taxes, are not keeping pace with the growth in transportation system needs. 

Governments are increasingly turning to public-private partnerships (P3) to fund large 

transportation infrastructure projects. An example of a public-private partnership is 

Design/Build/Finance/Operate (DBFO). In this arrangement, the government keeps 

ownership of the transportation asset but hires one or more private companies to design 

the facility, secure funding, construct the facility and operate it, usually for a set period 

of time. The private-sector firm is repaid most commonly through toll revenue generated 

by the new facility. 

 

Federal Funding Sources – Transit 

Federal revenue for transit comes from federal motor fuel taxes, just as it does for highway 

projects. Some of the motor fuel tax collected nationwide is deposited in the Mass Transit 

Account of the Highway Trust Fund (HTF). Federal transit funding is similar to federal 

highway funding as there are several core programs where the money is distributed on 

a formula basis and other programs that are competitive in nature. Here are brief 

descriptions of some of the most common federal transit programs. 

Section 5307: This is the largest single source of transit funding that is apportioned to 

Michigan. Section 5307 funds can be used for capital projects, transit planning, and 

projects eligible under the former Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) program 

(intended to link people without transportation to available jobs). Some of the funds can 

also be used for operating expenses, depending on the size of the transit agency. One 

percent of funds received are to be used by the agency to improve security at agency 

facilities. Distribution is based on formulas including population, population density, and 

operating characteristics related to transit service. Urbanized areas of 200,000 population 

or larger receive their own apportionment. Areas between 50,000 and 199,999 

population are awarded funds by the governor from the governor’s apportionment.   

Section 5310, Elderly and Persons with Disabilities: Funding for projects to benefit seniors 

and disabled persons when service is unavailable or insufficient and transit access 

projects for disabled persons exceeding Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

requirements. Section 5310 incorporates the former New Freedom program. The State of 

Michigan allocates its funding on a per-project basis. 

Section 5339, Bus and Bus Facilities:  Funds will be made available under this program to 

replace, rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment, as well as construct 

110



bus-related facilities. Each state receives a fixed amount, with the remaining funding 

apportioned to transit agencies based on various population and service factors. 

In addition to these funding sources, transit agencies can also apply for Surface 

Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 

(CMAQ) program funds.   

Base and assumptions used in forecast calculations of federal transit funds 

Each year, funding targets (the estimated funding amount the MACC is anticipated to 

receive) are calculated for each of these programs, based on federal apportionment 

documentation and state law. Targets can vary from year to year due to factors 

including actual vs. estimated receipts of the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust 

Fund, the authorization (the annual transportation funding spending ceiling), and the 

appropriation (how much money is actually approved to be spent). The MACC works 

with MDOT’s Office of Passenger Transportation (OPT) to develop transit funding targets. 

 

State Funding Sources – Transit 

The majority of state-level transit funding is derived from the same source as state 

highway funding – the state tax on motor fuels. Act 51 stipulates that 10 percent of 

receipts into the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF), after certain deductions, are to be 

deposited in a sub-account of the MTF called the Comprehensive Transportation Fund 

(CTF). This is analogous to the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund at the 

federal level. Additionally, a portion of the state-level auto-related sales tax is deposited 

in the CTF. Distributions from the CTF are used by public transit agencies for matching 

federal grants and also for operating expenses. 

Base and Assumptions Used in Forecast Calculations of State Transit Funds 

Calculations of state transit funds are based on historical data. MDOT OPT provides state 

operating targets for these funds. These funds, in addition to local funding, comprise 

nearly all of the operating funds (wages and salaries, vehicle maintenance, 

maintenance of facilities, etc.) necessary to keep MAX Transit functioning. 

 

Local Funding Sources – Transit 

Major sources of local funding for transit agencies include farebox revenues, general 

fund transfers from city governments, and transportation millages. The Macatawa Area 

Express (MAX) collects fares from riders. MAX also receives funds from a dedicated 

transportation millage and local operating support.  
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Base and Assumptions Used in Forecast Calculations of Transit Funds 

MAX receives revenues from local sources (including passenger fares, transportation 

millage, local operating assistance, and interest from reserves. In FY 2018, for instance, 

MAX Transit generated approximately $1,524,723 from those sources.  

 

Transit Capital and Operations 

Transit expenditures are divided into two basic categories of capital and operations. 

Capital refers to the physical assets of the agency, such as buses and other vehicles, 

stations and shelters at bus stops, office equipment and furnishings, and certain spare 

parts for vehicles. Operations refer to the activities necessary to keep the system 

operating, such as driver wages and maintenance costs. Most expenses of transit 

agencies are operations expenses. Data on FY2020-2023 capital and operating costs 

were provided by MAX staff. MAX Annual Reports from 2017 and 2018 were also used to 

identify local revenue trends and track expenses. 

 

Figure 34: MAX Transit revenues as identified in their 2018 annual report  

 

Innovative Finance Strategies – Transit 

Sources of funding for transit are not limited to the federal, state, and local sources 

previously mentioned.  As with highway funding, there are alternative sources of funding 

that can be utilized to operate transit service. Bonds can be issued (see discussion of 
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bonds in the “Innovative Financing Strategies—Highway” section). The federal 

government also allows the use of toll credits to match federal funds. Regulations allow 

for the use of toll revenues (after facility operating expenses) to be used as “soft match” 

for transit projects. Soft match means that actual money does not have to be provided—

the toll revenues are used as a “credit” against the match. This allows the actual toll funds 

to be used on other parts of the transportation system, thus stretching the resources 

available to maintain the system. 

 

Commitments and Projected Available Revenue 

Estimating the amount of funding available for the LRTP planning period is a complex 

process. It relies on a number of factors, including economic conditions, miles traveled 

by vehicles nationwide and in the State of Michigan, and federal and state 

transportation funding received in previous years. Revenue forecasting relies on a 

combination of data and experience and represents a “best guess” of future trends. 

The revenue forecasting process is a cooperative effort. The Michigan Transportation 

Planning Association (MTPA), a voluntary association of public organizations and 

agencies responsible for the administration of transportation planning activities 

throughout the state, formed the Financial Working Group (FWG) to develop a statewide 

standard forecasting process. FWG is comprised of members from the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA), the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), transit 

agencies, and Metropolitan Planning Organizations, including MACC. It represents a 

cross-section of the public agencies responsible for transportation planning in our state. 

The revenue assumptions in this financial plan for federal and state dollars are based on 

the factors formulated by the FWG and approved by the MTPA.  
 

 

 

 

 

Table 17: Annual Growth Rates for Federal, State, and Local Revenue Projections  

2018-2027 Annual Growth 

Federal 2.0% 

State 2.0% 

Local 2.0% 

2028-2045  

Federal 2.3% 

State 2.9% 

Local 2.3% 

 

Federal Funding Revenues 

To determine federal funding by program, the MACC took funding allocations for 

FY2020-2023 directly from the FY2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

For 2024 and beyond, the MACC took the average federal funding amounts for STP 
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and CMAQ over the current TIP years and applied the approved federal growth rate 

of 2% up until 2027 and 2.3% for every year thereafter. Competitive programs, such 

as safety (HSIP funding), were not included in this analysis, as MDOT manages that 

program, and such grants are not guaranteed. 

State Funding Revenues 

State revenues were determined in the same way as federal funding, except after 

2027, the state growth rate increases by 2.9% annually.  

Local Funding Revenues 

The local program funds consist of local Act 51 revenue estimates which are often 

supplemented with other local funds, such as general funds, transportation millages, 

municipal bonds, and special assessments. Agencies that receive Act 51 funding, 

also sometimes referred to as MTF funds, include road agencies such as the Allegan 

and Ottawa County Road Commissions and the cities of Holland and Zeeland. To 

forecast the amount of local revenue over the life of the 2045 LRTP, the average local 

commitment throughout the current TIP was used and then grown at the same rate 

as federal revenues (2.0% until 2027 and 2.3% from 2028-2045).  

Trunkline System Revenues 

All highways with an “I,” “M,” or “US” designation, such as I-96 and US-131 in the 

MACC area are part of a network known as the State Trunkline System. While both 

federal and state funds go towards maintaining the trunkline system, the main 

agency responsible for the system is the Michigan Department of Transportation 

(MDOT). The amount of funding projected to be available for system preservation 

activities (such as road repaving, rehabilitation, or reconstruction) is shown in the 

following Trunkline Revenue Forecast table which represents funding totals that were 

provided by MDOT. Note that this table shows predicted funding for critical 

infrastructure needs and pavement preservation and that the funds listed are not to 

be used for capacity improvements, new roads, or trunkline modernization.  
 

 

 

Table 18: Trunkline Revenue Forecast 

Years Federal (80%) State (20%) Total (100%) 

2020-2023 $31,449,341.60 $7,862,335.40 $39,311,677.00 

2024-2025 $16,070,890.40 $4,017,722.60 $20,088,613.00 

2026-2035 $99,694,961.60 $24,923,740.40 $124,618,702.00 

2036-2045 $146,564,685.60 $36,641,171.40 $183,205,857.00 

 $293,779,879.20 $73,444,969.80 $367,224,849.00 
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Operations & Maintenance Revenues  

Construction, reconstruction, repair, and rehabilitation of 

roads and bridges are only part of the total cost of the 

highway system, it must also be operated and 

maintained. Operations and Maintenance (O&M) are 

defined as those items necessary to keep the highway 

infrastructure functional for vehicle travel, other than the 

construction, reconstruction, repair, and rehabilitation of 

the infrastructure. O&M includes items such as snow and 

ice removal, pothole patching, rubbish removal, maintaining the right-of-way, 

maintaining traffic signs and signals, clearing highway storm drains, paying the electrical 

bills for street lights and traffic signals, and other similar activities, and the personnel and 

direct administrative costs necessary to implement these projects.  These activities are as 

vital to the smooth functioning of the highway system as good pavement. 

Federal transportation funds cannot be used for O&M of the highway system. Since the 

LRTP only includes federally-funded transportation projects (and non-federally-funded 

projects of regional significance), it does not include O&M projects. While in aggregate, 

O&M activities are regionally significant, the individual projects do not rise to that level. 

However, federal regulations require an estimate of the amount of funding that will be 

spent operating and maintaining the federal-aid eligible highway system over the period 

of the 2045 LRTP. This section of the Financial Plan provides an estimate for the MACC 

area and details the method used to estimate these costs. 

MDOT produced Operation and Maintenance revenue estimates going out to the year 

2045 for each MPO throughout the state based on highway lane miles. Out of a total of 

around 31,360 lane miles, the MACC represents only 0.8% or 248 lane miles.  

Local Act51 road agencies (county road commissions, incorporated cities, and 

incorporated villages) are responsible for operating and maintaining the roads they own, 

including those roads they own that are designated as part of the federal-aid system. In 

the MACC, that would be the Allegan County Road Commission, the Ottawa County 

Road Commission, the City of Holland, and the City of Zeeland. To estimate local funding 

contributions to O&M, the MACC used Act 51 allocation estimates for 2020 and 2021. A 

2% inflation factor was applied from 2022-2027 and then 2.3% from 2028-2045. Once the 

funds were projected out to 2045, 1/3 of the annual revenue was used to predict O&M 

allocations, since, for many agencies, O&M costs are, on average, around 1/3 of their 

Act51 funding total. 
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Table 19: Operations and Maintenance Revenue Forecast 

Years Local  MDOT Total  

2020-2023 $20,881,630.17 $9,224,000 $30,105,630.17 

2024-2025 $11,186,297.76 $4,896,000 $16,082,297.76 

2026-2035 $65,221,092.54 $27,762,000 $92,983,092.54 

2036-2045 $86,737,347.39 $34,146,000 $120,883,347.39 

 $184,026,367.86 $76,028,000 $260,054,367.86 

 

Financial Constraint  

The LRTP must be fiscally constrained; that is, the cost of projects programmed in the LRTP 

cannot exceed revenues “reasonably expected to be available” during the 26-year LRTP 

period. Funding for core transit programs such as Section 5307, Section 5339 and Section 

5310 are expected to be available to the area based on historical trends of funding from 

similar programs in past federal surface transportation laws. Likewise, state funding from 

the state’s Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF), and local sources of revenue such 

as farebox, general fund transfers, and millages, are also expected to be available during 

the 26-year LRTP period. Funds from other programs are generally awarded on a 

competitive basis and are therefore impossible to predict. Funds from federal 

competitive programs are not included in the revenue forecast. Funding for core 

programs such as CMAQ or STP that may be used for highways is also expected to be 

available to the MACC area based on historical trends of funding from past federal 

surface transportation laws. Likewise, state funding from the Michigan Transportation 

Fund (MTF) is also expected to be available during the 26-year period.   

All federally-funded projects must be in the LRTP. Additionally, any non-federally-funded 

but regionally significant project must also be included. In these cases, project submitters 

demonstrate that funding is available and what sources of non-federal funding are to be 

utilized. Projects programmed in the LRTP are known as commitments. Commitments 

cannot exceed funds reasonably expected to be available. Projects must also be 

programmed in year of expenditure dollars, meaning that they must be adjusted for 

inflation to reflect the expected purchasing power of a dollar in the year the project is 

expected to be built. The MTPA/Financial Work Group has decided on an annual inflation 

rate of 4% for projects over the plan period. This means that a project costing $1 million 

in FY 2020 is expected to cost $1.04 million in FY 2021, $1.082 million in FY 2022, and so on. 

Since the amount of growth in available funding, around 2%, is forecasted to be less than 

the growth rate of project costs, around 4%, this means that likely not enough funds will 

be available to keep up with the rising costs of projects over the 26 years of this plan. The 

list of projects can be found in chapter 10. 
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Revenue and Expenditures for Federal/State Funded Programs  
 

Table 20: Estimates of Revenue and Expenditures for FY2020-2023 

Federal/State Funded Programs (FY2020-2023/Current TIP Cycle) 

Anticipated 

Funding Source 

Estimated 

Federal 

Revenue 

Estimated 

State 

Revenue 

Local 

Commitment 
Total Revenue 

Total Proposed 

Commitments 

Local MPO Based Constraint 

CMAQ $1,335,000 $163,250 $1,396,000 $2,894,250 $2,894,250 

STP – Small 

Urban 
$6,571,949 $0 $6,026,000 $12,597,949 $12,597,949 

Local Projects from Statewide Sources 

Railroad 

Crossing Funds 
$292,500 $32,500 $0 $325,000 $325,000 

Safety $56,530 $0 $0 $56,530 $56,530 

STP – Flexible 

(Bridge) 
$3,979,200 $553,600 $441,200 $4,974,000 $4,974,000 

MDOT Project Templates 

Traffic & Safety $1,778,895 $182,657 $0 $1,961,552 $1,961,552 

Bridge 

Preservation 
$8,445,683 $1,489,767 $0 $9,935,450 $9,935,450 

Bridge 

Replacement 
$830,777 $184,223 $0 $1,015,000 $1,015,000 

Road Rehab & 

Reconstruction 
$58,907,002 $7,384,132 $56,867 $66,348,001 $66,348,001 

Other $1,058,932 $234,816 $0 $1,293,748 $1,293,748 

Transit Project Categories 

5307 $5,737,896 $6,843,614 $4,991,505 $17,573,015 $17,573,015 

5310 $794,000 $56,000 $570,000 $1,420,000 $1,420,000 

5339 $569,445 $142,361 $0 $711,806 $711,806 

Total  $90,357,809 $17,266,920 $13,481,572 $121,106,301 $121,106,301 

    CONSTRAINED 
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Table 21: Estimates of Revenue and Expenditures for FY2024-2025 

Federal/State Funded Programs (FY2024-2025) 

Anticipated 

Funding Source 

Estimated 

Federal 

Revenue 

Estimated 

State 

Revenue 

Estimated Local 

Commitment 

Estimated Total 

Revenue 

Estimated Total  

Proposed Commitments 

Local MPO Based Constraint 

STP – Small 

Urban 
$3,385,210 $0 $12,662,032.76 $16,047,242.76 $16,047,242.76 

CMAQ $687,658.50 $84,089.04 $678,386.70 $1,450,134.24 $1,450,134.24 

Total  $4,072,868.50 $84,089.04 $13,340,419.46 $17,497,377 $17,497,377 

    CONSTRAINED 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Only STP and CMAQ funds are shown after 2023 (the current TIP cycle) since other forms of funding, such as HSIP safety 

funds, are awarded in a grant process and are not guaranteed every year. It is also important to point out that in order for 

funding to be constrained (revenues equaling project costs), the local STP match had to increase an additional 

$9,648,182.66 over the 2024-2025 time frame. The funding gap, as explained before, is due to project costs being grown at 

a rate of 4% annually while revenues are only grown at 2%. Similar to local revenues in table 21, local STP commitment had 

to be increased an additional $21,428,558.25 in 2026-2035 to prove fiscal constraint. 

 

 

Table 22: Estimates of Revenue and Expenditures for FY2026-2035 

Federal/State Funded Programs (FY2026-2035) 

Anticipated 

Funding Source 

Estimated 

Federal 

Revenue 

Estimated 

State 

Revenue 

Estimated Local 

Commitment 

Estimated Total 

Revenue 

Estimated Total 

Proposed Commitments 

Local MPO Based Constraint 

STP – Small 

Urban 
$19,303,701 $0 $38,614,625.07 $57,918,326.07 $57,918,326.07 

CMAQ $3,921,278.28 $490,276.54 $3,868,407.11 $8,279,961.93 $8,279,961.93 

Total  $23,224,979.28 $490,276.54 $42,483,032.18 $66,198,288 $66,198,288 

    CONSTRAINED 
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Table 23: Estimates of Revenue and Expenditures for FY2036-2045 

Federal/State Funded Programs (FY2036-2045) 

Anticipated 

Funding Source 

Estimated 

Federal 

Revenue 

Estimated 

State 

Revenue 

Estimated Local 

Commitment 

Estimated Total 

Revenue 

Total Proposed 

Commitments 

Local MPO Based Constraint 

STP – Small 

Urban 
$24,226,008.81 $0 $17,541,581.50 $41,767,590.31 $41,767,590.31 

CMAQ $4,921,176.62 $652,017.39 $4,854,823.68 $10,428,017.69 $10,428,017.69 

Total  $29,147,185.43 $652,017.39 $22,396,405.18 $52,195,608 $52,195,608 

    CONSTRAINED 

 

For the years 2036-2045, there was an additional $4,026,811.31 in estimated revenue, likely due to fewer projects being 

proposed since it can be hard to predict local needs so far into the future. The additional funding available was used to 

reduce the local STP match.  
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Forecast for Federal and State Transit Funds 

For FY 2020-2045 the federal revenue growth rate was set to 2% for transit funds. For state match funds, the growth rate will 

be the same as the federal growth rates and for the state operating assistance, the annual growth rate for predicted funds 

has been set to 1.43%.  On the following table, funds that are apportioned to the transit agency are listed (5307 and 5339), 

5310 funding is not included, as the funds are apportioned to the state and then allocated based on annual applications. 

The information in table 24 was provided by MDOT’s Office of Passenger Transportation.  

 

Table 24: MACC Annual Growth Rates for Transit and Revenue Projections  

 
Federal (formula) 

5307 

Federal (formula) 

5339 
State Match State Operating Total 

Growth Rate* 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 1.43% N/A 

FY 2019 Base 

Amount 
$1,434,474 $137,445 $62,859 $1,590,047 $3,224,825 

 

FY 2020-2023 $6,030,586.30 $577,824.30 $264,261.76 $6,590,839.52 $13,463,511.88  

FY 2024-2025 $3,199,225.92 $306,535.78 $140,190.86 $3,438,477.94 $7,084,430.50  

FY 2026-2035 $18,042,509.26 $1,728,754.01 $790,627.15 $18,736,348.66 $39,298,239.08  

FY 2036-2045 $21,993,718.11 $2,107,341.50 $963,770.08 $21,594,801.39 $46,659,631.08  

 $49,266,039.59 $4,720,455.59  $2,158,849.85  $50,360,467.51 $106,505,812.54  
 

 

 

*Based on average 2008 - 2019, see 2019 growth rates - federal and state SLRP 

 

While the 2045 LRTP’s project list does not identify specific projects past FY 2023 for transit, the MACC expects Federal and 

State funding, as well as local funding, to be available due to historic trends. The MACC and MAX Transit is fully committed 

to working together to ensure that the system is maintained and enhanced over the life of the plan (2020-2045).  
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Plan Evaluation  

 

Evaluation of Goals 
It is important to evaluate whether the implementation of the 2045 LRTP will bring the 

MACC area closer to the goals and objectives stated in Chapter 3. Listed below are the 

LRTP’s goals and a discussion of how well the LRTP fulfills each of them. 

 

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING - Transportation planning and the system it designs shall be 

comprehensive and coordinated with other planning efforts. 

 

Discussion: The LRTP was developed in conjunction with all MACC local units of 

government, local road agencies, the Michigan Department of Transportation, private 

sector partners, and the general public. Local government master plans and the 

planning emphasis areas contained in the most recent transportation legislation, FAST-

Act were also considered. Future updates to the plan should continue to strive to 

incorporate more private sector participation as well as special interest groups related to 

transportation.  

 

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS - Planning efforts must recognize funding 

availability when designing the system, ensure the best allocation of those resources, and 

promote the development of a system that is an economic asset to the region.  

 

Discussion: The LRTP contains projects that are adjacent to commercial areas and/or will 

facilitate traffic circulation and access to major employment centers. It also recognizes 

the importance of maintaining the existing system that maximizes long term benefits and 

is a cost-effective strategy. 

 

EFFICIENCY - The transportation system shall be configured and utilized in the most 

efficient manner possible.  

 

Discussion: It is estimated that by 2045, Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) will increase with 

population growth in the MACC area. I&E - improve and expand projects are regionally 

coordinated to minimize gaps or unnecessary duplication thus increasing efficiency. 

 

MOBILITY - The transportation system will ensure basic mobility to all persons and goods 

and allow them to arrive at their destination in a timely manner. 

 

Discussion: The implementation of the proposed projects increases continuous service 

and needed capacity. The MACC Non-Motorized Plan, as well as the potential future 

transit expansions and pledge to periodically review transit expansion issues, lay a 

foundation for improvements to the transportation system for those who cannot, or 

choose not, to use private automobiles. The MACC will continue to identify measures that 

will help assess the performance of the transportation system and its impact on mobility. 
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LAND USE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - The transportation system shall maximize 

positive impacts and minimize disruption of existing and anticipated land uses in the 

MACC area, as well as maintain and improve the quality of the environment. 

 

Discussion: Projects contained in the LRTP as well as projects that increase capacity, can 

have impacts on the land use adjacent to them. As noted above, local government’s 

master plans were consulted to ensure that there were no conflicts. In terms of 

environmental impacts, the projects were reviewed through a formal consultation 

process. This consultation process ensures that agencies involved in natural resources and 

land management can comment on the impacts of the proposed improve/expand 

projects. 

 

ACCESSIBILITY - The transportation system will be available to all persons. 

 

Discussion: As noted under the mobility goal, this plan calls for the regular update of a 

non-motorized plan for the entire MACC area as well as the identification of potential 

future transit service areas. Both of these initiatives lay the framework for increasing the 

accessibility of the transportation system to persons who cannot, or choose not, to use 

private automobiles. While both of these initiatives direct the MACC area in the right 

direction, more can be done to increase the accessibility of the transportation system to 

all persons and efforts will continue to identify logical methods to increase accessibility. 

 

SAFETY & SECURITY - The transportation system shall be safe and secure for all its users.  

 

Discussion: The LRTP survey results showed the need for the MACC to be involved with 

safety efforts. Safety forums hosted by the MACC should occur periodically. In addition, 

efforts should be made to continue to research various Intelligent Transportation Systems 

(ITS) technologies that enhance safety. As recommended in the MACC Non-Motorized 

Plan, an inventory of major rail and freeway crossings should be used to identify safety 

concerns of the transportation system from the perspective of people who walk and bike. 

 

Evaluation of Federal Planning Factors 

In addition to the MACC’s LRTP goals, the most recent transportation legislation, the FAST-

Act contains ten planning factors that are to be considered as part of the MACC’s overall 

transportation planning efforts as well as the development of the LRTP and Transportation 

Improvement Program. These factors are considered below. 

 

Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling 

global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 

 

Discussion: The projects contained in this plan preserve and enhance access (by all 

modes) to major employment centers. It also improves access for workers to many 

sites of the MACC. 
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Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-

motorized users. 

Discussion: Safety improvements related to ITS and driver education are encouraged 

in this plan. The specific safety needs of non-motorized users will be further addressed by 

the MACC’s non-motorized plan. 

 

Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-

motorized users. 

 

Discussion: The MACC will identify and advance ITS strategies that increase the 

security of the transportation system. The security needs of non-motorized users will 

be addressed by the MACC Non-Motorized Plan element described in this plan. 

 

Increase the accessibility and mobility options available for people and 

freight. 

 

Discussion: Mobility options for non-motorized, transit and roadway users are 

increased under this plan and work to preserve and enhance access. While 

accessibility is improved, it is recognized that additional activities should be 

considered to further increase the accessibility to persons that have historically been 

underserved such as those with economic barriers or disabilities.  

 

Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve 

the quality of life and promote consistency between transportation and State 

and local planned growth and economic development patterns. 

 

Discussion: This LRTP seeks to minimize any negative impacts on the environment as a 

result of its programs/projects. The implementation of the programs/projects 

contained in this plan will reduce gaps in the system allowing for more direct 

transportation routes. This plan promotes expanding non-motorized infrastructure which 

can help to improve local and regional air quality. Consistency is achieved by 

evaluating local master plans and developing the LRTP in conjunction with MDOT 

and MACC members. As noted in chapter 6, the MACC promotes the use of green 

stormwater infrastructure and native plants which helps to maintain water quality and 

natural habitat.   

 

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across 

and between modes, for people and freight. 

 

Discussion: The projects/programs of this plan reduce gaps and seek to enhance 

connectivity and integration. The inventory of the existing transportation system, in 

Chapter 5, addresses non-motorized improvements, transit linkages, and regional 

freight movement. Proposed projects to enhance connectivity and address 

deficiencies are covered in Chapter 10.  
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Promote efficient system management and operation. 

 

Discussion: The projects/programs contained in this plan were developed in 

cooperation with the MACC members, state and local transportation providers, and 

the general public. Such input helps ensure that the current system is efficiently 

managed and operated and the programs/projects proposed in this plan support 

the continuation of a system that is efficiently managed and operated. 

 

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

 

Discussion: The LRTP considered the preservation of the existing transportation system 

through the financial analysis section that identified funds for maintenance activities. 

Also, the project list contains preservation projects. There is an interest in the 

application of ITS in small urban areas that could enhance the use of the existing 

system. Annual evaluation of pavement quality throughout the MACC area will help to 

prioritize future resurfacing and rehabilitation projects.   

 

Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or 

mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation  

Discussion: The projects in this plan, especially those that focus on the reconstruction of 

roadways and bridges will help to create a more resilient transportation system. As noted 

in chapter six, the MACC has programs that focus specifically on stormwater mitigation 

and education. Programs like the volunteer road-stream crossing inventory can identify 

culvert and bridge issues early, which helps to create a more resilient transportation 

system. Other practices such as permeable pavement and roadside rain gardens 

continue to gain popularity in the MACC planning region and mitigate stormwater 

pollution. 

 

Enhance travel and tourism  

 

Discussion: The projects/programs contained in this plan will help to enhance travel and 

tourism by increasing transportation mode options, system connectivity, and reducing 

congestion along main travel corridors. Enhanced pavement quality associated with 

resurfacing projects can also create a greater user experience and limit ware-and-tear 

on vehicles.  
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Evaluation of Environmental justice  

The projects in the LRTP must meet the principles of Executive Order 12898 relating to 

environmental justice (EJ). Specifically, the LRTP must identify and address 

disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 

programs and policies on minority and low-income populations. 

Information provided by USDOT Order on Environmental Justice (Order 5610.2) found at 

the Environmental Justice page on FHWA’s website was instrumental in the selection of 

the groups to analyze. According to this directive, the groups to be considered when 

conducting an Environmental Justice analysis must include: 

 Black 

 Hispanic 

 Asian 

 American Indian 

 Native Hawaiian 

 Low-Income 

 

Due to the demographic characteristics of the region, the aging population was added 

to the analysis. 

The methodology undertaken to analyze that the principles are being met entailed 

mapping areas of low-income, minority, and aging population concentrations, 

overlaying the LRTP’s projects and visually analyzing the potential impacts. Utilizing the 

2010 Census data and American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates (2012-2016), 

maps of the above noted groups were created. These are included in the appendix. 

Note that the projects overlaid onto the EJ map only include items that have an 

associated geographic location and therefore do not include projects that deal with 

region-wide operational funding, special programs, safety improvements, or vehicle 

purchases. Due to their nature of being region-wide, these projects are considered to be 

within the EJ area. 

Step 1 – Delineation of Minority Areas 

Minority areas were delineated using the 2010 Census data at the block group level. The 

minority area consists of block groups whose minority population exceeds the Macatawa 

Area Coordinating Council planning area minority population of 25%. Recognizing that 

this would not indicate the absolute number of persons in an area, a dot density map of 

individuals was overlaid on the minority area map. 

Step 2 – Delineation of Low-Income Areas 

Low-income as defined by the Census Bureau is, “...a person whose household income 

… is at or below the U.S. Department of Health Services poverty guidelines.” Utilizing the 

American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates (2012-2016) at the census tract level, 

low-income areas were delineated. The low-income area consists of census tracts whose 

low-income population exceeds the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council planning 
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area low-income population of 14%. Recognizing that this would not indicate the 

absolute number of persons in an area, a dot density map of individuals was overlaid on 

the low-income area map. 

Step 3 – Delineation of Aging Population Areas 

Aging population areas were delineated using the 2010 Census data at the block group 

level. The aging population area consists of block groups whose aging population 

exceeds the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council planning area aging population of 

14%. Recognizing that this would not indicate the absolute number of persons in an area, 

a dot density map of aging individuals was overlaid on to the aging population area 

map. 

Step 4 – Analysis of Impacts on Minority Areas     

With the minority areas now delineated, an analysis of the impacts can be completed.  

Analysis of potential impacts centers on three major areas of concern: 

1. Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts to 

minority areas 

2. Minimizing/blocking access of minority areas to the transportation system  

3. Neglect of the transportation system in minority areas or otherwise reduce or delay 

the receipt of benefits to those areas 

 

Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts to 

minority areas 

Of the 205 projects and programs contained in the LRTP, 121 are in the minority areas.1   

These projects included roadway reconstruction and resurfacing, intersection 

improvements, non-motorized, bridge rehabilitation and transit.  Residential areas in the 

minority areas will have minimal, if any, impact in terms of noise, right-of-way takings, or 

pollution. Impacts, in the form of right-of-way acquisition, are minor.  Environmental 

impacts on all projects will be mitigated according to federal and state laws. Therefore, 

it has been determined that there are no disproportionately high and adverse human 

health impacts.   

Minimizing/blocking access of minority areas to the transportation system  

Minimizing access can be characterized as the permanent closing of streets or 

interchanges in order to accomplish the projects contained in the LRTP. While temporary 

closures will be necessary as part of the construction process for many projects, no 

permanent closures are intended as a result of implementing the proposed projects. 

1 A project was considered in a minority area if 50% or more of project length or service area was 

contained by the minority area boundaries.  Projects on the boundary of a minority area were 

considered to be contained by the minority area boundaries.  
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Therefore, it has been determined that there is no blockage of access to the 

transportation system or loss of mobility as a result of implementing the LRTP projects. 

Neglect of the transportation system in minority areas 

The MACC area is approximately 211 square miles. The minority areas mapped are 

approximately 36 square miles or 17% of the entire area of the MACC. As noted earlier, 

there are 121 projects contained in the minority areas. These projects represent 59% of 

the proposed projects mapped. 

Table 25: Minority Area Percentages  

% of Total MACC Area  

(211 Square Miles) 
% of Total Projects (121) 

17% 59% 

 

Access to public transit by residents in the minority areas was also analyzed. The public 

transit (Macatawa Area Express) service area covers the minority areas in their entirety 

and its fixed routes run almost entirely within the minority areas. None of the projects 

contained in the LRTP restrict access of residents to public transit services (fixed route or 

demand response). Thus, it has been determined that there is no neglect, reduction or 

delay in the receipt of transportation benefits by those residing in the minority area.  

Step 5 – Analysis of Impacts on Low-Income Areas     

The low-income areas were also delineated and an analysis of the impacts was 

completed. Again, the analysis of potential impacts centers on three major areas of 

concern: 

1. Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts 

on low-income areas 

2. Minimizing/blocking access to low-income areas to the transportation system  

3. Neglect of the transportation system in low-income areas or otherwise reduce or 

delay the receipt of benefits to those areas 

 

Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts on low- 

income areas 

Of the 205 projects and programs contained in the LRTP, 119 are in the low-income 

areas.2  These projects included all project categories: roadway reconstruction and 

resurfacing, intersection improvements, nonmotorized, bridge rehabilitation and transit. 

Residential areas in the low-income areas will have minimal, if any, impact in terms of 

noise, right-of-way takings, or pollution. Impacts, in the form of right-of-way acquisition, 

2 A project was considered in the low-income area if 50% or more of project length or service 

area was contained by the low-income area boundaries.  Projects on the low-income area 

boundary were considered to be contained by the low-income area boundaries.  
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are minor.  Environmental impacts on all projects will be mitigated according to federal 

and state laws. Therefore, it has been determined that there are no disproportionately 

high and adverse human health impacts. 

Minimizing/blocking access to low-income areas to the transportation system  

Minimizing access can be characterized as the permanent closing of streets or 

interchanges in order to accomplish the projects contained in the LRTP. While temporary 

closures will be necessary as part of the construction process for many projects, no 

permanent closures are intended as a result of implementing the proposed projects.  

Therefore, it has been determined that there is no blockage of access to the 

transportation system or loss of mobility as a result of implementing the LRTP projects. 

Neglect of the transportation system in low-income areas 

The MACC area is approximately 211 square miles. The low-income areas mapped are 

approximately 21 square miles or 10% of the entire area of the MACC.  As noted earlier, 

there are 119 projects contained in the low-income areas. These projects represent 58% 

of the proposed projects mapped. 

Table 26: Low-Income Area Percentages  

% of Total MACC Area  

(211 Square Miles) 
% of Total Projects (119) 

10% 58% 

 

Access to public transit by residents in low-income areas was also analyzed. The public 

transit (Macatawa Area Express) service area covers all low-income areas in their entirety 

and its fixed routes run almost entirely within the low-income areas.  None of the projects 

contained in the LRTP restrict access of residents to public transit services (fixed route or 

demand response).  Thus, it has been determined that there is no neglect, reduction or 

delay in the receipt of transportation benefits by those residing in the minority area 

Step 6 – Analysis of Impacts on Aging Population Areas  

While not required, due to the demographic make-up of the region, aging populations 

were added to the analysis. The MACC area is approximately 211 square miles. The aging 

population areas mapped are approximately 46 square miles or 22% of the entire area 

of the MACC.   

Table 27: Aging Population Area Percentages  

% of Total MACC Area  

(211 Square Miles) 
% of Total Projects (121) 

22% 59% 
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Conclusion 

The analyses of the impacts on residents in minority areas and low-income areas as a 

result of implementing the projects contained in this LRTP led to the following findings: 

 No disproportionately high and adverse human health impacts 

 No blockage/minimization of access to the transportation system or loss of mobility  

 No neglect, reduction or delay in the receipt of transportation benefits 

 No restriction of access to public transit services  

 More projects, on a per square mile basis, in the minority and low-income areas than 

the MACC area as a whole    

 

These findings demonstrate that implementing the projects contained in this LRTP does 

not result in violations of Executive Order 12898 and the principles of environmental 

justice. Also, to supplement the analyses done here, the participation process for the LRTP 

makes a concerted effort to reach out to traditionally disadvantaged populations 

(including minority and low-income populations) to ascertain the potential 

effects/impacts of the proposed projects. 

 

 

Evaluation of Environmental Mitigation  

 
The FAST-Act requires a “discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation 

activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including activities that may 

have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected 

by the plan. This discussion shall be developed in consultation with federal, state and 

tribal wildlife, land management, and regulatory agencies.” Essentially, the purpose of 

this process, at a region-wide level, is to identify possible impacts of proposed projects on 

environmentally sensitive resources, list useful guidelines for mitigating these impacts and 

providing this information to implementing agencies. A consultation process was 

undertaken with the types of agencies noted (detailed information regarding the 

consultation process can be found in Chapter 14).  

 

Mapping Resources/Project Overlay – The MACC searched for maps depicting the 

following sensitive resources. Staff was able to obtain region-wide data on wetlands and 

prime and unique farmland. Maps overlaying the proposed 2045 LRTP projects onto the 

two environmental types were made and can be viewed in the appendix.  

 Wetlands 

 Prime and unique farmland 

 Endangered species 

 State-licensed health care facilities 

 Properties enrolled under Part 361 of NREPA (formally PA 116 properties) 

 Established intra-county or inter-county drains 
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This analysis was completed to draw attention to those projects that could potentially 

impact environmentally sensitive resources and provide general guidelines, at a regional 

level, for mitigating impacts. This information was intended to enhance the transportation 

planning and decision-making process. No further analysis of potential impacts was 

made as there were no specific resources identified through the consultation process 

during the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan.  

 

Evaluation of Air Quality 

The Clean Air Act of 1990 (as amended) and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQSs) establish air quality thresholds for the nation. The US Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) determines the attainment of these standards for each county in the 

state. For those areas that exceed the allowable limits set by the standards, the state 

must develop a plan that shows how the state intends to achieve the standards. This plan 

is called the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP is developed through a joint effort 

between the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy, the 

Michigan Department of Transportation, the Environmental Protection Agency, Federal 

Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and metropolitan planning 

organizations. Transportation conformity is the process that brings together transportation 

planning and air quality planning, see Figure 35.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 35: Graphic showing how the transportation conformity process is influenced by 

the air quality and transportation planning processes  

 

Transportation activities that are subject to conformity are LRTPs, TIPs, and projects that 

receive Federal Highway or Federal Transit Administration funding or approval. The 

conformity process ensures emissions from implementing the LRTP, TIP, and STIP projects 

are within acceptable levels specified within the SIP and meet the goals of the SIP.   

Transportation conformity only applies to emissions from on-road sources for the 

following transportation related pollutants: 

 Ozone  

 Particulate matter (particulate sizes 2.5 and 10) 

Air Quality  
Planning 

(State Implementation Plan) 

Transportation 
Conformity 

Transportation 
Planning  

(Long Range Transportation 
Plans and Transportation 
Improvement Program) 
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 Nitrogen dioxide

 Carbon monoxide

The MACC MPO is part of two conformity areas, Allegan County and the Grand Rapids 

conformity area consisting of Ottawa and Kent counties. Each conformity area has 

different requirements. Allegan County is a maintenance area for the 1997 ozone NAAQS 

(designated attainment/ maintenance in September 2010) and part of the county is a 

nonattainment area for the 2015 ozone NAAQS (designated August 3, 2018), see Figure 

36. These two designations together require that LRTP projects conform to the SIP. The Air

Quality Conformity Analysis document for Allegan County is included in the appendix. 

The conformity analysis demonstrates that the LRTP and associated documents conform 

to the SIP.  

The MACC is also partly in Ottawa County and Ottawa is part of the Grand Rapids 

conformity area, designated attainment/maintenance for the 1997 ozone NAAQS in May 

2007. The Grand Rapids conformity area must also demonstrate that the MACC 2045 LRTP 

and associated documents conform to the SIP, the air quality conformity determination 

report is included in the appendix.   

Figure 36: Designations for the 2015 Ozone NAAQS in Michigan - Prepared 

by the Statewide Transportation Planning Division, MDOT 
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Public Involvement Activities  

From the beginning of the 2045 LRTP process, regular updates on the plan were given at 

monthly MACC Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Policy Board meetings.  MACC 

Policy meetings are recorded and uploaded to the MACC’s Vimeo web page so that 

they can be viewed by the public at any time. The draft LRTP document was released 

for public review on December 30, 2019.  

Public Survey 

During the development of the LRTP, public surveys were developed in English and 

Spanish and were made available online or hard-copy at request. Notice of the survey 

was distributed throughout the community not only by the MACC but by local units of 

government and community organizations. Examples of survey outreach can be found 

in the appendix.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 37: Images of what the English and Spanish 2045 LRTP survey cards looked like 

 

 

The 2045 LRTP survey received 243 responses, an exciting increase over the previous 2040 

plan which received around 40 electronic responses. Survey results highlighted the 

importance of maintaining the existing roadway system and repairing existing non-

motorized facilities, as well as reducing energy consumption and air pollution from motor 

vehicles.  
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Figure 38: Survey priorities rated by importance 

 

 
Other questions in the survey indicate that around 71% of respondents would prefer to 

encourage carpooling, bus service, and cycling to relieve congestion over widening 

roads. 70% of people who responded also want to encourage high tech improvements 

to traffic signal systems instead of widening roads or adding turn lanes. When asked 

about road funding, 66% of respondents indicated that they believe more money for 

improvements to the transportation system should come from increased user fees or taxes 

versus 34% of respondents that said our region should accept fewer transportation 

improvements as a result of limited dollars. Full survey results and written responses to 

open-ended questions can be found in the appendix of this plan.  

 

MAX Transit Public Involvement 

On January 22, 2020, MACC staff road routes 1, 5, and 6. While on the bus, staff talked 

with bus drivers and passengers about their experiences. Drivers indicated that heavy 
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snowfall can make accessing some stops difficult for pedestrians and that drivers typically 

stop at the next closest snow-free driveway to let passengers off. Many of the riders spoke 

to MACC staff about their typical commutes and where they would like to see stops 

added or changed in the future. Comments throughout the day indicated that riders are 

very thankful to have access to the bus and that it is their main mode of transportation 

to places like work, appointments, and shopping. For more on ridership satisfaction and 

trip information, MAX Transit produced a survey in August of 2019, this can be found in 

the appendix.  

 

 
 

Figure 39: Photo of a MAX Transit bus taken on January 22, 2020, after riding route 5 

 

Public 2045 LRTP Open House 

Community outreach, education, and public feedback were the main goals of the open 

house. 24 individuals attended the open house that was hosted at the MACC office on 

January 16, 2020. The open house was set up to guide the pubic around the room to 

explore various elements of the plan such as future road and non-motorized projects and 

environmental justice regions. In addition to the educational information presented, 

attendees were given the opportunity to participate in a hands-on activity that asked 

about preferred street design and what mode of travel they used most often verses what 

mode of travel they would like to use more often.  

Comments regarding the plan that were submitted have been documented in the 

appendix and were shared with the MACC’s Technical Committee and Policy Board in 

February 2020. The meeting was also a way for the public to review major 

highway/freight-related projects planned through 2023, Transportation Improvement 

Plan (TIP) projects, and to further educate on the MACC as a whole.  
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In advertising for the open house, each notice gave the option to send comments to the 

MACC directly via mail or email to help with conflicting schedules. Examples of open 

house outreach and photos from the event can be found in the appendix.  

 

 

List of advertising for MACC’s 2045 LRTP open house 
 

- Posted to the MACC website home page  

- December 2019 MACC Monthly newsletter (882 electronic newsletters mailed)  

- Specific open house notification via Constant Contact (1,349 notifications sent) 
- Holland Sentinel (January 10 & 11, 2020 – Area-wide distribution)  

- Community stakeholder consultation packets (87 packets mailed)  

- Green Commute Week Facebook page (465 followers) 

- Cross Country Cycle’s Facebook page (1,143 followers) 

- Velo City Cycle’s Facebook page & newsletter (3,070 followers) 
 
 

 
 

Figure 40: One of the graphics used to promote the 2045 LRTP open house 
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Public Hearing 

The official public hearing to approve the 2045 LRTP took place at the MACC’s Policy 

Board meeting on February 24, 2020, at Zeeland Charter Township Hall at noon. 

 

Solicitation and Responses to Comments  

MACC Staff has encouraged public input throughout the development of the 2045 Long 

Range Transportation Plan. The MACC Public Involvement Plan was updated in August 

2018, recognizing the need to seek new methods to communicate and solicit comments 

from the community. Chapter 14 lists stakeholder organizations that have either received 

email notifications, digital newsletters or have been invited to provide input as a 

community stakeholder. The chapter also includes a summary of comments from 

stakeholders, as well as actions to be taken in response to those comments. 
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Consultation Efforts
List of Contacts

Solicitation and Response to Comments

Consultation
Efforts

Chapter 14



Public and Stakeholder Involvement 

As the planning for the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan began in January of 2019, 

MACC staff looked at ways to improve public outreach and education. A database of 

local officials and transportation stakeholders was reviewed and updated. We also 

expanded the consultation list of individuals, employers, and community organizations to 

invite a larger audience to participate in the transportation planning process.   

Recognizing the importance of social media and online news sources, the MACC Public 

Participation Plan was updated (August 2018). While we continued to publish public 

notices and advertisements in the local newspapers, we also used social media sites such 

as Facebook to reach new audiences. An online transportation survey was developed 

to encourage people to share their views. The MACC sponsored Green Commute Week 

program also helped to educate people about the planning process and encourage 

them to offer public input. 

MACC staff then began a series of meetings to hear from specific groups such as freight 

shippers/providers of freight transportation services and cycling advocacy groups. These 

meetings provided the opportunity to communicate regional planning goals and receive 

feedback on community priorities.   

In addition to these efforts to increase public and stakeholder involvement, we 

emphasized reaching individuals and groups who were unaware of the MACC or who 

did not recognize how they could be involved in the planning process. Public input 

surveys and notices were published in Spanish and were also distributed throughout the 

community. More information on public involvement can be found in chapter 13.  

Freight Consultation 

In October and November of 2019, in-person meetings were set up with freight providers 

to discuss in-bound and out-bound freight movements in West Michigan. Understanding 

freight movement in West Michigan and identifying freight routes is a helpful step to 

determine future investments that may be needed to support regional economic 

development. Concerns expressed by local freight carriers have been shared with road 

agencies and local units of government. Many of the comments revolved around issues 

of congestion and safety.  

Concerns Expressed by Local Freight Carriers 

October 17, 2019 Meeting 

 Riley Street is used frequently to travel between Chicago Drive and US-31. There 

were suggestions to widen Riley Street in the Zeeland area to a four-lane road or 

at least add wider paved shoulders. It was expressed that it would be especially 

beneficial if Riley Street had a center turn lane east of 88th Avenue. It was also 
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mentioned that the lights don’t seem to be well-timed during peak hour traffic 

along the Riley corridor.   

 

 There was a similar desire to see Quincy widened as it is also used as a connection 

between Chicago Drive and US-31. There was concern that if a truck had a 

malfunction, it would be difficult to find an area to pull off and that a truck would 

likely end up taking up part of the travel lane leading to delayed traffic or safety 

issues.     

 

 It was noted that trucks frequently drive 196BL to US-31 and that congestion during 

peak hours can drastically affect their timing.  

 

 A suggestion for additional signage on 196BL directing vehicles to 121/Chicago 

Drive was made. There is currently a sign near Homestead Drive, but they felt it’s 

posted a bit too late if a truck is unfamiliar with the area.  

 

 It was mentioned that there should be more advanced warning for no-truck roads. 

It was pointed out that often there is one sign set back too far past an intersection 

and that drivers end up seeing them late and run into a situation where they can 

no longer turn the truck around. It seems to be a problem for out-of-area drivers 

or new truck drivers still learning the routes.  

 

 It was noted that drivers are still getting used to the four-way stop at 112th Avenue 

and Quincy Street. Their truck sensors tend to pick up “hard braking” at that 

intersection.  

 

 There was favorable interest in the construction of a southern bypass of M-231 in 

the Zeeland area. 

November 14, 2019 Meeting  

 It was noted that, on occasion, trucks enter Interchange Drive and miss the 

driveways they are intending to enter. This leads trucks to turn around at Teddy’s 

Transport, sometimes drive in reverse on Interchange, or have to go around the 

block (52nd Street to 146th Avenue). They are worried that this could lead to 

collisions and suggested larger signage from the other businesses.   

 

 Advanced warning for no-truck roads was mentioned, agreeing with the 

statements that were made during the October meeting.  

 

 It was suggested that it could be beneficial to have an advanced warning sign 

on M-40 heading south that the two lanes drop to one through lane and one right 

turn only lane after crossing over I-196. It’s been catching drivers by surprise and 

could lead to a crash.  
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 It was brought up that winter snowdrifts on the west side of the road around M-40 

and 138th Avenue and between 138th and 142nd Avenue on M-40 have been 

hazardous for their drivers during heavy snow events. A suggestion was to install a 

vegetated windbreak that could be benefit safety.  

 

 It was noted that many cars still take a left turn out of the Pilot station along M-40 

even though it is not permitted and that it could be a safety issue.  

 

 Waverly Road was noted as a main access road to US-31 and that many local 

deliveries are to business along Waverly, Riley Street, and the various industrial 

parks around the Holland/Zeeland area.  

 

       Cycling Advocates Consultation 

On September 4, 2019, local citizens, cycling advocates, and bike shops met at the 

MACC office to discuss issues around the connectivity and safety of our area’s non-

motorized infrastructure.  

Concerns Expressed by Cycling Advocates  

September 4, 2019 Meeting  

Attendance: Dr. Russ Dykstra (Pedal Holland), Laura Harris (Cross Country Cycles), Martin 

Harris (Public), Dave VanDoorne (Pedal Holland), Meika Weiss (Pedal Holland), Jenny 

White (Velo City Cycles) 

General Comments  

 Would like to see spaces separated for users (Car lane - Bike Lane - Pedestrian 

Lane) 

 

 Mark only established bike lanes, if it’s someplace that seems unsafe for cyclists, 

don’t mark it as someplace to ride (those from outside of the area might not realize 

that there are safer options elsewhere). For instance, there are many paved 

shoulders that aren’t wide enough or are on roads with heavy and/or fast traffic 

that shouldn’t encourage cycling. Find roads that would be safer and create 

designated and marked lanes there. 

 

 Indicate bike lanes with green paint, even if it is only at intersections to alert drivers 

that cyclists may be traveling there (especially when turning right).  

 

 It was discussed that there should be a clearer way to get into downtown Holland 

or Zeeland from the SE section of the MACC (Fillmore and Zeeland Charter 

Townships). 24th Street seems to be the preferred method of getting into Holland 

but navigating over US-31 is difficult and then once to the west of the highway, 
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when the road drops to one lane, there could be issues merging with traffic. Note, 

this is the case for cyclists that are riding too fast to be on the sidewalk/path that 

are using on-street bicycles.  

City of Holland 

 Pine Avenue: Gates along the pathway are very dangerous, supposedly a person 

recently broke their wrist after hitting one. It’s been noted multiple times that many 

cyclists end up going around them to avoid the danger of weaving through them 

whenever possible which negates their original purpose since cyclists end up in 

the driveways/parking lots where a truck may be present. One person said they 

feel like they are less likely to notice a truck exiting a driveway because they are 

so focused on trying to safety go around gates. Another person mentioned that in 

the winter months, ice accumulates around the gates which adds an extra 

danger.  

 

 Pine Avenue & 7th Street: Cyclist noted that he has almost been hit multiple times 

crossing to/from the pathway when cars are turning right since they are often 

looking left to see if they can turn right on red when 7th Street traffic has cleared. 

Railroad (owned by CSX) has also been noted as a danger since it’s in poor 

condition.  

 

 Van Raalte Avenue & 10th Street: Intersection could benefit from a flashing beacon 

to alert drivers to pedestrians crossing to and from Kollen Park. There are currently 

Ped Crossing signs to signal that people cross there but it seems that cars do not 

yield. Maybe there should be a “Yield to Ped” sign instead or added flashers.  

 

 24th Street and Lincoln Avenue: Seems to be a conflict zone because of the road 

shift and railroad 

 

 10th Street: The group said they would like to see the protected cycle track on 10th 

Street as it was shown in conceptual drawings for the Downtown Holland Traffic 

Study. Starting at Kollen Park and then connecting to 8th street/ Chicago Drive. 

 

 8th Street: It was also the desire of the group to see 8th street East of Chicago Drive 

converted into three lanes (middle turn lane) and have on-street bike lanes in 

addition to updated sidewalk infrastructure that is currently in disrepair in sections. 

Also possibly consolidating driveways as some businesses seem to have multiple 

which can create conflict zones with pedestrians.  

 

 7th Street: It was mentioned that downtown Holland could use more cycling 

infrastructure to connect with the existing network of 9th, central, and pine. The 

group thought that a two way street on 7th with bike lanes could work.  
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 16th Street: It would be nice to add another mid-block crossing near Stratford Way 

to better connect with Van Raalte Park. Currently, to get to the park, it would take 

about 10 minutes to walk from Stratford Way to the crosswalk at Country Club, and 

then back west on the south side of the street. 

 

Holland Charter Township 

 

 Ottawa Beach Road & 144th Avenue: Happy that a while back a pedestrian 

button was added so that pedestrians and cyclists could have a “protected” 

crossing phase in the light cycle.  

 

 River Avenue & Douglas Ave: Intersection feels dangerous to cross even when a 

crossing phase is indicated. Many cars turning right curve around into the 

crosswalk before checking for pedestrians. It was suggested that stop lines may 

be beneficial and may cause cars to stop at those instead of up to the crosswalk 

line.  

 

 Douglas Avenue: It was noted that many cyclists prefer to ride on Howard Ave 

since traffic tends to be lighter than around Douglas. But when wanting to head 

north, there are not many locations to safely cross Douglas (only at 144th and at 

River).  

 

 Douglas Avenue S. of Lakewood Blvd: There is a pedestrian crossing signal south 

of the railroad near D&W that is not painted as a crossing. The signal has a ramp 

down into the road on the north side but if one were to cross to the east, they 

would be met with a curb.  

 

 Douglas Avenue: It is desired to have a pathway connecting the D&W property 

with the pathway behind Firehouse Subs/other storefronts. Possibly crossing at 

Scotts Dr. and heading north and around to the bus stop, crossing the D&W store 

driveway at a setback so that drivers have time to see if someone is crossing, and 

then connect it up to the crosswalk (currently unmarked) south of the railroad.  

 

 Lakewood Blvd & River Avenue: It was noted the section of path missing out front 

of Hog Wild could be a bit of a hazard.  

 

 River Avenue: A section of path is missing at Northland Lanes, it appears that the 

business repaved and added parking spaces within the road right of way. Cyclist 

have had to cut in front of the building and reconnect to the path by way of Arthur 

if the parking lot is full.  
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Zeeland Charter Township 

 

 Bryon Road: It was mentioned that it would be nice if there could be a way to 

extend the pathway south of Byron to 84th Ave, recognizing that this could be 

difficult because of the highway ramps. Did say it was pretty neat being 

connected to the Upper Mac Natural Area which can lead to 88th, but it’s pretty 

far south/ out of the way.   

 

 Byron Road & new Chicago Drive format: One of the individuals lives in Zeeland 

Charter Township and commutes by bike. The most efficient way (there aren’t too 

many ways to navigate around the highway) to get into the Zeeland area is by 

taking Byron. Once the pathway ends, they continue on Byron/ Chicago drive 

(which gets a bit intimidating) and then onto Main Ave. I wasn’t able to ascertain 

the specifics, but something about the new configuration of the off-ramp has 

made cycling there even more difficult, I believe it had something to do with more 

lanes and travel directions coming off the highway.  

 

   Additional Stakeholder Consultation  

Letters were sent out to approximately 89 individuals and community stakeholder 

organizations to request feedback on projects proposed for the 2045 Long Range 

Transportation Plan (LRTP). Stakeholders were given the opportunity to respond by mail, 

email, phone, or attend an open house on January 16 and offer comments at that time. 

The consultation packet that was mailed can be found in the appendix of this plan. 

List of Stakeholders  

42 North Bike Shop 

AECOM 

Allegan County Board of Commissioners 

Allegan County Drain Commission 

Allegan County Emergency Management  

Allegan County Road Commission 

Brewer’s City Dock, Inc. (Freight) 

City of Holland 

City of Zeeland 

Cross Country Cycle 

Disability Network- Lakeshore 

Federal Aviation Administration – Michigan Section 

Federal Highway Administration - Michigan Section  

Fillmore Township 

Five Star Lakeshore Realty 

GDK Construction Co. 

GMB Architecture & Engineering 
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Grand Valley State University 

Haven Huis Apartments 

Haworth (Freight) 

Heinz USA 

Heritage Homes 

Holland Area Convention & Visitors Bureau 

Holland Charter Township 

Holland Community Hospital 

Holland Historical Trust 

Holland Inc. (Freight) 

Holland Police Department  

Holland Town Center 

Home Builders Association 

Hope College 

Inontime (Freight) 

Intercare Community Health Care 

Interfaceh2o 

Keystone Coaching & Counseling 

Lakeshore Advantage 

Lakeshore Cycling Coalition/League of Michigan Bicyclists  

Lakeshore Disability Network 

Laketown Township 

Land Conservancy of West Michigan 

Latin Americans United for Progress 

League of Women Voters 

Loose Spokes 

Macatawa Area Coordinating Council-Watershed Project 

Macatawa Area Express 

Macatawa Greenway Partnership 

Main Street Bicycle Company 

Michigan Department of Agriculture 

Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy: Transportation 

Division 

Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy: Water Division 

Michigan Department of Natural Resources 

Michigan Department of Transportation: Grand Region  

Michigan Department of Transportation: State Office  

Michigan House of Representatives: Commerce & Tourism Committee 

Michigan House of Representatives: Transportation Committee 

Michigan Senate 

Michigan State Historic Preservation  

Michigan State Housing Development  

Michigan West Coast Chamber of Commerce 
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Olive Township 

Ottawa County 

Ottawa County Department of Planning and Performance Improvement 

Ottawa County Farm Bureau 

Ottawa County Parks and Recreation 

Ottawa County Road Commission 

Ottawa County Water Resources Commissioner 

Outdoor Discovery Center Network  

Park Township 

Pedal Holland 

Port Sheldon Township 

Prein & Newhof 

Riverview Group 

Rock ‘n’ Road Cycle 

Teddy's Transport (Freight) 

Tulip Time Festival Inc. 

U. S. Army – Corps of Engineering, Detroit District 

U. S. Department of Agriculture-Natural Resource of Conservation Service 

U. S. Department of Housing & Urban Development 

U. S. Department of the Interior-Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Coast Guard – 9th District 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

U.S. House of Representatives: Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 

Velo City Cycles 

West Coast Chamber of Commerce 

West Michigan Bike & Fitness 

West Michigan Regional Airport Authority 

Westshore Mall 

Zeeland Charter Township 

Zeeland City Police Department 

Zeeland Public Schools 

 

 

Solicitation and Response to Comments  

 

Community stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on proposed projects or 

communicate other transportation-related concerns to be addressed by the MACC 

2045 LRTP.  

 

Responses Received and Treatment of Comments 

The MACC received responses from the following organizations and individuals: 

 USDA: Natural Resources Conservation Service 

 Allegan County Drain Commission 
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 U.S. Department of Transportation: Federal Highway Administration  

 Holland Hospital  

 

A summary of comments is noted below along with the MACC’s response.  A copy 

of the comments received can be found in the appendix.  

 

USDA: Natural Resources Conservation Service – Garry Lee 

Comments: “The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) under Part 523 of the 

Farmland Protection Policy Act has reviewed the proposed 2045 Long Range 

Transportation Plan Projects. This review was conducted with respect to the effect(s) that 

the proposal may have on prime and/or unique farmland. Since the proposed projects 

are within the existing road right-of-ways, we have concluded that this proposal will have 

no negative impact on prime and/or unique farmland. Should the scope of the project 

change to where expansion will occur, please resubmit the proposal for our review.” 

Response: Comments forwarded to MACC Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

and project sponsors. 

Allegan County Drain Commission – Joel Morgan 

Comments:  “We received the 2045 Long Range Plan in the mail and have reviewed 

the proposed projects. Of the two projects in Allegan County, only Project #1 impacts a 

county drain (Vander Bie and Rotman Drain). We’d anticipate a copy of construction 

plans and hydraulic calcs to ensure that the culvert for that drain is sized appropriately.  

Response: Comments forwarded to MACC Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

and project sponsors. 

U.S. Department of Transportation: Federal Highway Administration – Aaron Dawson  

Comments: In your letter dated January 7, 2020, the Macatawa Area Coordinating 

Council (MACC) requested consultation on a list of proposed projects in the MACC 2045 

LRTP. Thank you for submitting this for review. There are several environmental 

considerations to this project list that will require further analysis:  

• Adverse, indirect, and cumulative land use impacts – consideration of planned future 

development and loss of agricultural, residential, and commercial use.  

• Right-of-way acquisition – we anticipate the road right-of-way will need to be 

expanded for several of the listed projects. Consideration should be given to how many 

potential displacements of residential and business properties would occur.  

• Economic impacts to the area - including loss of agricultural and commercial use.  
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• Historic properties, archeological sites, and burial sites - Any impacts to historically 

significant resources would automatically require an Environmental Assessment 

document. Please note there are historical properties close to some of the identified 

projects.  

• Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) sites - Impacts to parks or wildlife refuges would likely not 

be allowed, unless they are very minor (de minimus use). Generally, avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate these impacts.  

• Rivers – Impact to any navigable waterways would require consultation with several 

other federal agencies. This impact would generally require an Environmental 

Assessment.  

• Wetlands – Impacts to wetlands must mitigated to no net loss, per Executive Order 

11988.  

• Threatened and endangered species – These impacts may require special mitigation 

or consultation and may require an environmental document. OFFICIAL  

• Stormwater impacts – The Environment, Great Lakes & Energy (EGLE) Department of 

the State of Michigan may require permits to meet requirements of the Clean Water Act. 

New stormwater runoff would require retention. If runoff is not directed to a municipal 

treatment facility, impacts would need to be evaluated. More information at: 

https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/Resource_Guide_-_Local_Agency_- 

_Water_640901_7.pdf  

Please evaluate the individual projects during the development phase for the above 

potential impacts. If you need assistance with contacting appropriate agencies, or if you 

have any questions, please contact me at aaron.dawson@dot.gov or (517)702-1829. 

Response: Comments forwarded to MACC Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

and project sponsors. 

Holland Hospital – Joe Bonello 

Comments: Thank you for requesting input on the MACC Long Range Transportation Plan. 

After review of the proposed projects and timeline, we do not have any concerns about 

impacts of the projects on hospital operations, patient transfers, or local EMS operations. 

Feel free to reach out if you have any specific questions about how these projects may 

affect Holland Hospital or EMS in Ottawa County. 

Response: Comments forwarded to MACC Transportation Technical Advisory 

Committee. 
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League of Women Voters – Paula M. Lewison 

Comments: “Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed 2045 Long Range 

Transportation Plan Proposed Projects. 

We note that the MACC 25 year plan calls for 12.1 miles at an average cost of 

$2,246,441.65 per mile with the primary purpose of expanding the road capacity from 

existing lanes to one (1) or (2) additional lanes for road segments where usage is near or 

at capacity. 

While the League’s expertise is not traffic engineering, we do have positions regarding 

transportation in general which include: 

“LWVUS believes that energy-efficient and environmentally sound transportation systems 

should afford better access to housing and jobs and will continue to examine 

transportation policies in light of these goals.” 

The League considers transportation in general as a component of equal opportunity for 

employment and housing, particularly by reducing vehicular pollution and in the 

development of alternate transportation systems. The proposal is not in conflict with our 

transportation policies and has considered air quality and environmental sustainability for 

people who live and work in the region and the MACC Area.” 

Response: Comments forwarded to MACC Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

and project sponsors. 

 

Pedal Holland – Meika Weiss 

Comments: “The ability to traverse the community freely by whatever mode of 

transportation a person chooses or has available to them is critical to a functioning 

community and a building block of stable economic growth.  

Pedal Holland appreciates the pressures of continuing development and increasing 

population in the greater Holland area, however, road widenings and other projects 

designed to increase vehicular throughput and efficiency frequently increase the rate of 

personal injury and death.  

It’s our position that future projects must include active transportation provisions from the 

earliest stages, and that this be reflected in proposed budget numbers. Especially in 

areas with higher residential and employment density, this is necessary to accurately 

reflect the transportation needs of the community. Safe active transportation 

infrastructure is a core component of our transportation system as a whole, not a last-

minute, optional add-on.  

Specifically, in light of the challenges of increasing population, it will be essential to:  

• ensure that adequate right-of-way is preserved for active transportation infrastructure,  
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• provide safe, reasonably-spaced opportunities to allow people to cross our increasingly 

busy streets, and  

• recognize that prioritizing the safety of active transportation users may affect the 

operational efficiency of certain intersections.  

The safety and effective mobility of every member of our community needs to be a top 

priority of our region going forward.”  

Response: Comments forwarded to MACC Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

and project sponsors. 
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