
Merrimack Valley Priority 
Growth Strategy



Presenter
Presentation Notes
The region is made up of a diverse set of communities ranging from small communities like West Newbury, with 4,300 residents and Groveland, with 6,600 residents, to Lawrence with over 70,000 residents and Haverhill with 60,000 residents.  Half of the communities are former farmlands but now largely residential communities.  The other half are more developed and include 5 cities.  17% of the population in the region is Hispanic and concentrated in 3 communities, Lawrence 60%, Methuen 10% and Haverhill with 9%.



Regional Challenges of the 21st

Century



Regional Economic Shift

• Decline of Traditional Industries
• Rise of New Technologies

– Route 128 “America’s Technology Highway”
– Greater Boston Area

Presenter
Presentation Notes
At the turn of the 20th Century Lawrence and Haverhill were the centers of commerce in the region as the Textile and Shoe industries flourished.  However do to labor costs and imports these industries declined.  Between 1940 and 1960 Lawrence alone lost 25,000 textile jobs.  As these traditional industries declined the economic engine of the region shifted outside the region to new “high Tech” industries located along “America’s Technology Highway” Route 128 and the greater Boston Area.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 1990 60% of the Merrimack Valley residents worked in the Merrimack Valley.  By 2000 this number decreased by 7% to 53% with the majority of these workers now commuting to Rt. 128 and the Greater Boston area.



Regional Housing Changes

Supply & Demand
• Worker Housing
• Migration
• Affordable
• Growth Pressures

Presenter
Presentation Notes
At the turn of the 20th Century the housing in the Cities of Lawrence and Haverhill provided housing for the workers in the mills.  As the mill workers prospered they moved to the communities surrounding the cities, which became growing suburbs of Lawrence and Haverhill.  As the jobs left the region the workers migrated to the greater Boston area where the jobs were.  Between 1960 and 1980 Lawrence lost over 10% of its population while Massachusetts saw an increase of over 10% over the same time period.  With the increase in demand came a shortage of supply in the housing stock in the greater Boston area and the cost of housing rose significantly.  Since 1990 the median home price increased in greater Boston by 112%.  



Projection
1980 1990 2000 2030

MVPC 260,893 288,280 318,556 352,615 (REMI Model Forecast)
10.5 10.5 10.7

Mass. 5,737,037 6,016,425 6,349,097 7,012,009 (Census Forecast)
4.9 5.5 10.4

10-year Census Numbers

Population Growth

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As people looked for more affordable housing the MV region again became a destination and the region experienced significant growth.  The MV region’s population began to rise above the state average and the number of housing starts grew by almost 10% between 1990 and 2000. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
However as the demand for housing increased the cost of housing increased. The median home price in the Merrimack Valley grew from $284,000 in 2000 to approximately $413,000 in 2007.  The Valley’s rising housing costs are making it difficult to find affordable housing in the region, driving more people north to southern NH looking for more affordability and increasing suburban sprawl, or to leave the region all together.



Commuting Patterns Evolved

• Longer Commute Times
• Congestion
• Aging Infrastructure

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These land use trends have led to longer commuting times which has added to congestion and the need to upgrade aging infrastructure
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 1990 the average commute in the Merrimack Valley was 22 minutes.  By 2000 that number has increased to 27 minutes. 



Presenter
Presentation Notes
MVPC regularly conducts a Congestion Management Study and has found that thirty-seven roadway segments in the MV were identified as being congested. Fifteen of these roadway sections are on I-495, while five are found on Route I-93 in Andover.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In addition the Merrimack River which binds the region together also creates infrastructure challenges as we try to keep pace with the need to replace the many bridges (232) in our region that are structurally deficient. 



Loss of Control over Municipal 
Financing

• Proposition 2 ½
• Growth
• “Good” vs. “Bad”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Proposition 2 ½ was approved in 1982.  It capped the amount of property taxes a community could assess to 2.5% of the total full cash value of all taxable property (tax ceiling).  A community’s allowable property tax levy, which is the major source of revenue for the vast majority of our communities, cannot increase by more than 2 ½ % of the prior year’s taxable property (Levy Ceiling) plus new growth.
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2000 $735,030,017 $735,030,017
2001 $791,075,882 7.6% $753,405,767
2002 $808,130,698 2.2% $772,240,912
2003 $831,686,107 2.9% $791,546,934
2004 $838,864,379 0.9% $811,335,608
2005 $859,904,194 2.5% $831,618,998
2006 $921,242,941 7.1% $852,409,473
2007 $959,807,176 4.2% $873,719,710
2008 $1,009,940,633 5.2% $895,562,702
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Data Source: Massachusetts Department of Revenue
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Communities rely on new growth and State aid to balanced their budgets.  The blue line indicates the budgets for all the communities in the region from 2000 to 2008.  The red line indicates what the budgets would be if they stayed strictly to the 2.5% limits of Prop 2 ½.  The difference between the lines is filled by the communities with new growth and new local aid.  Of course there is bad growth and good growth (Residential vs. Commercial) and communities attempt to encourage commercial growth to avoid an increase in the cost of education brought on by residential growth.



Competing Public Policies

• “Need to Encourage Growth to Finance 
Municipal Services”

• “Need to Create Job Opportunities That pay 
well and Reduce Commuting Demands”

• “Need to Keep Housing Cost Affordable for 
Our Children and Future Generations”

• “Need to Manage Development to Avoid 
Adversely Affecting Our Quality of Life”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We need to encourage growth to finance municipal services but at the same time we are concerned with the impact growth will have on school finances, traffic and the potential to changes the character of our communities.  We need to create good job opportunities for our children and reduce our commuting demands but will this spur on to much growth.  We need to keep housing cost affordable for our future generation but will this new housing growth adversely affect our quality of life?  



Regional Plan to Address these 
Challenges

• “Where do Communities want to Encourage 
Regionally Significant Growth that creates these 
Jobs and Affordable Housing Opportunities”

• “Which Areas of the Valley Should be Protected 
from Future Development Due to Environmental 
and Other Constraints to Maintain the Character of 
the Valley”

• “How well Does the Region’s Transportation 
Network Support these Land Use Priorities”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We believe we need to develop a regional approach to growth that strikes a BALANCE between this need to grow and the need to preserve the character of our region.  In the planning business the new buzz word is “Smart Growth”.  We need to incorporate the principles of “Smart Growth” to address these regional challenges.  



Where do We Want to Encourage 
Growth

• Local Decision
• Concentrated Development Centers (CDC)
• CDC: “An Area of Concentrated Development, 

Including a Town Center, Consisting of Existing 
and Appropriately Zoned Commercial, Industrial 
and Mixed Use Areas Suitable for High Density 
Development”

• Priority Development Site (PDS)



CDCs Map



CDCs & PDS Map



CDC Evaluation

“Strengths & Constraints to Development”
And

“Smart Growth Principles”
• Land Use
• Infrastructure
• Access
• Environmental

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sustainable Development Principles: Redevelop First, Concentrate Development, Be Fair, Restore & Enhance the Environment, Conserve Natural Resources, Expand Housing Opportunities, Provide Transportation Choice, Increase Job Opportunities, Foster Sustainable Businesses and Plan Regionally.



Land Use

“Concentrate a mix of uses that foster a sense 
of place, increases job opportunities and 

sustainable businesses”
• Density & Potential Build-out
• Zoning / Mix of Uses
• Priority Development

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Internal ScoringDensity: FAR 0-.5  0 points, .5-1.0  1 point, >1.0  2 pointsZoning: Industrial  0 points, Industrial & retail  1 point, mixed use  2 pointsPDS: no  0 points, considering designation  1 point, designated 43D, 40R ect.  2 pointsScore 5-6 high, 3-4 medium, 0-2 low 



Infrastructure

“Encourage reuse and rehabilitation of 
existing infrastructure”

• Water
• Sewer
• Broadband
• Utilities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
None 0 points, Some 1 point, All 2 points2 High, 1 Medium, 0 Low



Access

“Provide Transportation Choices”
• Road

– Access to the Site
– Congestion

• Transit
• Bike & Pedestrian

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Road Access: Interstate 2 points, State #hwy 1 point, local 0 pointsCMS: Not listed 2 points, UPWP/Under Study 1 point, Listed 0 pointsTransit: Served 2 points, TDM 1 point, Not served 0 pointsBike/Ped: Served 2 points, planned 1 point, not served 0 points6-8 High, 3-5 Medium, 0-2 Low



Environmental

“Restore and Enhance the Environment”
• Wetlands
• Flood Plain
• Water Supply Protection
• Rare Species

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Wetlands: < 25% of site 2 points, > 25% 1 point, limits access to site 0 pointsFlood Plan: < 25% of site 2 points, > 25% 1 point, limits access to site 0 pointsWater Supply Protection: Outside of resource area 2 points, Adjacent to resource area 1 point, Within resource area 0 pointsRare Species: < 25% of site 2 points, > 25% 1 point, limits access to site 0 points6-8 low impact on development, 3-5 Medium impact on development, 0-2 high impact on development
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CDC Classification

• Smart Growth Center
• Center of Commerce
• Business Center
• Village Center

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Smart Growth Centers: Areas which allow high density concentrated development and a mix of uses, has suitable infrastructure to support development, has good access both car and pedestrian and is served by transit and has limited environmental constraints (Example urban downtowns and 40R districts)Center of Commerce: areas which allow a mix of high density concentrated development, excluding residential, served by water and sewer, may be served by transit or a TMA and has limited environmental constraints (Example suburban office or business center)Business Center: Areas of high density industrial or retail with limited infrastructure, mainly car oriented little pedestrian mobility or transit and limited environmental constraints (Example suburban industrial park or retail center) Village Center: areas of high density concentrated development in context, commonly known as a town center or a community’s downtown.  Encourages a mix of uses, has access to infrastructure and is served by transit and is pedestrian friendly, has limited environmental constraints



Where Should We Protect Land 
From Future Development

• Local Decision
• Protected Lands & Lands Suitable for 

Protection
• Protected Lands: “Lands Protected by 

Agricultural Preservation Restrictions, 
Protected Federal, State & Municipal 
Lands, Protected Public and Private 
Outdoor Recreation Areas”



New Priority Areas for Protection

• Open Space Plans
• Watersheds for Public Water
• Farmlands
• Identified Potential Regional Collaboration 

and Cooperation Opportunities to Protect 
Open Space Throughout the Valley



CDCs & PDS & OS Map



How do We Connect These Land 
Use Patterns

• Existing Transportation System
• Connections: “Inter-State Highways, 

Regional Roads, Transit, Bike and 
Pedestrian Connections that Support the 
Promotion of CDCs and Protected Lands”



New Connection Priorities

• Local Priorities
• Regional Significant Priorities
• Transportation System Management (TSM) 

improvements to address congestion 
management concerns

• Bike & Pedestrian

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Identified deficiencies in the transportation network and recommend upgrades to the system based on local priorities, regionally significant priorities and bike and pedestrian additions that would improve the connections to  CDCs and Protected areas.



Growth Strategy Map w/Priority Transportation Projects



Next Steps

• Begin a Public Process
• Verify Community Priorities
• Discuss Priorities in Public Forums
• Release a “Draft” for Comments
• Commission Approval by the end of 2008



Implementation
• Promote Smart Growth Principles & Techniques

- Strengthen CDCs 
- MVPC Workshops

• Identify Conflicts in the Strategy
• Promote Cooperation & Coordination
• Advocate Strategy Consistency Thru MEPA & 

Clearinghouse Procedures
• Potential “Growth District” Designations
• Target Commonwealth Capital Grants to Priorities
• Seek Federal Funding to Advance Strategy
• Connect the MPO Process to these Land Use Patterns


	Merrimack Valley Priority Growth Strategy
	Slide Number 2
	Regional Challenges of the 21st Century
	Regional Economic Shift
	Slide Number 5
	Regional Housing Changes
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Commuting Patterns Evolved
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Loss of Control over Municipal Financing
	Slide Number 14
	Competing Public Policies
	Regional Plan to Address these Challenges
	Where do We Want to Encourage Growth
	CDCs Map
	CDCs & PDS Map
	CDC Evaluation
	Land Use
	Infrastructure
	Access
	Environmental
	Slide Number 25
	CDC Classification
	Where Should We Protect Land From Future Development
	New Priority Areas for Protection
	CDCs & PDS & OS Map
	How do We Connect These Land Use Patterns
	New Connection Priorities
	Slide Number 32
	Next Steps
	Implementation

