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I.  REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

1.  Introduction 

NHRSA §36:47 requires that “For the purpose of assisting municipalities in complying with 
RSA  §674:2, III(m), each regional planning commission shall compile a regional housing 
needs assessment, which shall include an assessment of the regional need for housing for 
persons and families of all levels of income.”  RSA §674:2, II(l) provides guidance for 
municipalities which include a housing section in their master plan, suggesting that any such 
section include a discussion of affordable housing based on the regional housing needs 
assessment performed by the regional planning commission.  This document fulfills the 
requirements of RSA §36:47. 
 
The immediate purpose of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment is to quantify and 
project the demand for housing in the RPC region in the horizon year 2015 (in this update), 
and further to estimate the present and projected need for housing that is considered 
affordable for various household income groupings, both for owned and rented units.  The 
more general purpose for the Needs Assessment is to provide communities in the region 
with background information and analysis needed to develop their own housing needs 
assessments for master planning purposes.   
 
This Needs Assessment is being written on the heels of the recent enactment of SB342, in 
July of 2008, which both provided definitions for “affordable” and “workforce” housing, and 
which placed new emphasis on the obligations that communities in New Hampshire have to 
accommodate the development of such housing.  As such it has been updated from previous 
editions to use definitions and thresholds for rental and owner affordability that are consistent 
with the new law.  In addition, the needs assessment has been apportioned to the town level 
to help communities quantify their proportionate share of the region’s housing need. 
 
1.1  Prior Housing Needs Assessments 
 
The RPC developed its first Regional Housing Needs Assessment in 1989 as a component 
of its regional master plan.  The assessment was updated in 1994 to incorporate updated 
income and household data from the 1990 US Census.  It was substantially replaced in 
2003-2004 with a new Needs Assessment which employed a different method to estimate 
housing needs and omitted the town-by-town fair share allocation of new affordable units 
needed in each community.   
 
While RSA §36:47 requires that all regional planning commissions prepare regional housing 
needs assessments, the statute does not prescribe a methodology.  An initial standard 
methodology for New Hampshire was developed among the RPCs and NHOEP (formerly 
OSP) which was partially adapted from the fair share distribution conventions created to 
address the landmark court cases from the Mt. Laurel Township in New Jersey. This method 
produced an estimate of the number of additional affordable rental housing needed in each 
community to address the regional need for affordable housing.  The method resulted in a 
redistribution of housing need based on 5 factors:  income, employment, size of community, 
assessed value and amount of developable land.  The results, while technically sound, 
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appeared inconsistent and in some cases illogical; as a result the needs assessment was not 
well accepted or used by the communities in the region.     
 
In 2002 the New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority developed, with the help of planning 
consultant Bruce Mayberry, a new methodology for projecting the demand on the housing 
supply on a statewide basis.  It was the NHHFA’s goal to also offer a subset of this 
methodology that could be applied at a regional level and that would ensure more 
consistency in the development of the regional housing needs studies statewide, while still 
allowing each region the opportunity to tailor the methodology to address the region’s own 
needs.  The NHHFA and its consultant also developed optional methodologies for fair-share 
allocations of affordable housing.  A committee including representatives from the NHHFA, 
the NH Office of Energy and Planning (NHOEP) and the regional planning commissions 
assisted in the review and development of the methodology.  Based on this new method 
(explained below) the RPC re-issued its Regional Housing Needs Assessment in December 
2004.  This revised method did not include town-by-town estimates of housing “fair share”, 
but focused instead on regional needs for housing for households of different incomes, age 
groups and tenure (owner vs. renter).  It did, however, include town-by-town profiles showing 
how each community’s housing stock compared to regional averages with respect to housing 
affordability and tenure. 
 
This update to the RPC’s 2004 Regional Housing Needs Assessment utilizes the same 
“housing production model” that was released by the NHHFA in October 2004, but updated 
to incorporate currently available housing, employment and income data.  It differs in two 
respects from the 2004 edition:  its uses relevant definitions with respect to workforce 
housing from the new workforce housing law passed in 2008 (SB342); and it extends 
regional housing needs estimates to the town level based on proportionate share of the 
housing stock in the region.   
 
The following sections provide a brief description of the regional needs assessment model 
and the projected housing supply needs for the RPC region, as well as information on 
households by income range that could be expected to have a high housing cost burden.   
 
1.2  What is Workforce Housing? 
 
The focus of this needs assessment is on existing and future needs in the Rockingham 
Planning Commission region for workforce housing for both owned and rental housing.  A 
definition for workforce housing was established by SB342 and is now codified in statute in 
RSA 674:58 as follows:  “Workforce housing” means housing which is intended for sale and 
which is affordable to a household with an income of no more than 100 percent of the 
median income for a 4-person household for the metropolitan area or county in which the 
housing is located as published annually by the United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. “Workforce housing” also means rental housing which is affordable to a 
household with an income of no more than 60 percent of the median income for a 3-person 
household for the metropolitan area or county in which the housing is located as published 
annually by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
 
1.3  Is there a need for Workforce Housing? 
 
The Rockingham Planning Commission region is divided into three HMFA’s (HUD Metro 
FMR (Fair Market Rent) Areas), as can be seen on the Map on Page HN-22 of this 
document. The two largest HMFA’s are the Portsmouth-Rochester and Lawrence MA-NH, 
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together they comprise 25 of the Region’s 27 communities. An examination of the homes 
sold in 2006 in these two areas is shown below in Figures 1 and 2. The Figures show the 
volume of homes sold, by price, for all homes, existing homes and new homes. Approximate 
values were determined to demonstrate the affordability limits set in SB342 if a potential 
buyer were able to make a down payment of either 10% or 20% (see Table 9, page HN-19).  
 

Figure 1:  Purchase price and workforce affordabili ty 
for all homes in the Portsmouth-Rochester HMFA in 2 006.  

Source New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority.  
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Figure 2: Purchase price and workforce affordabilit y 
for all homes in the Lawrence MA-NH HMFA in 2006.  

Source: New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority. 
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In the Portsmouth-Rochester area, with a 10% down payment, only 40.5% of homes sold are 
affordable. This percentage shrinks to 23.9% when only new homes are considered; the 
percentages both increase to 48% and 29.7% respectively, with a 20% down payment. In the 
Lawrence MA-NH area the affordability outlook is worse. With a 10% down payment 31.5% 
of all homes and 12.3% of new homes are affordable; with a 20% down payment 40.7% of all 
homes and 18.5% of new homes are affordable. This data shows that, especially with new 
home construction, the majority of homes sold in these areas are not affordable under the 
requirements of SB342.  
 
The outlook for rental units in the same areas is better. The New Hampshire Housing 
Finance Authority (NHHFA) rental survey of the two areas shows that the majority of rental 
units are affordable under SB342 (See Figures 3 and 4). This is taking into account studios 
and one-bedroom units. When only 2-bedroom units are considered the percentage of 
affordable rentals in the Lawrence area is 46.7% and 52% of the rentals in the Portsmouth-
Rochester area. These levels of affordability are better than the home sales market, but the 
amount of available rentals units has been decreasing in Rockingham County, the Census 
data for 1980, 1990 and 2000 show that the percentage of renters has decreased from 
29.1% in 1980 to 27.2% in 1990, and 24.4% in 2000. The American Community Survey data 
for 2006 shows that the percentage of renters in Rockingham County dropped again to 
21.8%. Although the rental survey shows that the affordability levels are better in rentals than 
owners, it appears that the amount of rentals is decreasing. This may apply additional 
pressure on the available units which could cause the rents to increase. 
 

Figure 3: Rental prices in the Lawrence MA-NH HMFA in 2006.   
Source New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority. 
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Rentals in the Portsmouth-Rochester - 2006
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Figure 4:  Rental prices in the Portsmouth-Rocheste r HMFA in 2006.  
Source New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.4  Housing Needs Assessment by Age  
 
Although regional housing needs assessments (RSA §36:47) are not required to include a 
separate analysis of housing needs by age group, towns are required to do so in their master 
plans and to make reference to the regional needs assessment when doing so (RSA 
674:2.l.).   Furthermore, given the anticipated rapid growth in the elderly segment of the 
population over the next 2 decades, it is important to identify the trends in the elderly 
population, in addition to elderly home ownership and rental rates. Current population 
projections published by the Office of Energy and Planning indicate that the population of 
persons 65 and over will nearly quadruple from 2000 to 2030, and double between 2000 and 
2015 (see Figure 5).  
 
Although the ratio of owner-to-renter households among those 65 and older in Rockingham 
County has remained relatively stable between 1990 and 2006, the total need for housing for 
this age group rises from 19,532 in 2006 to 35,484 in 2015, an increase of 82% (see Table 
1). The need for elderly rental housing in this period will increase from 4880 to 6821, or 40%, 
putting further burden on the existing rental housing. Housing need by age range is shown in 
Figure 6. Housing need for the elderly is the only age group to show a dramatic increase 
from 2006 to 2015. Housing overpayment by residents of Rockingham County is shown in 
Figure 7. This data show that a large and disproportionate amount of younger home owners 
and renters overpay for housing, while 65 and over owners and renters are similar to those 
between 25 and 64.  Overpayment by younger home owners is not surprising or necessarily 
problematic given that household income rises as the householders’ age.  What is a problem 
is that overpayment rates are high for young renters as well.  The lack of affordable housing 
for this group may lead to an exodus of younger people from the region and impact the 
sustainability of a diverse workforce.   
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Figure 5 
Population Projection by age for Rockingham County.   

Source: NH Office of Energy and Planning. 
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Table 1 
Owner and rental ratios for Households in Rockingha m County  

1990, 2000, 2006 and 2015  

 

Age Households Owner Renter Households Owner Renter Households Owner Renter Households Owner Renter
15-24 3764 689 3075 2581 445 2136 3091 250 2841 3326 573 2753
25-34 22571 13042 9529 16497 9303 7194 13471 8219 5252 15233 8590 6643
35-64 49222 40074 9148 68135 55489 12646 77487 65705 11782 78268 64718 13550
65+ 13561 10519 3042 17316 13755 3561 19532 14652 4880 35485 28664 6821
total 89118 64324 24794 104529 78992 25537 113581 88826 24755 132312 102545 29767
Age Owner Renters Owner Renters Owner Renters Owner Renters
15-24 18.3% 81.7% 17.2% 82.8% 8.1% 91.9% 17.2% 82.8%
25-34 57.8% 42.2% 56.4% 43.6% 61.0% 39.0% 56.4% 43.6%
35-64 81.4% 18.6% 81.4% 18.6% 84.8% 15.2% 82.7% 17.3%
65+ 77.6% 22.4% 79.4% 20.6% 75.0% 25.0% 80.8% 19.2%

1990 2000 2006 2015

 
 
Source:   US Census for 1990 and 2000, American Community Survey for 2006. The 2015 number use the household 
projection of the needs assessment model. The ratio from 2006 owner/renters was applied to this number to determine 
the numbers for 2015. 
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Figure 6 

Households by Age
Rockingham County
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 Source:  US Census and American Community Survey. 
 

Figure 7 

Overpayment Percentage by Age
Rockingham County
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 Source US Census and American Community Survey. 
 
2.   NHHFA Housing Production Models 

The 2004 NHHFA model presents three projections of housing supply needs for a defined 
region.  Two of the projections are employment-driven and the third is based on the New 
Hampshire Office of Energy and Planning’s population projections. 
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The first employment-based projection, called the “Constant-Share Employment  model 
assumes that the RPC region maintains same proportion or share of total reported 
employment in the State from 2006 through 2015 (the latest projection year).  The second 
employment-based projection assumes that the region increases its employment share 
relative to the rest of the state, to reflect the same growth that occurred during the prior 
decade (1990-2000).  The employment-driven projections essentially represent two 
scenarios for housing needs (owner and renter) based on the rate of projected employment 
growth.  Both determine overall housing need based on a desired or optimal ratio of housing-
to-jobs.   The third projection in the model is based on the population projections released by 
OEP.    In this model, future housing need is based on the desired or optimal ratio housing-
to-population. 
 
In the 2004 Assessment, each model was explained in some detail.  One of the three, the 
Constant-Share Employment method was chosen as the method on which to base the 
RPC’s regional housing needs assessment.  This method was considered the best choice 
among the three alternatives for two reasons:  First, we believe that an employment based 
model (vs. population based) represents the correct approach.  It is the creation of jobs and 
economic activity, after all, that generates the need for housing.  As the region’s employment 
base increases so must its housing supply; if it doesn’t, the result is an inadequate supply of 
workforce housing, and either a workforce shortage or the displacement of the workforce 
housing to distant, cheaper housing markets.  We accept on principle the notion that the 
housing supply should track employment growth.  
 
Second, we chose the constant employment share over the increased employment share 
because county level population projections indicate that Rockingham County’s growth 
relative to the State as a whole is projected to slow in the future.  The most recent NH Office 
of Energy and Planning (NHOEP) population projections (January 2008) in particular show a 
continuous decline in the County’s state population share after 2015. (Table 2 and Figure 8) 
 

No. % of State No. % of State No. % of State No. % of State
EMPLOYMENT
Rockingham County 83021 19.3% 129,561    21.4% 138,063    22.0% 175,897    22.7%
New Hampshire 429529 100.0% 606,604    100.0% 627,301    100.0% 774,568    100.0%

POPULATION
Rockingham County 245845 22.2% 277,359    22.4% 296,894    22.6% 320,490    22.6%
New Hampshire 1109252 100.0% 1,235,550 100.0% 1,315,000 100.0% 1,420,000 100.0%
Sources: NHOEP and NH Dept. of Employment Security, LMIS

Table 1

2000 2006 2014/20151990

Projected Changes in Employment and Population Shar e
Rockngham County vs. State of New Hampshire

 
 
 
 
 
 

2 
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Projected Share of NH Population
Rockingham County - 2005 to 2030

Share of NH Population

 
 Source:  NHOEP, 2008 
 
Under the Constant Employment Share approach, the region maintains the same share of 
total State employment as it had in the base year (2006), while the growth share approach 
assumes a continuous increase in the region’s share of total State employment projected 
from the rate of change experienced in the previous decade (1990-2000).  The growth share 
approach would result in significantly higher employment estimates (and likewise housing 
need), because it assumes continuation of the comparatively rapid job growth experienced 
during the previous decade--attributable particularly to the development of the Pease 
International Tradeport and growth in Salem as an employment center.  However, the more 
recent data suggests that the region’s future job growth will be more in line with most of the 
rest of the state.  
 
4.  Regional Housing Needs Estimate 

The Regional Housing Needs computation using the Constant-Share Employment model is 
made using the following steps and inputs: 
 

Housing Production Model Methodology  

Employment -based Constant Share Approach  

Steps:  Explanation:  

1. Apply annual growth rate of 1.4% to 
statewide employment to generate year 
2015 employment forecast.   

Growth rate of 1.4% from 2006-2015 was 
selected based on NH Div. of Employment 
Security projections.   

2.   Distribute employment to the each regional 
planning agency based on the region’s 
current (year 2006) share of total State 
employment.  

 

Constant Share approach 

3.    Multiply 2015 employment by the year 
2006 ratio of working residents to area 
employment to generate an estimate of 
working residents in 2015. 

Assume stable ratio between working 
residents and area employment. 

Figure 8 
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4.    Multiply the projected # of working 
residents in 2015 by the year 2006 ratio 
of households to working residents to 
estimate the number of households in 
2015. 

Assume stable ratio between households 
and working residents. 

5.   Multiply projected # of households by 2.49 
persons per household in 2015, yielding 
total persons living in housing units. 

Average persons per household in 2015 was 
estimated at 98% of the 2006 average for 
the area, based on U.S. Census national 
projections. 

6.  Apply year 2000 owner/renter percentage 
split to the projected # of 2015 
households. 

Assume continued 2000 percentage split 
households into owner and renters. 

7.   Apply 1.5% vacancy rate for ownership 
units and 5% for rental units to generate 
total needed ownership and rental 
housing supply. 

Pre-setting the vacancy rates at 1.5% and 
5% implicitly corrects for current year 
housing shortage by assuming achievement 
of reasonably adequate housing choice. 

8.  Apply a factor of 0.017 to account for 
replacement of housing units lost to 
demolition/disaster. 

Assume 1.7% of the base year housing 
supply will be replaced over the ten-year 
projection period. 

9.  Sum households, vacancy reserve and 
replacement to arrive at the total 2015 
housing supply need. 

Demand estimates do not include other 
housing unit production that may be 
generated by seasonal, occasional or 
second home use. 

10.  Subtract existing housing stock from 2015 
housing supply need to calculate the 
housing growth estimate by tenure 
(ownership vs. rental) 

 

 
 
Table 3 summarizes selected key inputs used in producing the housing needs assessment 
for the region based on the selected approach and also shows aggregate result of the total 
need for housing and the ratios between housing units and both employment and population.  
 
 

Table 3:  Assumptions and Projections from the Cons tant Share of Employment 
housing production model 

RPC Region  2000 2006 2015 

INPUTS 

Population 178,997 190,942 210,536 

Households 69,651 76,141 85,666 

Employment 101,308 106,818 120,181 

PROJECTIONS 

Housing Demand (units) 76,247 78,313 89,088 

Ratio, housing units to 
population 0.43 0.41 0.42 

Ratio, housing units to 
employment 0.75 0.73 0.74 
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The results of constant share employment-based model as shown in Table 3 indicates that 
approximately 89,000 total housing units will be needed to house residents in the RPC 
region in the year 2015, an increase of about 10,687 or 13% over this 9 year period.  
Accounting for existing housing stock, this translates into a total of about 1,200 units that 
would need to be added annually from 2006 through 2015.  This estimate of overall housing 
need is about 15% lower than the 2004 estimate of about 1400 new units per year, due 
primarily to a lowering of the projected employment and population growth in the region since 
that time.  To put these figures into context, the RPC region added an average of 780 units 
per year during the decade 1990-2000, and an average of 1,970 units per year from 1980-
1990.1 
 
 

Table 4 
Projected Housing Supply Need by Tenure, 2015 

Tenure 

Existing 
Housing  Stock, 

2006 
2015 

Projections 

Projected Net 
Housing Need 2006-

2015 

Owner 58,306 66,644 8,338 

Renter 20,007 22,444 2,437 

Total 78,313 89,088 10,775 
 
* Total ownership stock except those homes reported as sold but not occupied, or seasonal use. 
** Total rental units except those reported rented but not occupied, or seasonal/occasional use. 
 
Table 5 present results of the housing need estimate by housing tenure or ownership.  The 
ratio of owned vs. rented housing unit to employment (and to the total housing remains 
constant).  
 
 
 

Table 5 
Project Housing Need – Owned vs. Rented 
Rockingham Planning Commission Region 

  
 2006 (existing) 

2015 (projected 
demand) 

Population 190,945 210,536 

Employment 106,818 120,181 

Renter Households 18,664 20,999 

Owner Households 57,477 64,668 

                                                 
1 There were a total of 49,052 housing units in the RPC region in 1980, a total of 68,727 units in 
1990 and a total of 76,522 units in 2000.  The total for the year 2000 reflects the loss of about 
1,300 housing units at the former Pease Airforce Base between 1990 and 2000.  (Source:  
Current Estimates and Trends in New Hampshire’s Housing Supply, 1999 and 2001 Updates) 
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Table 5 - continued 

Total Rental stock (except 
rented but not occupied) 

20,007 22,444 

Total Ownership stock 
(except sold but not 
occupied, seasonal and 
occasional use) 

58,306 66,644 

Total housing stock 
occupied or available 

78,313 89,088 

Ratio rental stock to 
employment 

0.19 0.19 

Ratio ownership stock to 
employment 

0.55 0.55 

   
 

Table 6: Total Housing Demand by Income Band Rockin gham 
Planning Commission 

 
2006 

(existing)  

2015 
Projected 
Demand 

2006 
(existing)  

2015 
Projected 
Demand 

Homeowners      
   Under 30% MAI 4,259 4,792 7.4% 7.4% 
   Under 50% MAI 9,381 10,554 16.3% 16.3% 
   Under 60% MAI 12,291 13,828 21.4% 21.4% 
   Under 80% MAI 18,870 21,231 32.8% 32.8% 
   Under 100% MAI 25,944  29,189 45.1% 45.1% 
   Under 120% MAI 33,077 37,215 57.5% 57.5% 
   All Homeowners 57,477 64,667 100.0% 100.0% 
Renters         
   Under 30% MAI 4,059 4,567 21.7% 21.7% 
   Under 50% MAI 7,462 8,395 40.0% 40.0% 
   Under 60% MAI 9,109  10,249 48.8% 48.8% 
   Under 80% MAI 12,106 13,621 64.9% 64.9% 
   Under 100% MAI 14,183 15,958 76.0% 76.0% 
   Under 120% MAI 16,050 18,058 86.0% 86.0% 
   All Renters 18,664 20,999 100.0% 100.0% 
Total Households         
   Under 30% MAI 8,318 9,359 10.9% 10.9% 
   Under 50% MAI 16,842 18,949 22.1% 22.1% 
   Under 60% MAI 21,400 24,077 28.1% 28.1% 
   Under 80% MAI 30,977 34,852 40.7% 40.7% 
   Under 100% MAI 40,127 45,147 52.7% 52.7% 
   Under 120% MAI 49,128 55,274 64.5% 64.5% 
   All Households 76,141 85,666 100.0% 100.0% 
 

MAI = Median area family income   
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Table 6 above presents results of the housing needs estimate by household income group or 
band. The income distribution in based on 2000 Census data and carried forward without 
modification to 2006 and 2015. 
 
Total housing need projections were taken further and an estimate developed of the number 
of homeowner and renter households by income band that could be expected to have a high 
housing cost burden.  High housing cost burden is defined as households paying 30% or 
more of gross income spent on housing (mortgage, taxes and insurance for homeowners, 
and rent plus utilities for renters. This is consistent with the definitions in SB342.  This was 
done by applying the ratios of overpayment by income band from the 2006 American 
Community Survey to the projected number of homeowners and renter households by 
income band for the year 2015.  The estimate of households in Rockingham County, by 
income band, expected to overpay (30% or more of income) for housing in 2015 is shown in 
Table 7.   
 
 

Table 7 
Overpayment for Housing 2006 and 2015 

Rockingham County 
Renters Paying 30% or more of 
Income to Rent         
  2006 2015** 
Total paying 30% + 11,317   12,728   

Income Band # 

% of Income 
Band Paying 

30%+ # 

% of Income 
Band Paying 

30%+ 
Under 30% MAI 4,797 42.4% 5,395 42.4% 
Under 50% MAI 9,168 81.0% 10,311 81.0% 
Under 60% MAI 10,536 93.1% 11,850 93.1% 
Under 80% MAI 10,825 95.7% 12,175 95.7% 
Under 100% MAI 11,027 97.4% 12,402 97.4% 
Over 100% MAI 290 2.6% 326 2.6% 

Homeowners Paying 30% or more of 
Income for Housing         

  2006 2015* 
Total paying 30% + 33,247   37,377   

Income Band # 

% of Income 
Band Paying 

30% + # 

% of Income 
Band Paying 

30% + 
Under 30% MAI 6,703 20.2% 7,536 20.2% 
Under 50% MAI 12,852 38.7% 14,448 38.7% 
Under 60% MAI 15,627 47.0% 17,568 47.0% 
Under 80% MAI 21,020 63.2% 23,631 63.2% 
Under 100% MAI 24,873 74.8% 27,963 74.8% 
Over 100% MAI 8,374 25.2% 9,414 25.2% 
 
MAI = Median Area Family Income 
Source: American Community Survey   
* Using the Housing Supply 1 projection of housing production demand 
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The 2006 data shows a dramatic increase in the number of households that are 
overburdened between 2000 and 2006: 15,393 to 33,247 or a 116% increase. There are two 
factors which contribute to this increase.  The first is due to a change in the number of 
households being counted in the 2000 Census and 2006 American Community Survey 
(ACS).  The ACS replaces the Census long form sample as the source of much of household 
data.  While similar, there are differences in the definition of household ownership. For 
household income data, the Census excludes homes on lots greater than 10 acres, attached 
housing (e.g. condominiums) and mobile homes for the total ownership units, while the 
American Community Survey includes these units. For this reason alone there is an increase 
in the number of units identified a overburdened. 
 
Due to the changes in sampling method used in the traditional the Census and ACS the data 
are not directly comparable.  Nevertheless, is certain the second large factor in this increase 
is the dramatic rise in home values and purchase prices relative to wages and income that 
occurred throughout this period. In 2000 the median home purchase price in Rockingham 
County was $180,900 compared to $303,750 in 2006, an increase of 68% (Source NNHFA) 
(See Figure 9). By comparison the median household income in the County during this 
period increased by only 22% from $58,150 to $70,780.  Rental costs also increased during 
this time period but at a much lower rate. In 2000 the average rent (including utilities) for a 2-
bedroom apartment in Rockingham County was $842, in 2006 this increased to $1082, an 
increase of 29% (see Figure 10).  
 
The data for 2006 shows a significantly greater proportion of renter households 
overburdened in housing cost.  About 61% of renter households pay more than 30% of 
income for housing, compared with 44% for owner households.  The projections we make for 
2015 project renter and owner rates and overburden percentages in the same proportions as 
they are in 2006.  The total change in households between 2015 and 2006 in the region is 
projected to increase by 12.5%.  Based on this growth it is estimated that there will be an 
additional 5,541 households paying more than 30% of income for housing.   
 

Figure 9 
 Median Household Income and Purchase Price for 

Rockingham County in 2000 and 2006 
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Figure 10:  

Increases in Households, Household Income, 
Rental costs and Median Purchase Price in Rockingha m County 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Proportionate Fair Share Estimates 

In order to further support individual communities’ efforts to assess local housing conditions, 
to plan for future housing needs, and specifically to help them comply with the requirements 
of new workforce housing legislation (SB 342) the RPC has developed town-level estimates 
of the regional housing need apportioned based on each community’s share of housing units 
in the region.  This analysis is shown in Table 10.   
 
It is important to note that the town-by-town data presented in Table 10 differs fundamentally 
from the “fair-share” affordable housing apportionment used in the 1989 and 1993 Housing 
Needs Assessments.  These prior fair share estimates attempted to allocate by formula the 
number of affordable housing units needed to be provided in each town to address housing 
overpayment in the region as determined by the previous Census.   
 
The current estimate (Table 10, page 21) instead distributes the workforce housing need 
identified in the regional analysis from Table 6 to each town in the region in proportion to 
their share of the housing units in the region. The total workforce housing need is not divided 
between owner and rental housing but is defined respectively as owner households with 
income less than 100% of the median household income for the area (MAI), and renter 
households with less than 60% of the median household income.  These definitions are set 
to match the definitions established in SB 342. The fair share projection is not setting a 
predetermined ratio of rental to ownership unit.  
 
The RPC region is divided into three HUD Fair Market Rent Areas (HFMRAs) for which 
median area income figures (as referenced in SB342) are available.  The relevant income 
areas in the RPC region are shown on the accompanying map.  The affordability dollar limits 
for owner (<100% MAI) and renter (<60% MAI) differ depending on which area a town is 
located.  The affordability limits are shown in Table 9 below. Table 10 assigns each town’s 
MAI accordingly. 
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Table 9 

Affordability Limits – 2006 -- 
for Owner Occupied and Renter Occupied Housing 

 

    
 
The housing numbers shown in Table 10 represent the total proportionate need per town, 
including any existing housing that fits within these affordability definitions.  It is likely that 
some communities in the region already have the indicated number of units that are 
affordable within these income limits, while many others do not.   
 
The proportionate fair share analysis makes no attempt to ascertain whether a community is 
presently meeting its proportionate share; it merely states what that need is today (2006) and 
what is estimated to be in 2015.  It is left to each community to determine whether or not 
their existing housing stock supplies the number of units, both owned and rented, to meet 
their share of the region’s workforce housing need. 
 
Communities can combine this information with housing data they may have access to 
locally to help make such a determination.  For example,  town assessor databases can be 
used to estimate the number of homes that have an assessed value that is less than the 
maximum purchase price (from Table 9) of homes needed to qualify as “workforce housing”.   
If the number meeting this criteria is equal to or greater than that shown on Table 10 (for 
current conditions - 2006) the town can be assumed to be meeting its proportionate share for 
owner housing.  Another source of owner data for larger communities is NH Housing’ annual 
purchase price survey (available on the web at www.nhhfa.org/demographic_housing.cfm ).  
Median purchase prices for housing are reported for existing homes, new construction and 
condominiums.  Many smaller communities, however, have sample sizes too small for 
results to be considered valid (less than 50 per year).   
 
Determining rental values is more difficult, as this information is not collected or maintained 
comprehensively at the Town level.  Again, NH Housing provides some useful data, 
especially for larger communities, in its annual rental price survey.  For others it may be 
necessary to use NH Housing’s County, regional or HUD HFMA estimates of rental prices, 
together with locally derived estimates of the number of rental units available in order to 
determine how many workforce housing qualified units exist in the community. 

OWNERSHIP 
Estimated  Max Purchase Price 
(incl.  mortgage, taxes and ins.) 

100% Median Area Income (4 pers fam) 
with 10% Down 

Payment 
with 20% Down 

Payment 
Boston -Cambridge-Quincy  HMFA:   $85,833 $265,540 $287,985 
Lawrence MA-NH HMFA: $ 80,667  $249,624 $271,701 
Portsmouth-Rochester  HMFA:  $77,333 $239,236 $259,069 

RENTAL 
Estimated Max Rent Payment  

per month  
60% of Median Area Income  (3 pers. fam.) (including utilities) 
Boston -Cambridge-Quincy  HMFA:  $46,400 $1,160 
Lawrence MA-NH HMFA:  $43, 600 $1,090 
Portsmouth - Rochester  HMFA:  :  $41,800 $1,045 
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ESTIMATING LOCAL HOUSING NEED 

The following methodology is suggested for communities wishing to assess whether they meet their 

proportionate fair share of workforce housing as referenced in SB342.  Keep in mind the law does not specify a 

method  for determining the regional need for workforce housing or the local fair share of that need.  The 

methods described here are what we believe to be a reasonable and prudent approach in making this 

assessment.  However, we can provide no guarantee that they will be judged correct or adequate by other 

entities or under challenge in court. 

 

1. Determine applicable income limits:  Determine which HMFA the Town is in and the appropriate income, 

payment and affordability levels from Table 9.  See accompanying map on HN-22. 

2. Determine affordable housing price limits:  For owned units, affordability is the function of “PITI” (principle, 

interest, taxes and insurance) paid annually. Price limits appropriate to the Town can be taken from the 

regional estimates in Table 9, or further customized with different down payment, interest or property tax 

assumptions.  We recommend selecting the down payment assumption within the range of 10% to 20%.
1
  

Property taxes fluctuate from year to year, so a five or more year average of taxes (expressed as a percentage 

of assessed value) will yield a more stable result.  (We used 2.5% in computing the purchase price limitations 

in Table 9).  Various assumptions can be entered and tested using NHFFA’s a purchase price calculator at their 

website:     www.nhhfa.org/hb_affordability.cfm 

3. Estimate affordable owner units: Review the Town assessment records (adjusted for 100% valuation) to 

determine the number and percentage of ownership units in the community that would be affordable based 

on the affordability limit determined in step 2.  (If this number exceeds the estimated fair share need for your 

community in Table 10 then you can conclude that you have attained your Town’s fair share of workforce 

housing units, even without adding the rental units estimated in the next step.) 

4. Estimate affordable renter units:  Determine the number of rental units in the community that have monthly 

rents at or below the affordable rent values established in Table 9.  Unfortunately, this data is not readily 

available in most communities. NHHFA’s annual rent survey provides this data for larger communities, and for 

New Hampshire HMFA areas and County’s.  If town-level rental price data cannot be obtained, an acceptable 

alternative method may be to use the regional ratio of affordable rental units to all rental units in the Town’s 

HMFA.  This ratio may be applied to the number of rental units in the Town as a rough estimate of affordable 

units.  If the total number of rental units for the Town is not known and cannot be obtained, an estimate can 

be obtained from 2000 Decennial Census data, and beginning in 2008 or 2009, from the American Community 

Survey.  We recommend consulting with NHFFA before using their rental survey data for this purpose. 

5. Compare Total Workforce-Affordable Unit to Fair Share:  If the combined number of affordable rental and 

ownership units is equal to or greater than the community’s workforce housing need number for 2015 (as 

shown in Table 10) it will have demonstrated that is accommodating its “current fair share of the current and 

reasonably foreseeable regional need for such housing” as is called out in SB342 and is deemed to be in 

compliance with the law.   If its housing stock accommodates less than its fair share then the Town will need 

to ensure that it is providing ‘reasonable and realistic opportunities for the development of workforce 

housing’ as specified in RSA 674:59.  

While it is important for communities to periodically evaluate whether they are meeting their 
fair share of the region’s workforce housing needs, it should be understood that with respect 
to SB342 it is only necessary to demonstrate that they reach or exceed their fair share if the 
community intends to claim that it has met its fair share obligations and is therefore exempt 
from certain aspects of the new law (674:59, III). 
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A B C D E F G H I J K

2006 2015

Atkinson 2,543 3.3% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 1,171             1,317             146                 

Brentwood 1,226 1.6% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 564                635                71                   
Danville 1,609 2.1% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 741                833                93                   

East Kingston 807 1.1% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 372                418                46                   
Epping 2,309 3.0% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 1,063             1,196             133                 

Exeter 6,280 8.2% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 2,891             3,253             362                 

Fremont 1,435 1.9% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 661                743                83                   
Greenland 1,307 1.7% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 602                677                75                   

Hampstead 3,308 4.3% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 1,523             1,713             191                 
Hampton 6,800 8.9% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 3,131             3,522             392                 

Hampton Falls 788 1.0% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 363                408                45                   
Kensington 744 1.0% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 343                385                43                   

Kingston 2,309 3.0% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 1,063             1,196             133                 

New Castle 465 0.6% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 214                241                27                   
Newfields 559 0.7% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 257                290                32                   

Newington 309 0.4% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 142                160                18                   
Newton 1,643 2.2% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 756                851                95                   

North Hampton 1,790 2.4% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 824                927                103                 

Plaistow 2,939 3.9% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 1,353             1,522             169                 
Portsmouth 10,175 13.4% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 4,684             5,270             586                 

Rye 2,234 2.9% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 1,028             1,157             129                 
Salem 11,497 15.1% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 5,293             5,955             662                 

Sandown 1,996 2.6% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 919                1,034             115                 

Seabrook 3,751 4.9% Boston-Cambridge-Quincy $85,833 $2,146 $46,400 $1,160 1,727             1,943             216                 
South Hampton 324 0.4% Boston-Cambridge-Quincy $85,833 $2,146 $46,400 $1,160 149                168                19                   

Stratham 2,667 3.5% Portsmouth-Rochester $77,333 $1,933 $41,800 $1,045 1,228             1,381             154                 
Windham 4,327 5.7% Lawrence MA-NH $80,667 $2,017 $43,600 $1,090 1,992             2,241             249                 
TOTAL 76,141 100.0% NA NA NA NA NA 35,053           39,438           4,385              

Column Explanation
A RPC Community

B Total number of households, (single, multi, and manufactured), OEP estimate. 10% down 20% down
C Town's share of the region's (27 town RPC region) total households. Bos-Q-C $85,833 $265,540 $287,985
D The town's federally assigned HUD-Fair Market Rent Area Housing Market: Lawrence NH-MA, Bos-Q-Cmb., or Ports.-Rochester Lawr MA-NH $80,667 $249,624 $271,701

E HUD Fair Market Rent Area's "100%" Median Area Income (MAI) for a 4-person family. Amount called out in SB 342 Ports-Roch $77,333 $239,236 $259,069

F Maximum payment (mortgage, Insurance and taxes) for a ownership unit to qualify as Workforce Housing
G 60% of HUD Fair Market Rent Area's Median Area Income (MAI) for a 3-person family. Amount called out in SB 342.

H Maximum payment (Rent and Utilities) for a rental unit to qualify as Workforce Housing

I Estimated Workforce Housing need for 2006 Bos-Q-C $46,400
J Estimated Workforce Housing need for 2015 Lawr MA-NH $43,600

K Increase in Workforce Housing need between 2006 and 2015 Ports-Roch $41,800

$1,090

$1,045

INCOME LIMIT CALCULATIONTABLE KEY
HOME OWNERSHIP

HOME RENTAL
60% MAI, 3 pers. Hshld

100% MAI, 4 pers. Hsld

$1,160

Est. Max Purchase

Table 10
 Estimated Proportionate Fair Share Work Force Hous ing Need 

Rockingham Planning Commission Region
2006 and 2015

Estimated Max Rent/mo.

Community
2006 

Households

Town Share of 
Regional 

Households HUD HMFA Area
Max. Monthly 

Payment, Owner

HMFA 100% 
Median Income          

(4-person 
Household)

HMFA 60% 
Median Income  

(3-person 
Household)

Estimated Workforce 
Housing Need Increase in 

Need          
2006-2015

Max Monthly 
Payment, 

Renter
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6.  Meeting Regional Housing Needs 

 
6.1 Barriers  
 
Overly restrictive local zoning and land use regulations are the most often cited reason ns for 
limiting the supply of workforce and affordable housing in Southern New  Hamsphire. While 
local regulation is certainly an important contributing factor, there are other causes and 
factors that are as important in constraining the supply of housing. 
 
Towns without access to sewer and water infrastructure are limited in their ability to address 
the single most the important factor in accommodating more affordable housing:  the ability 
to support overall development densities that are high enough to make building lower cost 
housing economically attractive or viable to developers. 
 
There are other barriers as well, both market and non-market driven  These include a 
diminished construction labor force,  more restricted access to capital; limited supply of 
developable land resulting in high land costs; high commodity and construction costs, 
community resistance  to residential development.  In our recent history, the supply of 
workforce housing has been also constrained by the attractiveness of developing  upscale 
homes on large  lots because of the lower risk and greater profitability and high demand for 
this type of development.   Our proximity to the Boston metro area and its higher relative 
incomes has helped skew the demand  toward  higher end housing.   
 
While it may appear that communities are attempting to prevent new housing development, 
many municipal officials believe that they are carrying out goals stated in the Master Plan 
that stress the importance of maintaining community character.  Local efforts to manage 
growth are usually driven by valid concerns about the impact of development the 
environment, on sprawl and loss of community character and open space, on municipal 
infrastructure and facilities and similar concerns.     While these are valid they must be 
properly balanced with other community and regional needs, such as for workforce and 
affordable housing.      
 
While it is clear that local land use controls are but one of several interrelated causes of the 
housing problem, communities can and should play a role in reducing the barriers and 
creating incentives where they can to stimulate the development of workforce housing.    The 
following section review both the rationale and some actions communities can take to 
address the problem. 
 
6.2 Requirements and Strategies to Address Housing Needs 
 
The importance of adequate supplies of affordable housing is a significant regional issue, not 
just  as a housing issue but as an economic vitality issues as well.  It is increasing 
understood that a constrained housing supply has multiple negative effects on communities 
and regions.  It constrains economic development because companies are unable to find a 
suitable workforce to meet their labor force needs; in contributes to an imbalance of incomes 
and household types in the community; it encourages sprawl, traffic congestion and higher 
energy costs by pushing the workforce toward cheaper housing markets further from existing 
job and populations centers. 
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In Britton v. Chester (1991) The NH Supreme Court asserted the requirement that 
communities in New Hampshire who utilize zoning to regulate land use must provide 
reasonable and realistic  opportunities for housing for all income groups. The recently 
enacted SB352 (2008) now amends the planning statutes to further specify what this means.   
Under SB 352, communities are now specifically obligated to (1) allow workforce housing on 
the majority of their residentially zoned land; (2) allow multifamily housing of 5+ units per 
building at least somewhere in town (including rental multifamily) and (3) ensure that their 
density and lot size requirements are “reasonable.”   
 
A town can comply with the new law in two ways.  If it is already providing its fair share (as 
discussed above)  of current and foreseeable need for workforce housing it is considered “in 
compliance” with Senate Bill 342.   If a town determines that it is not meeting fair share, it 
must comply with new  laws core requirements.   
 
While most communities do not prohibit “workforce housing”  per se in their residential 
zones, the cumulative effect of zoning and land use regulations make it impractical or 
economically infeasible to build – often a unintended consequence.     Many communities 
maintain standards that exceed what is necessary to fulfill the purposes of zoning  to protect 
the health safety and general welfare of the community.  For example some communities 
that do not have municipal waste water disposal systems require lot sizing in excess of those 
required by commonly accepted soil based lot sizing standards.  Many communities 
throughout the region, in fact, require soils-based lot sizing standards in tandem with more 
restrictive minimum dimensional requirements, which often overrule smaller lot sizes that 
would be allowed under a pure soil-based lot sizing approach.   
 
The RPC recommends that the town conduct an evaluation or audit of its existing regulations 
to determine whether they provide reasonable opportunities for the development of 
workforce housing, and revise or amend its ordinances as needed to allow workforce 
housing on a majority of land zoned residential.  Examples of revisions that may help to 
provide opportunities for workforce housing include reducing the minimum required lot size 
or utilizing soil-based lot sizing, removing percentage caps on the amount of workforce 
housing permitted in town, reducing the required minimum size of setbacks, reducing 
required road width, allowing community septic systems, and reducing the number of 
required amenities in a development, exceptions from impact fees or growth management 
ordinances, etc.  Reasonable restrictions may be imposed for environmental protection, 
water supply and sewage disposal, traffic, fire and life safety.  The law states that a town is 
not in violation of its obligation to provide opportunities for workforce housing if economic 
factors beyond its control cause workforce housing development to be economically non-
viable.   
 
There are a variety of ways a community can chose  from to address the requirement to 
allow workforce housing on the “majority of its residentially zoned land”  and to realistically 
address the need for workforces housing.  An effective response will involve a combination 
of reducing unnecessary barriers and creating incentives to attract to lower cost housing.  A 
brief summary of common strategies to accomplish this is provided below.   
  
 
Zoning Strategies 
 

� Inclusionary Zoning.   This form of zoning is well suited for communities and regions 
experiencing ongoing workforce housing shortages.  Properly prepared inclusionary 
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ordinances encourage a pre-determined percentage of houses built in a development 
meet the affordability criteria in exchange for an increase building density.  
Developments allotting a certain percentage of units at below market rates may be 
allowed to reduce lot sizes or increase the number of houses on a lot, thereby 
reducing land cost per unit.  Density bonuses may be used in conjunction with an 
open space development where the community desires to preserve open space and 
have lower municipal costs.  Municipalities can also offer density bonuses in a “trade” 
with developers who agree to provide additional community benefits, such as 
conservation easements, additional public transportation stops, or public access to 
waterways.   
 
Most inclusionary ordinances have so-called “retention provisions”  which ensure that 
the units will remain affordable for a reasonable period of time to ensure that the 
long-term need for affordable housing is met.  Inclusionary zoning is specifically 
identified in RSA 674:59 as one technique that can be used to satisfy a community’s 
obligation to provide workforce housing opportunities.  Model inclusionary housing 
ordinances are available at the RPC and within the Innovative Land Use Guidebook 
produce by the state’s regional planning agencies and DES.   

 
� Multi-Family Housing.   The new workforce housing statute, RSA 674:58-59 

requires all communities in New Hampshire to allow some Multifamily housing, 
including some that has more than 5+ units per building and some that is designed 
as rental property.  Multi-family housing encompasses a myriad of housing types, 
including condominiums, townhouses, and apartments.  Communities should permit 
multi-family housing on all appropriate zoning districts, with preference given to 
districts serviced by municipal sewer or water systems and by public transportation, 
community and retail services.  Even where overall development densities are not 
significantly greater than traditional single family subdivisions, construction costs can 
be far less than single family home construction.  In addition, multi-family housing 
offers opportunities for people of all ages that may not want to, or are not able to 
maintain a traditional home.  Young professionals and elderly people alike can 
benefit from multi-family housing. 

 
� Duplex Housing .  Allow by right either one single family residence per lot, or one, 

two-unit duplex unit.  While the density is automatically doubled (two homes vs. one) 
the septic system requirements for a four bedroom duplex unit is comparable to a 
four bedroom single family residence.  Assuming fixed land and development costs, 
duplex housing can be priced significantly less than detached housing.    

 
� Accessory Housing.  Some communities allow by right or via special exception, 

accessory housing within or attached to existing housing.  Many communities require 
that such housing be rented only to family members.  Allowing accessory housing 
without rental restrictions in all appropriate districts throughout towns is a responsible 
way for communities to encourage affordable housing opportunities to a broad range 
of the population.  While accessory apartments are typically not suited to families, 
they are viable options for individuals, couples and the elderly, while impacts on 
neighborhoods and the character of the community need not be compromised.  

 
� Manufactured Housing.   Pre-site built housing (modular) and mobile homes should 

be permitted throughout a community in all appropriate residential districts.  
Development costs equal, reductions in building costs associated with manufactured 
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housing can result in housing that is significantly more affordable than site built 
housing. 

 
� Multi-Density / nodal zoning ordinances.   New England towns were typically 

developed with a dense town center which contained a mix of homes, municipal 
facilities, and commercial uses.  Surrounding the town center was medium density 
housing, and further out were typically farms.  The post WWII development of New 
Hampshire towns changed significantly.  In an effort to preserve the rural character of 
these towns, zoning ordinances requiring uniform medium density lots throughout the 
community were advanced.  The result has been a uniform development pattern that 
has been repeated throughout towns and throughout the region, unnecessarily 
consuming large quantities of land.   

 
Multi-density / nodal zoning ordinances are designed to recreate the historical pattern 
of development in our communities.  While the overall density in a community would 
not necessarily change, the distribution would be reallocated.  The result would be 
increased in-fill development in downtown areas, increased density around town 
centers, and large lots on the periphery.  

 
� Open Space (Conservation) Subdivision.   For many years called cluster 

subdivisions, open space subdivisions have benefits ranging from natural resource 
protection, increased availability of recreation/conservation land, and reduced 
development costs which can be translated into reduced housing costs.  While the 
construction of open space developments have been limited in the region, the reason 
most commonly cited is bad examples and fear of significantly increased densities.  
Must such ordinance, however do not result in net increases of density. A model 
conservation subdivision ordinance is available at the RPC and within the Innovative 
Land Use Guidebook produce by the state’s regional planning agencies and DES.   

 
� Linkage Programs .  Under a linkage program, major employers secure or provide 

housing for a portion of any new workforce created by those employers (usually, for 
low- and moderate-income households).    Programs can be either mandatory or 
voluntary, depending on the legal allowances in the particular state.  Voluntary 
programs might offer incentives such as reduced fees and streamlined permit 
processes, density increases or impact fee waivers. 

 
� Conversion of Large Homes to Multiple Units.   New England communities are 

well known for their large historic homes, the long-term upkeep of which can be cost 
prohibitive.  Several communities within the region, most notably, Portsmouth, has 
allowed the conversion of large homes into multiple units, which has preserved the 
buildings while providing housing opportunities for a significant number of people.  
While preservation of architectural and community character should not be 
compromised as a result of these conversions, properly prepared ordinances should 
allay these concerns. 

 
� Infill Construction.  Encourage development that makes use of vacant or 

underutilized land and buildings in downtown or suburban areas. Infill developments 
provide more affordable housing opportunities for smaller households (i.e. singles, 
the elderly and empty nesters), discourage sprawl, make use of existing 
infrastructure, encourage community revitalization, and reduce automobile 
dependence.   

 



Rockingham Planning Commission  Regional Master Plan 
 
  

Regional Housing Needs Assessment   October 31, 2008  HN-27 

� Mixed-Use Development.  Land use ordinances and regulations should allow, 
where appropriate, mixed-use development, higher densities, and more diverse 
residential opportunities.  Intensifying the use of a location, allowing second floor 
housing above retail space for example, often will create a demand for and improve 
the efficiency of services such as public transit.   

 
Subdivision Regulations 
 

� Modified Development Standards for Affordable Housi ng & Inclusionary 
Projects .  Land costs, building construction costs and site work/infrastructure costs 
are the three largest factors driving housing costs.  Reducing unnecessary and 
expensive infrastructure requirements can significantly reduce housing costs, and 
provide for more affordable housing.  While it is inappropriate to recommend specific 
reductions of standards in this context, these standards may include the need for 
sidewalks on both sides of roads, street lighting and landscaping, closed drainage 
systems requiring granite curbing, etc.  Communities should replace traditional rigid 
requirements with performance standards for projects which provide for a pre-
determined quantity of affordable housing units.    

 
� Appropriate Right-of-Way/Street Standards.   As previously noted, high land costs 

necessarily drive up housing costs.  Part of these costs include land within road 
rights-of-way.  While adequate road ROW’s are necessary to ensure proper future 
maintenance, many communities require ROW’s far exceeding necessary standards.  
While ROW widths are typically fifty feet, requirements for sixty and sixty-six foot 
widths are not uncommon.  In addition to the width of the ROW, road construction 
standards should be appropriate for the scale of the development and the location of 
the development.  The width of the pavement, curbing types and requirements and 
construction standards should be appropriate for the type of use proposed, and for 
the scale of the development.  Planning Boards throughout the region require as a 
matter of course, road widths from 22-24’ in addition to 2-3’ shoulders along with 
sidewalks for new subdivisions which access off of rural roads which are only 18’ in 
width.  Not only are these requirements expensive, they too are unnecessary.    

 
� Expedited Review Process.  As a result of a brisk development climate coupled 

with development review processes that are often lengthy and wrought with 
uncertainties, the costs (financing, engineering, legal and special studies) associated 
with obtaining local approvals for projects can add significantly to housing costs.  
Additionally, the lengthier the review process, the more risk the housing developers 
face, as there are no guarantees that housing markets will be strong once all 
approvals have been obtained.  Communities can help reduce the length of the 
process by providing developers with a detailed set of instructions specifying all 
necessary submittals, required permits, and submittal deadlines.  A streamlined 
process may be offered to developers of housing projects with an affordable 
component whereby priority treatment on Planning Board, Zoning Board of 
Adjustment and other town boards is offered     

 
Other 
 

� Innovative Individual & Community Septic Systems.   The State of NH 
Department of Environmental Services has been diligent in their efforts to ensure that 
residential septic systems cause no potential threat to groundwater resources.  To 
this end, the Department has relied on, and only permitted systems using traditional 
designs.  These systems require large land areas comprised of acceptable soils.  
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Other states, most notably Massachusetts, have examined the design of innovative 
septic system, and embraced the new technologies, allowing higher density 
development on smaller lots, while still protecting its groundwater resources.   

 
� Master Plan.  The community’s visions and values on how it wants to grow is 

described in its Master Plan.  This is a policy document that supports and validates a 
community’s land use regulations and controls.  When appropriate, a Master Plan 
should reference the growth and design concepts that encourage varied housing 
opportunities including Minimum Impact Development and Design, traditional 
Neighborhood Design and Smart Growth.  Development priorities would include, but 
not be limited to: 

o create range of housing opportunities and choices; 
o create walkable neighborhoods; 
o encourage community and stakeholder collaboration;  
o foster distinctive, attractive places with a strong sense of place;  
o make development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective;  
o mix land uses at the finest grain possible;  
o preserve open space, farmland, natural and critical environmental areas;  
o provide a variety of transportation choices;  
o take advantage of compact building design.  

 
� Community Development Block Grants.  Towns can apply for CDBG monies, or 

allocate existing CDBG repayments for affordable housing projects, including, but not 
limited to: new construction, rehabilitation, and site work. Note, however, that it is 
difficult for most communities in Rockingham County to qualify for CDBG funds due 
to income criteria.  

 
� Municipal Donations of Surplus Land.  Many communities own surplus land 

acquired via unpaid taxes, donations, etc.  Land which is suitable for development, 
and which has no defined purpose can be given to non-profit developers of 
affordable housing to further lower the cost of development.  While surplus land is 
often evaluated for municipal, conservation, recreation, or school uses, communities 
should also consider the benefits of using land for affordable housing.  
 

� Encourage Non Traditional Housing Developers -- Nonprofit organizations, 
communities and neighborhood associations are increasingly involved in the 
rehabilitation and upgrading of older or substandard housing for affordable housing.  
This private sector solution can be encouraged by reducing regulatory requirements, 
streamlining the approval process and waiting permit fees.  Municipalities can inform 
these parties of federal and state subsidized housing and financial programs to serve 
their work. 

 
� Infrastructure Investment  – Expansion of water and sewer service areas and/or 

allowing community water or septic systems in appropriate areas provides 
alternatives for developers whose cost rise dramatically with the need for wells and 
private septic systems.    

 
� Local Housing Commissions. HB 1259,was enacted in 2008 enabling the 

establishment of local housing commissions. which are established as  official local 
land use board that will serve as a local advocate for housing issues, and which will 
be able to advise other local boards and officials on issues of housing affordability. 
Additionally, local housing commissions will have the power to administer an 
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“affordable housing fund,” a non-lapsing fund that could be used to facilitate 
transactions on affordable housing. 

 

II.  RPC Housing Policies  and Recommendations 

The following policies and recommendations are designed to further the Region’s effort to 
provide needed housing, promoting community goals, and ensuring compliance with relevant 
state and federal legislation.  Increased efforts should be made to ensure that the Region 
provides a range of housing opportunities for its citizens. 
 
Policies: 

 
1. Encourage the availability of code compliant and diverse housing opportunities for all 

citizens in the region.   
 
2. Encourage the development and adoption of zoning and subdivision regulations 

which allow for a wide variety of housing types, sizes and costs.    
 
3. Encourage the rehabilitation and upgrading of older or substandard housing by 

providing technical assistance to communities and neighborhood associations.   
 
4. Encourage the construction of single family homes and multi-family dwellings which 

are energy efficient in their design and use construction materials that are energy 
efficient in their design.   

 
5. Encourage the use of federal and state subsidized housing and financial programs, 

maintain information regarding housing financing alternatives available in the region 
to make the programs more responsive to local housing needs.   

 
6. Encourage communities to consider areas of town suited for mixed-use and 

incorporate land use ordinances and regulations that will allow this.  The concepts 
included in these ordinances would include allowances for higher densities, more 
diverse permitted uses, reduced setbacks, etc.   

 
7. Encourage communities to develop multi-density/nodal zoning ordinances.  These 

ordinances direct development to very specific locations often offering density 
bonuses with the trade-off being reduced development in other areas.  Often this 
type of development is used at intersections along transportation corridors so that 
development does not occur along the entire corridor length.   

 
8. Encourage municipalities to consider expanding existing water and sewer service 

areas.  Encourage communities without such systems to consider constructing them.  
Alternatively, municipalities should consider allowing community water or septic 
systems in appropriate areas of town.  These are small systems, often development-
based and maintained by an association of home owners that allow the project 
developer to realize a diminished land development cost thereby enabling the 
construction of affordable units.   
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9. Encourage municipalities to implement elderly exemptions in their local tax structure 
that allow fixed income elderly residents to obtain a reduction in their tax burden that 
can often make the difference between remaining in their housing or being forced to 
find less expensive housing.  For communities that already have elderly exemptions 
in their local tax structure these communities should review them to make sure they 
provide a reasonable level of tax relief.  If they do not provide reasonable relief, the 
community should consider increasing the exemption.   

 
10. Collaborate with not-for-profit housing organizations, government agencies, 

developers and builders in pursuing options and solutions for meeting the housing 
needs of the Region.  

 
Recommendations 

 
1. Work toward growth in housing to match growth in employment, and advocate for the 

allowance of a balance of housing styles, densities, and a distribution of prices that are 
affordable to a range of income levels. 

2. Continue to provide assistance to the Workforce Housing Coalition of the Greater 
Seacoast in promoting balanced communities that provide a range of housing options 
for the diverse workforce of the greater Seacoast region. 

3. Offer assistance to municipalities to enact inclusionary zoning ordinances that provide 
an incentive for a percentage of units within a subdivision to be developed and retained 
as affordable units. 

4. Assist municipalities with the enactment of zoning ordinances that preserve open space 
and habitat areas in lieu of traditional subdivisions.  The RPC Open Space Preservation 
Ordinance should be used as the model. 

5. Develop programs to educate the public about the economic effects of local regulations 
and the importance and value of adequate affordable housing for a sustainable 
economy.  

6. Assist municipalities in developing and adopting zoning ordinances that allow the 
construction of accessory dwelling units without rental restrictions.  These units can 
provide a unique rental opportunity with minimal impact to single family residential 
neighborhood character.   

7. Work with communities to review land use regulations, ordinances and procedures 
regarding housing in order to identify and eliminate barriers to achieving a diverse, 
affordable housing stock. 

8. Advocate for the creation of linkage programs that require (mandatory) or encourage 
(voluntary) the provision of housing for a portion of any new workforce created by major 
employers.  Such programs should focus on new low- and moderate-income 
employees. 

9. Provide visual examples of a range of alternative, affordable housing developments, 
highlighting quality architecture, design and integration into the community. 

10. Promote the development of infill housing and, where appropriately sited, the 
redevelopment of brownfields sites for residential and supporting land uses. 

11. Advocate for limited development of housing on the Pease International Tradeport land 
to improve the region’s jobs-housing balance, and increase the percentage of Tradeport 
employees who reside locally. 

12. Assist communities in developing regulations dealing with the conversion of 
seasonahomes to year-round homes. 


