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Introduction & Plan Purpose 

 

This Master Plan is developed under the Authority of the Michigan Planning Enabling 
Act, Public Act 33 of 2008. The Plan represents a vision for how the Village of Fruitport 
will develop and redevelop in the future. It was developed through an investigation of 

demographic and land use trends and the vision that local citizens have for the Village. 
The basic purpose of the Plan is to manage the intensity and configuration of land use 

in a manner that supports economically viable, environmentally sound and visually 
pleasing growth. 
 

The Plan will help ensure that the Village of Fruitport remains a highly desirable 
community by enabling residents, business owners and developers to make investments 
with a reasonable expectation of the future. In essence, the Plan is intended to balance 

the sometimes competing interests of individual land ownership and overall community 
interests. 
 

Plan Elements  
 
This Master Plan consists of several components, including: 

  
Å A public input survey, which was an essential part of the planning process. It is 

critical to have an understanding of what Village stakeholders think of the issues.  

In May 2010 approximately 380 surveys were hand-delivered to every business 
and household in the Village.  Volunteers also went door to door to pick the 
surveys up.  The Village enjoyed a 70% response rate. 

 
Å Background research regarding housing, population and other current conditions 

within the Village. 
 
Å A survey of existing land use that summarizes the current land use trends.  

 
Å Development of goals and strategies that define how the Village will address 

identified concerns and trends.  

 
Å A Land Use policy, that describes the types of development that would be most 

appropriate within the community and suitable locations for that development.  

 
Å The Future Land Use map, which is an illustration of the long -range land use 

pattern proposed for the Village.  

 
Å Goals and implementation strategies that should be evaluated on an annual 

basis. 

 
 



 4 

When the above components are combined, a picture is created that will serve as a 
guide for the Village as it faces important decisions, now and years from now.  
These decisions may include policy changes, budget allocations and the more day-

to-day issues, such as site plan reviews, special land use approvals, and re-zoning 
requests.  

 
Planning Framework  

 

Overall, the Master Plan is based upon a number of Village characteristics, each of 
which must be considered by the Village Council as the Plan is implemented and 
updated. These characteristics include: 

 
Community Character: The character desired by the communityôs residents 
determines the Planôs goals. A strong emphasis placed on maintaining small town 

character, for example, would be reflected in the Future Land Use goals and any 
subsequent design standards enacted in the zoning ordinance. 
 

Capability of Land:  Environmental constraints must also be considered. Is the land 
itself able to accommodate planned uses?   
 

Community Needs:  What types of land uses are needed in the community? For 
example, if a shortage of market rate housing were determined to be a community 
concern, the provision of suitable land uses in desirable locations would be an 

appropriate response.  
 

Available Services: Through issue and goal identification, as well as data collection, 
information is obtained about the status of community services. Are existing services 
capable of handling planned development?  What kind of strain will new residenti al 

development place on the ability to provide adequate fire protection?  What road 
improvements may be required? 
 

Existing Development: How will the planned land uses affect existing uses?  For 
example, are there some areas that are currently residential that the Village would 
like to see become more developed in the future?  How will planned uses affect 

nearby existing uses? 
 
Regional Planning:  The Village does not exist in a vacuum. There are other regional 

issues such as transportation, watershed management, environmental protection, 
and utility plans that must be considered as well. Sharing copies of the Plan and 
communicating about it with neighboring township, county and regional planners as 

well as other appropriate entities will facilitate regional  planning and coordination 
efforts. 
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Implementation  
 
The Village Council should continuously strive to ensure effective use of this document. 

Although the tie between decision-making and land use policy is not always abundantly 
clear, most land use and design decisions can be guided by the vision, goals and 

strategies provided in this Plan. In the most general terms, if the Villageôs vision drives 
all decisions, community leaders will be implementing the Plan. Following are additional 
practices that will ensure Plan implementation: 

 
Refer To the Master Plan in All Zoning Decisions 
 

One of the principal benefits of having an adopted Master Plan is the foundation it 
provides for sound zoning decisions. Just as the Plan is the policy guide for land use, 
zoning is the principal legal enforcement tool. The two should work together to provide 

adequate justification for land use decisions. 
 
Encourage Other Decision Making Bodies to Use the Master Plan 
 
The Master Plan should help guide everyday decisions, from the capacity of improved 
roads to new schools. Muskegon County, school districts, and adjacent communities as 

well as other parties that can impact land use patterns within the Village, can work 
together in the implementation of the Master Plan.  
 

Keep the Plan Current 
 

The vision outlined in the Plan will not occur overnight. The Master Plan is an outline for 
the future that guides day -to-day decisions. However, even with this in mind, the Plan 
should not be applied or used rigidly.  Changing conditions that can affect the original 

intentions of the Master Plan should be acknowledged and the Plan amended, if 
necessary.  
 

Village decisions can be weakened by an outdated Plan or one that is not in constant 
use as a reference. The Village should conduct an annual review of the Plan to ensure 
that the Plan is kept current. The State Planning Enabling Act requires that the Master 

Plan be reviewed every five years. While this does not mandate that the Plan be 
changed, it at least encourages a thorough review to determi ne if the directions set 
forward are still valid. Any amendments to the Plan can be done at that time to keep it 

up to date and consistent with Village philosophies.  
  
On the other hand, while the Plan needs to be a flexible instrument, its 

recommendations should not be taken lightly. Adjustments should be made only as 
necessary, and justified based upon changing conditions or shifts in community 

philosophy.  
 
 

 
 

The Master Plan & the Zoning Ordinance  
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The relationship of the Master Plan and the Zoning Ordinance is often 
misunderstood. Stated concisely, the Master Plan is a guide for land use for the 

future; the Zoning Ordinance regulates the use of land in the present. The Master 
Plan is not a binding legal document; the Zoning Ordinance is a law that must  be 

followed by the Village and its residents. However, the Master Plan is the foundation 
upon which the regulations are built.  
  

Adopting or changing a Master Plan does not directly affect the zoning for any 
property. However, future changes to the zoning  map are intended to be reflective 
of the planned uses shown by the Master Plan.  

 
The Michigan Planning Enabling Act requires a Master Plan to include a ñZoning 
Planò that describes how the land use designations on the Future Land Use Map 

correspond to the zoning district boundaries on the Zoning Map. The Zoning Plan is 
an important tool for implementation of the Master Plan.  
 

Evaluation of Land Use Changes  
 
Changing the land use or zoning designation for any property can have far -reaching 

consequences: physically, environmentally, financially, and legally. Therefore, a 
careful evaluation of proposed re-zoning is essential. As with any land use decision, 
the use of standards is essential to reaching fair and consistent decisions. The 

following evaluation measures are included in the Plan to permit their use by the 
Village when re-zoningôs or Master Plan and Future Land Use Map changes are 

contemplated. The zoning district intents and re -zoning criteria provided in the 
zoning ordinance must also be considered during the evaluation process. 
 

Standard 1 - Consistency with the Community Vision and Plan Strategies 
 
If conditions (such as economic factors, demographic shifts, new utility lines, 

changing traffic conditions, etc.) upon which the Master Plan was developed have 
changed significantly since the  Plan was adopted, the Village Council should 
incorporate these conditions into their deliberations to ensure that the Plan is 

current. Particular attention should be paid to the vision and goals to ensure that 
they remain valid, and that the proposed re -zoning or land use change does not 
impair their intent.  

 
Standard 2 - Compatibility with adjacent uses and districts.  
 

All of the uses allowed in a proposed district should be compatible with the 
conditions present on the site and in the immediate vicinity of the site, especially in 

terms of density, character, traffic, aesthetics, and property values.  
 

The Plan provides several guidelines, as noted above, which should be considered when 

determining whether the pro posed district is compatible with the neighborhood and the 
Village as a whole. 
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Standard 3 - Capability of being used as already zoned. 
 
It is the right of every property owner to receive a reasonable return on the investment 

placed on property. This does not mean that zoning is a slave to the "highest and best 
use," (which is not a zoning term, but rather a real estate term). It does mean that 

there should be a reasonable use available within the zone district. But if the property is 
capable of being used as zoned, there should be a compelling reason to change the 
zoning. Such reasons may be related to the first two standards of consistency and 

compatibility.  
 
Site plans will not be considered as part of a re-zoning request. The Village Council 

should not be influenced by what is proposed by the petitioner. Instead, the Village will 
make a specific finding that ALL of the uses permitted in the proposed district are 
appropriate for the site and area, not just the one shown on a proposed site plan.  

 
Standard 4 - It is critical that the Master Plan be read in its entirety.  
 

Rather than attempting to isolate individual statements that may appear to support one 
position or another regarding the Future Land Use for the Village, the Council must 
consider the intent of the Plan as a whole. This requires a careful reading of the Plan to 

ensure that all of the Planôs considerations are included in the evaluation of any change. 
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Community Overview 
 
Historic and Regional Context  
 

The Village of Fruitport is a small community with a rich history.  It was established in 
1866 and was originally named Crawville, after Captain Craw who came to the area to 
establish peach orchards.  In the years to come the Inter Urban railroad line was built 

which hauled passengers from Grand Rapids, Marne, Nunica and Muskegon through the 
Village.  The train roundhouse was located on Park Street, just east of the park where 
they both built and repaired Inter Urban cars.  In addition to train travel, Spring Lake 

supported shipping traffic whic h carried local fruit to market.  The Village was renamed 
in 1869 for being both a lake port and a major fruit growing  area. 
   

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Although only one mile square in area, about 15% of which is surface water, the 
community once housed regionally significant facilities including the Spring Lake Iron 
Co.   

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Photo: Lakeshore Museum Center. 
 
The Spring Lake Iron Co.ôs furnace was 
an iron shield 45 feet high supported 

on iron columns and employed a 200 
hp engine driven by two batteries of 
boilers. Bars of pig iron are shown 
outside the plant in this  1910 era 
photo. The furnace exploded in 1901. 
The plant was open again by 1908 but 
closed sometime before 1912. 

Interurban Railway Station & repai r garage.   
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At its height, the Spring Lake Iron Co. employed 400 
men and produced 80 tons of pig iron  per day.  The 
owner of the foundry, Joseph Ford, built the stately bed 

and breakfast that still exists on the corner of Park and 
Fourth Street.  He is buried in the Village cemetery.   

 
In 1900 the Village had a population of about 311 
people.  In May of 1900, a fire, which started at the local 

tavern, destroyed much of Fruitportôs original downtown (as reported by the Muskegon 
Chronicle, on May 10, 1900). 
 

Because of its proximity to Spring Lake, the Village also became a recreation 
destination.  The Pomona Park is about 5 acres in size and is located on the corner of 
Park and Third Avenues.  It provides picturesque frontage on Spring Lake.  This site 

was the original location of the Pomona House Hotel, named after the Roman Goddess 
who was the keeper of orchards and fruit trees.   
 

The site was located near mineral springs which drew thousands of tourists.  When the 
facility burned in 1881 it was rebuilt and burned again prior to 1900.  
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Pomona House opened to the 
public in 1871 and burned 

twice before 1881.  
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The railroad replaced Pomona House with the Pomona Pavilion which opened in 1902.  
Music and dance from big name, big bands livened the facility unti l burned in 1963.         
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Today the park remains as a jewel of the community.  In addition to the impressive 
waterfront and open space, the park offers a playground, fishing pier, boat launch, 

picnic pavilion, public restroom, bike path an d band shell.   Every year, the Lions Club 
carries on the tradition of the Old Fashioned Days festival on Memorial Day weekend.   
 

Before the construction of I -96, the main travel route through town was U.S. Highway 
16 (now Third Street), which terminated at the car ferry dock in Muskegon.  The street 

was lined with cafes and gas stations, among them Texaco, Phillips 66, Sinclair and 
Standard. Now, the northern Village limit is located about ¼ mile south of the I -96 
Interchange and just over 2 miles from th e U.S. 31 Interchange. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Although the Spring Lake Iron Co. and, historic pavilion are gone, the Village remains a 
strong community with close-knit ties.  When residents were asked what they liked best 
about living in the Village in a community -wide survey, most indicated they liked the 

small, quiet, friendly, and safe atmosphere.   
 

Highway 16, now Third Street  
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Residents feel a strong sense of community and 
deeply appreciate the unique characteristics of the 
Village including: its location on Spring Lake, local 

gems like Pomona Park the library and bike path.    
 

Probably more impressive than its history are the 
people of the community.  The close knit nature of 
the Village, and its residentôs willingness to pull 

together, were tested during a massive high wind 
event in 2008 that snapped hundreds of enormous trees throughout the Village, 
smashing homes, cars, and spirits.  Residents quickly rallied to help one another clean 

enormous amounts of debris, sometimes housing neighbors, and reclaiming the 
community they love.  In the aftermath several citizens made a point to plant numerous 
trees in an effort to ease the visual devastation around them.  This pervasive sense of 

community is perhaps the strongest asset Fruitport has.  While many public 
improvements take fiscal resources, there are others that simply need human resources 
and teamwork. 

 
The Village of Fruitport is located in the 
southern tier of Muskegon County on the 

north end of Spring Lake.  It is an easy 
commute to Grand Rapids, Grand Haven and 
Muskegon, yet it enjoys a certain amount of 

isolation from urban areas.  The 2000 
Census reported that the average commute 

to work for Village residents was about 20 
minutes.  The 2010 Community Survey 
reflected that about 35% of respondents an 

about 29% of their spouses or p artners 
commute to Muskegon for work.  About 18% 
of workers travel to Grand Haven an about 

16% of workers travel to Grand Rapids.  
These areas also serve as a source of visitors 
who can easily get to the Village for some 

quiet reflection.  Likewise, P.J. Hoffmaster State Park, with over 3 miles of public beach 
and 1,100 acres of land attracts thousands of visitors annually.  It is less than 5 miles 
from the Village limits.  
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Natural Amenities  
 
Norris Creek converge in the Village and feed Spring Lake.  Creek ravines are lovely 

natural wooded areas within neighborhoods.  Norris Creek is part of an extensive 
wetland in the central eastern part of the village that provides significant open space 

and wildlife habitat (within the Village limits).  It is  also a very attractive backdrop for 
residential development.   

One of many streams in the Village  

View f ro m DPW grounds  



 13 

 

 
The water quality of Spring Lake is of great 
importance to the region and village residents.  The 

lake has been treated for excessive phosphorus 
loading, which contributes to blue green algae 
blooms.  Additionally, colonies of bryzoans have been 

found in the lake.  These colonies become established 
in waters where oxygen levels are low.   
 

Nutrient loading from upstream locations, runoff from 
lawn fertilizers and septic leachate all contribute t o a 

decrease in water quality.  In turn, recreational uses 
like swimming and fishing are negatively impacted 
when water quality diminishes.  

Bryozoan colony  
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Public Services   
 
The Village is a general law community that also pays taxes to Fruitport Township.  As 

such, the township provides police and fire service to the Village.  Fire service is 
dispatched from both the Airline Road and Cloverville Stations.  The police department 

is also housed at the Airline Road Station, about one mile from the Village limits.  The 
fact that the fire department has received commendations for exemplary response 
times is a source of community pride.   

 
About 60% of the respondents to the Community Opinion Survey rated police service as 
ñgoodò  and about 17% rated it as ñexcellentò.  Fire service was rated by 57% of the 

respondents as ñgoodò and about 28% as ñexcellentò.  See Appendix A for the full 
survey results.  
 

The Village has its own department of public works staff who tends to such things as 
snow plowing and the maintenance of public  property, including the trail system and 
public parks.  Snow removal services and maintenance of public property were 

generally rated ñgoodò to ñexcellentò in the survey while street maintenance and 
roadside drainage were rated ñfairò to ñgoodò.    
 

Fruitport High School, and Edgewood Elementary are contained within the Village, with 
the Middle School 
bordering the village, 

making up the Fruitport 
School system, a campus 

of about 80 acres.  The 
campus contains a football 
field and track, 2 softball 

fields, a soccer field, 
basketball courts, four 
tennis courts and 

playground equipment.  In 
addition to each of the 
schools containing a 

gymnasium, the middle school has an indoor pool.  The need for additional space and 
desire for public sewer has the school system looking to develop a new facility at the 
terminus of Sheridan Road. 

 
Public water system is owned and operated by Fruitport Township who provides water 
to the village.  The Township water system in turn is supplied by the City of Muskegon 

Heights.  The entire Village is on private septic fields, likely in varying age and 
condition.  Lack of public sewer in the Village has been a touchy subject for decades.  

The concern over the cost of a sewer system to individual property owners is one of the 
issues that have stymied sewer development.  Proponents of public sewer discuss 
missed opportunities to attract new investment to the Village and the lack of public 

sewer has deterred would be residents and businesses from investing in the 
community.   
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Geologically, the soils of the Village are from the Rubi can-Augres association, sandy 
soils noted in the Muskegon County Soil Survey as having ñfavorable percolation rates; 
(with) possible contamination of nearby water suppliesò. 
 
In the Community Survey about 55% of  the respondents ñagreed or strongly agreedò 
that lack of sewer was an impediment to development.  Another 33% ñdisagreed or 
strongly disagreedò with the statement.  Written survey comments reflected strong 
opinions regarding both the need for sewer and de sires for no sewer but, overall, there 

were more statements about the need for sewer than not in citizen comments.  In a 
related issue, the overwhelming majority of survey respondents agreed that the water 
quality of Spring Lake was important to them.   

 
From a public policy standpoint, whether or not  the Village will get sewer in the future 
is not the question, but when and how it will happen becomes the issue.  It is possible 

that if the Village continues to delay sewer development a higher authority will  take the 
matter out of the communityôs hands, and also its ability to package the project as best 
it can for its citizens.  Another thing is also certain, the cost to develop public sewer in 

the Village will only increase in the future.     
 
Population  

 
The character of the Villageôs population should drive some of its planning decisions.  
For example, a young family in a single-family home has different needs than a single 

senior citizen in an apartment. Statistics like employment and income levels and relative 
growth in the population will also influence market forces, and in turn, land use.   Note 

that most of the data in this section was derived from the 2000 Federal Census. While 
the data is older, it still provides a good relative snapshot of the comm unity. 
 

Fruitportôs population has been relatively stable.  In 1990 the population was 1,090 and 
grew modestly by 2000 when the population was recorded as 1,124.  The 2009 
population estimate was down at 1,073.  2010 Census data is not yet available but 

there are no significant changes anticipated. 
 
For comparative purposes, Fruitport Township recorded 12,533 individuals in the 2000 

Census and became the countyôs largest township in terms of population. 
 

  Village residents have higher average income and education levels than the county and 

nation, yet lower average home values (see table below).  This is somewhat surprising 
in that much of the housing in the Village is waterfront, which tends to make median 
housing values higher.  Relatively speaking, the housing stock of the Village is very 

affordable.  Home values may be lower on average because the housing stock is older 
than in most outlying areas and homes do not have public sewer, which can affect 

value appreciation on lots of less than 1 acre. 
 
The township has somewhat higher median household income and housing value than 

the Village, but less educational attainment and home ownership levels.  The difference 
in income may be because of the presence of more two-worker households in the 
township.  The difference in housing value may be because the housing stock is 
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relatively newer and homes are on larger lots, which adds to their expense.   See Table 
on following page for demographic comparisons. 
 

 
There is a variety of housing choices and 

syles in the Village.  In general, the housing 
stock is in good condition. 
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Unit of Government Village  Township County  Nation 

 

Median housing value 

 

$96,900 

 

$98,400 

 

$85,900 

 

$119,600 

 
Median household income 

 
$48,125 

 
$49,065 

 
$41,632 

 
$41,994 

Persons with Bachelors 
Degree or higher 

 
17.5% 

 
15.2% 

 
13.9% 

 
24.4% 

Percentage of high school 
graduates 

 
91% 

 
86.1% 

 
83.1% 

 
80.4% 

Percentage of home 

ownership  

 

83.1% 

 

77.5% 

 

77.7% 

 

62% 
      Source: 2000 Census 

 

Several other statistics worth noting ( as reported in the 2000 Census) include:  
 

¶ Of the 467 housing units in the Village, 6% were vacant, which is an indicator 
of second homes in the Village.  

 

¶ The median age of Village residents is almost 38 years of age, higher than 
the national average of about 35 years of ag e. This is not an unusual trend for 

cities and villages because couples without children (empty-nesters) and senior 
citizens are tending to stay in communities where there are conveniences like 
shopping and public services close to home.  

 
¶ About 14% of th e population is 65 years or older, the national average is 

about 12%.   

 
¶ 5.8% of the population was below the poverty level.  None of them were 

senior citizens.  The national poverty rate was 12.4%.   

 

¶ The bulk of the housing stock was built before 1940 (a bout 60%).  This is not 
necessarily a negative, as there are several beautiful historic homes in the 

Village.  Some older homes, however, are in need of rehabilitation.   

 
¶ About 15% of the housing stock has been built since 1980.   

 
¶ About 18% of all housing units are multi -family, ranging in size from duplexes 

to 9 units per building.   

 

¶ 60% of all households are married couple families.  About 24% of them have 
children less than 18 years of age.  

 
¶ About 26% all households had at least one individual over 65 years of age.  

Of the non-family households, about 10% were householders living alone and 
over 65 years of age.  

 

¶ The population is 99% white.  The one percent of minorities were of Native 
American or Asian descent.  About 1.4% of the population is of  Hispanic origin.  
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¶ Only about 3.5% of the population received public assistance income, and 

about 24% of the population receive retirement income.   

 
¶ Of all those 16 years and over, about 69% were in the work force.  The top 

occupations of employed persons in the Village included;  

 

o Management, professional and related occupations - 28.3%  

o Production, transportation and material moving ï 24.8%  

o Sales and office occupations ï 24%  

o Service Occupations (which includes health care) ï 13.4%  

 
When 2010 Census statistics are made available, it will be interesting to note if 

population trends have changed in the Village.   
 

Existing Land Use  
 
By far, the most dominant land use in the Village is single family residential homes 

situated in a grid pattern to for m traditional neighborhoods connected with commercial 
and institutional uses.  The Fruitport School District is the single largest use, located in 
the northwest corner of the Village.  Other institutional uses include the Post Office, 

Library and Village Hall.  The Village has some 45 businesses, most of them service 
oriented and located along Third Street, with a few located near the Village Center 
along Park Street.   See Existing Land Use Map, following. 
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