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MASTER 

PLAN 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

A Master Plan is a long-range planning document designed to guide development in a town 

in a way that supports its residents’ vision for the future.  The Master Plan is a 

comprehensive report that examines and evaluates many characteristics of a community, 

including natural resources and open space, community facilities and services, housing, 

historic and scenic resources, transportation, economic development, and land use and 

zoning.  The Master Plan’s examination of these topics includes the inventorying and 

mapping of the town’s resources, analysis of these resources and potential issues and threats, 

and the development of recommendations and strategies that will best support the town’s 

goals and vision.  A key aspect of the Master Plan is the involvement by town residents in the 

planning process.  The Master Plan is created by and for the citizens of the community, and 

residents play a significant role in developing each section of the Master Plan and its 

recommendations.  In Erving, over 30 residents served on the Master Planning Committee 

and Subcommittees, and others participated in the planning process through their review of 

the draft Master Plan document, and their involvement and comments at public meetings. 

The purpose of this Executive Summary is to present highlights of the Erving Master Plan 

developed by residents and town officials.  The Master Plan is organized into seven main 

chapters, each of which discusses one aspect of the community’s resources and 

infrastructure.  For each topic, the Executive Summary presents selected main goals, key 

findings of the inventory and analysis, and selected recommendations.  The goals and 

recommendations for each section were developed by the Master Planning Committee 

members and other Master Planning process participants. 

Natural Resources and Open Space 

Main Goal 

 To maintain, protect, and provide public access to Erving’s open space and to protect 

its natural resources, including rivers and streams, public water supplies, wetlands, 

forests, farmland, wildlife, and habitat areas. 

Key Findings 

 Overall, 82% of the land area in Erving is in forest, while crop and pastureland 

together cover only 2%, and residential uses cover 5%, of the total land area in Town. 

 From 1971 to 1997, Erving lost 100 acres of forestland.  During the same period, 99 

acres were converted to residential uses of a half-acre or larger.  This type of large lot 
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residential development has been the dominant pattern for land conversion in Erving 

in recent years, and it appears that this trend is likely to continue, and possibly 

accelerate.  For example, the recently approved Poplar Mountain subdivision on 83 

acres will create a loss of forestland that is nearly equal to the total woodland acreage 

lost in Erving between 1971 and 1997. 

 The Connecticut River has a Class B designation from the New Hampshire-Vermont 

border to Holyoke, Massachusetts.  A Class B designation is supposed to mean that 

the river is suitable for swimming and fish consumption.  However, current pollutant 

levels make the river unsuitable for consuming fish and/or swimming in certain 

sections.  Specific pollution concerns for the Connecticut River in Massachusetts 

include the bioaccumulation of pollutants and the levels of PCBs (polychlorinated bi-

phenyls) found in fish. 

 The Millers River also has a Class B designation, but is considered suitable only for 

“catch and release” fishing.  Due to the river’s level of PCBs and other heavy metals, 

there is an advisory against consuming fish from the river.  In addition, the 5.3-mile 

section of the river from the Winchendon Wastewater Treatment Plant to the 

confluence with Otter Brook has been shown to be “non-supporting” for aquatic life.  

This means the tested fish species (fathead minnow) had a zero survival rate in this 

segment of the river. 

 Erving provides habitat for a number of wildlife species that are endangered or 

considered to be of special concern by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program.  These species include the peregrine falcon, the 

triangle floater (a mussel), the eastern box turtle, and the golden-winged warbler.  

These species all play a crucial role in Erving’s ecosystem, and protecting their 

habitats should be a top priority. 

 Close to 2,700 acres of land in Erving (29% of the Town’s total land area) is 

permanently protected from development.  In addition, there are 329 acres with 

limited protection from development based on public ownership, and 54 acres with 

temporary protection from development due to landowners’ participation in the 

State’s Chapter 61 and 61B tax-abatement programs.  Erving has the right of first 

refusal to purchase Chapter 61 and 61B properties when they come up for sale, and 

can use this tool to permanently protect lands which have been identified as important 

to preserve. There are also about 1,800 acres in the Northfield Mountain Recreation 

Area, owned by Northeast Utilities, which are presently unprotected from 

development.  There are a number of potential options for preserving all or a portion 

of this open space through conservation restrictions. 
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Selected Recommendations 

 Explore ways of contributing to the clean up of the Millers River and its watershed 

through water quality monitoring, reductions in non-point source pollution, 

wastewater treatment facility upgrades, and/or the adoption of a wetlands protection 

bylaw. 

 The Town of Erving should work to develop an active open space conservation 

program, in coordination with the Department of Environmental Management and the 

Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust, which gives priority for conservation to 

parcels that provide access to the Millers and Connecticut Rivers. 

 Consider the option of reducing property taxes on land comprising the Northfield 

Mountain Recreation Area in exchange for placing the area under a permanent 

conservation restriction. 

Community Facilities and Services 

Main Goals 

 To protect both the quality and quantity of public and private drinking supplies. 

 To manage waste using an integrated management system that includes waste 

reduction, recycling, composting, and appropriate disposal techniques, particularly for 

hazardous waste. 

 To provide environmentally sound wastewater treatment services while supporting 

existing development patterns. 

 To improve the Town’s existing recreational resources and to plan for the future 

recreational needs of all Erving residents. 

Key Findings 

 Erving’s community water supply (Erving Well #1) has sufficient capacity to meet 

both present and projected water demand in Ervingside, based on population 

projections, through at least 2010. 

 There are currently no specific restrictions on land uses within the Zone II recharge 

area for Well #1.  This situation poses a potential threat to the quality of Erving’s 

community water supply, and increases the possibility of Well #1 contamination by 

hazardous materials.  Other communities in Franklin County and elsewhere have 

adopted Water Supply Protection Overlay District bylaws to protect water quality.  

These bylaws restrict land uses, development density, and the use of hazardous 

materials in areas where aquifers and groundwater could be adversely affected. 

 Erving presently has the capacity to expand both its water and sewer lines to sections 

of town without those services.  However, such expansion can lead to increased 

municipal costs and sprawling growth into currently undeveloped or minimally 
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developed areas.  It is important for the Town to assess the full potential impacts of 

any planned expansion to the water and sewer systems.  In addition, the Town may 

want to control sprawl by establishing geographic boundaries for future water and 

sewer system expansions, and by delineating specific sections of town for future 

industrial and commercial development. 

 Erving has no active landfill for Town use, and as a result, the Town must pay to have 

residents’ trash taken to an out-of-town landfill.  Erving’s costs for trash hauling 

services have expanded in recent years due to the increasingly limited space available 

in many area landfills, and these costs are likely to continue to expand.  For example, 

in 2000, Erving paid Duseau Trucking about $60 per ton for trash hauling and 

disposal; in contrast, in 2002, the Town is paying up to $75 per ton, a 25% increase.  

As trash hauling costs grow, it will be even more important, as well as more cost-

effective, to reduce the Town’s level of trash and increase its recycling rate.  In 2000, 

Erving diverted 48% of its total solid waste to recycling and composting.  Although 

this rate is higher than the State average (34%), the higher rates in some Franklin 

County communities, such as Deerfield (64%), suggest that Erving could further 

increase its rate of recycling. 

 The Erving Recreation Commission is responsible for all maintenance and capital 

improvements of the Town’s recreation areas and facilities, excluding the facilities at 

Erving Elementary School.  However, the Commission’s operating budget is limited 

to just $22,000 per year.   

Selected Recommendations 

 Limit the expansion of water and sewer lines to areas suitable for supporting 

commercial uses or higher density development, such as village centers. 

 Continue to assist in attracting new businesses to the vacant International Paper 

Company building site so that the current excess capacity at the wastewater treatment 

plant in Ervingside can be used to support economic development and the 

redevelopment of existing facilities. 

 Increase funding for park and recreational facilities maintenance, and develop new 

recreational programming and facilities for Town residents, especially teenagers and 

adults, including the elderly. 

 The Erving Recreation Commission should work closely with the Wendell 

Conservation Commission to explore the feasibility of developing a multi-use 

recreation trail along the Millers River in Wendell to connect Erving village centers.  

This project could involve acquiring recreational easements from landowners along 

the Millers River for the trail, which would connect the villages of Farley and 

Ervingside, as well as link to the new Franklin County Bikeway at the East Mineral 

Road Bridge and River Road.  This trail would be a way to encourage the use and 

appreciation of open space areas along this scenic waterway, and would also improve 

pedestrian and bicycling access between the town centers.   
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 Adopt an Aquifer Protection Overlay District bylaw to protect the community water 

supply in Ervingside from contamination by limiting new land uses storing or 

utilizing hazardous materials within the Zone II recharge area. 

Housing 

Main Goal 

 To encourage a mix of housing densities, ownership patterns, prices, and building 

types to serve diverse households consistent with the character of the community. 

Key Findings 

 According to the 1990 U.S. Census, Erving had a total of 526 occupied housing units 

in 1990.  Close to three-quarters (72%) of these units were owner-occupied.  This 

high level of owner-occupancy is good for the community and reflects the fact that 

home-ownership is affordable for many Erving residents. 

 The median sale price of single-family homes and condominiums sold in 1999 was 

$87,000.  This price compares favorably to the amount that an average household in 

Erving can afford to spend on a house ($86,000 in 1990) and not be cost-burdened by 

monthly housing expenditures.  Households are cost-burdened when they spend more 

than 30% of their total monthly income on housing costs. 

 In 1990, a quarter of Erving’s housing units were in duplexes or multi-family 

structures.  However, between 1991 and 1999, over 90% of new residential 

construction permits were for single-family homes.  If this trend continues, the 

diversity of the Town’s housing supply will decrease over time, and the lack of new 

multi-family construction may contribute to future affordable housing shortfalls. 

 In 1990, 10% of Erving housing units (58 units) were vacant.  This vacancy rate was 

higher than that for the region as a whole.  Analysis of more recent data suggests that 

the vacancy rate in Erving may have decreased significantly since 1990. 

 While the Town presently maintains affordable housing options for most of its 

citizens, some individuals, particularly older residents on limited, fixed incomes, 

report that they are unable to find affordable apartments in Erving.  As a result, a 

number have moved to other communities.  Population trends and projections indicate 

that the elderly population in Erving is likely to expand significantly over the next 

few decades.  The number of near elders ages 50-59 already increased 67% between 

1990 and 1997.  As the elderly population grows, the need for affordable elderly 

housing in Erving will increase as well.   

 Since 1969, Massachusetts has mandated communities to increase their affordable 

housing supply for low and moderate-income households to 10% of their total 

housing units.  The State narrowly defines affordable housing to include only housing 

units with direct Federal or State subsidies.  In communities with less than 10% 

affordable housing, developers may propose housing projects that will override local 
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zoning, and communities have little ability to prevent such developments.  According 

to the State’s definition, only 0.3% of Erving housing is currently affordable.  Town-

initiated affordable housing projects, such as more senior housing, would help 

increase this percentage and reduce unmet housing needs.  Town-initiated housing 

projects would also expand the affordable housing supply in a way that would be 

compatible with the Town’s character and vision for its future. 

Selected Recommendations 

 Consider actions that will help balance residential growth with the provision of 

municipal services and the protection of natural resources, such as adopting a phased 

growth bylaw and establishing an active local open space protection program. 

 Promote the use of Cluster Zoning in rural areas to protect open space and natural 

resources and to provide lower cost single-family housing, given the smaller lot sizes 

associated with this type of development. 

 Consider working with the Franklin County Regional Housing and Redevelopment 

Authority to establish an elderly housing complex which will give priority to Erving 

residents and which will contribute to meeting the State’s 10% goal of affordable 

housing for low and moderate-income households. 

 Encourage infill of residential dwellings in Ervingside and Erving Town Center and 

consider the reuse of vacant buildings for residential development. 

Historic and Scenic Resources 

Main Goal 

 To identify and protect historic and scenic resources including buildings, sites, and 

landscapes. 

Key Findings 

 The current Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) listing of Erving’s historic 

resources contains only 71 of the Town’s historic structures and sites, and primarily 

focuses on Erving Center.  It is important that the Town’s other historic structures, in 

Ervingside, Farley Village, and Stoneville, as well as other parts of town, be 

documented, and that the MHC inventory be expanded to include these properties.  

The local Historical Society has identified and begun documenting a number of these 

historic properties already, but needs assistance to finish this documentation and to 

complete the MHC historic inventory forms for the properties.  Completion of the 

historic resource inventory is an essential first step towards preserving the Town’s 

historic assets and preventing their decline. 

 The Millers River and the Mohawk Trail are what first attracted indigenous people 

and then settlers to Erving, and they have played important roles in Erving’s history 

and development ever since.  The Millers River was fished by Native Americans 

more than two centuries ago, and in the 1800s, settlers first harnessed the river’s 
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energy for industrial enterprises.  The river’s waterpower, as well as rail service along 

its banks beginning in 1848, stimulated tremendous industrial expansion through the 

Late Industrial Period, and brought many new residents to town.  As the region grew, 

the Mohawk Trail did as well.  From its initial establishment as a footpath along the 

Millers River, it expanded into the Fifth Massachusetts Turnpike for wagons, and 

then into the Mohawk Trail auto tourist highway in the twentieth century, spawning 

development along its route.  Today, thousands of travelers journey along the 

Mohawk Trail daily and experience the region’s past through the trail’s historic 

landscapes and viewsheds.  It is important that the historic character of the Mohawk 

Trail and Millers River and their landscapes be protected and preserved. 

 Over half of Erving’s fourteen historically significant landscapes are tied to the 

Town’s agricultural past.  Although many of these landscapes currently remain 

largely intact, they may be at risk from Approval Not Required (ANR) development, 

and need to be protected.  Many towns in the State have lost their rural character due 

to ANR residential development constructed on former farms and forestland. 

 Scenic roads provide access to historic landscapes.  Officially designating a roadway 

as a Local Scenic Road helps protect the integrity of these landscapes by restricting 

the removal of trees and stone walls within the public right-of-way along these roads.  

The Master Planning Committee has developed a list of four roads in Erving that 

merit consideration for Local Scenic Road designation.  They are Swamp 

Road/Laurel Lake Road, Mountain Road, River Road, and Old State Road. 

Selected Recommendations 

 Apply to Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) for a Planning Survey Grant 

to complete Erving’s historic resources inventory and MHC forms. 

 Contact the Department of Environmental Management to pursue grant funding to 

complete a cemetery preservation plan for the Holton Cemetery and implement 

recommendations of the plan once it is completed. 

 Initiate discussions with Greenfield, Gill, and Orange to pursue formal State designation 

of the Mohawk Trail east of I-91 in Franklin County as a Scenic Byway, and to apply for 

Federal Scenic Byway funding to complete a corridor management plan. 

 Purchase scenic easements from willing landowners to protect historic landscapes and 

scenic roads. 

 Request Town Meeting approval to designate Local Scenic Roads pursuant to 

Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 40, Section 15C. 
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Transportation 

Main Goals 

 To continue to oversee and support safety improvements along the Route 2 corridor. 

 To improve the pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. 

Key Findings 

 Due to Erving’s rural nature, residents have few transportation alternatives to driving.  

As a result, cars and trucks are the primary modes of transportation for people and 

goods.  According to the 1990 U.S. Census, 94% of Erving’s working population 

commute to their place of employment by car or truck, and only 0.7% take public 

transportation.  

 A fixed-route transit service, the G-Link, was introduced in 1999, and runs along 

Route 2 between Greenfield, Orange, and Athol each weekday.  The service now has 

seven round-trips daily and three scheduled stops in Erving on each run.  So far, the 

ridership for this route is low.  For example, on the Franklin County section, it 

averages only 10 passengers per trip.  One possible factor contributing to this low 

ridership is the lack of knowledge about the service among Erving residents. 

 Bicycling and walking opportunities are limited in Erving.  Route 2 is the only direct 

east-west route through Town and provides the primary connection between Erving’s 

village centers.  However, Route 2’s traffic volumes and speeds, combined with its 

narrow shoulders, make it a dangerous and undesirable route for pedestrians and 

bicyclists alike.  The recently completed streetscape project along Route 2 in Erving 

Center has improved the level of pedestrian safety in that part of Town.  Nonetheless, 

Route 2 is still viewed as a significant barrier to pedestrian and bicycle travel.  It is 

important to develop alternative bicycle and pedestrian routes to facilitate more 

bicycling and walking in the community.  Proposed facilities to encourage more 

walking and bicycling include a recreational trail along the Millers River in Wendell 

to connect Erving’s village centers, and the Northfield Connector section of the 

Franklin County Bikeway, which is planned to run along River Road. 

  In the three-year period of 1997 and 1999, 104 traffic accidents were reported within 

the Town.  Two-thirds of these accidents, 69 in total, occurred at locations along 

Route 2. 

 A Level of Service (LOS) analysis of major roadways in Erving revealed that the 

LOS along different parts of Route 2 during peak travel times is poor.  During peak 

travel times, due to the physical constraints of the road and the increased volumes, 

there are slowed travel speeds, backups of cars, and limited passing opportunities.  

The implementation of changes suggested by MassHighway and the Route 2 Safety 

Study should help improve the LOS along Route 2, and should also help reduce the 

current level of accidents. 
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Selected Recommendations 

 Investigate measures or devices for slowing vehicle speeds through village centers. 

 Continue to provide support and input to the Route 2 Task Force and its effort to 

improve safety along the Route 2 corridor through Town. 

 Investigate and implement ways to improve pedestrian connections across Route 2 

and between Erving Town Center, Farley, and Ervingside. 

Economic Development 

Main Goals (from results of the 1997 FCCDC Economic Development Survey) 

 To support existing and new industrial, retail, and recreational development in a 

manner that will increase employment opportunities, promote tourism, and improve 

residents’ quality of life. 

 Diversify the tax base to maintain a stable municipal budget. 

Key Findings 

 The Economic Development Survey conducted by the Franklin County Community 

Development Corporation (FCCDC) in 1997, showed that there is “general support 

[among Town residents] for the Town to take a pro-active role in economic 

development.”  New industrial development was supported by 60% of survey 

respondents, followed by new retail establishments (supported by 54%) and increased 

recreation opportunities (supported by 51%). 

 From 1993 to 1999, the number of employed Erving residents grew by 11% (73 

workers) to 733.  During the same period, unemployment among Town residents 

declined from 5% to 3%. 

 In 1998, the manufacturing sector provided more than half (54%) of the total jobs in 

Erving, compared to one-quarter (26%) of the employment for Franklin County and 

one-seventh (14%) of the employment for the State.  However, in recent years, the 

number of manufacturing jobs in Erving has declined significantly.  From 1990 to 

1998, the amount of manufacturing employment in the Town declined by 62%, from 

623 jobs to 239 jobs.  Since 1998, layoffs at manufacturing employers in Erving, 

including the loss of 120 jobs with the closure of the International Paper plant, have 

further shrunk the size of Erving’s manufacturing sector. 

 Employment in Erving is overwhelmingly provided by the larger businesses in Town.  

According to a survey conducted by the Franklin Regional Council of Governments 

in 2000, 364 of workers were employed by one of four Town employers: Erving 

Industries (143 employees), Renovators Supply (104), Northfield Mountain Pumped 

Storage Facility (47), and the Town of Erving, including the school district (70). 
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 Both the Transportation, Communication, and Public Utilities (TCPU) and service sectors 

have grown at the State and County levels in recent years.  At the County level, these 

sectors experienced employment increases of 49% and 16% respectively between 1990 

and 1998.  On the local level, the TCPU sector has remained constant, while the service 

sector has grown.  Both of these sectors could provide future growth and employment 

opportunities for Erving, particularly if the infrastructure is there to support them. 

Selected Recommendations 

 Encourage broader citizen participation in discussions of the Town’s economic 

development potential, in order to create consensus around a vision for the future. 

 Diversify the Town’s employment base to include small and medium-sized 

businesses in a variety of sectors to reduce the dependence on manufacturing and 

major employers. 

 Work with the current owners of the Usher Plant to facilitate and promote the 

revitalization of the facility. 

 Work with existing business owners to address any infrastructure issues that may be 

compromising their ability to compete and expand. 

Land Use and Zoning 

Main Goals 

 To protect the small town, rural character of Erving by focusing new development in 

and around village centers. 

 To sustain the Town's natural resources and open space through appropriate zoning 

and non-zoning measures. 

Key Findings 

 Erving’s current zoning allows new commercial and industrial development on land 

that is served by public water or sewer and that has direct access to Routes 63, 2, or 

2A, or on land that is adjacent to, or only separated by a public way from, an existing 

non-residential, non-agricultural use.  This approach to new development can result in 

creeping growth along existing corridors and infrastructure. 

 The American Farmland Trust (AFT) studied the cost of municipal services (i.e. 

schools, fire and police protection, etc.) for several towns in the region in relation to 

different types of land uses (1992).  In Deerfield, the AFT found that for each dollar 

generated by property tax revenues for residential, commercial/industrial, and open 

space land uses, the cost of municipal services was $1.16, $0.38, and $0.29 

respectively.  In other words, residential uses cost towns more than the uses create in 

property tax revenues, and commercial/industrial and open space uses cost towns less 

than their taxes.  
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 For Fiscal Year 2002, Erving’s public school costs, excluding the Chapter 70 money 

it receives from the Commonwealth ($306,667), are over $1.9 million.  This is equal 

to $8,490 per student (currently 228 students), or $34.19 per $1,000 of assessed 

residential property value.  

 In Fiscal Year 2001, the total real estate and private property taxes paid by Northeast 

Utilities (NU) represented 89% of the Town’s total property tax assessments.  NU 

pays taxes on its land and buildings like other industrial uses, as well as personal 

property taxes on its hydroelectric equipment.  NU’s tax payments allow residential 

property taxes in Erving to be relatively low: only $5.34 per $1,000 of assessed value.  

These low property taxes may attract new residents to Erving.  Residential growth 

results in an increased demand and need for Town services and can necessitate the 

expansion of current facilities, such as schools.  This, in turn, can lead to higher 

property taxes for all Erving businesses and residents. 

 The analysis of build-out potential indicates that significantly more residential 

development could occur in Erving with the present zoning, than currently exists.  

Under current zoning, close to 4,500 new dwelling units could be constructed, with 

these residences adding almost 12,000 people to the Town’s population, including 

over 2,000 schoolchildren.  The build-out analysis projects that this new population 

would create a demand for close to 880,000 more gallons of public water supply per 

day, and produce more than 4,200 additional tons of solid waste annually.  This new 

residential development would both overtax the aquifers and significantly increase the 

cost of municipal services.   

Selected Recommendations 

 Establish a Rural Residential District with a minimum lot size of two acres, to limit 

the level and density of development outside of the Town’s villages. 

 Create Central Village Districts around Erving Center and Ervingside to encourage 

their historical development patterns, including mixed land uses.  The Central Village 

Districts would retain the existing minimum residential lot size of 20,000 square feet 

with sewer, 30,000 square feet without sewer. 

 Create a Village Residential District around Farley to promote the village’s historical 

development pattern, and to continue to allow residential construction at the same 

density of development as is currently permitted: 20,000 square foot minimum lot 

size with sewer, 30,000 square foot minimum lot size without sewer. 

 Establish a Planned Industrial Park District once an area has been determined to be 

desirable for future commercial and industrial development. 

 Limit expansions of water and sewer lines to the geographic boundaries established 

by the Central Village and Village Residential Districts in the town centers. 

 Establish an Aquifer Protection Overlay District to protect the community water 

supply in Ervingside.  
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CHAPTER 

1  

NATURAL RESOURCES AND OPEN SPACE 

This chapter, Natural Resources and Open Space, identifies the quantity, quality, and spatial 

relationships of some of the most important assets of the Town of Erving: its ample forests, 

dramatic hills and ridges, aquifers, wetlands, rivers, streams, farmland, wildlife and fisheries 

habitats, and protected open space.  Special attention is given to regional and watershed-wide 

issues.  For example, the chapter addresses the issue of upstream pollution sources, which 

have a direct impact on the quality of water, wildlife, and fisheries downstream.  The 

potential strategies for addressing such a problem may require cooperation among many of 

the communities within the watershed. 

The Master Planning Committee developed the following goal and objectives.  The goal and 

objectives were developed with input from the Natural Resource and Open Space 

Subcommittee and through public discussion of the issues and the natural resources that 

residents believe to be most important and worthy of attention. 

Goal: To maintain, protect, and provide public access to the open space and natural 

resources, including rivers and streams, public water supplies, wetlands, forests, farmland, 

wildlife, and habitat areas. 

Objectives: 

 Enhance public access to natural resources on State and Town-owned land for fishing 

and hiking, giving priority to parcels adjacent to the Connecticut and Millers Rivers, 

and provide facilities to support recreational activities. 

 Identify and protect aquifers for public drinking water supplies and protect private 

well water quality. 

 Maintain and preserve the water quality and related environmental resources of the 

Millers and Connecticut Rivers and their tributaries. 

 Identify measures to protect environmentally sensitive areas and resources including 

wetlands, public water supply recharge areas, rare and endangered species habitats, 

vernal pools, deer wintering areas, and other critical wildlife habitat areas identified 

by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program. 

 Direct development away from environmentally sensitive areas. 

 Identify and protect important ridgelines and viewsheds. 
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 Support the use of sustainable forestry techniques, including the Best Management 

Practices for timber harvesting advocated by the Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection. 

 Support the monitoring of potential contamination sources such as landfills to protect 

natural resources including public water supplies. 

 Support public and private initiatives to protect open space, natural resources, and 

agricultural land including the use of conservation restrictions.  

 Actively pursue gifts and bequests of open space and other natural resources to the 

Town. 

 Work with the Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust to provide information on 

estate planning and the tax benefits of various land protection strategies. 

This chapter is presented in three main sections.  A general overview of Erving's landscape 

character and a selective inventory of the Town's natural resources are presented first.  This 

provides an overview of the general land use trends and issues that are covered in the rest of 

the chapter. 

Natural Resources, the second section of this chapter, provides inventories and analyses of 

the Town's natural assets including: topography, geology, and soils; water resources 

including rivers, aquifers, and wetlands; forestland, farmland, fisheries; and wildlife and their 

habitats. The third section, Open Space, focuses on all of Erving's open space resources 

which have been inventoried and mapped.  These resources include: those lands that are 

owned by State conservation agencies or enrolled in temporary protection programs such as 

Chapter 61, 61A, or 61B; those properties that are permanently protected under conservation 

restriction; farm properties protected through the Agricultural Preservation Restriction 

Program (APR); and lands owned by the Town.  These properties are evaluated taking into 

consideration their natural resource and recreational values. Next, the chapter presents 

recommendations prepared by the Master Planning Committee and Natural Resources and 

Open Space Subcommittee.  The chapter then concludes with an overview of the mapping 

products that were created to assist with the resource inventory and analysis.   

Landscape Character, Land Use, and Land Use Change 

Within its boundaries, the Town of Erving contains two different main landscapes: riparian 

corridors with either steep banks or sloping sand flats, and mountain ridges with their 

associated slopes, hills, ridgelines, and plateaus.  The Connecticut River's banks in Erving, 

north of the French King Bridge, are steep and wooded. The banks of the Millers River are 

comprised of sand and gravel flats.  The predominant mountains in Erving are the Northfield, 

Poplar, Rattlesnake, and Hermit Mountains, Rose Ledges, and the First Bald Hills, which 

start in Northfield and extend into Erving. 

Table 1-1 lists the acreage of selected natural resources and agricultural land uses in Erving.  

The most obvious characteristic in the Town is the dominance of forestland.  Overall 
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forestland represents eighty-three percent (83%) of the total land area in Erving.  Surface 

water and nonforested and forested wetlands together comprise eight hundred and fifty-nine 

(859) acres or over nine percent (9.3%) of the Town’s total land area.  These resources 

include the Millers and Connecticut Rivers and associated wetlands, the Northfield Mountain 

Reservoir, Laurel Lake, and Spruce Swamp located on top of Rattlesnake Mountain.  The 

final resource categories, pasture and cropland, together represent two percent (2.0%) of the 

total land area in Town. 

Table 1-1: Natural Resources and Agricultural Land Acreage in Erving, 1997 

 

Resource 

 

Acres 

Percentage of 

Total Area 

Forest 7,525 82% 

Surface Water 382 4% 

Pasture 107 1% 

Forested Wetlands 86 1% 

Cropland 73 1% 

Non-Forested Wetlands 9 0.1% 

Total Land Area in Erving 9,194  

Source: MacConnell Massachusetts GIS Land Use Coverage, 1997. 

In Table 1-2, a comparison of the types of land uses in Erving and the changes in their 

acreages between 1971 and 1997 demonstrates which natural resources are most susceptible 

to development pressures (see the 1997 Land Use and Land Use Change(1971-1997) Map in 

Chapter 7).  During this sixteen-year period, Erving lost one hundred (100) acres of 

forestland.  During the same time period, ninety-nine (99) acres of land were converted to 

residential parcels of a half-acre or larger.  This represents a forty-nine percent (49%) 

increase in land developed for residential use.  According to the Land Use Map, this large lot 

residential development occurred along Poplar Mountain Road, Route 2, Old State Road (Old 

Route 2), Mountain Road, North and High Streets.   

Large lot residential development has been the dominant pattern for land conversion in 

Erving and it appears that this trend is likely to continue.  The recently approved Poplar 

Mountain project, owned by Girard and Baker, is a twenty-three (23) lot residential 

subdivision, over eighty-three (83) acres in size, that will be located north of Old State Road.  

The Poplar Mountain development alone represents a loss of forestland that is nearly equal to 

the total woodland acreage lost in Erving between 1971 and 1997.  

Another interesting land use change that appears in the 1997 Land Use and Land Use Change 

(1971-1997) Map is the fact that two hundred and forty-eight (248) acres of surface water 

were added to the Town of Erving between 1971 and 1985.  This change is due largely to the 

development of the Northfield Mountain Reservoir.  The preliminary site preparation for this 

pumped-storage hydroelectric plant began in 1968, though the plant’s operation did not begin 

until 1972.  This project also explains the decrease in urban open land of two hundred and 

thirty-six (236) acres.  The urban open land category includes land that is under construction 

and areas of bare ground that being prepared for development. 

Table 1-2: Change in the Acreage for Different Land Uses, 1971-1997 

 1971 1985 1997 Change in 
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Land Use Acreage Acreage Acreage Acreage 

1971-1997 

Forestland* 7,712 7,639 7,612 -100 

Cropland 77 80 73 -4 

Pasture 118 108 107 -11 

Non-Forested Wetland 9 9 9 0 

Mining (Gravel, etc.) 19 24 26 +7 

Open Land 236 211 208 -28 

Participation Rec. 4 4 4 0 

Spectator Recreation 5 5 5 0 

Residential-Multi 3 3 10 +7 

Residential <1/4 acre 64 64 64 0 

Residential 1/4 –1/2 acre 86 86 86 0 

Residential > 1/2 acre 202 277 301 +99 

Commercial 20 20 20 0 

Industrial 43 46 46 +3 

Urban Open Land 404 163 168 -236 

Transportation 51 51 51 0 

Waste Disposal 7 22 22 +15 

Surface Water 134 382 382 +248 

Total Area 9,194 9,194 9,194  

*Forestland in this data set includes forested wetlands. 

Source: MacConnell Massachusetts GIS Land Use Coverage, 1997. 

Natural Resources 

Geology, Topography, and Soils 

The characteristics of a community are often greatly affected by its geology, topography, and 

soils.  The fact that the Millers River drops twenty-two feet in elevation per mile was the 

impetus for early dam building and manufacturing activities along its length, including in the 

Erving area, beginning in the mid-1700s.  This explains why Erving’s current layout of 

development has industrial, commercial, and residential uses located along the river.  

Additionally, the predominance of mountainous terrain has helped to sustain the current 

quality of natural resources in the Town of Erving.  Erving’s steep mountainous terrain (see 

the Slopes Map) provides a constraint to the kind of widespread residential and commercial 

development that has occurred in other communities in the Connecticut River Valley where 

flat, level land is more abundant.  At the same time, the significant difference in elevation 

that exists between Northfield Mountain and the Connecticut River made it possible for 

Northeast Utilities to establish a reservoir on top of the mountain there.  For all these reasons, 

Erving’s geology, topography, and soils have played an important role in the Town’s past 

development and will continue to influence its future. 

Geology and Topography 

The geological history of the region and the mountains surrounding Erving begins about two 

hundred and twenty (220) million years ago during the Triassic Period when a huge fault 

system running north and south appeared as the earth's crust stretched.  Over the next forty 

million years, the land west of the fault sank as molten magma erupted from the crust to 
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cover the valley floor.  Dinosaurs came and went as the climate of the region shifted between 

moist woodlands and arid desert.  The most recent formation of the Connecticut River Valley 

did not occur until the last glaciation in New England twenty-five to eighteen thousand 

(25,000 to 18,000) years ago.  During the last glaciation, an ice sheet over a mile high 

gouged its way across the landscape.  As it melted eighteen to thirteen thousand (18,000 to 

13,000) years ago, meltwater streams from the receding glacier deposited sands and gravels 

in its wake. 

Between fifteen and eleven thousand (15,000 and 11,000) years ago, a temporary dam near 

the present location of Rocky Hill, Connecticut created a glacial lake fed by the meltwaters.  

Lake Hitchcock stretched from Rocky Hill to southern Vermont.  The melt waters deposited 

materials into the lake, creating deep layers of silts and clays in the central portion of the 

lake, and sands and gravels along its edges.  After the dam broke, the remaining flow began 

to channel into the lake bottom.  That soon meandering channel became the Connecticut 

River.   

Although dunes of glacial Lake Hitchcock can be found along the western slopes of 

Northfield Mountain, the topography of the majority of Erving is rugged and hilly, with 

narrow, steep-sided stream valleys due to the erosion resistant nature of the underlying 

bedrock (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1978).  Bedrock in these areas usually includes 

Pre-Cambrian and Paleozoic gneisses, schists, and granitic intrusives.  Unconsolidated 

materials especially in areas where rock outcroppings are absent are usually the result of 

deposits of glacial till– a dense mixture of clay, silt, sand, gravel, and boulders.  

The Town of Erving, located in the New England Upland section of the Connecticut River 

Region, includes the southern aspects of Northfield Mountain and the First Bald Hills, a 

range of mountains that stretch south from Northfield.  The Millers River, the Town's 

southern boundary, eroded the surrounding hills over the millennia to produce the deep 

valley through which the river still travels.  The surrounding mountains within Erving 

include Poplar Mountain (elevation 1,021 feet) and Rose Ledge (elevation 1,093 feet) in the 

west, Rattlesnake Mountain (elevation 1,067 feet) and Hermit Mountain (1,206 feet) in the 

central portion of Erving, and several mountains located within Erving State Forest (1,055 to 

1,200 feet). 

Soils 

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Water and Related Land Resources of the 

Connecticut River Region, Massachusetts published in 1978, the two main soil associations 

in Erving intersect along a north-south line represented by Rose Ledge and Schoolhouse 

Brook in western Erving.  The soils in the western section are in the Hinckley-Windsor-

Muck association, while the majority of Erving's soils are in the Scituate-Essex-Ridgebury 

association. 

Soils in the Hinckley-Windsor-Muck association were formed in water-sorted materials like 

glacial outwash and in pockets of organic material (Muck soils).  These soils are usually 

located in valleys, on nearly level to rolling terraces, deltas, kames, and eskers, which are all 

land formations created through glacial movement thousands of years ago.  The large 
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percentage of sand and gravel in these soils means that water can permeate through the 

surface layers easily.  These soils are often suitable for agriculture with droughtiness their 

only limitation.  The Muck soils are typically too wet for most crops.  Hinckley soils 

constitute roughly forty percent (40%) of this association and have sandy and gravelly 

substrata, while Windsor soils, comprising thirty percent (30%) of the association, have 

sandy subsoils.  The wet organic Muck soils make up ten percent (10%) of these soils while 

minor components of the association make up the remaining twenty percent (20%). 

The Scituate-Essex-Ridgebury association was also formed in glacial till.  This is the 

dominant association south from Warwick and the western half of Royalston, to Pelham and 

Belchertown.  These soils occupy nearly level to sloping drumlins, ridges, and associated 

swales in the east central part of the region.  The surfaces of wooded areas located in this 

association often have many scattered stones and boulders.  The major soils have compact, 

slowly permeable subsoils. 

The Scituate soils, which comprise forty percent (40%) of the soils in the association, are 

moderately well drained with a fine sandy mantle over sandy substrata.  The well-drained 

Essex soils contain loamy sand in all layers and represent thirty percent (30%) of the 

association.  Ridgebury soils (20% of the association) are poorly drained. 

Many communities in the Connecticut River Valley are aware of the value that soils play in 

determining which land is considered prime for agriculture.  Although cropland may be 

treasured in the Town of Erving, it is a rare commodity representing only one percent (1%) 

of the entire land area.  Forestland, on the other hand, is extensive in Erving, covering eighty-

three percent (83%) of the community.   

The University of Massachusetts, Department of Forestry and Wildlife Management, in 

cooperation with State and Federal conservation agencies developed a methodology for 

determining which soils provide the best conditions for growing timber or other forest 

products. It produced a research bulletin on this methodology in October 1985 entitled, 

"Prime Forestland Classification for Forest Productivity in Massachusetts."  By assigning 

productivity values for both white pine (Pinus strobus) and northern red oak (Quercus rubra) 

to different soils throughout the State based on associated land characteristics including 

slope, aspect, and moisture levels, the researchers were able to determine which soils could 

be considered prime for forestland.  They developed nine different productivity categories 

including Prime 1, 2, and 3, Statewide Importance, Local Importance, and Unique.  Prime 

forestland soils support a production of wood fiber at a rate greater than eighty-five (85) 

cubic feet per acre per year.  Only forestland with Prime 1, 2, and 3 soils is worthwhile to 

manage intensively for wood products.  Soils of statewide and local importance also have the 

potential for producing wood products but the possible financial return of such production is 

not as high.   

By comparing the list of Prime (1, 2, and 3) forestland soils in the Prime Forest Classification 

research bulletin (MacConnell et al., 1985) to the soil survey maps for the Town of Erving, it 

is possible to identify the areas in Town that contain prime forestland soils.  The majority of 

prime forestland soils occur east of Mountain Road in the Erving State Forest.  The southern 

aspects of Hermit Mountain below eight hundred feet in elevation down to Route 2 also 
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contain prime soils.  Other discreet areas of prime forestland soils are found northeast of 

Northfield Mountain Reservoir, on the western flanks of Poplar Mountain, and west of Route 

63 along Erving's town line (see the Prime Forestland Soils Map). 

Prime forestland soils are not the only criteria for choosing land to manage for timber 

production. Three important other factors to consider include the forest's condition, its 

access, and its slope.  Ultimately, determining which lands to manage for timber requires an 

on-the-ground analysis of all of these factors.  

Water Resources 

Water and its natural flows sustain all plant and animal populations around the world.  It is 

no different for the residents of the Town of Erving, Massachusetts.  Considering life without 

access to clean water is unthinkable.  However in past decades, a major water resource for 

Erving, the Millers River, ran grey with pollution. 

It may be difficult to imagine running out of water in Erving with all of its bountiful water 

resources.  However, water moves within a watershed in a particular way called the 

hydrologic cycle.  Precipitation delivers water in the form of rain, sleet, or snow to the 

watershed's surfaces.  This precipitation collects on vegetation, slowly entering the soil, or 

running off of less permeable surfaces.  The water in the soil is called groundwater.  The 

groundwater flows downhill, and sometimes enters small and large streams.  Groundwater 

can also enter channels in the bedrock or sections of gravel and sand that represent large 

bodies of water underground.  These underground bodies of clean drinking water are called 

aquifers.   

Aquifers are replenished by groundwater and by rivers and streams.  The quality and quantity 

of the area's drinking water can therefore be sustained by three main actions.  First, identify 

the recharge area for the community drinking water supply and enact land use regulations 

that limit the amount of hazardous materials allowed to be stored or used in that area.  

Second, identify and then seek to minimize the amount of impervious surfaces within the 

recharge area.  Impervious surfaces, such as asphalt, prevent precipitation from permeating 

into the soil, entering the groundwater, and recharging the aquifers.  Third, ensure that rivers 

and streams within the watershed are free from contamination through regular monitoring.  

The following section contains information on the quality of the water resources within the 

watersheds, rivers, streams, wetlands, and aquifers in the Town of Erving. 

Watersheds and Surface Waters 

Erving is located within the Connecticut and the Millers River basins.  The Connecticut 

River basin includes the northwestern slopes of both Northfield and Poplar Mountains in the 

western half of Erving; any precipitation falling on the remaining areas in Town ultimately 

drains towards the Millers River.  
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Connecticut River Watershed 

 

Within the Connecticut River Watershed, there are a few un-named river tributaries in 

Erving.  The Connecticut River, which comprises the Town's western boundary, provides 

floodplain soils unlike the rockier soils in the eastern portion of Town.  The banks of the 

Connecticut River are steep, often forming two steppes between the normal daily flow and 

the floodplain itself.  These banks contain portions of a woody vegetative riparian corridor.  

Years of deforestation, industrialization, and widespread dumping have taken their toll on the 

river’s water quality, resulting in a mass disruption of ecological processes.  The effects are 

more pronounced in the urban sections of the river, although pollution and erosion are 

concerns in all areas of Franklin County (US Fish and Wildlife Service, 1995).  In recent 

years, the water quality of the Connecticut River has improved.  Fish and wildlife that 

virtually disappeared from the region twenty years ago have begun to return, including the 

Atlantic salmon, American shad, the peregrine falcon, and the bald eagle.  Nonetheless, 

present threats to the river are many.  These threats include increased development resulting 

in nutrient and heavy metals loading, and hydroelectric generation as it relates to fisheries.  

In addition, there are documented toxic and bioaccumulations effects on fisheries resulting 

from historic discharges or waste sites (Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection, Connecticut River Watershed Assessment and Management Report, 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, March 1995).   

In 1999, President Clinton declared the Connecticut River one of ten American Heritage 

Rivers in the United States.  Under the American Heritage River Program, communities 

within the Connecticut River Watershed enjoy special access to Federal programs that will 

help to conserve, protect, and enhance the resources of the watershed.  To coordinate and 

administer the various fisheries and wildlife programs taking place within the watershed, the 

Silvio O. Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge (“Conte Refuge”) was formed by an act 

of Congress in 1991.   

The Connecticut River includes riparian habitats for various fisheries.  American shad, 

blueback herring, and shortnose sturgeon spawn within this stretch of the river.  In addition, 

there are over thirty (30) rare plant and animal species found within this habitat area (U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service, Final Environmental Impact Statement - Silvio O. Conte National 

Fish and Wildlife Refuge, 1995).  

There is no public access to the Connecticut River in Erving other than by way of the Millers 

River.  The Connecticut River has a wide variety of untapped recreational opportunities, 

ranging from wildlife viewing and canoeing to fishing and camping, and has the potential for 

being a recreational greenway.  The Connecticut River also represents a wildlife corridor for 

anadromous fisheries as well as for mammals like the bobcat and moose that may use the 

riparian forests to move between habitat areas.   

The Connecticut River has a Class B designation from the New Hampshire-Vermont border 

south to Holyoke, and is classified as a warm water fishery.  Class B waters are supposed to 

provide suitable habitat for fish and other wildlife, and to support recreational activities such 

as fishing and swimming.  The water should also be suitable for irrigation and other 
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agricultural uses.  The report The Health of the Watershed, published in January 1998 by the 

New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission (NEIWPCC), listed 

bioaccumulation and toxicity as specific water quality issues for the entire length of the 

Connecticut River in Massachusetts, and specifically identified polychlorinated biphenyls 

(PCBs) in fish as a problem.  Also in 1998, the Massachusetts Department of Public Health 

(DEP) issued a public health advisory for certain species of fish contaminated by PCBs in the 

Connecticut River (Department of Environmental Protection, Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts Summary of Water Quality, 1998).  The advisory recommended that the 

public not eat any of affected fish species, which include channel and white catfish, 

American eel, and yellow perch.  It also advised pregnant women and nursing mothers not to 

eat any fish from the Connecticut River.  

Published water quality information for the Connecticut River is limited. There is a paucity 

of current, comprehensive water quality sampling for the main stem of the Connecticut River 

due to a severely curtailed DEP water quality monitoring program.  Monitoring and follow-

up investigations regarding the source and extent of pollutants are urgently needed.  There 

are numerous point sources of pollution along the Connecticut River such as wastewater 

treatment plants and industries with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permits.  While a listing of NPDES permit holders exists, there is no published 

analysis of the water quality testing required to be conducted by the permit holders.  In 

addition, many point sources of pollution have permits that have expired (Department of 

Environmental Protection, Connecticut River Watershed Assessment and Management 

Report, March 1995).  Table 1-3 summarizes the surface water quality information available 

from the DEP.  Clearly additional water quality testing and an evaluation of existing NPDES 

permits testing results is needed to determine the health of the Connecticut River ecosystem 

and to better identify which uses along the river may affect its water quality.  

A 1998 publication issued by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Water Quality in the 

Connecticut, Housatonic, and Thames River Basins (USGS Circular 1155), as part of the 

National Water Quality Assessment Program, identified various pesticides used by 

agricultural operations as pollutants in the Connecticut River in Franklin County.  While 

current drinking water standards were not exceeded in the river, the report noted that existing 

drinking water standards do not include some pesticides detected in the river or their 

breakdown products.  In addition, the current drinking water standards do not consider the 

cumulative impacts of more than one pesticide in the water.  As a result, the actual health 

concern posed by the river’s current water quality is uncertain. 
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Table 1-3: Summary of Surface Water Quality Information for the Connecticut River 

Location Water Quality Information 

Connecticut River from New 

Hampshire to Route 10 Bridge in 

Northfield 

Class B – Fishable/Swimmable 

Pollutants include Priority Organics and Pathogens (1998 Massachusetts 303(d) List 

of Waters; Department of Environmental Protection) 

This stem of the Connecticut River is listed as Non-Supporting of one or more 

designated uses in the 1992 Summary of Water Quality published by the Department 

of Environmental Protection.  There is a fish advisory because of the presence of 

polychlorinated bi-phenyls (PCBs) in resident fisheries and accordingly the 

“Fishable” use is not supported.   

Route 10 Bridge to Confluence with 

the Deerfield River in Greenfield 

Class B – Fishable/Swimmable 

Pollutants include Priority Organics (1998 Massachusetts 303(d) List of Waters; 

Department of Environmental Protection) 

This stem of the Connecticut River is listed as Non-Supporting of one or more 

designated uses in the 1992 Summary of Water Quality published by the Department 

of Environmental Protection.  There is a fish advisory because of the presence of 

polychlorinated bi-phenyls (PCBs) in resident fisheries and accordingly the 

“Fishable” use is not supported.   

Confluence with Deerfield River to 

Holyoke Dam, Holyoke 

Class B – Fishable/Swimmable 

Pollutants include Priority Organics and Pathogens (1998 Massachusetts 303(d) List 

of Waters; Department of Environmental Protection) 

This stem of the Connecticut River is listed as Non-Supporting of one or more 

designated uses in the 1992 Summary of Water Quality published by the Department 

of Environmental Protection.  There is a fish advisory because of the presence of 

polychlorinated bi-phenyls (PCBs) in resident fisheries and accordingly the 

“Fishable” use is not supported. 

Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Connecticut River Watershed Assessment and 

Management Report, March 1995; and Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Massachusetts 303(d) List 

of Waters, 1998. 

Millers River Watershed 

 

The Millers River Watershed is located in north central Massachusetts and southwestern New 

Hampshire.  It is bordered on the east by the Nashua River watershed, on the west by the 

Connecticut River watershed, and on the south by the Chicopee River watershed.  From its 

tributaries of origin in New Hampshire, the Millers River first flows south, then gradually 

west into the Connecticut River.  The topography of the watershed is hilly with uplands 

ranging from two hundred to fifteen hundred (200 to 1,500) feet in elevation above sea level.  

The geology is dominated by glacial deposits of till, sand, and gravel.   

The Millers River basin drains a total of three hundred and ninety-two (392) square miles, 

three hundred and twenty (320) of which are in Massachusetts.  The sub-basins of two 

tributaries of the Millers River represent large portions of the basin: Tully River (74.0 square 

miles) and the Otter River (60.4 square miles).  The total river length is fifty-one (51) miles, 

forty-four (44) of which are in Massachusetts.  There are three thousand, five hundred and 

forty (3,540) acres of lakes, ponds, and reservoirs in the watershed.  Flood control and 

hydroelectric power are controlled by eight dams on the main river, as well as three on the 

north branch, and two on the south branch in Winchendon.  In addition, there are numerous 

other dams along the Otter and Tully Rivers and the small tributaries throughout the basin.  

From Winchendon to its confluence with the Connecticut River, the Millers River fluctuates 

between sluggish and rapid flow, and experiences an average drop of twenty-two (22) feet 

per mile.  
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Seventeen, mostly rural, Massachusetts communities are located in the Millers River basin, 

and have a total population of approximately eighty-seven thousand (87,000) people.  The 

most densely populated area is Gardner.  The major industries within the basin are paper 

companies.  Tool manufacturing and furniture making were dominant industries in the past.  

However, most of these plants have since closed, and these two industries currently play a 

much smaller role in the regional economy.   

The water quality of the Millers River has been the subject of over fifty years of research by 

State and private agencies.  In 1940, the Massachusetts Department of Public Health 

sponsored the Report on Sources of Pollution, Millers River Valley, Massachusetts.  

Published by the Work Projects Administration, the report includes a map of the Town of 

Erving identifying all of the sewer outlets on the Millers River.  At that time, a limited 

municipal sewerage system, twenty-seven (27) private outlets, and four (4) manufacturing 

plants discharged untreated raw sewage into the Millers River.  The information presented in 

Table 1-4 identifies the levels and types of wastes generated by the four plants in 1940. 

Table 1-4: Waste Discharges to the Millers River by Industry, Erving, 1940 

 Industrial Wastes Sanitary Wastes 

Finished Product Kind of 

Waste 

Gallons per 

Day 

Hours 

per Day 

# of Workers 

Tools Process 4,000 8 400 

Writing Paper Process 1,165,000 24 130 

Tissue Paper Process 144,000 8 150 

Wooden Shoe Heels Process 45,000 8 25 
Source: Massachusetts Department of Public Health, 1940. 

State and Federal legislation, passed in the 1960s and 1970s, greatly affected the treatment 

waste received before it was discharged into rivers and streams.  The Massachusetts Clean 

Water Act enacted in 1966 specified laws, standards, and procedures for the implementation 

of Federal clear water legislation at the State level.  It contained provisions for the regulation 

of discharge to surface waters, ground waters, and sewer systems, and provisions for State 

technical assistance to communities for the construction of public treatment plants.  The 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-500) as amended by the Clean 

Water Act of 1977 sought to eliminate discharge of pollutants into navigable waters by 1985.  

Public Law 92-500 also provided for Federal grants for the construction of public sewage 

treatment facilities.  Between 1973 and 1977, eight wastewater treatment plants were 

constructed on sites along the Millers River.  Even with these treatment facilities, testing of 

fish caught in the Millers River has identified problems of polychlorinated biphenyls or PCB 

contamination.  These problems have results in fish advisories by the Massachusetts 

Department of Public Health.  Although the river is designated as Class B, appropriate for 

fishing and swimming, consumption of fish caught there is not advisable (see Table 1-5).   

The Massachusetts Department of Public Health's Freshwater Fish Consumption Advisory 

List in 1998 included more specific restrictions for the Millers River than did its early 

advisories.  In the document’s footnote section, it states that "the public should refrain from 

eating all brown trout and eels from the Millers River below the confluence with the Otter 

River.  Consumption of all other fish species from the Millers River should be limited to two 

meals per month per person.  Pregnant women and nursing mothers should not eat any fish 
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from the Millers River and its tributaries in order to prevent exposure to infants and 

developing fetuses."  

Currently, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection is funding an ongoing 

study to determine the extent of the PCB problem in the Millers River.  At the early stages of 

the project, it appears as if the PCB problem originates in the Baldwinville stretch of the 

Otter River in an area where historically both an electric light and a paper recycling facility 

used PCBs in their manufacturing processes.  According to the Housatonic Valley 

Association, an organization working for the cleanup of the Housatonic River in Berkshire 

County, PCBs can last in sediments for centuries.  Cleanup treatments depend on the extent 

of the contamination.  In some cases, PCBs, which are heavy metals, collect together into 

contaminant plumes where they slowly move through sediments like oil.  Dredging may be 

the best solution in those cases.  However, when the contamination is not nearly as severe, 

allowing river sediments to bury the PCBs naturally may be more reasonable.  Dredging is 

very expensive and can end up mixing contaminated sediments throughout the river 

ecosystem.  Until the PCBs are cleaned-up or dealt with in a manner that reduces their impact 

to people, wildlife, and fisheries, the wildlife and recreational benefits of the Millers River 

will never be fully realized.  

Table 1-5 presents water quality information on the Millers River that is described in more 

detail in the Millers River Watershed Resource Assessment Report published by the DEP in 

1995.  It is important to note that even though the waters of the Miller River are classified as 

Class B, there is an advisory against fish consumption, and in a five-mile section of the river, 

PCBs are negatively impacting populations of aquatic life.  In Massachusetts, the 

classification of rivers and stream does not necessarily mean that the river meets that 

classification.  The stated class for a particular river is in fact only the State's goal for that 

river. 

It is possible for a river segment to be interpreted as having a "non-support" rating for fish 

consumption and a "full support" status for aquatic life use.  Although this appears to be 

conflicting, the two interpretations are the results of different testing methods and 

assumptions made by the EPA.  For example, when fish flesh is measured for contamination, 

many species of fish are tested, and not all are found to contain mercury or PCBs.  It is 

therefore assumed that because PCBs are not found in all the tested fish species, the presence 

of PCBs in any one fish species does not immediately mean that all aquatic life is threatened.  

In fact, the Massachusetts Department of Public Health's fish advisories are very specific.  

The fish advisories identify only the species that are likely to be contaminated and suggest 

consumption limits only for discreet segments of the citizenry (i.e. pregnant women and 

children). 
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Table 1-5: Summary Table of Testing Results for the Millers River 

Location Aquatic Life Fish 

Consumption 

Primary 

Contact 

(e.g. 

swimming) 

Secondary 

Contact 

(e.g. 

Boating) 

Overall 

Ranking of 

Segment 

Millers River 

from Whitney 

Pond in 

Winchendon to 

the Winchendon 

Wastewater 

Treatment Plant 

(2.0 miles) 

Full Support 

Although levels of aluminum, 

copper, and lead exceeded 

criteria frequently, the chronic 

toxicity test showed no 

significant toxic effects and so 

the segment is listed as "full 

support" for the aquatic life use. 

Non-Support 

High levels of 

mercury and 

polychlorinated 

biphenyls 

(PCBs) 

Not 

Assessed 

Not 

Assessed 

Class B  

This segment 

should remain on 

the 303(d) list of 

impaired water 

bodies based on 

Dept. of Health 

Fish Advisory 

Millers River 

from 

Winchendon 

Wastewater 

Treatment Plant 

to confluence 

with Otter Brook 

(5.3 miles) 

Non-Support 

EPA tests showed no survival in 

fathead minnows, which is 

interpreted as "not supporting" 

for the aquatic life use.  It is 

suspected that water quality 

problems are related to 

atmospheric deposition. 

Non-Support 

High levels of 

mercury and 

polychlorinated 

biphenyls 

(PCBs) 

Not 

Assessed 

Not 

Assessed 

Class B 

This segment 

should remain on 

the 303(d) list of 

impaired water 

bodies based on 

Dept. of Health 

Fish Advisory 

Millers River 

from the 

confluence with 

Otter Brook to a 

USGS gage 

station in South 

Royalston (4.8 

miles) 

Not Assessed Non-Support 

High levels of 

mercury and 

polychlorinated 

biphenyls 

(PCBs) 

Not 

Assessed 

Not 

Assessed 

Class B 

This segment 

should remain on 

the 303(d) list of 

impaired water 

bodies based on 

Dept. of Health 

Fish Advisory 

Millers River 

From the USGS 

gage station in 

South Royalston 

to the Erving 

Paper Company 

(17.5 miles) 

Full Support (16.5 miles) 

Threatened (1.0 mile) 

Discharge from L.S. Starrett Co. 

in Athol exceeded permit limits 

for acute toxicity two out of six 

times.  These results are 

interpreted as "threatening" the 

segment for one mile downstream 

from the discharge. 

Non-Support 

High levels of 

mercury and 

polychlorinated 

biphenyls 

(PCBs) 

Not 

Assessed 

Not 

Assessed 

Class B 

This segment 

should remain on 

the 303(d) list of 

impaired water 

bodies based on 

Dept. of Health 

Fish Advisory 

Millers River 

from Erving 

Paper Company 

to confluence 

with the 

Connecticut 

River (8.1 miles) 

Full Support 

Although levels of aluminum, 

copper, and lead exceeded 

criteria several times, the chronic 

toxicity test showed no 

significant toxic effects and so 

the segment is listed as "full 

support" for the aquatic life use. 

Non-Support 

High levels of 

mercury and 

polychlorinated 

biphenyls 

(PCBs) 

Not 

Assessed 

Not 

Assessed 

Class B 

This segment 

should remain on 

the 303(d) list of 

impaired water 

bodies based on 

Dept. of Health 

Fish Advisory 

Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Millers Rivers Watershed Resource Assessment Report, 

1995. 

Other testing methods are used to determine the level of support for the aquatic life use.  

Both acute toxicity and chronic toxicity tests are applied, sometimes with different results.  

The acute toxicity tests measure the levels of certain metals like aluminum, copper, and lead 

downstream of point sources of pollution (i.e. wastewater treatment plant discharges).  The 

acute toxicity tests compare the levels of pollutants found to permit criteria.  The chronic 

toxicity testing methods measure changes to normal growth levels for indicator species like 

the fathead minnow.  Therefore, acute toxicity test results in a segment downstream of a 

discharge pipe might show levels of copper that exceed the criteria of the company's permit 
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but, if the minnows in that water segment are growing normally with no signs of toxicity, 

then the segment would receive full support for aquatic life use. 

Streams 

 

Small streams also play an important role in Erving.  Within the Connecticut River 

Watershed, there are numerous unnamed streams in Erving that drain the northwestern slopes 

of Poplar and Northfield Mountains.  The Millers River has six main streams or tributaries 

including, from west to east, Schoolhouse Brook, the stream draining Spruce Swamp, Briggs 

Brook, Packard Brook, Jacks Brook, and Keyup Brook.  The small streams and brooks in 

Erving provide the community with a diversity of wildlife and fisheries habitats, scenery, and 

recreational opportunities. 

Wetlands 

Wetlands help ensure good water quality.  The National Wetlands Inventory has estimated 

that in Erving, there are approximately nine (9) acres of non-forested wetlands, almost 

eighty-six (86) acres of forested wetlands and three hundred and eighty-two (382) acres of 

surface water.  Wetlands represent unique and special habitats that help maintain biological 

diversity and support approximately forty-three percent (43%) of the nation’s threatened and 

endangered species (Kinne, 1999).  Both inland wetlands and floodplains are important 

natural resources that are of tremendous value to the community.  They provide flood storage 

and control, pollution filtration, and habitats for fish and wildlife.  Since they are commonly 

recharge zones for groundwater sources, it is important that communities identify and protect 

their wetlands and floodplains to protect public drinking water supplies. 

The Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act requires a permit for any alteration of wetland 

areas or for any landscape disturbance within one hundred (100) feet of wetlands bordering a 

river or stream, or within one hundred (100) feet of isolated wetlands larger than one-quarter 

of an acre.  Permits are also required for landscape alterations within two hundred (200) feet 

of rivers and perennial streams.  

The conversion of wetlands for development is a serious problem with high-priced 

consequences.  Watersheds with degraded or destroyed wetlands experience substantially 

higher flood peaks.  Moreover, wetlands replicated with engineered solutions do not function 

nearly as well ecologically as undisturbed natural wetland systems.  Wetlands also provide 

vital habitat to a diverse range of wildlife including game species and songbirds.  In addition, 

wetlands and other types of surface water are interconnected to groundwater and drinking 

water supplies.  Due to this connectivity, the contamination of any one wetland in Erving 

could degrade the quality of the public drinking water supply.  To prevent this, Erving should 

follow the example set by three other communities in Franklin County (Sunderland, 

Shutesbury, and Heath) and adopt local wetlands bylaws that would offer its wetlands more 

protection than the State's Wetlands Protection Act does on its own.   
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Groundwater, Aquifers, and Drinking Water Supplies 

Erving residents get their drinking water from private wells and springs or from public water 

supplies.  The public water distribution system in Ervingside and private wells, pump water 

from underground.  Usually a public distribution system that utilizes groundwater accesses a 

large volume of water in sand and gravel deposits called an aquifer, while private wells for 

single-family homes for example, have wells that draw water from bedrock and other shallow 

sources.  Underground aquifer levels are maintained by groundwater flow from aquifer 

recharge areas.  When rain falls in the area’s hills, some of it ends up in the small streams 

that course down to the Millers or Connecticut Rivers, but much of it enters the groundwater.  

Protecting groundwater and aquifers from contamination by hazardous materials, sewage, 

salts, pesticides, and other pollutants is critical to maintaining the quality of both public and 

private drinking water sources.  

Public water supplies are classified as either community or non-community sources.  

Community sources supply water to a public distribution system.  A non-community source 

is one that serves twenty-five (25) people or more, such as a school, factory, campsite, or 

restaurant, and is not part of a public distribution system.  These sources may be transient or 

non-transient, depending upon the usage period.  Sources that are used for less than six 

months by specific people, such as campgrounds, are considered transient.  Non-transient, 

non-community public water sources are those located at private locations where people stay 

for longer than six months.  An example of a non-transient, non-community source could be 

the source for a company like Erving Paper where employees are drinking from the same 

water source day after day. 

The type of public water system determines the level of testing required by the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection.  Transient, non-community water sources must test 

for coliform bacteria, sodium, nitrates, and nitrites, but not for pesticides.  Non-transient, 

non-community water sources must test for a more extensive list of contaminants because 

people drink from these sources for longer periods of time. 

Community groundwater sources (i.e. wells) are required by the DEP to be thoroughly tested 

for a comprehensive list of organic and inorganic compounds including pesticides.  In 

addition, they need to be surrounded by a Zone I wellhead protection area so that the water in 

the well does not get contaminated.  The Zone I wellhead protection area, which has a 400- 

foot radius around the wellhead, is designed to restrict the types of land uses allowed within 

that zone, which will have an immediate impact on water quality.  Gas stations are 

prohibited, as are industries that work with a significant quantity of hazardous materials.  The 

interim wellhead protection area is drawn on a map as a circle with a radius of one-half a 

mile.  That protection area is approximately five hundred and three (503) acres in size.  

Usually, the actual recharge area (DEP Approved Zone II Wellhead Protection Area) for a 

given well is much larger.  The recharge area's boundaries are the farthest areas from which 

the well would draw during an extended dry period without precipitation.  Zone II areas 

normally consist of land areas that are underlain with permeable sand and gravel that were 

deposited during the later stages of glaciation.  These areas are also important to protect from 

hazardous materials.  The recharge areas for Zone II areas are called the Zone III's.  These 
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are usually land areas that have soils of glacial till atop bedrock, which are far too permeable 

to hold water. 

There is one community water supply serving residents and businesses in Ervingside.  All 

other areas of Town, including Farley and Erving Center, are served with non-community 

public and private wells or springs.  The community drinking water supply source is Erving 

Well #1, which was installed along the Millers River in 1983.  Located off Public Works 

Boulevard on the south side of Route 2, it is approximately 0.5 miles from the confluence of 

the Millers and the Connecticut Rivers.  The wellfield is a single, twelve-inch (12") gravel 

packed production well installed to a depth of fifty-two feet (52') below grade.  The DEP has 

not established an approved pumping rate, but the safe yield is equivalent to two hundred and 

sixty gallons per minute (260 gpm) or three hundred and seventy-four thousand, four hundred 

gallons per day (374,400 gpd).  The Town of Erving currently pumps an average of sixty 

thousand gallons per day (60,000 gpd) from the well daily, equivalent to about forty gallons 

per minute (40 gpm), one-sixth of the safe yield.  River terrace deposits of sand, silt and 

gravel including floodplain deposits and higher terraces along the Millers River underlie the 

Town of Erving’s well field.  These layered sand units are up to one hundred and fifty (150) 

feet deep throughout the aquifer.  

Tighe & Bond prepared a study, Source Water Assessment Program, Conceptual Zone II 

Delineation, for Erving Well #1, Erving, MA, in July of 1999.  Its conceptual Zone II 

delineation used modeling techniques that analyzed historic pumping tests and hydrological 

and geological surveys.  This methodology was used instead of using a full capacity pumping 

test during an extended dry period based on the notion that the aquifer boundary would most 

likely exist between the low yielding bedrock till areas and the water bearing unconsolidated 

materials. 

The delineated Zone II recharge area for Erving's Well #1 occupies an estimated 0.7 square 

miles in Erving between Poplar Mountain and East Mineral Hill (please see the Water 

Resources and Wildlife Habitats Map where the boundary of the recharge area is identified).  

The area is presently zoned for commercial and residential uses, and developed properties are 

currently connected to the Ervingside municipal sewer system.  Routes 63 and 2, and the 

railroad tracks are located within the Zone II recharge area as well. The aquifer's Zone III is 

east of the recharge area for Well #1 in the till and bedrock along the northwestern slope of 

Poplar Mountain. 

According to Tighe & Bond's 1999 study, the Erving Well #1 recharge area has three 

potential sources of contamination.  These include the Massachusetts Highway Department 

garage, the Town of Erving wastewater treatment facility, and Renovator's Supplies.  Each of 

these facilities uses materials that present a risk to the continued quality of the water in the 

aquifer.  Table 1-6 describes each of these facilities and ranks their risk as potential sources 

of contamination by DEP risk category.  Both the Erving Wastewater Treatment facility and 

Renovator's Supplies received a "High" risk rating in the Tighe & Bond study.  



 

Natural Resources and Open Space Chapter - Erving Master Plan June 2002 

1-17 

Table 1-6: Potential Sources of Contamination in the Zone II Recharge Area 

for Erving Well #1 

Site # Name of Potential Sources of 

Contamination  

Description DEP Risk 

Category 

1 Mass. Highway Garage Road Maintenance Depot Medium 

2 Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(WWTP) 

Waste Storage, Treatment, Recycling, and 

Underground Storage Tanks 

High 

3 Renovator's Supplies Furniture stripping, refinishing, storage of 

transformers, recycling, and demolition materials 

High 

Source: Tighe & Bond, Conceptual Zone II Delineation for Erving Well #1 Source Water Assessment Program, 1999. 

Water quality testing for Erving Well #1 between 1995 and 1998 showed that sodium was 

the only substance that exceeded the Massachusetts Drinking Water Standards Guidelines for 

Chemicals in Massachusetts Drinking Waters.  In April 1997, April 1998, and May 1998, 

levels of sodium in milligrams per liter (mg/l) were found to be 39 mg/l, 70 mg/l, and 64 

mg/l respectively.  The Office of Research Standards and Guidelines criterion for sodium is 

20 mg/l.  The 1999 Tighe & Bond study suggested that the source of the sodium to be the 

Town's addition of sodium hydroxide to the well to buffer the low pH levels in the water.  

Town officials have expressed their opinion that the sodium levels are caused by road salt 

use along Route 2. 

According to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, there are nine non-

community and two community public water sources in Erving (see Table 1-7). There are 

two non-community public water supplies in Ervingside, five in Erving Center, and two at 

the campground at Laurel Lake. 

Table 1-7: Public Water Supplies (PWS) in the Town of Erving 

Public Water Supply Location Class* Service Type Summer 

Population 

Winter 

Population 

Source(s) 

Status** 

Ervingside Water Department COM Public Distribution 800 725 A 

Weatherhead Apartments, etc. COM Located in Ervingside 25 25 A 

DEM Erving State Forest NC Summer Camp 576 6 A, A 

Erving Paper Mills NTNC Industrial/Agric. 144 144 A, A, I 

Box Car Restaurant NC Restaurant 25 0 A 

French King Motor Inn NC Hotel/Motel 50 25 A 

Freight House Antiques NC Commercial 25 25 A 

Country Living Dining NC Restaurant 25 25 A 
*COM=Community source for public distribution; NC=non-community source; NTNC=non-transient, non-community 

source.  **Water Source Status: A=Active, I=Inactive.  Some locations have more than one water source. 

Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, 1998. 
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Vegetation 

Several main sources of information were used for this section including the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Management's GOALS (Guidelines for Operations and Land 

Stewardship) Plan for the Northeastern Connecticut River Valley Region, a management plan 

for the Millers River Watershed from 1983, and interviews with State and private 

conservation agency personnel. 

The Town of Erving does not contain vegetation significantly different from the other towns 

in the region and in the watershed.  However, forests in Erving are different from each other 

with respect to age, density, height and diameter, and species of trees in different locations 

within the watershed, within the Town, and even on the slope of one hill in Erving.  One can 

appreciate the diversity of plant species, temperatures, moistures, and colors that occur even 

just at different elevations while hiking up the slopes of Northfield Mountain. 

On a large scale, the dominant vegetation in Erving is characterized as mixed hardwood-

softwood forest.  For nearly one hundred and fifty years, the hills have been recovering from 

a sequence of clearing and heavy lumbering that had been the historical use of their 

landscape.  Nearly all forest cover in Erving is considered to be second and third growth 

forest.  This means that the most dominant trees present today are at least the second, and 

more likely the third generation of trees that have grown in the same place.  The first 

generation of trees is considered to have existed in Erving during the pre-Colonial period. 

The mixed forest stands include northern red oak, hickory, red and sugar maple, white pine, 

and eastern hemlock.  The softwood stands are predominantly white pine and eastern 

hemlock.  The riparian corridors often have sandy flats along their banks, which support 

white pine and northern red oak.  Younger tree communities in these areas are comprised of 

quaking aspen and white and grey birch.  Occasionally eastern hemlock, yellow birch, and 

American beech, which typify the original northern hardwood forest type, are found on these 

sites.  The upland areas of this type support coniferous species such as eastern hemlock in the 

moist sites with the drier sites dominated by hardwood species such as northern red oak, 

white ash, sugar maple, and white birch. 

A special type of forest that is found in small patches throughout Massachusetts contains 

trees that are one hundred and fifty to three hundred and fifty (150-350) years old.  They are 

called old growth forests.  According to Robert Leverett, Executive Director of the Friends of 

the Mohawk State Forest, and an expert in ancient forests in Massachusetts, there are two 

areas in Erving that likely contain old growth forests.  The steep slopes of Rattlesnake and 

Hermit Mountains are similar to other old growth forest sites in that they are extremely 

inaccessible.  In addition, the tree species commonly found in old growth forests are native to 

the woodlands of Erving.  Old growth species expected on Hermit and Rattlesnake 

Mountains include eastern hemlock, black birch, and chestnut oak.   

Vegetation along the banks of the Millers and Connecticut Rivers and their tributary streams 

provides several important benefits.  Forested buffers of the rivers and streams purify water 

by filtering out harmful nutrients from road run-off and lawns, therefore reducing the amount 

of suspended solids and phosphates that enters the rivers.  Vegetation also adds to the organic 
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matter content of local soils, shelters and feeds wildlife, and cools water temperatures, which 

prevents the excessive growth of algae and aquatic vegetation (Franklin County Planning 

Department, 1990).  Vegetation also acts as a natural sponge that absorbs, holds, and slowly 

disperses water toward rivers.  This function is particularly important during major storm 

events and the springtime thaw when flooding may be an issue.  

Farmland 

There are one hundred and eighty (180) acres of cropland and pasture in the Town of Erving.  

The soil suitability and the topographical characteristics of the landscape determine the 

locations of these two farmland uses.  The one hundred and seven (107) acres of pastureland 

are located primarily in the gently rolling upland areas that are either within the stream 

valleys like Jacks and Keyup Brooks, or alongside Mountain and North Streets and Murdock 

Hill Road.  A few scattered parcels of pasture are also located near Erving Center and along 

Routes 2 and 63.  The cropland is located where the topography is more level, and where the 

soils have a higher silt content.  Cropland straddles Route 63 from Route 2 north to 

Northfield, and runs east to the slopes of Poplar Mountain, and west to the Connecticut 

River.  Some of this cropland was recently purchased by a partnership of three farmers.  The 

land was bought without the development rights, which had been sold to the Commonwealth 

of Massachusetts through the Agriculture Preservation Restriction (APR) Program.  This land 

is currently the only cropland actively farmed in the Town of Erving. 

Wildlife and Fisheries  

Erving's landscape consists of a mountainous region blanketed with forests of white pine, 

eastern hemlock, northern red oak, and mixed hardwoods with patches of cultivated fields, 

pasture, and a few developed areas along the transportation corridors.  The region's wildlife 

travel across the landscape in patterns that disregard the political boundaries of towns.  

Rivers, wetlands, hardwood, coniferous, and mixed forests, open meadows, croplands, and 

mountain ridges all provide sustenance, mating grounds, and cover to the wildlife who dwell 

within them.  The more common animals utilizing the river and stream corridors are beaver, 

muskrat, raccoon, green heron, kingfish, bittern, snapping turtle, and many species of duck, 

amphibians, and fish (Millers River Advisory Board, 1983).  Since many species rely on 

different habitats during different periods of their life cycles, species diversity is greatest in 

areas where several habitat types occur in close proximity to each other.  With this in mind, it 

is clear that the protection of all habitat types is vital for maintaining and enhancing 

biodiversity in Erving.   

How does one determine the quality of the wildlife habitat in Erving and the most 

appropriate conservation strategies?  There are three general paths to follow in conserving 

the health of wildlife populations.  One way is to protect the habitats of specific species that 

are rare, threatened, or endangered.  It is thought that protecting the habitats of these species 

will also benefit other species.  A second path is to conserve certain landscape-level 

resources such as large contiguous forests or riparian habitats along rivers.  This approach 

helps to conserve the habitats of a large number of species, but it might lose sight of some 

rare and endangered species.  The third method is a combination of the first two.  Conserving 

the long-term biodiversity of the Erving area requires efforts to protect unique habitats, 
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networks of habitats that assist population dynamics, and landscape-level resources like large 

contiguous forest patches and riparian areas.   

Recognizing the general areas where wildlife mate, feed, and travel is often the first step. 

Large forest patches of more than one hundred and eighty-five (185) acres provide interior 

forest habitats for a variety of birds and mammals, as well as protection of first and second 

order stream tributaries (Formann, 1995).  Networks or greenways of protected forestland or 

vegetated riparian corridors are resources that help sustain populations of animals requiring 

diverse habitats over time and space.  There is a good degree of forestland that is 

permanently protected.  It stretches from Warwick through the eastern half of Erving, to 

Wendell, Shutesbury, and New Salem.  Erving's mountainous and sparsely populated terrain 

contributes to the wildlife value offered by permanently protected forestland.   

Periodic logging of forestland can create early successional habitats favored by deer and 

certain bird species.  The Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (DFW) uses a 

percentage of the income derived from hunting and fishing licenses for the purchase of 

wildlife habitats and for important research into wildlife management.  On some of its 

properties, the DFW reclaims old fields for the purpose of creating habitats for wildlife that 

require the young tree and shrub communities common to early successional landscapes.  

Very few forest landowners in Erving are in the Chapter 61 Forest Classification and 

Taxation Program, which may indicate disinterest in timber management among landowners 

in Erving.  The long-term result of infrequent and small scale timber harvesting may be the 

homogenization of forest stand diversity in Erving.  This may not be a bad thing.  If forest 

management and timber harvesting were common throughout the region, harvesting of 

forests in surrounding towns would create a diverse range of immature and mature forests of 

various species compositions and ages.  In that case, the forested uplands in Erving could be 

uniquely left to develop into a solid mature forest providing for large patches of interior 

forest habitat.  However, if the opposite were true, the lack in forest stand diversity would 

ultimately affect the numbers, variety, and species of the wildlife, which are found in Erving.  

Of course, changes to a forest’s structure, age, and species composition also occur through 

natural disturbances like hurricanes, ice storms, and fires.  

The Town of Erving has the potential for sustaining wildlife species that require interior 

forest habitat atop its mountain ridges.  Unfortunately, the areas that are traversed by 

roadways are considered to be fragmented by wildlife biologists and therefore should be 

removed from consideration as interior forest habitat.  Large forest patches should be 

maintained with connecting greenways to the riparian corridors of streams and rivers.  

Protecting large forest patches will also help to protect the first and second order streams that 

feed the Millers and Connecticut Rivers.  This is especially relevant for those tributaries that 

course down the northwestern slopes of Poplar Mountain that are within the Zone III 

recharge area for Erving #1 Well's aquifer.  By protecting the Zone III recharge area to the 

aquifer, the Town of Erving will also be helping to maintain its community drinking water 

supply. 

The Connecticut and Millers Rivers play dual roles for the region’s wildlife.  Riparian 

corridors often contain a greater degree of species diversity than any other portion of the 

landscape. The Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP), which is run 
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through the Massachusetts Department of Fisheries, Wildlife and Environmental Law 

Enforcement, identified two hundred and forty-one (241) native plant species as rare in the 

Commonwealth.  One of these species, the Roundleaf shadbush (Amelanchier sanguinea) is 

located in Erving, most likely along the banks of the Millers and Connecticut Rivers. 

Additionally, the NHESP considers the riparian areas along the Millers and Connecticut 

Rivers to be critical habitats for endangered, rare, threatened species, or those of special 

concern.   

The rivers also serve as important regional migration corridors.  In 1996, the Conte Refuge 

sponsored a survey of migratory birds along the Connecticut River that revealed that one 

hundred and thirty-three (133) species, mostly woodland species, use the riverside habitat as 

a migratory corridor (Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge, 1997).  The rivers also 

provide habitats for native freshwater fisheries as well as anadromous fish species.   

The Connecticut and Millers Rivers have native freshwater fisheries and are being stocked 

with Atlantic salmon.  American shad, blueback herring, and shortnose sturgeon spawn 

within the stretch of the Connecticut River that is the western boundary for the Town of 

Erving.  Historically, the Millers River had supported natural populations of salmon and 

trout, but due to the contamination of the river with industrial and domestic wastes 

throughout the past century, the cold-water fisheries were eliminated in the lower stretches of 

the river (Millers River Advisory Board, 1983).  Within the past few years, Atlantic salmon 

restoration work has been conducted each spring in the Millers River, and trout are stocked in 

various water bodies throughout the watershed (Department of Environmental Protection, 

Rojko personal communication, 2000). 

The Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife stocks a variety of trout species, 

including non-native rainbow, eastern brook, and brown trout, for sport fishing in the 

Connecticut and Millers Rivers.  Resident fish species in the Connecticut River include 

walleye, channel catfish, northern pike, small and largemouth bass, and pickerel. 

Anadromous fish species (defined as those which are born in fresh water, migrate to salt 

water where they mature, and then return to freshwater to spawn) include striped bass, sea 

lamprey, blueback herring, American shad, Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon.  The 

Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge is responsible for restoring migratory fish to the 

Connecticut River Watershed and is funding a number of projects to enhance present fish 

populations (Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge, 1997).   

Unfortunately, dams along the Connecticut River threaten many species, especially Atlantic 

salmon, blueback herring, and American shad, by blocking fish passage and altering natural 

river flows.  During spawning season, fluctuating water releases sweep away fish eggs and 

larvae.  Dams also have a detrimental effect on young fish and place stress on older fish that 

must constantly alter their feeding and resting areas due to habitat changes resulting from 

fluctuating flows.  In addition, fish may be killed by turbines or stranded in isolated pools 

when high flow releases recede.  Fisheries in the Massachusetts portion of the Connecticut 

River Watershed are also threatened by sedimentation, erosion, toxicity, bacterial 

contamination, elevated stream temperatures, bioaccumulation, and low flow due to 

damming for hydroelectric operations (Connecticut River Forum, 1998).  
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The construction of fishways at key points on the Connecticut River has reduced some of the 

harmful effects of dams.  Regular stocking has led to marginal populations of Atlantic 

salmon and increased populations of American shad.  Lamprey eel numbers have also 

increased significantly, which indicates improving water quality throughout the Connecticut 

River Watershed and more efficient fish passage installations (Franklin County Planning 

Department, 1990).   

Erving provides habitat for wildlife species that are endangered or considered to be of special 

concern by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (see Table 

1-8).  The species that most often catch the public’s eye are those that are considered 

“glamorous” such as Peregrine Falcon, which has been found in Erving.  While the 

importance of these species is undeniable, lesser-known species such as the Triangle floater 

(a mussel), the eastern box turtle, and the golden-winged warbler should not be overlooked 

since all play a crucial role in Erving's ecosystems.  Permanently protecting the habitat areas 

of these species should be a top priority.  The Water Resources and Wildlife Habitats Map 

indicates the NHESP Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife and NHESP Priority Rare Species 

Sites. 

Table 1-8: Rare Fish and Wildlife Species Found in the Town of Erving 

Scientific Name Common Name Taxonomic Group State Status 

Alasmidonta undulata Triangle Floater Mussel Special Concern 

Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon Bird Endangered 

Terrapene carolina Eastern Box Turtle Reptile Special Concern 

Vermivora chrysoptera Golden-Winged Warbler Bird Endangered 
Source: Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife, 2000. 

Open Space 

The following section, Open Space, inventories the public and private lands of conservation 

and recreation interest in the Town of Erving.  In some cases, providing public access to the 

Millers River or lands that represent hiking trail linkages between existing open spaces is the 

focus of land protection efforts.  In other cases, protection efforts emphasize finding land for 

recreational sports fields for different age groups. 

In a town as rural as Erving, one could question the need for open space planning.  Many 

communities in Massachusetts have waited until their remaining open space was in great 

demand before initiating a land protection program.  Unfortunately, by that time, many 

factors can block a community from being able to protect the integrity of natural ecosystems 

and aquifers, and to ensure that ample open space is retained near their population centers.  

For example, if a community was to wait too long before protecting land from development, 

it could find that industrial and commercial land uses, and residential subdivisions had 

already covered the recharge area for their main groundwater supply.  In addition, as a 

community becomes more and more developed, the cost of purchasing open space increases 

and may become unaffordable.  Further, as land values increase and force the conversion of 

even more open space, including fields, pastures, and forest for development, any remaining 

agricultural or forest management activities may dwindle due to a lack of a minimum 

threshold of economic activity related to these uses. 
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The ownership of open space in Erving can be broken down into two categories, public and 

private.  There is also another category that is sometimes called quasi-public.  Quasi-public 

owners are not-for-profit entities with property that provides public benefits.  For the 

purposes of this Master Plan, they are considered private landowners.  In each of the 

ownership categories, there are further differentiations regarding the level of land protection 

from development. 

The term "protection" usually refers to any number of mechanisms that help keep land from 

being developed and converted to commercial, industrial, or residential land uses.  For the 

purposes of this Master Plan, the term "permanently protected" indicates that no development 

may take place and that a conservation restriction or some other legal mechanism is attached 

to the property’s deed.  For instance, land is considered “permanently protected” when it is 

owned by a State conservation agency such as the Department of Environmental 

Management (DEM).  Land is also regarded as “permanently protected” when it is owned by 

a town or land trust for conservation purposes.  Reducing the level of protection for any 

parcel of land that is owned by a State conservation agency, a land trust, or by a town for 

conservation purposes requires the approval of two-thirds of the State Legislature. 

A parcel of land in Massachusetts is considered to have “limited protection” from 

development when a water district or a town owns it, but it is not designated for conservation 

purposes.  If a town-owned parcel of land is not under the legal authority of the Conservation 

Commission, but instead, the Select Board, then it is regarded as having only “limited 

protection.”  The parcel in question could be called a wildlife sanctuary or a town forest, but 

it does not have the long-term protection afforded Conservation Commission land.  Decisions 

to convert town parcels with limited development protection to other uses (for example, to 

convert a town forest to a soccer field or a school parking lot) can be made at Town Meeting.  

A parcel of land held for the protection of a water supply is considered in much the same 

way.  Unless there is a legal restriction attached to the deed, the level of protection afforded 

these types of parcels varies depending on the policies of each community.  In most cases, 

the watershed district would be required to show the Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection just cause for converting the use of the land.  For example, the 

need to construct expensive filtration plants has resulted in the sale of watershed lands (held 

by the Bridgeport Hydraulic Company) in some locations in Connecticut. 

“Temporarily protected parcels” are those that are enrolled in the Massachusetts Chapter 61 

tax abatement programs.  These programs offer landowners a reduction in their property 

taxes, in return for signing a contract promising that the predominant use of the land will not 

change during an agreed upon time (ten years for Chapter 61 and Chapter 61B, one year for 

Chapter 61A).  The Chapter 61A Program helps farmers by reducing their taxes while they 

farm their land.  The Chapter 61 Program helps lower the expenses of maintaining actively 

managed forestland.  Landowners with parcels in the Chapter 61B Program receive lower 

property taxes in exchange for keeping their land in open space for ten years.  Table 1-9 lists 

the types of permanently and temporarily protected land in Erving and the number of acres 

protected within each.  Land in the Chapter 61, 61A, and 61B Programs is also identified on 

the Open Space Map at the end of the chapter.  There are currently no parcels in Erving 

enrolled in the Chapter 61A Program for farmland. 
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Table 1-9: Acres of Protected Open Space in Erving 

Permanently Protected Land  

     Agricultural Preservation Restriction (APR) Program Land                 156.27 

     Town of Erving 13.50 

     Department of Environmental Management (non-APR) 2,522.10 

Total 2,691.87 

Lands with Limited Protection from Development  

     Town of Erving 320.92 

     Commonwealth of Massachusetts 8.71 

Total 329.63 

Temporarily Protected Land  

     Chapter 61 – Forestry 38.60 

     Chapter 61B – Recreation 15.70 

Total 54.30 

 

One of the benefits to the community of the Chapter 61 Programs is that they provide a 

mechanism for protecting land from development.  When a parcel which has been enrolled in 

one of the Chapter 61 Programs is put up for sale, the Town is provided a one hundred and 

twenty (120) day waiting period during which it can exercise its right of first refusal to 

purchase the property.  

It is important for the Town of Erving not to consider land in the Chapter 61, 61A, and 61B 

Programs as permanently protected.  At the same time, the value the programs offer to the 

Town should not be disregarded.  Taking advantage of the right of first refusal is valuable if 

you have the ability to protect private land when it becomes available for sale.  Identifying 

key parcels and building partnerships with local land trusts and landowners can be an 

effective planning process resulting in land protection.  Erving may not need to purchase the 

land itself, as the right of first refusal can be sold to, or given to, a land trust, which can often 

respond much more quickly to a property sale than the Town can. 

The total of two thousand six hundred and ninety-two (2,692) acres of permanently protected 

land in Erving represents twenty-nine percent (29%) of the total land area of the Town (9,194 

acres).  This first chapter of the Master Plan, Natural Resources and Open Space, assesses the 

spatial relationship between Erving's natural resources and its current protected open space.  

Later through the inventories and analysis that occur in the Housing, Community Facilities, 

Historic and Scenic Resources, Transportation Resources, Economic Development and Land 

Use and Zoning chapters, other valuable resources and future potential growth pressures will 

be identified, and the most important natural areas and prime forestlands in need of 

protection will become apparent.  These areas should be prioritized for protection.  

Inventory of Lands of Conservation and Recreation Interest 

The following sections inventory all of the parcels of land in Erving that are of conservation 

or recreation interest to the Town’s residents.  These parcels are listed by their present 

protection status — permanent, limited, temporary, or unprotected – and separated based on 

whether they are publicly or privately-owned.  Permanently protected parcels and parcels 

under the Chapter 61, 61A, and 61B Programs are identified on the Open Space Map. 
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Permanently Protected Parcels 

The properties in Erving that are permanently protected from development are listed in Table 

1-10.  Changing the use of these permanently protected parcels through development would 

require an affirmative vote by two-thirds of the State Legislature; this restriction is what 

separates permanently protected land from that under the other protected designations.  The 

permanently protected lands include both publicly and privately-owned parcels.  The 

publicly-owned parcels are those held by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Management.  The privately held parcels include properties that have conservation easements 

attached to their deeds.  For example, the development rights for the Split River Farm are 

held in perpetuity by the State Department of Food and Agriculture through its Agricultural 

Preservation Restriction (APR) Program.  

Table 1-10: Open Space Parcels that are Permanently Protected from Development 

 

Ownership 

Status 

 

Owner 

Assessors’ 

Map # 

Assessors’ 

Block # 

Assessors’ 

Lot # 

Acreage 

Public Commonwealth of Massachusetts/DEM     
   APR/Split River Farm 1 3 4 124.60 
   Erving State Forest 2 0 13 509.50 
   Erving State Forest 3 0 35 108.00 
   Erving State Forest 3 0 55 1,893.60 
   Erving State Forest 6 2 8 1.40 
   Erving State Forest 6 14 4 9.60 
 Town of Erving     
   Town Cemetery off Mountain Rd. 6 5 1 2.00 
   Town Cemetery off Mountain Rd. 6 5 2 7.50 
   Old Dam off of Keyup Brook 3 0 58 4.00 
 TOTAL PUBLIC     2,660.20 
      

Private/APR Split River Farm 1 4 1 22.40 
   Split River Farm 1 4 6 9.27 
 TOTAL PRIVATE    31.67 
 TOTAL PERMANENTLY PROTECTED    2,691.87 
Source: Town of Erving Assessors’ Records, May 2000. 

Table 1-10 shows each parcel’s ownership status and owner.  It also lists each parcel’s 

Assessors’ information, including the map, block, lot number, and assessed acreage.  Below 

are descriptions of each parcel or group of parcels depending on ownership.  For example, 

the Erving State Forest is represented in the table as five separate parcels that are described 

together in the text.  This same format is used for each of the levels of protection: permanent, 

limited, temporary, and unprotected. 

Public 

The publicly-owned permanently protected land in the Town of Erving is owned by the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, more specifically the Department of Environmental 

Management.  As mentioned before, the following descriptions are for groups of parcels 

under the same ownership. 
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Landowner: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management (DEM)  

Identifier: DEM/APR Farmland Leased to Split River Farm 

This parcel was part of a Western Massachusetts Electric Company land sale that took place 

in 1999.  The DEM and three local farmers bought abutting land that was part of the same 

sale.  This one hundred and twenty-five (125) acre property is located on the eastern bank of 

the Connecticut River and is part of the French King Gorge.  By purchasing this land, the 

Department of Environmental Management has helped to ensure the future of farming in the 

region and at the same time helped to protect one of the most significant historic and scenic 

landscapes in the Upper Connecticut River Valley. 

 

Landowner: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management (DEM)  

Identifier: Erving State Forest 

The Erving State Forest is owned by the DEM.  The entire two thousand, five hundred and 

twenty-two (2,522) acres are broken up into two main sections east of the Northfield 

Mountain Reservoir.  The largest contiguous block of forest is the eastern most section, 

which can be accessed off of High Street and from Laurel Lake Road.  The western section is 

located between the Northfield Mountain Reservoir property and Mountain Road.  The 

eastern section of the Erving State Forest contains the southern end of an uninterrupted 

stretch of permanently protected contiguous forestland that begins in the north with the 

Mount Grace State Forest in Warwick.  

 

The management plan for the Erving State Forest is included in the DEM's Guidelines for 

Operations and Land Stewardship (GOALS) Plan for the State Forests and Parks in the 

Northeastern Connecticut Valley Region, which was published in 1997.  The following 

information on the Erving State Forest is from this source.  The Erving State Forest is located 

in Erving and Warwick and includes the Laurel Lake recreation area.  The Laurel Lake area, 

which straddles the town line between Erving and Warwick, includes a thirty-two (32) site 

camping area, picnic sites, and the most popular public swimming beach in the region.  In 

1994, DEM estimated that there were over sixty thousand (60,000) visitors to the lake.  

Laurel Lake is also popular for boating and fishing, which has been enhanced with the 

Department of Fisheries and Wildlife's trout and salmon-stocking program.  The rest of the 

large, rugged forestland is used for hunting, trapping, fishing, and a variety of trail activities 

throughout all seasons. 
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Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Cemetery off of Mountain Road 

Both of these parcels together add up to nine and a half (9.50) acres.  This hilly cemetery 

provides a walking area for nearby residents.  The smaller parcel is located west of Mountain 

Road and can be accessed by way of a woods road.  This area is used for storage of 

construction materials, pallets, and miscellaneous items and perhaps as a source of fill.  The 

woodland south of the woods road, although small, contains black cherry, white pine, and 

northern red oak. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Small parcel located at the intersection of Murdock Hill Road and Great Swamp 

Road 

This four-acre parcel sits on the eastern side of Great Swamp Road across from the old dam 

site on Keyup Brook.  According to the Assessors’ maps, only the Murdock Road separates 

this property from the former Chapter 61 parcel to the west owned by Fellows. 

 

Private 

Landowner: Split River Farm  

Identifier: Farmland located west of Route 63 and abutting land owned by the Department of 

Environmental Management (DEM) 

These two parcels were part of the sale of Western Massachusetts Electric Company lands in 

1999.  Almost thirty-two (31.67) acres of farmland has been protected through the 

Agricultural Preservation Restriction (APR) Program.  The DEM removed the development 

rights from the land, which are now held by the State Department of Food and Agriculture.  

The land was then sold to three local farmers who had formed a partnership to farm this 

valuable land.   

 

Parcels with Limited Protection 

Lands with limited protection from development usually include Town parcels that may be 

currently used for conservation purposes but are under the control of the Select Board.  In 

this case changing the use of these parcels from Town forest for example to the site for a new 

elementary school may require a Town Meeting vote, but not an affirmative vote by two 

thirds of the State Legislature.  In other communities, lands owned by watershed or public 

water supply districts (which are sometimes privately-owned) may be considered as having 

limited protection unless there is a permanent restriction attached to the deed.  In Erving, the 

only properties that are considered as having limited protection from development are public 

lands owned by the Town and the State. 
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Table 1-11: Open Space Parcels with Limited Protection from Development 

 

Owner 

Assessors’ 

Map # 

Assessors’ 

Block # 

Assessors’ 

Lot # 

Acreage 

Town of Erving     

Between Rte. 63 & CT River (Purchased in 1999) 1 3 7 54.76 

Grand Trunk lot between Route 63 & CT River  1 3 15 27.80 

Grand Trunk lot between Route 63 & CT River 1 3 16 17.80 

Kettle hole lot off Route 2 once owned by 

Renovator’s Supply 

1 3 24 6.20 

Wastewater treatment lot w/access to Millers River 1 3 28 23.60 

Next to wastewater treatment plant 1 3 30 1.00 

At intersection of River Road/Route 2 1 3 34 3.86 

Town Forest off Mountain Road 3 0 5 37.00 

Landfill lot with access to the Millers River 4 0 21 50.00 

Small lot between Route 2 and Old State Road 4 0 31 0.25 

Between River Road and Millers River 4 1 1 7.37 

Between River Road and Millers River 4 1 1A 0.40 

Between River Road and Millers River 4 3 1 11.80 

Veteran's Memorial Park 4 3 13 13.70 

Senior Center at Ervingside 4 5 16 1.25 

Triangle at intersection of Moore and Pleasant St. 4 5 72 0.04 

East of Elementary School on Route 63 4 8 4 7.19 

Elementary School off of Route 63 4 8 6 15.00 

East of Elementary School on Route 63 4 8 8 9.70 

Lot west of corner of Maple Ave./Route 2 5 1 52 0.14 

Maple Avenue landfill 5 2 8 15.54 

Maple Avenue 5 2 9 2.60 

Lot abutting to the west of 5-1-52 5 2 16 0.05 

North of Route 2 around Keyup Brook 6 4 13 0.09 

Immediately east of lot 6-4-13 6 4 55 0.22 

Open Space portion of the Town Hall lot 6 4 63 0.35 

Triangular lot between Route 2/Erving WWTP 6 13 3 2.30 

Zilinski Memorial Field 6 13 5 9.10 

TOTAL    320.92 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts (DEM) 1 3 26 8.71 

TOTAL    329.63 
Source: Town of Erving Assessors’ Records, May 2000. 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: Three woodland parcels located west of both Route 63 and the railroad tracks and 

south of the APR lands 

North of Ervingside is a plateau of land.  This is one of the more level portions of Erving.  

The Connecticut River flows along its western flank, and the lower slopes of Northfield 

Mountain begin to rise to the east.  The Town of Erving owns three parcels that together 

represent over one hundred (100.36) acres of the wonderful scenic view of the French King 

Gorge. 
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Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: Located off of Route 2, opposite its intersection with River Road and north of the 

railroad tracks 

This six (6.20) acre parcel has frontage on Route 2 and can be accessed by a gravel road.  

Directly to the north are a gorge or kettle hole and the MassHighway garage depot.  On the 

property are three test wells and signs that the property had been used for gravel operations. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: The wastewater treatment facility is on this lot, which is located off an access road 

that connects to River Road.   

Although this lot is already partially developed with the wastewater treatment facility, only a 

portion of the entire twenty-four (23.60) acre parcel is used for that purpose.  This lot is one 

of the few Town-owned parcels that has access to the Millers River. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: This parcel abuts the previous wastewater treatment lot to the south. 

This parcel of one (1.00) acre lies along the access road to the wastewater treatment facility 

and Erving Well #1.  It is also adjacent to a forested property. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: Located northwest of the intersection of River Road and Route 2, north of 

Ervingside  

This nearly four (3.86) acre parcel is wooded with a northwest aspect that slopes towards the 

Millers River.  This parcel does not have frontage on any road.  

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Square block with frontage on Mountain Road and abutting western block of 

Erving State Forest   

This is a thirty-seven (37.00) acre block of forestland with both a gentle and abrupt 

southeastern aspect representing a portion of the sub-basin for Jacks Brook.  Based on the 

rough analysis on soils, this Town-owned block contains mostly Prime 2 forestland soils, 

evidence of a relative high potential for the production of timber.  This parcel represents an 

opportunity for linking the two sections of the Erving State Forest together.  If this parcel 

were to become permanently protected from development, it could be used to leverage the 

protection of other lands also located between the two sections of the State Forest.  

Leveraging the protection of certain parcels of land by first protecting the key or ‘anchor’ 

parcel along a planned greenway is a method by which vast areas of open space have been 

protected in Massachusetts.   

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Landfill located south of Route 2   

The future use of this land may be restricted.  Due to its position abutting the Millers River, it 

may provide future public access to the river. 
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Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Tiny square parcel located north of Route 2 and south of Old State Road.   

This small plot of land appears to be located along the northern border of the right-of-way for 

Route 2.  It is wholly within parcel 4-0-11, which has frontage along the southern side of Old 

State Road.   

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Parcels located northwest of River Road in Ervingside abutting Millers River 

This block of Town-owned land is roughly twenty (19.57) acres in size and is made up of 

three separate parcels, one of which abuts the Millers River.  This block of land straddles an 

un-named tributary to the Millers River, and abuts large and small residential lots off of 

River Road. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Veteran's Memorial Park located west of Route 2 in Ervingside between Central 

Vermont Railroad and Moore Street   

Nearly fourteen (13.70) acres in size, this park abuts the Erving Fire Department building.  

The park has within its borders two tennis courts, one basketball court, one metal chain 

swing set with six swings, a baseball diamond with a backstop, two bleachers, two dugouts, 

four picnic tables, and a cement block building.  There are also memorial stones 

commemorating local veterans. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: Large lot across the street from Veteran’s Memorial Park 

This lot is approximately one and a quarter (1.25) acres in size.  This lot has two buildings on 

it though there appears to be quite a bit of open space between them.  In an area of 

Ervingside where most house-lots are less than a third of an acre in size, this town-owned 

parcel represents significant open space. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: Small triangle at the intersection of Moore Street and Pleasant Street 

This triangular-shaped lot is a narrow corner that is only fifteen hundred (1,500) square feet 

in size.   

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: Located northeast of the Ervingside Elementary School off of Route 63   

These two level parcels total over sixteen (16.89) acres and abut the lot containing the 

Elementary School.  Parcel number four is wooded while the other is mostly in field. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier:  Ervingside Elementary School off of Route 63  

This entire school lot is fifteen (15.00) acres in size.  Although the lot may be held for future 

school expansion, the land behind the school is currently used for recreational and 

educational purposes. 
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Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: The western corner of Route 2 and Maple Avenue in Farley 

This corner is made up of two parcels that together make up less than one-fifth (0.14) of an 

acre. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: The eastern corner of Route 2 and Bridge Street in Farley 

This thirty thousand (30,000) square foot lot extends south along the eastern side of Bridge 

Street and has seventy-five (75) feet of frontage on Route 2.  According to the Assessors’ 

maps, this lot has a building on it. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Two parcels located at the end of Maple Avenue between Route 2 and Millers 

River 

Combined, these lots are just over eighteen (18.14) acres in size.  A salt or equipment shed is 

located on the smaller parcel.  The larger parcel appears to be an old landfill that is now 

covered with pioneer tree species such as trembling aspen, white pine, and gray birch 

saplings.  A large portion of the area is in open field.  Close to Maple Avenue, there are two 

barns or equipment sheds, a parking area, and a fenced in grassy area that overlooks the 

Millers River.  Enclosed in the fenced area is a swing set, a wooden play structure shaped 

like a big toy truck, a basketball court, and two weathered volleyball net posts.    

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Three parcels at the intersection of Keyup Brook and Route 2 

A parcel on the south side of Route 2 and also just west of Keyup Brook is just under four 

thousand (3,920) square feet.  Across the street on the northern side of Route 2 is a thin lot 

about thirty-five hundred (3,484) square feet that straddles Keyup Brook.  Abutting this 

parcel to the east is another lot with frontage on Route 2 that is approximately ninety-six 

hundred (9,583) square feet. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier:  Open space portion of the Town Hall lot 

The back portion of this Town-owned land is located in Erving Center behind the Town Hall 

and has frontage on Church Street. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving 

Identifier: Small lot between Route 2 and the B&M Railroad tracks, west of the access road 

to the sewage treatment plant in Erving 

This is a portion of a larger parcel, some of which is now taken up by the access road itself. 

 

Landowner: Town of Erving  

Identifier: Zilinski Memorial Field 

The Zilinski Memorial Field contains a large baseball diamond with two bleachers, two 

dugouts, two backstops, six picnic tables, playground equipment, two tennis courts, a 

basketball court, and a cinder block building. 
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Landowner: Commonwealth of Massachusetts  

Identifier: Flag-shaped lot on east side of Route 2 opposite intersection with Dorsey Road 

and Route 2 and surrounding the MassHighway garage depot   

Nearly nine (8.71) acres in size, this forested parcel contains mostly white pine, white birch, 

and red maple.  This parcel also abuts an unprotected Town-owned parcel to the south. 
 

Temporarily Protected Parcels 

In Massachusetts, parcels of open space that are considered to be temporarily protected from 

development are those that are enrolled in the State's tax abatement programs: Chapter 61, 

Chapter 61A, or Chapter 61B.  According to the current records of the Department of 

Environmental Management and the Erving Assessor, in the Town of Erving, there are 

currently two properties in the Chapter 61 Program (land managed for forest products), only 

one in the Chapter 61B Program (land managed for recreation and as open space), and none 

in the Chapter 61A Program (agricultural land). 

Table 1-12: Open Space Parcels with Temporary Protection from Development 

 

Ownership 

Status 

 

Owner 

Assessors' 

Map # 

Assessors' 

Block # 

Assessors' 

Lot # 

Acreage 

Private Ch. 61 Black, Jeanne 3 0 50 4.34 

 Black, Jeanne 3 0 51 3.81 

Private Ch. 61 Zalinski, John M. 6 0 17 30.45 

Private Ch. 61B Verner, Robert F.  1 4 18 15.70 

 TOTAL    54.30 
Source: Town of Erving Assessors’ Records, May 2000. 

 

Landowner: Jeanne Black 

Identifier: These two abutting lots are a thin strip of woodland located between North Street 

and Great Swamp Road just below the Northfield town line 

This privately-owned open space, enrolled in the Chapter 61 Forestland Classification and 

Taxation Program, is over eight (8.15) acres in size.   Ms. Black owns more forestland in the 

Chapter 61 Program that is just across the town line in Northfield.   

 

Landowner: John M. Zalinski 

Identifier: This lot has frontage on, and is west of, North Street opposite the only portion of 

the Erving State Forest with frontage on High Street 

This privately-owned open space is over thirty (30.45) acres in size and is enrolled in the 

Chapter 61 Program.  

 

Landowner: Robert F. Verner 

Identifier: This lot has frontage off of Route 63 just south of Poplar Mountain Road 

This privately-owned open space is over fifteen (15.70) acres in size and is enrolled in the 

Chapter 61B Program.  To the north of the property is a power line easement, which cuts 

through the northeast corner of the parcel.   
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Unprotected Parcels of Developable Land of Special Interest 

There is nothing that would slow, or stand in the way of, the development of any of the lands 

included in Table 1-13.  These parcels do not have any legal or procedural mechanism that 

could be used by the Town to restrict or retard development.  All of these parcels are 

potentially developable and currently provide public benefits including access to recreational 

activities and open spaces and the maintenance of vast scenic areas.  These parcels are also 

important because one landowner, Northeast Utilities, owns them all.   

Table 1-13: Unprotected Open Space Parcels in Erving owned by Northeast Utilities 

Assessors’ 

Map # 

Assessors’ 

Block # 

Assessors’ 

Lot # 

Acreage 

1 4 25 2.05 

1 4 26 1.16 

1 4 28 3.94 

1 4 29 11.16 

1 4 30 9.62 

1 4 31 5.78 

1 4 32 5.35 

1 4 33 4.85 

1 4 34 15.07 

1 4 35 4.5 

1 4 36 23.10 

1 4 37 59.2 

1 4 38 58.62 

1 4 39 11.61 

2 0 1 67.36 

2 0 2 121.15 

2 0 3 169.02 

2 0 4 20.00 

2 0 5 16.95 

2 0 6 1,024.63 

2 0 7 15.41 

2 0 10 19.0 

2 0 11 26.3 

2 0 12 15.66 

3 0 1 33.50 

3 0 9 4.00 

4 0 2 2.36 

4 0 3 2.58 

5 0 1 55.20 

5 1 27 2.18 

5 1 36 3.80 

5 1 38 1.00 

5 1 39 10.00 

   1,826.11 
Source: Town of Erving Assessors’ Records, May 2000. 
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Landowner: Northeast Utilities  

Identifier:  Woodland surrounding the Northfield Mountain Reservoir   

Within the Town of Erving, the Northeast Utilities Company owns approximately eighteen 

hundred and twenty-six (1,826.11) acres.  According to Bill Gabriel, Manager of the 

Northfield Mountain Environmental and Recreation Center, there are a number of activities 

that take place on this land.  There are roughly eight hundred (800) acres of developed 

recreation areas, including trails, signage, and maintenance facilities.  The recreational 

activities that take place in these areas include hiking, rock climbing, mountain biking, 

orienteering, horseback riding, skiing, snowshoeing, and hunting.  There are also three 

hundred and seventy-eight (378) acres in undeveloped recreation land.  The Metacomet-

Monadnock Trail passes through a portion of this section, which is primarily used by hunters 

and hikers.  Also in this section are Rattlesnake Mountain and parts of the Farley Ledges.  

The power reservoir takes up three hundred and forty-two (342) acres.  Lastly, there are two 

hundred and twenty (220) acres that are used primarily for timber management. 
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Recommendations 

 Explore ways of contributing to the clean up of the Millers River and its watershed 

through water quality monitoring, reductions in non-point source pollution, 

wastewater treatment facility upgrades, and/or the adoption of a wetlands protection 

bylaw. 

 Develop an Aquifer Protection Overlay District zoning bylaw that would protect the 

community water supply in Ervingside from contamination by limiting new land uses 

within the Zone II recharge area. 

 Develop a Ridge Protection Overlay District zoning bylaw that would protect the 

scenic and wildlife values of Erving's mountaintops and ridgelines by limiting the 

density and visual impact of residential development. 

 Work with the Department of Environmental Management and the Mount Grace 

Land Conservation Trust to develop an active open space conservation program for 

the Town of Erving that gives priority for conservation to parcels that provide access 

to the Millers and Connecticut Rivers. 

 Work with local land trusts to develop educational workshops for Erving landowners 

on estate planning and the tax benefits of various land protection strategies. 

 Identify the conservation value of all Town-owned land to determine which lands 

should be set aside for future recreational uses or for wildlife habitat. 

 Work with MassHighway and the Department of Environmental Management to 

develop facilities that provide improved public access to the Millers River off of 

Route 2 and the Erving State Forest lands. 

 Encourage the adoption of cluster development bylaws and other methods and 

techniques that promote the protection of open space. 

 Evaluate the potential for reducing the property tax rate for land areas around the 

Northfield Mountain Pump Storage Facility in exchange for a permanent conservation 

restriction (CR) on this important ridgeline property.  If it is determined that the 

reduction in tax revenues caused by the placing of a CR on these parcels would not 

significantly increase residents’ property taxes, then Town officials should initiate 

discussions with Northeast Utilities authorities regarding placing a CR on a portion of 

Northeast Utilities’ parcels in Erving.  If these parcels become permanently protected 

from development, then the recreational, scenic, and wildlife habitat values of this 

ridgeline woodland would be preserved for perpetuity. 
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Mapping Products  

The creation of maps of Erving's natural resources is important to provide an understanding 

of the spatial relationship of natural resource areas to each other, of these areas to the 

developed parts of Town.  This is an essential step for prioritizing areas that are important to 

protect from certain developed land uses.  Maps of Water Resources and Wildlife Habitats, 

and of Open Space, have been created to inventory and study the current conditions in 

Erving.  A Slopes Map has been created to identify potential ridge protection areas.  In 

addition, a Prime Forestland Soils Map has been developed to indicate the best areas for 

growing forest products.  The final natural resource mapping product is the Composite 

Environmental Assessment Map that combines elements from the earlier maps and shows the 

cumulative spatial analysis conducted by the Natural Resource and Open Space 

Subcommittee and the Master Planning Committee. 

Water Resources and Wildlife Habitats Map – This map synthesizes information about the 

locations of significant water and wetland resources with information about significant 

wildlife habitats.  MassGIS data is used to show the surface water (rivers and streams), 

public water supplies, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Zone II 

interim and approved wellhead protection areas, aquifers, and outstanding resource waters in 

Erving.  Wetland information for the Town was obtained from the National Wetlands 

Inventory generated by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.  Aquifer potential was 

determined using the MassGIS surficial geology data and maps produced by the United 

States Geological Survey (USGS).  The Water Resources and Wildlife Habitats Map shows 

aquifers with potential yields of 50-200 gallons per minute (gpm), and aquifers with potential 

yields of less than 50 gpm.  The map also shows important habitats for rare and endangered 

species as identified by the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP).  

The NHESP maps the priority habitats for State-protected rare species and the estimated 

habitats of State-protected rare wildlife populations in resource areas, such as wetlands and 

forestlands.  Both of these habitat types are included on the Water Resources and Wildlife 

Habitats Map and incorporated into the Composite Environmental Assessment Map. 

Open Space Map – This map shows the permanently protected open space contained in 

MassGIS data with updates completed to the year 2000 by FRCOG planning staff and 

members of the Erving Master Planning Committee.  The map also includes Town-owned 

lands that have limited protection status and private lands that have temporary protection 

status through their enrollment in the Chapter 61 Programs in which property owners 

guarantee that the land will remain without development for a certain period of time (10 

years under the Chapter 61 and 61B Programs, and 1 year under the Chapter 61A Program.)  

The permanently-protected open space is also included on the Composite Environmental 

Assessment Map. 

Slopes Map – The Slopes Map identifies areas with slopes greater than twenty-five percent 

(25%), which are virtually unbuildable, and areas with slopes between fifteen and twenty-

five percent (15-25%), which pose a constraint for industrial and commercial development.  

It also shows areas with smaller slopes.  The Slopes Map was used to identify the highly 

visible ridges in Erving.  Areas where the slope is greater than twenty-five percent (25%) are 

included on the Composite Environmental Assessment Map. 
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Prime Forestland Soils Map – The Prime Forestland Soils Map identifies the areas of 

Erving that contain prime forestland soils.  The map is based on a methodology for 

identifying these soils developed by the University of Massachusetts, Department of Forestry 

and Wildlife Management, in cooperation with State and Federal conservation agencies 

(MacConnell et al., 1985).  By assigning productivity values for both white pine (Pinus 

strobus) and northern red oak (Quercus rubra) to different soils throughout the State based 

on associated land characteristics including slope, aspect, and moisture levels, the researchers 

were able to determine which soils could be considered prime for forestland.  Prime 

forestland soils support a production of wood fiber at a rate greater than eighty-five (85) 

cubic feet per acre per year.  Only forestland with Prime 1, 2, or 3 soils is worthwhile to 

manage intensively for wood products.  

Composite Environmental Assessment Map – This is an analysis map.  It shows the areas 

in Town that are virtually unbuildable, and undesirable for development, due to various 

environmental constraints such as their proximity to a river or wetland or endangered or rare 

species habitat, their steep slopes, or their permanent protection from development through 

conservation programs.  This map also identifies areas where development should be limited.  

These areas include forestland with Prime 1, 2, or 3 soils, potential aquifer protection areas, 

and potential ridge protection areas with slopes greater than twenty-five percent (25%).  

These areas were identified with input from the Natural Resource and Open Space 

Subcommittee and Master Planning Committee. 
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CHAPTER 

2  

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

The Town of Erving provides many services for residents, businesses, and property owners, 

including the distribution of clean drinking water, the disposal and treatment of wastewater, 

solid and hazardous waste disposal, educational services in the way of local schools, fire and 

safety protection, highway maintenance, and recreational services.  Erving residents pay for a 

portion of these services through their property taxes.  Water is the only service that people 

pay for directly.  

This chapter addresses four major community services: public drinking water supplies, waste 

disposal of solid and hazardous waste, wastewater treatment, and recreational facilities and 

services.  Each of these services is described in its own section, which includes goals and 

objectives, current conditions, and issues for the service.   

Public Water Supplies 

The Town of Erving through the Erving Water Department provides drinking water to 

residents and businesses in Ervingside.  Farley and Erving Center, as well as the outlying 

areas of Town, are served by individual wells.  At this time, the public water supply in 

Ervingside significantly exceeds current demand.  However, other communities in Franklin 

County are experiencing shortages in their drinking water supplies, or are concerned about 

the impacts of future growth on their limited supplies.  It is important that Town officials 

consider ways to maintain the quality and quantity of the community’s drinking water.   

This section includes a goal and objectives for the Town’s water supplies, a description of the 

community water supply in Ervingside - including its source, storage, distribution, treatment, 

protection, and fee structure - and a discussion of water supply issues.   

Goal: To safeguard both the quality and quantity of public and private drinking water 

supplies. 

Objectives: 

 Plan for the future by identifying potential water supply problems and their solutions, 

and by developing contingency plans for emergency water supplies, including the 

development of alternative community drinking water supply sources. 

 Establish a growth boundary for the water mains that is consistent with the areas 

where future, ecologically sustainable development is being encouraged. 
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 Manage the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Approved Zone II and 

Zone III Wellhead Recharge Areas by implementing appropriate land use regulations 

and land protection measures to protect groundwater supplies and resources. 

 Support leak detection and repair programs as needed and remove remaining 

underground storage tanks that are over 20 years old. 

 Encourage the adoption of best management practices in all Town departments, 

especially for the use of road salt by State and Town highway departments. 

 Identify the general locations of private wells to prevent contamination from road 

salt, herbicides, and other contaminants by limiting applications near those locations. 

 Support the Board of Health's strict adherence to Title 5 requirements and encourage 

the use of alternative septic systems in situations where enhanced wastewater 

treatment is needed to protect ground water supplies. 

The Public Drinking Water Supply 

Erving residents get their drinking water from private wells and a public water supply.  As 

was described in the Natural Resources and Open Space Chapter, public water supplies are 

classified as either community or non-community sources.  Community sources supply water 

to a public distribution system like the Erving Water Department.  A non-community source 

is one that serves twenty-five (25) or more persons, such as a school, factory, campsite, or 

restaurant, and is not part of a public distribution system.  One example could be a well for a 

company like Erving Paper.  Both community and non-community public water sources in 

Erving are shown on the Community Facilities and Services Map. 

This discussion of the public drinking water supplies will focus on the Erving Water 

Department’s water source (Erving Well #1), the water distribution system, the well’s 

delineated recharge area, the usage fee structure, and the current water demand.  It will also 

introduce issues that relate to conserving both the quality and quantity of the community’s 

drinking water source.  

The Drinking Water Supply Source and Storage 

The Erving Water Department was established in 1992, when it became an entity separate 

from the Millers Falls Fire District.  The Erving Water Department is responsible for 

maintenance and care not only of the drinking water source, but of the storage and 

distribution system as well.  The Town of Erving Water Department is a community public 

water supplier and uses a well field in Ervingside.   

The community drinking water supply source is Erving Well #1, which was installed along 

the Millers River in 1983.  Located off of Public Works Boulevard on the south side of Route 

2, it is approximately 0.5 miles from the confluence of the Millers and the Connecticut 

Rivers.  The well field is a single, twelve-inch (12"), gravel-packed production well installed 

to a depth of fifty-two feet (52') below grade.  The Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection (DEP) has not established an approved pumping rate, because the 
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average withdrawal rate is less than one hundred thousand (100,000) gallons per day.  The 

safe yield is equivalent to two hundred and sixty gallons per minute (260 gpm) or three 

hundred and seventy-four thousand, four hundred gallons per day (374,400 gpd).  The Water 

Department currently pumps the well at an average rate of sixty thousand gallons per day 

(60,000 gpd), equivalent to about forty-two gallons per minute (42 gpm) (see Table 2-1). 

A six hundred thousand (600,000) gallon steel storage tank, used for pressure and storage, is 

located above ground on the highest point in the distribution system.  The tank is located 

north of and east of Route 2, approximately one-half (0.5) mile from the center of the 

distribution system.   

Drinking water supplies are measured in terms of the safe yield and the registered withdrawal 

rate, though the latter is only used when a community water supplier withdraws, on an annual 

average basis, at least one hundred thousand gallons per day (100,000 gpd).  The safe yield is 

equal to the amount of water that can be withdrawn from a well every day of the year without 

impeding the natural and minimum stream flow needed to sustain the local watershed's 

hydrological and ecological integrity. 

The Massachusetts DEP, Bureau of Resource Protection’s Drinking Water Program, requires 

Community Public Water Systems to submit a Public Water Supply Annual Statistical 

Report.  In 1999, the Erving Water Department reported water consumption for each month 

of the year.  The average annual daily use was just over sixty-one thousand gallons per day 

(61,256).  During the month of July, the average daily use climbed to over ninety-one 

thousand gallons per day (91,650).  The maximum daily consumption reported was on July 

25 (275,920 gallons per day).  Based on these figures and the size of Erving’s water system, 

Ervingside has an ample water supply for the foreseeable future. 

Distribution and Treatment 

The distribution system has two lines that run from Well #1.  A thirty (30) horsepower 

turbine pump in the well house pumps water down a twelve inch (12”) line to a storage tank 

on the distribution system, and then down Forest Street to Paper Mill Road.  An eight-inch 

(8”) line runs southwest down River Road to a twelve-inch (12”) line on Route 63.  In 1994, 

a new twelve-inch (12”) line was installed from Route 63 to the end of Strachen Street 

replacing approximately seven thousand feet (7000’) of an eight-inch (8”) line.  Also, in 

1994, the dead end at the Erving Elementary School was eliminated and the River Street line 

and Warner Street line were tied together.  In 1995, a twelve-inch (12”) line was installed 

replacing the eight-inch (8”) line on Prospect Street, and connecting the twelve-inch (12”) 

line of Forest Street to the line on Moore Street. 

An emergency water plan was submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection (DEP) on Dec. 17, 1993.  Erving presently has two interconnections with the 

Turners Falls Fire District for emergency short-term backup in the event of an inadequate 

water supply from the storage tank. 

The water supply’s treatment system primarily involves the injection of sodium hydroxide 

into the water system to correct the low pH problem.  A chemical feed pump and a 30-gallon 
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day tank for the treatment system are located at the well house.  The system is activated when 

the well pump starts. 

Table 2-1: Data for the Public Water Supply in Ervingside, as of 01/04/2000 

Public Water Supply Name Ervingside Water Department 

Service Type Public Distribution 

Summer Population 545 

Winter Population 545 

Source Status Active 

Safe Yield 374,400 gpd 

Average Daily Withdrawal 60,000 gpd 

# Service Connections 249 

Storage Capacity 600,000 gallons 

System Pumping Capacity 300 gallons per minute 

Emergency Response Plan Yes 
Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, 2000. 

Fee Structure 

Erving presently collects revenues from three sources: metered water charges, water on/off 

service charges, and connection fees.  The price per gallon for water is determined by the 

Water Department budget and the total amount of annual water usage.  The current charge is 

$4.50 per thousand (1,000) gallons of water plus a $25 annual service charge.  In addition, 

Erving has received over one million dollars ($1,000,000) in grant and loan funds in the past 

three years for infrastructure replacement.  Erving sets aside two thousand dollars ($2,000) a 

year for major repairs and emergencies. 

Conservation Actions to Sustain Drinking Water Quality and Quantity  

The Erving Water Department has taken specific steps towards conserving the quality of 

drinking water pumped from Well #1.  Delineating the Conceptual Zone II recharge area is 

required before land uses can be properly assessed to determine whether they could 

contribute to the contamination of the groundwater, the aquifer, or the well (see the Natural 

Resources and Open Space Chapter, pages 1-15 and 1-16, for a description of the Zone I, 

Zone II, and Zone III recharge areas for Erving Well #1).  Water testing and bylaw adoption 

are other ways in which the Town is working to protect the quality and quantity of its water 

supply.   

DEP Approved Conceptual Zone II Delineation for Well #1  
 

The engineering firm, Tighe & Bond, prepared a study, Source Water Assessment Program, 

Conceptual Zone II Delineation for Erving Well #1, in July of 1999 as was described in the 

Natural Resources and Open Space Chapter (see page 1-16).  The delineated Zone II 

recharge area for Erving's Well #1 occupies an estimated 0.7 square miles in Erving between 

Poplar Mountain and East Mineral Hill (please see the Water Resources and Wildlife 

Habitats Map in Chapter 1 where the boundary of the recharge area is identified).  The area 

is currently zoned for commercial and residential uses.  Routes 63 and 2 and the railroad 

tracks are located within the Zone II recharge area as well. This aquifer's Zone III is east of 
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the recharge area for Well #1 in the till and bedrock along the northwestern slope of Poplar 

Mountain.  

Tighe & Bond prepared a study, Source Water Assessment Program, Conceptual Zone II 

Delineation for Erving Well #1, Erving, MA, in July of 1999.  Its conceptual Zone II 

delineation used modeling techniques that analyzed historic pumping tests and hydrological 

and geological surveys.  This methodology was used instead of using a full capacity pumping 

test during an extended dry period based on the notion that the aquifer boundary would most 

likely exist between the low yielding bedrock till areas and the water bearing unconsolidated 

materials. 

Proposed Groundwater Protection District Bylaw 
 

The proposed Groundwater Protection District bylaw would, if adopted, provide use, density, 

impervious cover, and groundwater recharge regulations for the purpose of protecting the 

aquifer from contamination.  The boundaries of the proposed Groundwater Protection 

District are the same as for the delineated Zone II recharge area for Erving Well #1(see the 

Water Resources and Wildlife Habitats Map).  The proposed bylaw applies standards and 

language similar to many other watershed and aquifer protection bylaws adopted by 

communities in Massachusetts. 

Water Quality Testing 
 

Water quality testing for Erving’s Well #1 between 1995 and 1998 indicated that sodium was 

the only substance that exceeded Massachusetts Drinking Water Standards Guidelines for 

Chemicals in Massachusetts Drinking Waters.  In April 1997, April 1998, and May 1998, 

levels of sodium were found to be thirty-nine (39) milligrams per liter (mg/l), seventy (70) 

mg/l, and sixty-four (64) mg/l respectively.  The Office of Research Standards and 

Guidelines criterion for sodium is below twenty (20) mg/l.  The 1999 Tighe & Bond study 

notes that the source of the sodium could be the Town's addition of sodium hydroxide to the 

well to buffer the low pH levels in the water.  However, according to Town officials, a more 

likely source is the long-term use of road salt on nearby Route 2.   

Water Bylaw 
 

On August 16, 1999, the Town voted unanimously to adopt a water use restriction ordinance.  

The ordinance allows the Town, through its Board of Water Commissioners, to declare a 

State of Water Supply Conservation upon a determination by a majority vote of the Board 

that a water shortage exists.  The declaration will include one or more of the following 

restrictions: 

 Odd/Even Day Watering: Outdoor watering by residents with odd numbered 

addresses is restricted to odd numbered days.  Watering by residents with even 

numbered addresses is restricted to even numbered days.  

 Outdoor Watering Ban: Outdoor watering is prohibited. 

 Outdoor Water Hours: Permitted only during hours of low demand. 

 Filling Swimming Pools: Filling swimming pools is prohibited. 

 Automatic Sprinkler Use: Automatic sprinkler use is prohibited. 
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Public Drinking Water Issues 

Current vs. Potential Future Demand 

Ervingside’s Well #1 has a daily safe yield of nearly three hundred and seventy-five thousand 

(374,400) gallons per day; this is more than five times the current average daily use of about 

sixty thousand (60,000) gallons.  The safe yield is equal to the amount of water that can be 

withdrawn from a drinking water source consistently on a daily basis without impeding the 

natural and minimum stream flow needed to sustain the watershed’s hydrological and 

ecological integrity.  The last figure, the registered withdrawal rate, is determined by 

considering factors such as the safe yield, population growth projections, and historic 

consumption levels.  The amount that the State allows the Town to withdraw from its water 

source is its registered withdrawal. 

The Department of Housing and Community Development’s Growth Handbook states that a 

figure of seventy-five (75) gallons per person per day is a reasonable multiplier for planning 

purposes.  Given this factor, it is reasonable to expect a total population of eight hundred 

(800) residents would be using the sixty thousand (60,000) gallons per day demanded.  

However, records show that only five hundred and forty-five (545) people use the water from 

this source.  The difference may in part be due to commercial and industrial water uses.  How 

does this supply surplus compare to population projections for Erving?   

As mentioned in the Economic Development Chapter, demographics are useful for 

forecasting the type and amount of municipal services that will be required by residents.  

According to the latest estimates made by the Massachusetts Institute of Social and 

Economic Research (MISER), there were one thousand, four hundred and seventy-six 

(1,476) residents in Erving in mid-1997.  This represents an almost eight percent (7.6%) 

increase since 1990, or one hundred and four (104) new residents in seven years.  This makes 

Erving the tenth fastest growing community among the twenty-six towns of Franklin County.  

MISER estimates that Erving’s growth rate will increase to more than fourteen percent 

(14.76%) between 1990 and 2010.   

Clearly, if Ervingside’s Well #1 is serving only residential uses, the current drinking water 

supply appears to be ample to meet future demand.  However, certain commercial and 

industrial uses can be very water intensive.  Manufacturing industries that use water in their 

processing can consume a great share of any projected surplus.  For example, in Deerfield, 

daily water withdrawals averaged about eight hundred thousand (800,000) gallons per day in 

1999.  Nearly half of this amount was demand from a local pickle factory.   

Ervingside’s Well #1 is Erving’s only community drinking water supply.  Outside of an 

emergency hookup with Montague’s water supply, there are no emergency wells located in 

Town.  It is vital that Erving continue to adopt practices that sustain both the quantity and the 

quality of the drinking water within this aquifer. 
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Aquifer, Recharge Area, and the Potential for Contamination 

Ervingside’s Well #1 pumps water from an aquifer with a high degree of transmissivity.  This 

means that the aquifer contains a tremendous amount of water, which a well can pull from a 

great distance away.  It also implies that a contaminant spilled several miles away from the 

well can still potentially impact the well’s water quality. 

Erving’s Well #1 is a productive well with access to a good and steady supply of drinking 

water located underground in layers of saturated sand and bedrock called an aquifer.  Some 

of the site’s geological characteristics also add to the aquifer’s vulnerability to 

contamination.  According to the DEP, Well #1 is located one-half (0.5) mile southeast of the 

confluence of the Millers and the Connecticut Rivers and is screened to a depth of thirty-nine 

to fifty-four (39-54) feet below grade in an unconfined aquifer consisting of outwash sand 

and gravel deposits within a bedrock trough oriented in a northeast-southwest direction.  The 

saturated thickness of this trough is approximately one hundred and fifty (150) feet.  The 

transmissivity of the aquifer was estimated in 1988 to be approximately eighty-nine thousand 

(89,000) gallons per day per foot.  While the transmissivity is representative of materials in 

the subsurface favorable for productive wells, it also indicates a degree of vulnerability with 

respect to the ease with which contaminants can be transported through the portion of the 

earth’s surface above the permanent groundwater level, the groundwater itself, and from 

spills at ground surface level (DEP, 1996).  This means that if there were a spill of hazardous 

materials within the recharge area, some of that material could be pulled into the well.  

However, because the aquifer contains such a large quantity of water, it is likely that the 

hazardous materials would be diluted to safe levels (Rick Larsen, DEP, 2001).  This may not 

be true if the spill were to occur close to the well site. 

The land immediately surrounding the well and representing the Zone I wellhead protection 

area (0.1 acres) is not completely owned by the Town of Erving.  The Town also does not 

control land to the southeast of the pumping station, which DEP suggests is very important 

for protecting the well from contamination.  Fortunately, the three private residences located 

southeast of the pumping station are on municipal sewer.  Because the Zone I ownership of 

the well does not comply with State regulation 310 CMR 22.21 (3) (b), which requires public 

ownership of the land within a four hundred foot (400 ft) radius of the public water supply 

well, the DEP may require compliance with this regulation before any modification or 

expansion to the supply and distribution system is made. 

In 1999, the Erving Water Department participated in the DEP’s Source Water Assessment 

Program (SWAP), which produced a conceptual Zone II delineation of the recharge area for 

Well #1 (see the Water Resources and Wildlife Habitats Map in Chapter 1).  The recharge 

area is equal to the portion of the watershed that would contribute sub-surface water to Well 

#1 during a drought lasting one hundred and eighty (180) days.  Therefore, the above ground 

land uses within the recharge area could potentially affect the quality of the community 

drinking water supply.  The Erving Water Department and many residents recognize the 

importance of the recharge area, and delineating it was the first step towards reducing 

potential water quality threats within the recharge area. 
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The Department also received a wellhead protection grant, which provides funding for the 

installation of two additional monitoring wells and the development of a database for a 

groundwater monitoring program, a wellhead protection program, and an updated emergency 

response plan.  The Water Department is also encouraging the Town to adopt a Water Supply 

Protection Overlay District bylaw, which could regulate land uses that store and use 

hazardous materials in quantities that could be considered dangerous to the water supply.  

Other communities in Franklin County have adopted water supply overlay districts that 

provide additional limitations and safeguards that decrease the density of homes and septic 

fields as well as limit the amount or percentage of impervious surfaces on any developed lot.  

Minimizing impervious surfaces reduces water runoff during a storm event and helps to 

protect the natural water infiltration processes that support aquifer water supplies.  All of 

these plans and programs will help to make sure that the Town is doing all it can to protect its 

community public water supply. 

Water Line Boundary and New Development 

There is only one zoning district in Erving: Village and Rural.  The current zoning bylaw 

allows new commercial and industrial development in any area that extends, abuts, or is 

separated from an existing, non-residential, non-agricultural principal use only by a public 

way.  If that condition fails to apply, a lot serviced by public water and/or sewer and having 

direct access to Routes 2, 2A, or 63 also qualifies for commercial or industrial development.  

This approach to zoning allows for creeping development along the municipal infrastructure.  

The zoning bylaw also allows residential development with access to either water or sewer, 

to occur on lots of at least twenty thousand (20,000) square feet in area and having as little as 

ninety (90) feet of frontage on a public way.   

The effect of this portion of the bylaw is a concentration of development where infrastructure 

is already located, which in itself is desirable.  It makes sense to try to control sprawl by 

encouraging higher housing densities in areas that already exhibit the look and feel of 

traditional village centers, where the distances between houses is small.  Erving has this 

higher housing density in each of its three village centers: Ervingside, Farley, and Erving 

Center.  Although Ervingside is the only village with public water, all three have public 

sewer.  

However, Erving’s current zoning can also result in sprawling commercial, industrial, and 

high-density residential development.  One way of controlling sprawl is to establish 

boundaries to water and sewer expansion.  The boundaries could coincide with the 

boundaries of village districts.  In addition, Erving residents may want to identify specific 

commercial and industrial districts instead of having future development creep along the 

municipal infrastructure.  This idea is discussed in more detail in the Land Use and Zoning 

Chapter of the Master Plan. 
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Water Supply Recommendations 

 Test the water in and around Erving’s Well #1 to determine the source of the sodium 

contamination. 

 Explore potential community drinking water supplies in the village centers. 

 Limit the expansion of water lines to areas suitable for supporting higher density 

development, such as village centers. 

 Purchase land within the Zone I recharge area immediately surrounding Well #1 to 

help protect the Town’s drinking water supply from contamination. 

Solid and Hazardous Waste Disposal 

All towns in Massachusetts are faced with similar challenges concerning the disposal of 

municipal solid waste.  Massachusetts is a densely populated state where landfill space is 

limited.  When landfills in the region become full, communities must seek other locations 

and methods for disposing of the waste that is generated by its residents and institutions.  

Communities have dealt with these challenges in part by identifying the most cost-effective 

sites for disposal and by organizing to purchase stable long-term trucking and disposal 

contracts.  Other methods for reducing solid waste disposal costs include increasing the 

participation and efficiency of a town’s composting and recycling program.  For example, 

many communities have adopted “pay as you throw” fee programs that encourage people to 

recycle by making them pay for every bag of trash they put out for pickup.   

This section presents information about the methods used to dispose of solid and hazardous 

waste in Erving.  The amount of solid and hazardous waste generated, the methods of 

collection and disposal, costs, and important issues and concerns are described.  The current 

conditions, concerns, and future uses of Erving’s landfills are also discussed.   

Goals: 

 To manage solid waste using an integrated management system that includes waste 

reduction, recycling, composting, and appropriate disposal techniques.  

 To collect and dispose of hazardous waste in an environmentally sound manner. 

Objectives: 

 Consider establishing priorities for the handling of solid waste.  The first priority 

should be to reduce the amount of waste as much as possible.  The second priority 

should be to recycle or compost waste that cannot be avoided, and the third priority to 

treat waste that cannot be recycled or composted.  Lastly, wastes that cannot be 

recycled, composted, burned or treated in some other manner should be landfilled. 
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 Decrease the volume of municipal solid waste from incinerator and landfill facilities 

by maximizing participation in recycling and composting programs through public 

education or by providing incentives to recycle like variable rate disposal fees. 

 Continue and expand the regular hazardous waste collection. 

 Continue to require commercial and industrial businesses that use, store, generate, or 

transport hazardous materials or wastes to prepare and maintain an emergency 

response plan that identifies potential environmental and health risks and 

recommends ways to reduce those risks.  These plans are provided to local officials 

responsible for emergency response coordination. 

Solid Waste 

The Town of Erving provides solid waste disposal for all residents and institutions.  The 

types of waste disposed of include non-recyclable solid waste (trash), recyclable items, bulky 

items, hazardous wastes, appliances, tires, and motor oil.  Each kind of waste is disposed of 

using different methods and programs.  For example, the Town accepts appliances, tires and 

motor oil year-round at the Wastewater Treatment Plant and Highway Department facility for 

a fee.  Hazardous wastes are disposed of through a service provided by the Franklin County 

Solid Waste Management District (FCSWMD).  The Town handles bulky items once a year 

in the “Anything Goes” Program.  Recycled items and trash are picked up each week.  The 

trash is trucked to Northampton.  Although there are three solid waste landfills and one 

compost area in Erving, only the compost area is currently used for disposal of municipal 

solid waste. 

Because the Town of Erving does not have an active landfill for municipal use, it must pay to 

have residents’ trash removed to a disposal site outside-of-town.  Erving currently pays 

Duseau Trucking forty thousand dollars ($40,000) per year for curbside pickup of trash and 

recycling.  In addition, Erving pays a fee of up to seventy-five dollars ($75) per ton for 

Duseau to transport the waste and dispose of it at an area landfill.  Duseau transports roughly 

six (6) tons of waste from Erving weekly.  The upcoming closure of the Amherst landfill, 

where Erving’s trash used to go, and the increasingly limited available space in other area 

landfills has led to higher trash hauling costs than in the past, and is likely to lead to even 

larger hauling expenditures over the next few years.  At the end of each year, the Springfield 

Materials Recycling Facility (MRF) refunds the Town for the value of the recycled waste.  

This refund is given to the FCSWMD, and the Town is given a credit towards the purchase of 

services from the District.  

The Franklin County Solid Waste Management District (FCSWMD) was formed a decade 

ago as a waste planning and contracting consortium of twenty-one Franklin County towns.  

The District is working to locate a long-term trash disposal site outside the region, as no 

Franklin County town has expressed an interest in siting a landfill within its boundaries.  In 

addition, there are regional plans for the transfer of non-recyclables using larger compactors 

or transfer trailers to carry more tonnage, which will mean cost containment for towns in the 

FCSWMD.   
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The two services that Erving receives from the FCSWMD include securing the Town’s bid 

for handling sludge hauling from its Millers Falls Wastewater Treatment Facility (Publicly-

Owned Treatment Works (POTW) #1) and providing hazardous waste disposal two times per 

year.  The amount of money the Town pays the FCSWMD for the latter service is based on 

the number of households that drop off hazardous wastes. 

If we review what the Town pays for trash services, it would include forty thousand dollars 

($40,000) a year for trash and recycling pickup, twenty-three thousand and four hundred 

dollars ($23,400) for hauling and disposing the trash (six (6) tons per week multiplied by 

fifty-two (52) weeks multiplied by seventy-five dollars ($75) per ton), and fifteen thousand 

dollars ($15,000) per year for the bulky items disposal day, called “Anything Goes.”  That is 

equal to a yearly total cost of seventy-eight thousand, four hundred dollars ($78,400), not 

including the costs of the hazardous waste service and the refund check generated by 

recycling. 

Recycling and Composting 

Recycling helps the Town of Erving minimize its refuse disposal costs by reducing the 

amount of trash that needs to be trucked to Northampton.  According to Robert Miner, 

Erving Highway Superintendent, in the year 2000, the Town had a recycling rate of forty-

eight percent (48%).  The recycling rate is equal to the amount of waste that is diverted out of 

trash cans and into recycling bins and the compost pile.  The 2000 recycling rate is up from 

1999’s rate of forty-five percent (45%).  These rates are slightly higher than the overall 

Franklin County rates for 1999 and 2000, which were forty-one percent (41%) and forty 

percent (40%), respectively.  The statewide average for recycling in 1999 was thirty-four 

percent (34%).  Although Erving is doing very well at reducing its non-recyclable waste 

stream, further reductions may be possible.  The towns with the five best recycling rates for 

2000 in Franklin County were Deerfield (64%), Whately (62%), Bernardston (59%), Colrain 

(56%) and Leverett (56%). 

Table 2-2: Five Best Recycling Rates in Franklin County, 2000 

Town 2000 Recycling Rate 

Deerfield 64% 

Whately 62% 

Bernardston 59% 

Colrain 56% 

Leverett 56% 
Source: Department of Environmental Protection, 2001. 

One way that Erving minimizes its dependence on landfills is by taking advantage of regional 

incentives for recycling.  One service it provides to residents is the collection of recyclable 

bulky items including appliances.  The expansion of markets for these waste materials 

continues to make such programs viable alternatives to landfilling.  In addition, as waste 

disposal costs escalate and regional landfills continue to close, more recycling is likely.  A 

new regional recycling contract with the Springfield Materials Recycling Facility has been 

negotiated to provide a realistic payment schedule for recyclable materials through the year 

2005. 
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Further, composting is a safe, efficient and relatively inexpensive way to convert food and 

yard wastes into a usable product.  Town and home composting programs, combined with 

public education, may expand resident participation levels.  In our region’s smaller towns, 

yard waste has never been a significant part of the waste stream; however, the larger towns 

maintain yard waste piles.  On-site food composting for schools, hospitals, institutions, and 

large businesses has been successfully initiated in other parts of the country and could further 

reduce Erving’s waste stream.  For example, composting may be an important way that the 

Erving Elementary School could contribute to reducing the Town’s total food and yard 

waste.  

Erving Solid Waste Disposal Sites  

According to the Massachusetts DEP, there are four solid waste disposal sites in Erving, 

including one for compost (see the Community Facilities and Services Map for their 

locations).  These sites each differ in their level of current activity, in the way they were, or 

were not, capped, and in their length of use (see Table 2-3).  

Table 2-3: Municipal Solid Waste Disposal Sites in Erving 

 

Site Name 

 

Location 

Area 

in 

Acres 

Lined/ 

Unlined 

Capped 

Y/N 

Active/ 

Inactive 

 

Dates of Use 

Zilinski Landfill Off Zilinski Road +2 Unlined N Inactive 1976-1977 

Maple Avenue Landfill At end of Maple 

Avenue 

3 Unlined N Inactive ?-1981 

Erving Landfill Off Route 2 10.5 Unlined N Active 1977-Present 

Erving Compost Site Public Works 

Boulevard 

0.25 Unlined N Active ?-Present 

Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, 1998. 

The first three sites in Table 2-3 are landfills, only one of which, the Erving Landfill, is still 

active.  The Erving Landfill is currently used by Erving Paper Mill.  The last site in the table 

is an active compost site managed by the Town Highway Department on land abutting the 

Millers Falls Wastewater Treatment Plant (POTW #1).  The purpose for including a 

discussion of landfills in this Master Plan is so that residents and Town officials can better 

assess the sites’ options for future use.  In the Natural Resources and Open Spaces Chapter of 

the Master Plan, two of the sites in Table 2-3 were identified as having potential access to the 

Millers River.   

Many landfills throughout New England have closed in the last ten years.  There are several 

minor reasons for landfill closure, including lack of space, environmental concerns, and the 

will of local community groups.  However, the major reason is Subtitle D of the Federal 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, which mandates the closure of unlined landfills. 

Since 1989, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection has conducted 

environmental assessments of operating town landfills, which is the first step in closure.  

After landfill operations cease, capping of the site takes three to four months and is 

conducted when the weather is most conducive to earthmoving functions, usually July 

through October.  The procurement of funding to cap landfills presents a challenge to towns 
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as costs average $45,000 to $100,000 per acre for capping.  In addition, regulations require 

that groundwater testing and monitoring must be maintained for up to thirty years at 

neighboring sites, adding to closure costs.  The various components involved in landfill 

closure are: 

 Excavation and removal of refuse 

 Impervious cover layer 

 Drainage layer, loaming, and seeding 

 Site preparation 

 Gas vents 

 Rip-rap 

 

The closure of local, unlined, potentially polluting landfills has generated a need for 

regionally integrated waste management systems.  Between 1994 and 1999, the landfills of 

eleven (11) towns in Franklin County were scheduled for closure and capping.  Bernardston's 

landfill was scheduled to close in July 1999.  The Zilinski and Maple Avenue landfills have 

been closed for over fifteen (15) years though they have still not been capped properly.  The 

following section describes the Erving Paper and Maple Avenue landfills.  The Town should 

request that the DEP make the capping of the Maple Avenue landfill a priority.  Little has 

been recorded about the Zilinski landfill and the Town’s composting area.    

Erving Paper Landfill 

 

In the late 1970s, when the section of Route 2 near the current landfill was being rerouted, 

MassHighway used the site’s rock and gravel as fill.  At the end of the highway construction 

project, the state had a large gravel pit.  At the same time, Erving Paper Mill had constructed 

wastewater treatment facilities instead of disposing of its sludge directly into the river, as 

required by the Federal Clean Water Act.  Prior to using the gravel pit, the mill was using the 

Zilinski landfill, exclusively for sludge.  The Town of Erving came to the State and got 

permission for Erving Paper to use the gravel pit as a sludge dump (Larry Hanson, DEP Solid 

Waste Management Division, 2001). 

The Erving Paper Company started to bring filter cake sludge to the landfill in 1977.  The 

land is owned by the Town of Erving and managed by Erving Paper Mill.  According to the 

Erving Landfill Comprehensive Site Assessment Report, ERSECO, a subsidiary of the Erving 

Paper Mill, currently operates this ten-acre landfill on a fifty-acre site to dispose of waste 

generated by the Erving Wastewater Treatment Plant, also operated by ERSECO.  The 

landfill is referred to as the Phase I/Phase II landfill and contains only filter cake bio-solids 

(sludge) from the Treatment Plant.  The wastewater treated at the Erving Plant is composed 

of approximately ninety-eight percent (98%) process wastewater from Erving Paper Mill and 

two percent (2 %) domestic wastewater (EDER Associates Environmental Scientists and 

Engineers, 1998). 

The sludge dump is being decommissioned in three phases.  Phase I is the capping of a 

portion of the landfill and is completed (Robert Miner, former Highway Superintendent, 

2001).  Phase II relates to a different portion of the existing landfill area.  Phase III was a 

proposed expansion for the landfill.  The Phase III area was used to stockpile paper sludge 
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for use in the production of bio-soil, which has been used by Montague, Colrain, Athol, and a 

New Hampshire landfill as capping material.  The whole landfill was supposed to be closed 

and capped by December 15, 2001, but was still open as of February 2002.  According to the 

DEP Solid Waste Management Division, the Erving Landfill is one of the few remaining 

unlined landfills that still needs to be capped (Larry Hanson, DEP Solid Waste Management 

Division, 2001). 

Old Maple Avenue Landfill 

 

In the spring of 2000, a review of DEP files showed that although the Maple Avenue landfill 

was capped around 1981, the cap was never formally accepted by the DEP, and no 

engineering plan was ever submitted or approved for the capping.  The last official 

correspondence from the DEP to the Town concerning the capping of the landfill was dated 

February 2, 1981.  This correspondence indicated that the Erving Paper Mill sludge could not 

be used for capping of the landfill, and that the landfill had to be covered with two feet (2’) 

of soil, eighteen inches (18”) of which had to be impervious, and six inches (6”) of which 

had to support vegetation, by April 1, 1981.  Between February 1981, and 1996, six (6) State 

inspections of the landfill occurred.  During that time period, the landfill was capped and four 

(4) water quality monitoring wells were established.  During the later inspections of the site, 

the cap was found to be failing in several sections where trash was visible.  In addition, 

leachate was visible along the bank above the Millers River during a 1999 field survey. 

The short-term recommendations of DEP’s 1999 field survey and report included: 

 The Town should remove the catch basin cleanings piled in the landfill and make sure 

they do not place them there again.  A cable or gate should be placed to limit access 

to the dirt road leading from the park into the dump. 

 The small sinkhole area should be probed with a bar to see if it is bigger, and it 

should be filled with soil, loamed, and seeded. 

 Other areas with exposed trash should be loamed and seeded to limit any potential 

direct-contact exposure in that area. 

 The DEP should determine if there are any sampling logs from the monitoring wells 

and meet with the Town to discuss them. 
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The long-term recommendations of the 1999 report included: 

 The DEP should make some kind of determination, formal or otherwise, as to 

whether the continued usage of the landfill site for a park may pose any significant 

problems. 

 The DEP should decide if any sampling of groundwater monitoring wells, of nearby 

up-gradient residential wells, or of the Millers River, is needed. 

 The DEP should decide if any additional capping work is needed. 

(Larry Hanson, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Solid Waste Management, 2001) 

Hazardous Waste  

While source reduction of solid waste remains a high priority, Erving must also address the 

use and disposal of hazardous materials.  Appropriate hazardous waste management is 

critical to ensure the protection of the environment and of public health.  If hazardous wastes 

are improperly disposed of down drains and or through the incineration process, even if they 

are in small quantities, they may contaminate the air, the soil, and potentially the Town’s 

drinking water supplies.  Cost-effective management of hazardous wastes begins with 

education aimed at minimizing the use of hazardous materials.  Environmentally safe 

disposal methods include paint swaps, and organized collections of paints, pesticides, 

solvents, and other hazardous wastes.  Since 1992, the Franklin County Solid Waste 

Management District (FCSWMD) has sponsored an annual collection of household 

hazardous waste.  The collected toxic substances are safely burned using specialized 

incinerators.  In 1998, the FCSWMD developed four regional “super depot” sites in 

Bernardston, Colrain, Conway, and Orange for permanent, year-round collection of special 

wastes (also called universal wastes) that require restricted collection and handling.  These 

include fluorescent bulbs, oil-based paint, antifreeze, waste oil, oil filters, and rechargeable 

and button batteries.  While the household hazardous waste collection program gathered 

fourteen (14) tons of toxic materials in 1997, many more tons are still uncollected and could 

potentially pollute the groundwater and atmosphere if not handled and disposed of properly. 

Solid Waste Issues 

Increasing Participation in Recycling and Composting Programs 

Erving officials should continue to work to reduce the amount of trash in the waste stream by 

increasing participation in recycling and composting programs.  In the past several years, 

Erving has gone from a fifty-four percent (54%) recycling rate to forty-eight percent (48%).  

The Town of Erving has at least two options for increasing participation in recycling: (1) 

“pay as you throw” fee structures for trash with free recycling pick-up; and (2) educational 

efforts on composting and recycling at the Erving Elementary School.  Composting of food 

and yard scraps at any institutional building can be a useful demonstration tool for showing 

the simplicity and usefulness of composting and recycling.  Also, many towns in the County 

charge residents by the bag for trash.  However, Erving residents pay for trash through their 

property taxes.  This is a less effective approach to encouraging recycling in comparison to 
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direct payments.  When people have to pay the real or full cost of trash pickup and hauling, 

they are more likely choose to minimize the amount of trash that they create. 

Current and Future Uses for the Closed Landfills  

Maple Avenue Landfill 
 

Both the Zilinski and Maple Avenue landfills are considered two of the older generation 

dumps that began in the 1950s and were closed in the 1970s.  The Maple Avenue landfill has 

never been completely capped (based on current DEP standards).  However, it is considered 

by DEP to be of a low threat, and the treatment thus far has been to monitor the site and wait 

for potential problems.  The State’s policy to pursue the capping of these older generation 

landfills has been delayed until the closure of landfills with higher potential risks has been 

addressed first.  The choices for appropriate capping of the Maple Avenue landfill run from 

inexpensive capping with two feet of soil, as was done in the 1970s, to the modern capping 

method, which can cost up to one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) an acre.  Until a 

capping method is chosen, the emphasis should be on ensuring that the site is well 

maintained and that any exposed trash or visible leachate is dealt with, and on encouraging 

the DEP to assess the potential risks associated with using the site for a children’s park. 

In 1984, the Route 2 Environmental Coalition, a group with Michael Iodine, Arleen 

O’Donnell and Alexandra Dawson on its executive committee, informed the State of its 

concern that any relocation of the Maple Avenue landfill could potentially expose the Millers 

River to contaminants buried there over the years.  The Coalition was responding to the 

potential relocation of the landfill as part of Route 2 reconstruction.  According to the 

Coalition, the Maple Avenue landfill was used for more than two decades by the following 

manufacturers: Erving Paper Company, Millers Falls Paper Company, Millers Falls Tool 

Company, Meyers Heel Company, and the Brunzene Corporation.  In January of 2001, Mr. 

Larry Hanson of the DEP Solid Waste Management Division agreed with the concerns 

expressed by the Coalition in 1984.  Even with these concerns, the Maple Avenue landfill is 

still considered to be of a low threat compared to others like the Erving Landfill, which was 

viewed by the State to be a “potential threat.” 

The Erving Paper Landfill 
 

According to an evaluation by EDER Associates in 1998, “The [Erving] landfill does not 

pose a significant risk to human health or the environment based on the assessment findings.” 

Despite this assessment, it might be prudent for the Town of Erving to follow up on the 

maintenance and future use of this landfill because the assessments so far have been based on 

criteria that compare levels of risks.  Also, the measured concentrations of potential 

contaminants (i.e. iron and manganese) downstream of seeps on the slopes of the landfill are 

likely to be diminished from the initial concentrations due to the very powerful dilution 

capabilities of the Millers River.  In addition, arsenic and barium, both of which are found 

naturally in soils, were also measured in a surface water sample at the groundwater discharge 

point (the seep) down slope of the landfill at concentrations above Massachusetts’s secondary 

maximum contaminant levels.  However, these concentration levels were not considered a 

significant problem because the seep is not used as a drinking water supply and because it 
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was not conceivable that a well would be constructed between the landfill and the river.  Are 

these contaminants a potential threat in the immediate proximity of the seep, to wildlife or to 

people hiking nearby?  Erving officials can seek the answers to this and other related 

questions from the DEP Solid Waste Management Division in Springfield, Massachusetts. 

Waste Disposal Recommendations 

 Promote the fact that local businesses can recycle for free in Erving. 

 With the assistance of the local Board of Health and the Regional Health Agent, 

investigate whether the use of the Maple Avenue landfill as a park could pose any 

significant issues. 

 With the assistance of the local Board of Health and the Regional Health Agent, 

encourage the proper disposal of hazardous wastes that are currently stored in Erving 

households. 

 Provide educational programs for youth on recycling and composting at the Erving 

Elementary School by applying these cost saving approaches to the school’s waste 

stream as an ongoing demonstration project. 

 Develop a reward system that provides services, materials, and technical assistance to 

local residents to adopt new methods for reducing trash. 

Wastewater Treatment 

There are three areas in Erving that are served by public sewer.  Erving Center enjoys 

wastewater treatment via the Erving Paper Company and its subsidiary, ERSECO, which 

manages Publicly-Owned Treatment Works (POTW) #2.  Farley Center has a small public 

sewer system (POTW #3) designed to handle waste from a set number of residences.  The 

Millers Falls Wastewater Treatment Plant (POTW #1) located off of River Road serves 

Ervingside.   

Public sewer and its expansion have the potential both to limit and to encourage 

development.  The ability to expand a sewer collection system is dependent on the current 

capacity and usage of the wastewater treatment facility, the quality of the existing collection 

system, and the amount of available land surrounding the existing treatment facility.  Any 

expansion of the collection system may contribute to development pressures on lands that 

were previously without sewer service.   

This section includes an assessment of the current level of operations within each of the 

wastewater treatment facilities in Erving based on design capacity and their National 

Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits.  In addition, the section discusses 

the issue of excess capacity and the potential for sewer line expansion.   
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Goal:  To provide environmentally sound wastewater treatment while supporting existing 

development patterns. 

Objectives: 

 Consider establishing sewer extension limits consistent with Master Plan analysis and 

recommendations.   

 Consider neighborhood/shared treatment systems rather than sewer extensions for 

new and existing development in Erving. 

Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

There are three wastewater treatment facilities in Erving: POTW #1 (Ervingside), POTW #3 

(Farley Village), and POTW #2 (Erving Center).  Currently, Chuck Neveu is the Chief 

Operator for POTW #1 and #3, and Ben Thompson of ERSECO, a subsidiary of Erving 

Paper Company, runs the facility in Erving Center.  Each facility serves a unique population 

and disposes of its waste quite differently.  Erving’s wastewater treatment facilities are 

shown on the Community Facilities and Services Map. 

POTW #1 is located off River Road in Ervingside.  It is an extended aeration system.  The 

wastewater inflow arrives at the wastewater treatment plant carrying waste solids and enters 

aeration tanks where bacteria in the water break down the solids into sludge.  Then the 

wastewater flows into a circular clarifier where the sludge settles.  The sludge is pumped to a 

gravity thickener.  Normally, as the sludge settles in the final clarifier, the clear water flows 

over the top, gets disinfected with chlorine gas, and is then discharged into the Millers River.   

POTW #2 in Erving Center has a similar system except that there is only one aeration tank, 

and two primary and two secondary clarifiers.  The water is treated with chlorine gas before 

it is diverted to the Millers River.  The sludge is hauled to the Erving landfill off Route 2.   

POTW #3 in Farley is similar to a large septic tank for a limited number of residents.  In this 

system, the influent passes through five large settling tanks.  The sludge, which settles at the 

bottom of these tanks, is pumped out once a year and transported to POTW #1 where it is run 

through that system.  The water is pumped from the top of the settling tanks to sand beds, 

after which a chlorine treatment is applied and the water then discharged to the Millers River.   

Table 2-4: Statistics for Wastewater Treatment Facilities in Erving 

Facility Name and 

Location 

Facility 

Type 

Number 

Persons 

Served 

Design 

Capacity 

(MGD) 

Average 

Monthly 

Flow 

% of 

Design 

Capacity 

Remaining 

Sludge 

Treatment 

or Disposal 

Effluent 

Disposal 

Location 

POTW #1 

(Ervingside) 

Extended 

Aeration 

1,500 1.02 Mgpd 160,000 gpd 84% Waste 

Stream 

Millers River 

POTW #2 (Erving 

Center) 

Extended 

Aeration 

n/a 3.15 Mgpd 1.97 Mgpd 37% Erving 

Landfill 

Millers River 

POTW #3 (Farley 

Village) 

Septic 

Tank 

50 10,000 gpd 5,000 gpd 50% Sludge goes 

to POTW #1 

Millers River 

Mgpd = Millions of Gallons per Day; gpd = Gallons per Day; POTW = Publicly-Owned Treatment Works. 
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Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. 

Table 2-4 summarizes statistics for the three wastewater treatment plants in Erving.  

Wastewater treatment plants are required by the DEP to initiate plans for expansion when the 

rate at which wastewater comes into the system, called the influent loading rate, reaches 

eighty percent (80%) of the facility's design capacity for ninety (90) days.  All of the Erving 

facilities are running well below their design capacity.  Only when a wastewater treatment 

facility’s percentage of remaining design capacity reaches twenty percent (20%), are 

expansion plans necessary.  The Erving Center facility, with thirty-seven percent (37%) of 

design capacity remaining, is the plant most likely to require expansion in the near future. 

Table 2-5: Comparison between National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) Permit Limitations and Actual Rates for BOD and TSS in 1999 

Wastewater Treatment 

Facility 

NPDES 

BOD 

Average 

Limit 

Actual 

BOD 

Average 

NPDES 

TSS 

Average 

Limit 

Actual 

TSS 

Average 

POTW#1 (Ervingside) 30 mg/l 12.11 mg/l 30 mg/l 12.77 mg/l 

POTW#2 (Erving 

Center) 

3,400 lbs 443 lbs 2,350 lbs 348 lbs 

POTW#3 (Farley 

Village) 

30 mg/l 5.54 mg/l 30 mg/l 3.57 mg/l 

BOD = Biological Oxygen Demand; TSS = Total Suspended Solid; mg/l = milligrams per liter. 

Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, 2000. 

Biological oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS) are two design criteria 

that describe wastewater, both the quality of the water coming into the system, and the water 

being discharged to the rivers.  Biological oxygen demand (BOD) is a measure of the amount 

of oxygen consumed by the wastewater in a given period, typically five (5) days.  Total 

suspended solids (TSS) measures the number of particles in the water.  The United States 

Environmental Protection Agency and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection regulate the levels of these parameters for the water discharged from wastewater 

treatment plants.  Each plant has a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit that quantifies the allowable levels of BOD and TSS in the discharged 

wastewater.   

The NPDES permit limits for BOD and TSS are the same for POTW #1 and #3, thirty 

milligrams per liter (30 mg/l), while at POTW #2 in Erving Center, the limits are in pounds 

(see Table 2-5).  The BOD and TSS averages for all three facilities are significantly below 

their permit limits.  This shows that on the average, these facilities are providing 

environmentally sound wastewater treatment and operating in compliance with their permits. 

Wastewater Issues 

Excess Capacity and Potential for Sewer Line Expansion  

It is clear from Tables 2-4 and 2-5 that all three of the wastewater treatment plants are 

operating within their design capacities and NPDES permits.  Unlike other communities that 

have wastewater treatment facilities that are in need of expansion, Erving appears to have 
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excess capacity.  In the year 2000, POTW #1 saw its sludge removal budget reduced from 

$250,000 to $24,000 with the departure of International Paper, which contributed 

approximately half of the plant’s inflow.  Because POTW #1 treats wastewater from both 

Millers Falls (Montague) and Ervingside in addition to International Paper, both towns have 

been saddled with the expense of running the plant.  If Montague were to seek more cost-

effective wastewater treatment for Millers Falls residents and no longer use POTW #1, 

Erving might need to consider reducing the level of operation of the plant further.  

Due to the excess capacity that exists at POTW #1, there is the potential to expand the plant’s 

collection system.  However, the question of expansion should be studied carefully, 

according to Robert Miner, retired Erving Highway Superintendent.  For example, in two 

engineering studies, the costs of expanding the POTW #1 collection system to the French 

King Restaurant were shown to be significant. 

Similarly, although POTW #3 in Farley also has some capacity to expand its collection 

system, it may be desirable to plan any new development as infill within the Farley village 

center, instead of expanding to include other areas such as Old State Road.  Infill expansion 

would seem prudent as it continues to concentrate development near existing infrastructure.  

In addition, an expansion of sewer lines for a limited number of residences may not be cost-

effective.  The number of new residences that could be connected to the sewer collection 

system depends on the available capacity of POTW #3.  As was discussed earlier, wastewater 

treatment plants are required by the DEP to initiate plans for expansion when the rate at 

which wastewater comes into the system, called the influent loading rate, reaches eighty 

percent (80%) of the facility's design capacity for ninety (90) days.   

Although Farley’s facility is now functioning at fifty percent (50%), the degree to which this 

system could expand is unknown.  POTW #1 estimates that approximately one hundred (100) 

gallons of wastewater is produced per person per day.  Assuming this same usage factor 

applies to the Farley facility, and based on POTW #3’s current flow of five thousand gallons 

per day (5,000 gpd), the Farley plant could receive just less than three thousand gallons of 

additional waterwater per day (2,999 gpd) before having to begin plans to expand its system.  

This is because if five thousand gallons per day (5,000 gpd) is fifty percent (50%) of POTW 

#3’s total capacity, then ten thousand gallons per day (10,000 gpd) must be the full capacity 

or one hundred percent (100%) of capacity.  Eight thousand gallons per day (8,000 gpd) 

would then be eighty percent (80%) of capacity, the point at which POTW #3 would need to 

begin planning for expansion of the system, which would increase costs.   

How many more households could the current system at POTW #3 handle without having to 

expand?  Using the POTW #1 factor (100 gallons/per person/day) and a factor of 2.76 

persons per household, which was calculated by dividing the total number of residents by the 

total number of households in 1990 (1990 U.S. Census), the number of additional households 

that could be served without having to initiate expansion plans for the facility would be equal 

to approximately 11 households: 
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2,999 gallons 

(2.76 persons per household) x (100 gallons per person) 

 

2,999 gallons 

276 gallons/household 

 

10.86 households 
 

It is important to carefully consider whether expansion of the sewer collection system is 

desirable as compared to encouraging infill development in the village centers.  A potential 

result of expanding the sewer line to Old State Road, the French King Restaurant, or north 

along Route 63, Mountain Street or North Street, could be an increase in the development 

value of all lands with access to these roads.  With sewer service, Title 5 septic system 

regulations would no longer be a consideration for builders, and only lands that are 

permanently protected as open space would be passed over for potential development 

projects.  Given the low property tax rate, the development of frontage lots and small 

subdivisions along existing roads would likely accelerate.  By not expanding the sewer lines 

in this manner, and by instead focusing new development closer to existing village centers, 

Erving would be encouraging the continuation of historical development patterns and 

discouraging creeping development of residential, commercial, and industrial uses. 

Wastewater Recommendations 

 Limit the expansion of the public sewer system to areas identified as suitable for 

growth, such as village centers. 

 Continue to assist in attracting new businesses to the vacant International Paper 

Company building site so that the current excess wastewater capacity in POTW #1 in 

Ervingside can be used to support economic development and the redevelopment of 

existing facilities. 

Recreational Resources  

Recreational resources are an important consideration in any Master Plan.  Often residents’ 

sense of community spirit comes from their interactions with neighbors during their leisure 

time.  The experience of community can be enhanced through activities, events, and 

programs that bring people together again and again throughout the year.  Diverse 

recreational opportunities serve a community in many ways. 

The physical environment of Erving provides many opportunities for outdoor recreation, both 

passive and active.  However, it is this same topography of hills and mountains that makes 

bicycling and walking around Town and between village centers difficult for the average 

Erving citizen, especially during the colder months.  Additionally, it appears that the majority 

of the Town’s current recreational programming is geared towards youth ages six to twelve.  

Over the next twenty years, Erving is likely to experience a growth of its active adult 

population, especially its seniors.  Therefore, it will be important for the Recreation 
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Commission to address the leisure needs of this group of citizens and to develop adult-

oriented activities. 

The following section of the Community Facilities and Services chapter includes the 

recreation goals and objectives, inventories of Erving's recreational facilities and programs, 

recreational issues, and recommendations for enhancing the Town’s existing recreational 

opportunities and resources. 

Goals:  

 To assess the Town of Erving’s recreation facilities and make suggestions for the 

provision of additional recreational programs and facilities for its residents. 

 To improve existing recreational resources and plan for future recreational needs of 

all Erving residents. 

Objectives: 

 Develop new multi-use recreational trails, and expand existing trails, that connect 

Erving’s open space, natural, historic, and cultural resources to its residential areas. 

 Identify and develop new opportunities to provide public access to the Millers River. 

 Provide for new recreational facilities in Erving, including parks, playgrounds, and an 

indoor community center. 

 Identify facility improvement needs at Erving’s playgrounds and ball fields.  

 Address safety, maintenance, and operations issues for all recreational sites. 

 Develop and implement an Open Space Program so that residents and landowners 

may donate land for the community's enjoyment and long-term stewardship. 

 Address accessibility issues at playgrounds and parks for physically challenged 

residents. 

 Address the issue of the Recreation Commission’s budget, and the Commission’s role 

in the maintenance and development of Town-owned recreation facilities. 

Recreational Facilities   

Town-owned fields are regularly used for Erving youth recreational programs.  Table 2-6 

identifies the main recreational activities, ownership, size, extent of resources, and issues and 

opportunities for each area and facility.  Map # refers to the facility locator ID on the 

Community Facilities and Services Map presented at the end of this chapter.  
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Table 2-6: Recreational Resources and Facilities in Erving 

Map 

# 

Name of 

Area or 

Facility 

Main 

Recreational 

Value or Use 

Owner of 

Land/ 

Manager 

Size 

of 

Area 

Extent of Resources Issues/ 

Opportunities 

1 Facilities at 

Erving 

Elementary 

School 

Soccer fields, 

hiking, 

general play, 

and 

basketball 

Town of 

Erving/ Erving 

School 

Committee 

15 

acres 

Parking for 50 cars, 

large wooded area 

behind school, soccer 

fields, picnic tables, 

basketball court, and an 

ample variety of play 

structures. 

Large wooded area 

behind school would 

be suitable for trails 

for recreation and 

educational 

purposes. 

2 Veteran’s 

Memorial 

Park 

Baseball, 

tennis, ice 

skating and 

general play 

Town of 

Erving/ 

Select Board  

13.7 

acres 

2 tennis courts, 1 

basketball court, 2 

baseball diamonds, 

picnic area, outdoor ice 

skating rink, and 

playground equipment. 

Children’s 

playground is too 

close to Route 63 

and would benefit 

from a move to the 

rear of the property. 

2A Scout House Scout 

meetings and 

summer park 

program 

Town of 

Erving/ 

Select Board 

n/a Red and white barn 

structure with few 

windows, restroom not 

compliant with the 

Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Town should 

determine if this 

structure is worth 

further investment. 

If so, renovations to 

modernize the 

heating and 

restroom facilities 

could benefit 

multiple user groups 

in Town. 

3 Moore 

Park 

General 

Playground 

Town of 

Erving/ 

Select Board 

0.04 

acres 

Limited play equipment 

(slide, swing set, spring 

horse, truck tires). 

Pleasant level lot in 

Ervingside located 

among older 

attractive homes.  

Potential for use as a 

village common. 
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Recreation Resources and Facilities in Erving (con’t)    

Map 

# 

Name of 

Area or 

Facility 

Main 

Recreational 

Value or Use 

Owner of 

Land/ 

Manager 

Size 

of 

Area 

Extent of Resources Issues/ 

Opportunities 

4 Erving 

Senior 

Center 

Recreational 

activities and 

meals for the 

elderly of 

Erving 

Town of 

Erving/ 

Select Board 

1.25 

acres 

Parking area for 20+ 

cars, 2.5-story building 

is an old elementary 

school, with a small 

kitchen, and is 

handicapped accessible. 

Building is shared 

with the offices of 

the Erving School 

Department. 

5 French King 

Bowling and 

Entertain-

ment Center 

Bowling, 

billiards, and 

arcade 

Private n/a Route 2 frontage with 

parking, bowling, 

billiard tables, arcade, 

small café and ice 

cream service. 

Currently, it is one 

of the few places in 

Town for Erving 

youth and teens to 

congregate. 

6 Farley Park, 

on top of the 

old Maple 

Avenue 

landfill 

Basketball, 

volleyball, 

and general 

play  

Town of 

Erving/ 

Select Board 

0.5 

acre 

play-

area, 

18.14 

acres 

total 

1 basketball court, 

volleyball poles (no 

net), playground, and 

large wooden play truck 

with slide. 

This park abuts, and 

could provide access 

to, the Millers 

River. The area 

lacks signage.  

Needs to be 

assessed by the DEP 

to determine if it 

should continue to 

be used as a 

children’s park 

given its former use 

as a landfill. 

7 Church 

Street Park 

General 

playground 

Town of 

Erving/ 

Select Board 

0.35 

acres 

Fenced-in playground 

with wooden play fort, 

slides, 2 swing sets, and 

jungle gym. 

There is a wooded 

hill behind this park, 

which could be 

utilized for 

recreation. 

8 Ziliniski 

Memorial 

Field  

 

Baseball, 

soccer, 

tennis, 

basketball, 

and general 

play 

Town of 

Erving/ 

Select Board 

9.10 

acres 

2 tennis courts, 1 

basketball court, 2 

baseball diamonds, 

picnic area, playground 

equipment, and 

restrooms. 

Could be developed 

as a multi-use 

recreation area and 

serve as a site for 

community events. 

9 Erving State 

Forest, 

Laurel Lake 

Recreation 

Area 

Picnicking, 

fishing, 

mountain 

biking, 

camping, 

swimming 

and boating 

State 

Department of 

Environmental 

Management 

4,479 

acres 

Fresh water swimming 

beach, seasonal 

camping facilities, 

mountain bike trails, 

picnic areas, hiking and 

cross-country skiing 

trails. 

Park is a favorite 

among mountain 

biking enthusiasts.  

A network of bike 

trails could be 

developed to 

provide additional 

routes. 
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Recreation Resources and Facilities in Erving (con’t)    

Map 

# 

Name of 

Area or 

Facility 

Main 

Recreational 

Value or Use 

Owner of 

Land/ 

Manager 

Size 

of 

Area 

Extent of Resources Issues/ 

Opportunities 

10 Erving State 

Forest, 

Hermit’s 

Cave 

Hiking  State 

Department of 

Environmental 

Management 

n/a Five-mile stretch of the 

Metacomet & 

Monadnock (M&M) 

Trail. 

The Erving 

Improvement 

Committee has 

placed signage for 

the trailhead on 

Route 2 and on 

Mountain Road. 

However, the trail’s 

path itself could be 

better marked. 

11 Metacomet & 

Monadnock 

Hiking Trail 

Hiking Appalachian 

Mountain Club 

n/a Marked hiking trails. Interstate trail 

linking Connecticut 

and New 

Hampshire. 

12 Northfield 

Mountain 

Recreational 

Area 

Hiking, 

nature 

observation, 

picnicking, 

and cross-

country 

skiing 

Northeast 

Utilities 

2,300 

acres 

Hiking and nature trails, 

interpretive tours, 

cross-country ski trails 

and rentals. 

No fee to use this 

area, except for 

cross-country 

skiing. 

Source: Erving Recreation Commission members, 2000. 

Recreational Programs 

Recreational programming in Erving is under the auspices of its voluntary elected five-

member Recreation Commission.  The commission organizes sporting leagues each season 

(see Table 2-7), community social activities, and the popular summer park program.   

Table 2-7: Recreational Programs in Erving 

Program Group Served Facility Used 

Baseball and Softball Youths grades K-6
th

 Zilinski Memorial Field 

Baseball Adults Veteran’s Memorial Park 

Basketball  Youths age 8-12 Erving Elementary School 

Martial arts Youths grades K-6
th

 Erving Elementary School 

Soccer Youths grades K-6
th

 Erving Elementary Fields 

Swimming Lessons Youths grades K-6
th

 Laurel Lake Erving State Park 

Summer Park Program  Youths grades K-6
th

 Veteran’s Memorial Park 

Tennis Youths and Adults Veteran’s Memorial Park 
Source: Erving Recreation Commission, 2000. 

Summer Park Program 

The Summer Park Program is popular with the Town’s youth.  Last summer there were over 

eighty (80) participants.  This four to six week full day arts and crafts summer park program 
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is held at the Veteran’s Memorial Field.  The chair of the Recreation Commission would like 

to see a fifty percent (50%) increase to the current programming budget of twelve thousand 

($12,000) to improve the summer park program.  Currently this is a “pay-to-participate” 

program, although not all people are able to pay the minimal fee.  Some type of scholarship 

program for lower income children, who want to participate in this valuable program, would 

be a worthwhile expenditure for the Town to consider.  

Partnership with Police Department 

Funding from the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) program through the Erving 

Police Department augments the Town’s recreational programs with the provision of martial 

arts and other activities.  In 2001, the Police Department provided winter swimming lessons 

at Northfield Mount Hermon School, and this year, it is offering lifeguard certification at 

Deerfield Academy. 

Community Events 

Each year the Recreation Commission hosts the Fall Festival at the Veteran’s Memorial 

Field, a Halloween costume party for youth at the Erving Center Fire Station, and weather 

permitting, an Easter Egg Hunt at the Veteran’s Memorial Field.  Also, when funding is 

available, the Commission and the Police Department co-sponsor a Bike Rodeo to teach 

bicycle safety and to distribute bicycle helmets to area children.   

The development of a central Town common in Erving could provide a vital gathering spot 

for the Town-wide events.  Moore Park in Ervingside has been proposed as a potential site 

for a Town common.   

Recreational Resource Issues 

Playgrounds and Ball Fields 

Excluding the facilities at the Erving Elementary School, the Town’s ball fields, 

playgrounds, and recreational facilities are under the care and control of the Recreation 

Commission.  In addition to recreational programming, the Recreation Commission performs 

all routine maintenance and capital improvements for the recreational facilities.  The 

Commission’s operating budget is $22,000 per year, which limits the annual level of 

maintenance and improvements. 

The close proximity of the playground at the Veteran’s Memorial Field to the traffic on 

Route 63 is a concern of some Commission members.  There was a suggestion from one 

Commission member to relocate the play structures to the opposite end of the park.  

However, there currently exists a field at that location that is used in the summer for softball. 

The playground at the Erving Elementary School is under the control of the School 

Committee.  The Town’s Capital Improvement Plan has allocated $100,000 for the 

construction of a new playground at the same location as the current playground in FY 2002. 
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Gymnasium Space 

The winter basketball and martial arts programs are held in the gymnasium at the Erving 

Elementary School on a space and time availability basis.  The upcoming $6.5 million dollar 

addition to the elementary school will require the Recreation Commission to seek alternative 

space for these activities during the construction period. 

Scout House 

Members of the Recreation Commission have highlighted the Scout House adjacent to the 

Veteran’s Memorial Field as a potentially important recreational resource for Town groups 

and residents.  However, according to Recreation Commission members, this Town-owned 

facility is in a state of disrepair.  Although a full physical assessment of the structure has not 

yet been performed, it has already been noted that the floor is in need of repair, the heating 

system does not function correctly, there is no phone, and the small restroom does not 

comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.  If renovated, this structure 

could serve as a much needed recreation center for both youths and adults, especially during 

inclement weather. 

Trails and Paths 

The majority of Erving’s recreational trails exist along its mountainous northern border.  The 

Metacomet and Monadnock (M&M) Trail links Connecticut and New Hampshire, crossing 

north-south through Erving from the Millers River in Farley, to Mountain Road, to 

Northfield.  Along the M&M Trail, there are opportunities for hiking in the Erving State 

Forest at Hermit Mountain.  Located within the State Forest is the historic “Hermit’s Cave” 

named after Jon Smith.  Also, a popular recreation area is the trail from Mountain Road to 

the “Erving Castle.”  Recently, the Erving Improvement Council posted new informative 

signage at the trailhead.  

The rehabilitation of the East Mineral Bridge, which connects Montague with River Road in 

Ervingside, will provide the Franklin County Bikeway with access to the Millers and 

Connecticut Rivers and to Northfield without requiring bicyclists to travel along Route 2.  A 

former vehicle bridge, the East Mineral Bridge is being redesigned by MassHighway as a 

bicycle and pedestrian bridge.  The bridge redesign plans are nearly complete, and the 

reconstruction of the bridge is listed as a project in the current regional Transportation 

Improvement Program. 

There has long been interest among Erving Town officials and residents to find a way to 

connect the different village centers to each other by way of a pedestrian and bicycle path.  

The most logical location for such a path would be between the river and Route 2.  However, 

the topography, and in some areas, the width of available land, would impede the creation of 

a trail through this section of Erving.  One alternative would be to connect the bridge on Arch 

Street in Erving Center to the bridge in Farley by using an existing public way on the 

Wendell side of the Millers River.  In addition, it may be possible to identify, develop, and 

maintain a trail that connects Farley to Millers Falls, travels through Montague and Wendell, 

and then links back to Ervingside.  It will be very important to include the Wendell Open 
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Space Planning Committee early in any planning process that consider the use of the Millers 

River riparian area as a potential pedestrian or bicycle travel corridor. 

Access to Rivers 

Currently, public access to the Millers and Connecticut Rivers is limited to the East Mineral 

Bridge at River Road and the State Highway rest area along Route 2 in Erving.  There is a 

potential opportunity to improve public access to the Millers River, as the Town owns 

twenty-three (23) acres of land between River Road and the river in the western end of town 

near the Millers Falls Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The Town could place these parcels (4-

1-1, 4-1-1a, 4-3-1) under the authority of the Erving Conservation Commission and create a 

multi-use greenway along the riverbank in Ervingside.  In addition, there may be other sites 

that the Recreation Commission and the Planning Board could consider as potential access 

points to the Millers River, including the Farley Park and the property at the end of River 

Street in Ervingside. 

All-Age Programming 

Another priority for the Recreation Commission should be to develop a menu of recreational 

programming for all age groups in Town.  Most of the programs currently offered are for 

youth in kindergarten through sixth grade.  There is a need for increased teen programming.  

The Recreation Commission should seek additional funding to create a teen center, a skate 

park, and other desired teen-oriented facilities; renovating the Scout House in Ervingside 

could potentially provide a site for a teen center, and possibly serve other residents and 

groups as well.  Additionally, interviewed residents have expressed interest in the creation of 

a Town fitness center.  If located in Ervingside or Erving Center, a fitness center could help 

support the currently unmet exercise and recreation needs of Erving’s adult population, 

including its elderly. 
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Recreational Resource Recommendations 

 The Erving Recreation Commission should work closely with the Wendell 

Conservation Commission to explore the feasibility of developing a recreation trail 

along the Millers River in Wendell to connect Erving village centers.  Ultimately this 

project could involve acquiring recreational easements from landowners along the 

Millers River for the purpose of building and maintaining a multi-use (bicycling, 

walking, cross-country skiing, jogging) recreation trail that would connect the 

villages of Farley and Ervingside, as well as link to the new Franklin County 

Bikeway at the East Mineral Road Bridge and River Road.  This trail would be one 

way to encourage the use and appreciation of open space along this scenic waterway.  

Landowners along the Millers River include the State Department of Environmental 

Management and private landowners, including the Boston and Maine Railroad.  

Acquisition of recreational easements on these properties could provide additional 

community linkages within the trail corridor. 

 The Recreation Commission should work with land conservation organizations to 

help Erving create an active open space program.  Inviting people to learn about, 

enjoy, and become stewards of the Town's natural areas is an excellent way to build a 

constituency for open space protection. 

 Consider increasing funding for the management of all parks and playgrounds 

including finding additional sources such as grants from private foundations. 

 Consider increasing funding for the expansion of recreational programming. 

 Explore the development of a teen center. 

 Identify areas for Town acquisition of land for future parks and playgrounds. 
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CHAPTER 

3  

HOUSING 

Affordable, secure housing is important for communities.  After paying for housing costs, 

residents need adequate remaining income to cover other basic expenditures including food, 

utilities, health care, and transportation.  It is essential for communities to offer a diverse 

housing stock that provides affordable housing options for all, especially those with low or 

moderate incomes and those with fixed incomes such as the elderly.  

Erving currently has a fairly diverse set of housing options for families, from apartments and 

condominiums to single-family homes, and is doing well in maintaining affordable options 

for its residents.  However, some individuals, in particular older residents, are often unable to 

locate affordable housing in Erving and must move to neighboring towns.  This situation may 

worsen in the future since the recent trend in new home construction in Erving is principally 

single-family homes, for which housing costs tend to be higher than for apartments. 

Important housing issues to consider are the control of residential development to protect 

natural resources, compliance with the State's Title 5 septic system requirements, the 

importance of providing affordable housing that meets the needs of Erving residents, and the 

requirement of achieving State goals for low and moderate-income housing.  This chapter 

includes an assessment of the current housing stock and housing issues that will need to be 

addressed in the near future.   

Housing is considered “affordable” when households spend no more than thirty percent 

(30%) of their gross income on housing costs.  The sectors of the population that are often in 

greatest need of affordable housing are elders living on fixed incomes and young families 

buying their first homes. 

Since 1969, Massachusetts has directed that every town should offer ten percent of its 

housing stock for low and moderate-income households.  The number of units that count 

towards this 10% includes only units that receive subsidies from State or Federal housing 

assistance programs.  Other housing units that are affordable based on the “30% of gross 

income” criteria are excluded from the affordable housing count.  Communities which do not 

meet the 10% criteria of the State may receive proposals from developers for projects that 

override local zoning with respect to factors such as density, under the Chapter 40B 

Comprehensive Permit process, and may have little ability to stop these projects from going 

forward.  Communities are well advised to take a pro-active approach to increasing their 

supply of affordable housing to the 10% level in order to maintain control over the type of 

housing development that may occur in their towns. 

Population projections indicate the Town will continue to grow and that the demand for 

housing will increase in the coming decades.  Given recent trends in housing construction, it 

is expected that new single-family homes will be developed by the private sector.  However, 
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affordable housing for the elderly will also be needed given the population forecasts and the 

anticipated growth in the number of seniors. This chapter discusses the population 

projections and estimates the number of housing units that are expected to be needed over the 

next two decades.  Potential locations for directing the Town’s expected new residential 

development are discussed in the Land Use and Zoning chapter. 

The following housing goals and objectives are based on input from the Master Planning 

Committee and the Housing Subcommittee: 

Goals: 

 To encourage a mix of housing densities, ownership patterns, prices, and building 

types to serve diverse households consistent with the character of the community. 

 To assist homeowners with accessing financial assistance from Federal and State 

programs for Title 5 upgrades, and remediation of lead paint and asbestos hazards.  

 To provide decent, safe, affordable housing for rental or purchase that meets the 

needs of Erving residents. 

 To balance residential development with the provision of municipal services and the 

protection of natural resources.   

Objectives: 

 Preserve existing affordable housing stock and work with legislators to have the State 

expand its definition of “affordable” for its 10% affordable housing goal. 

 Encourage infill development in Erving Center and Ervingside to provide a mix of 

residential and commercial development.  

 Support State-sponsored programs that provide homeowners with financial assistance 

for State-mandated lead paint mitigation and Title 5 septic system upgrades. 

 Work with the Franklin County Housing and Redevelopment Authority and non-

profit agencies to help homeowners obtain access to financial assistance for self-help 

building funds, septic upgrades, and home improvement financing. 

 Pursue public grants and other sources of funding to enhance the financial feasibility 

of affordable housing development, both rental and owner occupied, for elders and 

young families. 

 Support grants for rehabilitation of vacant or underutilized buildings for residential 

use.  

 Consider different approaches to managing residential growth such as a phased 

growth bylaw, cluster zoning, directing residential development to identified 

appropriate locations, or increasing lot sizes in the Rural Residential District. 
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 Protect groundwater supplies for residential users with private water supplies. 

Assessment of Current Conditions 

Housing in Erving has traditionally consisted of compact single and two-family housing in 

the Erving, Ervingside, and Farley village centers, and single-family homes on larger 

frontage lots in the rural areas.  During the 1970s and 1980s, Erving experienced building 

expansion that added 179 units to the Erving housing base, almost one-third (30.7%) of the 

current housing stock.  Later, condominiums were added to the housing base near Lillian 

Way. By 1990, two-family and multi-family units accounted for 145 dwellings or twenty-five 

percent (24.9%) of the housing stock (see Table 3-1).  Town building permit records for the 

1990s indicate only 28 requests for new construction permits, all but two of them, for single-

family homes.   

Table 3-1: Types of Housing Structures in Erving, 1990 

Structure Type Units % of Total 

Single Unit 412 70.5% 

2-4 Units  113 19.4% 

5 or More Units   32 5.5% 

Other   27 4.6% 

Total 584 100.0% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990. 

According to the United States Census Bureau, Erving had a total of 584 housing units in 

1990 (see Table 3-2).  Of the total occupied housing units in Erving, 421 or seventy-two 

percent (72%) were owner occupied.  An additional 105 homes or eighteen percent (18%), 

were occupied rental units.  Of the fifty-eight vacant units, 15 were for sale, 10 were for rent, 

and 15 were for seasonal use.  The remaining 18 units were vacant for other reasons.  The 

fifty-eight vacant units represent a vacancy rate of 10%, which was slightly higher than the 

rate for the region as a whole.  A review of the Greenfield Recorder and local real estate 

publications during April through August 2000 suggests a much lower vacancy rate at the 

present time.  Only three single-family homes and one multi-family home were listed on 

realtor sales sheets in April.  By August, only two single-family homes were listed for sale 

and no apartment rentals were available.  This may indicate that the stronger economy and 

population growth has decreased the number of vacant units since the 1990 Census was 

conducted. 

Table 3-2: Housing Units in Erving and Franklin County, 1990 

 Erving  

Number of Units 

  % of Total Units Franklin County   % of Total Units 

Owner Occupied 421 72.1% 18,123 59.6% 

Renter Occupied 105   18.0%   9,517  31.3% 

Vacant Units  58    9.9%   2,754    9.1% 

Total Units 584 100% 30,394 100.0% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990. 

According to 1990 Census data, Erving has a favorable mix of housing types for a rural 

community.  Eighteen percent (18.0%) of the housing stock in 1990 was in rental units.  In 
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addition, almost twenty-five percent (24.9%) of the Town's dwellings were two-family or 

multi-family housing units.  However, according to data supplied by the Cooperative 

Building Inspection Program (see Table 3-3), while 26 new construction permits were 

granted for single-family homes between 1991 and 1999, only two were granted for multi-

family structures during the same time period.  This indicates a movement away from the 

diversity exhibited in the housing stock in 1990.  Data from the 2000 Census released during 

the next few years will provide better information about the present housing situation. 

Erving currently has a fairly diverse set of housing options for families, including 

apartments, condominiums, and single-family homes.  While the Town is presently 

maintaining affordable options for most of its citizens, some single individuals, particularly 

older residents, report that they are unable to find affordable apartments in Erving.  As a 

result, a number of seniors have relocated to communities such as Orange or Turners Falls.  

This situation may worsen in the future since the recent trend in new home construction in 

Erving is principally single-family homes, which are often less affordable than other housing 

types. 

Table 3-3: Residential Building Permits in Erving, 1990-1999 

 Single-Family Two-Family 

1990 1 0 

1991 0 0 

1992 2 0 

1993 4 0 

1994 4 0 

1995 5 0  

1996 4 0 

1997 0 0 

1998 0 0 

1999 6 2 

Total 26 2 
Source: Franklin County Cooperative Building Inspection Programs, 2000. 

Based on 1990 Census data, almost one-third (32.6%) of the Town’s residential units were 

built in the 1970s and 1980s (see Table 3-4) reflecting the rapid expansion of the Town’s 

population during that period.  Close to half (46.7%) of the Town's housing units were 

constructed prior to 1939, when lead paint was prevalent.  In fact, between 1960 and 1975, it 

is estimated that twenty percent (20%) of homes in the nation were still using lead-based 

paints.  The presence of lead paint poses a problem for families with small children, causing 

a lack of suitable housing.  Because the safe removal of lead is an expensive process, 

homeowners and landlords are often unable to make the necessary renovations without 

financial assistance. 
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Table 3-4: Age of Housing Structures in Erving, 1990 

Year Structure Built # of Housing Units % of Erving Total 

1989-March 1990 11  1.9% 

1980-1988 108 18.5% 

1970-1979 71 12.2 % 

1960-1969 42 7.2 % 

1950-1959 44 7.5 % 

1940-1949 35 6.0% 

1939 or earlier 273 46.7% 

Total 584 100.0% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990. 

Historic population figures and population projections for 1970 to 2010 are provided in Table 

3-5.  Although the population growth rate slowed from 5.2% between 1970 and 1980, to 

3.7% between 1980 and 1990, Erving still increased by 115 residents during the two time 

periods.  The Massachusetts Institute of Social and Economic Research (MISER) data 

projections anticipate that another 88 people will be added to the census rolls in Erving 

between 1990 and 2000.  These same projections expect an additional 110 residents between 

2000 and 2010.  These figures indicate that the Town’s growth rate is on the rise again and 

that Erving will need to manage its growth as the housing supply expands to meet future 

demands.  Erving’s affordable land and housing costs, and low property tax rates will support 

the projected growth.  While other towns experienced rising home and land costs during the 

last economic recovery, Erving’s residential prices remained among the most affordable in 

the Franklin County area.  Furthermore, the Town’s recently lowered property tax rates, 

brought about by the presence of Northeast Utilities’ Northfield Mountain Hydroelectric 

Project, are an incentive to prospective homebuyers. 

Table 3-5: Historic Population Figures and Projections for Erving 

and Franklin County, 1970-2010 

Year # of Persons in 

Erving 

% Change in 

Erving 

# of Persons in 

Franklin County 

% Change in 

Franklin County 

1970* 1,260  59,210  

1980* 1,326  5.2% 64,317 8.6% 

1990* 1,375  3.7% 70,092 9.0% 

2000** 1,463 6.4% 73,556 4.9% 

2010** 1,573 7.5%  79,106 7.5% 
*Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990. 

**Source: Massachusetts Institute of Social and Economic Research (MISER), 1999. 

To translate population growth into the need for housing, an average household size per 

housing unit can be used.  With the most recent occupied housing unit count, 526 units in 

1990, and a population size of 1,375 people, an average household size can be calculated of 

2.6 individuals per housing unit.  Using the MISER population projections and the average 

household size, an increase of 198 residents would translate into a need for 76 units more 

units by the year 2010.  However, building permit information through 1999 shows that so 

far only 26 single-family and 2 two-family new construction permits have been issued since 

1990, indicating a total addition to the housing stock of 30 units.  To accommodate the 

projected population increase through 2010, to 1,573 people, up to 46 new dwelling units 

would need to be constructed during the next decade.  
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The amount of acreage these housing units will need is examined in the Land Use and 

Zoning chapter.  Several subdivision plans have been filed recently, similar in size to the 

recently approved Poplar Mountain project north of Old State Road.  The Poplar Mountain 

development will provide 23 lots on 97 acres.  The large lot size per unit for this 

development (an average of 4.2 acres) may be necessary due to the presence of extensive 

ledge in the area.  At this time, only single-family homes are planned for the Poplar 

Mountain project, all in the $120,000 to $200,000 price range. 

It is important to understand which portions of the population will be growing over time in 

order to plan for future housing needs.  Table 3-6 reviews changes in Erving’s population 

distribution between 1990 and 1997.  The table shows a moderate drop in the 0-19 age group, 

a 15% increase in the 20-29 year old youngest worker group, and a drop in the 30-39 age 

group.  The data also indicate a 28% growth in the 40-49 year old “worker population”, a 

substantial 67% increase in the 50-59 year old “older worker group”, and finally a moderate 

7% increase in the number of retiring and elderly residents.  The dramatic increase in the 

older worker (50-59 year old) population indicates that more elderly housing will be needed 

in Erving over the next two decades.  The Town could take the initiative in planning and 

providing housing for seniors who desire to remain in Erving after their retirement, but will 

need smaller, more affordable homes to do so.  Taking a proactive approach to developing 

affordable, elderly housing would help Erving increase its number of housing units counting 

toward the State’s 10% affordable housing goal.  It would also allow the Town to do so in a 

way that is the most compatible with the Town’s character and goals, and that avoids the 

Town facing potential Chapter 40B overrides of local zoning if the 10% affordable housing 

level is not achieved. 

Table 3-6: Population Distribution, Erving and Franklin County, 1990 and 1997 

 Erving Erving 1990-1997 

% Change 

Franklin 

County 

Franklin 

County 

1990-1997 

% Change 

Age Group 1990 1997  1990 1997  

0-9 Years 168 153 -8.9% 10,206 8,884 -13.0% 

10-19 Years 211 181 -14.2% 8,832 9,841 +11.4% 

20-29 Years 170 196 +15.3% 9,911 8,843 -10.8% 

30-39 Years 236 209 -11.4% 12,838 10,590 -17.5% 

40-49 Years 197 252 +27.9% 9,842 13,060 +32.7% 

50-59 Years 115 192 +66.9% 5,396 7,709 +42.9% 

60+ Years 275 293 +6.5% 13,067 12,489 -4.4% 

Total 1,372 1,476 +7.6% 70,092 71,416 +1.9% 
Source: MISER, 1999. 
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Affordability 

Housing is considered "affordable" when households spend no more than thirty percent 

(30%) of their gross income on housing costs.  Households spending more than this amount 

on housing are considered "cost burdened."  For renters, housing costs include rent and 

utilities, such as heat, hot water, trash disposal, and electricity.  For homeowners, housing 

costs include mortgage principal and interest, property taxes, and property insurance.  

According to an analysis of 1990 Census data conducted by the Housing Assistance Council, 

Massachusetts has one of the highest percentages of cost burdened rural residents in the 

country.  In 1990, the State had the third highest rural median monthly rent at five hundred 

eighty-eight dollars ($588).  It also had the fourth highest rural median monthly homeowner 

costs at one thousand one hundred forty dollars ($1,140).  In 1990, the total percentage of 

cost-burdened rural households in the State was 28%. 

Erving’s 1990 Median Household Income (MHI) is listed as $30,469 (see Table 3-7).  Based 

on this data, in 1990, a median income household could afford a house costing up to $86,000, 

assuming an 8.5% fixed interest rate mortgage.  This housing cost limit was obtained using a 

worksheet from the Franklin County Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA).  The 

assumptions used for this calculation are that monthly housing payments include principal, 

interest, taxes, and insurance based on a 10% down payment; a 30 year term; fire and hazard 

insurance equal to 5/12% of the purchase price; a tax rate equal to 15 dollars per thousand of 

the purchase price; private mortgage insurance (PMI) equal to .00031250 of a point of the 

mortgage value; no homeowners fee; and a maximum 30% of gross income going towards 

monthly housing costs.  

Table 3-7: Erving Income and Housing Data, 1990 

Median Household Income (MHI)* $ 30,469 

95% MHI* $ 28,946 

80% MHI* $ 24,375 

Median House Value $ 94,200 

Median Gross Monthly Rent $ 453 

Notes: Owner-occupied units occupied by households with income of no more than 95% of the MHI for 

the Town are eligible for assistance under affordable housing programs.  Rental units occupied by 

households with income no greater than 80% of the MHI for the Town are eligible for assistance under 

affordable housing programs. 

Median House Value is based on how much homeowners said their properties were worth on the Census 

form.  Mohawk Property Management noted a rent range from $350 to $475 for one and two-bedroom 

apartments in Erving and $500 to $700 for houses.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990. 

The median value of a house was $94,200 in Erving according to the 1990 U.S. Census.  This 

indicates a gap of $8,200 between the median value of an Erving home ($94,200) and the 

amount that a median income household can afford to pay for housing ($86,000).  However, 

Banker & Tradesman figures state that the 1990 median sales price for a home was $92,000, 

indicating a smaller gap, of $6,000, between median housing costs and the calculated 

affordable housing cost limit.   
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The median value of owner occupied housing units increased dramatically between 1980 and 

1990, from $34,400 in 1980 to $94,200 in 1990.  However, prices since then have declined 

somewhat according to information provided by Banker and Tradesman on housing sales 

between 1988 and 1999 (See Table 3-8).  Because the national economy was in a recession 

during the early 1990s, median sales prices fell during this period.  The housing market in 

Erving has fluctuated in the last five years with a median range between $74,000 and 

$92,000.  The online Market Statistics Report for April 2000 of real estate sales in Erving 

noted the average selling price of four single-family homes in Erving was $109,750.  Two 

two-bedroom residences sold for an average price of $65,000 and two three-bedroom homes 

sold for an average price of $155,000.  This information indicates that Erving continues to 

offer a broad range of pricing for its housing, some of it very affordable. 

Table 3-8: Home Sales in Erving, 1988-1999 

Year Number % Change  

of 

Median Sale Price 

($) 

% Change 

1988 29  $99,900  

1989 33 -13.8% $93,000 -6.9% 

1990 17 -48.5% $92,000 -1.1% 

1991 5 -70.6% $88,000 -4.3% 

1992 21 320.0% $76,500 -13.1% 

1993 12 -42.9% $90,000 +17.6% 

1994 14  16.7% $72,900 -19.0% 

1995 20  42.9% $74,500 +2.2% 

1996 26  30.0% $75,000 +.7% 

1997 19 -26.9% $92,000 +22.7% 

1998 21  10.5% $74,000 -19.6% 

1999 33  57.1% $87,000 +17.6% 
Notes: Home Sales & Home Prices include data for all transactions between $25,000 and $1,000,000.  

Condominium sales and prices are included.  

Source: Banker and Tradesman, 2000. 

The median sale price of homes in 1999 was $87,000, which compares favorably to the 

amount of money an average household in Erving can afford to pay for a home: $86,000.  

Accordingly, it appears that Erving is currently doing well in maintaining affordable options 

for its residents.  However, this situation may change if new construction is solely limited to 

single-family homes on large lots.  This has been the recent trend in new home construction 

in Erving.  According to the online Market Statistics Report for real estate dated April 28, 

2000, the only two land sales had an average selling price of $33,750.  Seven other building 

lots were available for the average listing price of $23,085.  According to the developer, lot 

prices for the newly approved Poplar Mountain project are estimated to be in the $25,000 to 

$35,000 range with total sale prices for the single-family homes between $120,000 and 

$200,000.  The average price for land sales provides a rough estimation of the current price 

of a building lot.  The land cost, combined with the cost of a new home itself, may begin to 

drive up the median price of residential property in Erving.  Continuing to provide 

alternatives such as housing on smaller lots in appropriate, accessible locations will help to 

keep houses affordable.  Erving’s existing zoning bylaws should help maintain this 

affordability by allowing smaller lot sizes (a minimum of 20,000 square feet) where public 

water or sewer is available. 
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For rental properties in 1990, the median income household in Erving could afford to spend 

$762 for monthly rent and utilities and not be cost-burdened.  This compares favorably with 

the median gross monthly rent of $453 identified by the U.S. Census.  In 2000, Mohawk 

Property Management listed one and two-bedroom rental apartments in a range from $350 to 

$475 per month.   Single-family home rentals ranged from $500 to $700 per month.  These 

rental rates are still in line with what median income households in Erving can afford. 

A larger issue for the Town than housing affordability is housing availability.  Reviewing the 

advertisements for rental properties in the Greenfield Recorder for the months of May, June, 

and July 2000 revealed only one vacancy for any type of rental unit in Town.  During this 

time period, Mohawk Property Management noted that rental and sale properties are limited 

in Erving.  Johnson & Bassett Realtors reported that the online Market Statistics Report 

showed only three single-family homes and one multi-family home available for sale during 

April 2000.  The management at Weatherhead Apartments indicated that vacant rental units 

were scarce all summer, and that by August, they had developed a waiting list with over 

thirty names.  If vacant housing units remain rare in Town, the lack of availability will begin 

to drive prices upward and reduce housing affordability. 

Since 1969, Massachusetts has directed that every town should offer 10% of its housing 

stock for low and moderate-income households.  This State mandate allows a developer who 

will guarantee long term low and moderate-income affordable housing, to obtain a 

development permit for a housing project even if it conflicts with local zoning regulations.  A 

town cannot deny the permit if its low and moderate-income housing stock is below the 10% 

level, though it can require reasonable changes.  The two units in Erving on record with the 

Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) that count 

towards the 10% standard are listed in Table 3-9.  These two residences are affordable 

owner-occupied homes developed through the HUD-funded Homeowner Rehab Program.   

Erving’s affordable housing percentage is small because of the State’s narrow definition of 

“affordable.”  For the purpose of determining whether a community has met the 10% 

standard, the State includes only housing developed with a State or Federal subsidy, and in 

which at least 25% of the units are reserved for households with incomes not exceeding 80% 

of the median.  The rent or price of the housing must also be restricted to affordable levels 

for a specified period of time, generally at least 15 years.  The two “affordable” units in 

Erving represent only 0.3% of the Town's housing stock.  If the 30 housing units approved in 

the 1990s are added to the 584 housing units listed in the 1990 Census for a housing unit total 

of 614, Erving currently still needs a total of 59 new affordable units to reach the 10% level. 

Erving does not have any public housing, that is, rental housing owned by a public housing 

authority and funded through the State or Federal governments.  Also, rental assistance 

programs indicate that no State-supported voucher program recipients or Federal Section 8 

recipients lived in Erving in 1997.  However, because the rent assistance programs often 

allow the subsidy to travel with an individual between communities, these numbers can 

fluctuate from year to year. 
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Table 3-9: Residential Units Receiving State or Federal Housing Assistance in Erving 

  Public Housing Units Rental Assistance 

Subsidized 

Housing 

Units* 

% 

Subsidized 

Conventional 

State 

Conventional 

Federal 

State(MRVP) Federal(Section 8) 

2 0.3% 0 0 0 0 

* Subsidized Housing Units are the number of housing units that count toward the municipality's 10% standard for low and 

moderate-income housing.  It includes both subsidized affordable units and market rate units in certain eligible subsidized 

developments, but does not reflect the presence of tenant-based subsidies (such as through the Section 8 program) or 

affordable rental apartments. 

Source: Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development, 1997. 

The Town could consider working with the Franklin County Regional Housing and 

Redevelopment Authority (HRA) to devise ways for State recognition of affordable units that 

are not State or Federally subsidized.  Erving can also choose to take a proactive stance in 

pursuing the development of housing that addresses identified, unmet housing needs.  

Additional housing for elderly residents of the community is clearly supported by population 

forecasts, and will likely be needed over the next two decades.  Small, affordable housing for 

Erving's aging population, designed in scale and style with the Town’s traditional 

architecture, would also qualify towards the State’s 10% affordable housing goal.  An 

example of a successful affordable housing project is Highland Village, developed jointly by 

the Shelburne Housing Authority and the HRA.  The complex, for the elderly, disabled, and 

handicapped, consists of 46 units and is nestled on 4.35 acres at the edge of Shelburne Falls 

village and gives preference to Shelburne residents when tenants are selected.  The recently 

completed elder housing development in Gill is another example.  Fourteen local senior 

citizens currently reside in the new affordable units there. 

Housing Issues 

Chapter 40B (Anti-Snob Zoning Act) 

Since 1969, Massachusetts Executive Order 215 (M.G.L. Chapter 40B) has directed that 

every town should offer 10% of its housing stock for low and moderate-income households.  

Towns that initiate a proactive stance regarding this policy have the opportunity to develop 

property with a scale and style of construction that fits their traditional town character.  

Erving currently needs 59 units to comply with this State directive.  

Elders and Young Families 

A diverse housing stock, covering a range of costs, sizes, and accommodations is necessary 

for Erving’s vitality and economic health.  The housing stock needs to accommodate any 

special needs of particular resident groups, such as the elderly and young families with 

children, and to offer quality residences at affordable prices.  The growing elderly 

population, especially older elders, may need smaller and more accessible homes, and it is 

essential that the town help develop or renovate housing to better accommodate them.  For 

younger families, larger-sized apartments and lead-free housing is necessary.  Affordable 

housing is also a key necessity for both groups, as they often have limited or fixed incomes.  
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Further, developing and providing housing for young and elderly residents with low or 

moderate incomes can help the town meet the State’s 10% affordable housing goal. 

Title 5 (State Law Governing On-Site Septic Systems) 

Revised Title 5 regulations were instituted in the spring of 1995.  Compliance with Title 5 

regulations is an important issue for some of the rural households in Erving that have on-site 

septic systems, particularly around Laurel Lake.  When real estate is transferred, homes must 

have septic systems that meet current standards.  Homeowners living in areas of seasonal 

high groundwater are finding that the repair of a failed system can be a significant expense.  

Many repairs require mounded or alternative systems in order to meet Title 5 requirements 

for separation from groundwater.  

The repair costs for mounded systems typically range from $10,000 to $25,000.  The State 

Department of Environmental Protection’s Homeowner Septic Loan Program, instituted in 

1996, utilizes funds from FHA Title I loan program and from the Open Space Bond Bill.  

The FHA program creates a private bank-funded capitalization of septic system loans 

available for all income earners.  Loans are granted to homeowners with good credit history 

and allow a maximum debt-to-income ratio of 45%.  This program encourages bank lending 

since loans are backed by a 90% Federal guarantee and are saleable to secondary market 

portfolio players.  Low and moderate-income (LMI) homeowners receive below-market 

interest rates through this program. 

In addition, in the past, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection has 

offered loan programs to towns in Franklin County, which provide loans at below market 

interest rates for residential homeowners needing to repair or install Title 5 systems.  Erving 

may want to consider applying for these programs for homeowners in areas not served by 

sewer who may need financial assistance to install Title 5 systems.  

Growth Management Issues 

The Housing Subcommittee identified the need to balance residential development with the 

ability to provide municipal services, protect natural resources, and maintain a stable tax rate.   

The results of the Build-out Analysis outlined in the Land Use and Zoning chapter illustrate 

the potential impacts of unmanaged residential development.  Accordingly, the Housing 

Subcommittee recommends that the Land Use and Zoning Subcommittee evaluate various 

zoning techniques and open space protection strategies to manage and direct future 

residential growth.  Options to consider include a phased growth bylaw, better definition of 

village residential zoning districts to encourage residential infill in existing town centers, and 

encouraging cluster zoning to protect open space and natural resources.  In addition, the 

Housing Subcommittee recommends considering an increase in the minimum lot size in rural 

areas in order to reduce the overall density and negative fiscal impacts of rural residential 

development.  

Executive Order 418 

Executive Order 418 (EO 418), issued last year, works to expand communities’ affordable 

housing supply for a broad range of incomes, and to stimulate increased housing 
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development across the State.  The measure is designed to help communities plan for new 

housing while also balancing economic development, transportation infrastructure 

improvements, and open space preservation.  The first section of EO 418 gives priority for 

discretionary State funds to towns that increase their supply of affordable housing and 

receive housing certification.  Housing certification is available for communities that 

demonstrate that they are working to increase their number of affordable housing units.  Non-

competitive State grants will not be available to a town without housing certification.  EO 

418 uses a broader definition for “affordable housing” than that for the State’s 10 percent 

affordability goal under Chapter 40B.  Qualifying home-ownership units under the EO 418 

definition are affordable to families with incomes up to 150 percent of the County median 

family income, and qualifying rental units are affordable to families with incomes up to 100 

percent of the County median income.  The second part of EO 418 provides technical 

assistance and grants of up to $30,000 to aid towns with the creation of Community 

Development Plans focused on housing, economic development, transportation, and open 

space.  

Remediation of Lead Paint 

Forty-seven percent (47%) of the houses in Erving were constructed prior to 1939, when lead 

paint was widely used.  Removal of this paint is often expensive and many property owners 

do not have adequate funding to undertake removal or encapsulation.  Because of the 

expense, currently only about two lead paint determinations per year are requested through 

the Health Agent.  As a result, a large number of rental apartments remain untreated and 

families with young children often experience difficulty finding an apartment without lead 

paint.  

Recommendations 

 Consider working with the Franklin County Regional Housing and Redevelopment 

Authority to establish an elderly housing complex which will give priority to Erving 

residents and which will contribute to meeting the State’s 10% goal of affordable 

housing for low and moderate-income households. 

 Promote the use of cluster zoning in rural areas to protect open space and natural 

resources and to provide lower cost single-family housing given the smaller lot sizes 

associated with this type of development. 

 Encourage infill of residential dwellings in Ervingside and Erving Town Center and 

consider the reuse of vacant buildings for residential development.  

 Consider actions that will help balance residential growth with the provision of 

municipal services and the protection of natural resources, such as adopting a phased 

growth bylaw and establishing an active local open space protection program. 

 Consider increasing the minimum lot size in rural areas in order to reduce the overall 

density and the negative fiscal impacts of residential development. 
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 Evaluate the feasibility of adopting zoning overlay districts in areas containing 

special scenic, ecological or historic resources to ensure that new residential 

development is designed to minimize negative impacts to these community assets. 
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CHAPTER 

4  

HISTORIC AND SCENIC RESOURCES 

Erving contains a very important historic transportation corridor from the State’s central highlands to 

the Connecticut River Valley.  The Mohawk Trail (Route 2) is a major east-west transportation route 

in the State.  Each day, thousands of travelers who journey along Route 2 through Erving see one of 

America's foremost Native and colonial historic routes and experience a small New England mill 

town landscape.  Route 2 through the Farley Flats contains one of the last remaining sections of a 

late eighteenth century State highway, the Fifth Massachusetts Turnpike.  This section still maintains 

a scenic, winding quality where forest and trail meet the river’s edge.  In addition, the panoramic 

view of the Connecticut River Valley from the French King Bridge along Route 2 provides a 

magnificent western gateway to the Town. 

Because Erving is situated on steep slopes overlooking two river valleys, several scenic roadways in 

the Town offer sweeping vistas across river lowlands.  The western end of historic Old State Road 

presents an extensive view across the Connecticut River Valley to the Berkshire Hills.  West of 

Farley, Route 2 heading west reveals a broad prospect down the Millers River Valley.  Also, both 

Mountain Road and Route 63 are home to several historic agricultural farmsteads with views of 

farmland and rolling pasture. 

Other historic and scenic features in Erving add to the Town’s quality of life.  Ervingside’s western 

lowlands contain former Native agricultural tracts in the Millers River floodplain.  The Erving State 

Forest offers scenic forested roads and pathways to Laurel Lake and verdant foot trails to Hermit’s 

Castle.  Laurel Lake’s shores are considered archeologically sensitive due to Native American 

encampments, and the lake is also home to several historic 1920s summer cottages.  During the 

1930s, the Civilian Conservation Corps built many landscape features throughout the Erving State 

Forest, and planted some of the timber stands.  Northfield Mountain’s hiking and skiing trail system, 

maintained by Northeast Utilities in the Town’s northwest corner, maintains steep, upland scenic 

trails.  Erving also has nine historic bridges offering scenic views of the Millers River. 

In addition to the historic and scenic qualities of the Mohawk Trail and the French King Bridge 

viewshed, Erving’s three industrial villages at Erving Center, Ervingside, and Farley also have 

important features and should be carefully maintained.  Although Erving was the last town in 

Franklin County to be settled, the majority of homes were still constructed before 1915 and are 

considered historically significant.  Historic mercantile and industrial buildings remain within the 

commercial centers, and the Town should protect these resources for the future. 

The Town of Erving is unique in the region because it combines an industrial heritage with large 

tracts of protected forestland.  From the Connecticut River Valley in the west, to the steep hills of the 

Erving State Forest in the east, Erving has much to lose if its combination of historic and scenic 

resources is not protected for future generations. 
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This chapter inventories the various historic and scenic resources within Erving.  First, the chapter 

presents the goal and objectives for the conservation of historic and scenic resources.  A brief history 

of Erving is then given to provide the context to the inventory of historic structures and landscapes, 

and scenic roads.  Most of the historical information in this section was obtained from the MHC 

Reconnaissance Survey Report (1982) and The History of Erving, Massachusetts by Pearl B. Care, et 

al. (1988).  Erving contains cherished examples of nineteenth century mill town architecture and 

settlement patterns.  After the inventory, the most important historic resource issues are listed.  The 

chapter closes with the Master Plan Committee’s recommendations for Erving’s historic and scenic 

assets. 

Several of the most scenic landscapes in Erving are sustained by the ongoing agricultural activities 

of the Town’s farmers.  Several others are maintained by the State Department of Environmental 

Management for forestry, wildlife habitat, and recreation.  This demonstrates the interdependence of 

historical landscapes on farming, forestry, recreation, and open space protection. 

The Master Planning Committee and the Historic and Scenic Resources Subcommittee have 

prepared the following goal and objectives: 

Goal:  To identify and protect historic and scenic resources including buildings, sites, and 

landscapes. 

Objectives: 

 Review existing Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) inventory forms and identify 

actions needed to create a more complete and accurate listing of all the Town’s historic 

buildings, sites and landscapes.  

 Consider implementing voluntary design guidelines for commercial uses to support the 

protection the historic character along Route 2, the Mohawk Trail. 

 Identify and pursue Federal and State grants in support of historic resource protection. 

 Identify and protect historic and scenic landscapes. 

 Explore the feasibility of adopting special Town bylaws that help protect historic structures 

and landscapes, and scenic resources.  
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Historical Perspective 

The Contact Period of initial European settlement is considered by the Massachusetts Historical 

Commission (MHC) to be between the years 1500 and 1620.  Historians consider Erving to be part 

of the original Mohawk Trail, with a probable east-west corridor along the north bank of the Millers 

River.  In addition, a major Native American north-south route from Montague to Northfield 

(originally called Squakeag) apparently went from the Millers River fordway below the French King 

Bridge, along River Road to Northfield Farms.  A secondary path from Erving Center to Northfield 

probably followed Mountain Road over the highlands. 

Although there have been no Native period sites confirmed by archaeologists, the Erving area is 

considered as having the potential for such locations, particularly in the Millers River floodplain 

west of River Road, where Native agricultural tracts were established.  Archaeological sites are 

thought to have existed in the vicinity of the falls at Ervingside, and at the Millers River confluence 

with Briggs Brook and Jacks Brook, because fishing for trout, pickerel, shad and salmon was 

plentiful at that time during spawning runs.  Also, woodland occupation has been exposed east of the 

French King Bridge, and undated rock shelters have been reported in the uplands southeast of 

Rattlesnake Mountain. 

Vestiges of Native period settlement may survive north of Ervingside along the river floodplain and 

on the terraced lowlands east of the French King Bridge.  The shores of Laurel Lake and the terrace 

that holds Farley Village should also be considered archaeologically sensitive.  Local collectors have 

found an abundance of arrowheads near the Millers River and in adjoining areas. 

During the Plantation Period (1620-1675), Erving’s Native settlement patterns were similar to those 

of the earlier era, and the waterfalls at Ervingside continued to be an important Native fishing area.  

The Mohawk Trail remained the primary east-west route, and improvements were made to the north-

south Swampfield to Squakeag (Sunderland to Northfield) path.  Local indigenous residents 

probably participated in the Anglo-Native fur trade that was established during the 1630s in the 

Connecticut River Valley.  During the Plantation Period, the Erving area may have been under the 

control of either the Squakeag or the Pocumtuck tribes, since the Town was situated near the 

nineteenth century border between these two groups. 

Colonial interest in Erving during the period was limited because the Town’s steep slopes and sandy 

soils were no match for the high quality agricultural lands prevalent in the Connecticut River Valley.  

Furthermore, the territory was located near the northern boundary of the Massachusetts colony.  

While Erving reputedly lacked an English settler population until about 1800, colonial residents of 

Northfield may have fished at the Millers Falls, especially during spring spawning season, and may 

have hunted in Erving’s lowlands. 

During the Colonial Period (1675-1775), Native camps may have been established near Ervingside 

as part of the large population of “River Indians” that occupied Deerfield, Greenfield, and Northfield 

during King Philip’s War in the 1600s.  During the 1700s, indigenous people reportedly established 

residences along the Jacks and Keyup Brooks, at sites in either Erving or Northfield. 

The primary east-west highway during the period continued to be the Mohawk Trail along the 

Millers River.  By 1775, improvements of the north-south highway corridor to Northfield included a 
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bridge, replacing the old Millers River fordway, and another trail across Rose Ledge connecting 

Northfield to the Millers River along the present Schoolhouse Brook. 

In 1751, the Honorable John Erving, Esq. of Boston purchased eleven thousand and sixteen (11,016) 

acres of Hampshire County land, called the “Great Farm” or “Erving’s Grant,” which later became 

the largest portion of the Town of Erving.  Smaller, earlier grants made in the 1730s to Clesson, 

Quincy and Hacks comprised the remainder of the Town.  John Erving was an absentee property 

owner, and no settlement on this land during the period has yet been documented.  However, 

because this area was located near colonial settlements in Northfield, Gill, and Montague, some 

development may have occurred on the Town’s western lowlands where good agricultural soils were 

prevalent.  Another area of possible settlement in Town was along Mountain Road, which was a 

period trail.  Eventually, fishing, hunting, and timbering activities spread into the upland areas of 

Erving and colonial settlement there followed. 

During the Federal Period (1775-1830), the Commonwealth improved the Mohawk Trail, 

establishing the Fifth Massachusetts Turnpike in 1799 largely along its route.  The present Routes 2 

and 2A follow most of the old turnpike.  In Erving Center, the highway ran over Prospect Street, 

with a tollgate at the eastern end, and then along Gary Street.  In Ervingside, the turnpike traveled 

down Paper Mill Road and then crossed the Millers River into Montague.  Also, during this period, 

the Mill Road Bridge connecting Ervingside to Northfield was laid out along Forest Street (now 

Route 63), and North Street became a secondary road joining Erving Center to Northfield along 

Keyup Brook, with a bridge constructed over the Millers River to Wendell (c.1805).   

Colonel Asaph White moved to Erving in 1801 to supervise turnpike construction from Greenfield to 

Leominster and built the first documented structure in Erving Center, a log house.  In 1803, he also 

constructed the first dam with a sawmill across the Millers River.  Within a few years, other families 

moved to the area, attracted by an abundance of waterpower and timber, and the proximity to 

transportation routes.  During the next one hundred years, wood shops and mills became common 

along the Town’s river as woodworking became the primary industry. 

While no structures in Erving are known to have survived from the Federal Period, a Town map 

dated 1830 verifies that Colonel White kept a tavern in Erving Center during this period, and that 

schoolhouses existed both at Erving Center and at Schoolhouse Brook along the turnpike.  The 

Erving Center and Holton Cemeteries were established in 1814 and 1815, respectively.  The houses 

built between 1801 and 1830 were likely to have been simple center-chimney plan cottages. 

In 1820, the first schoolhouse was built behind the store and post office in Erving Center.  All Town 

meetings were held there until 1852, and warrants were posted in the nearby Public House.  The 

elements of a village center were in place, though the Town was not officially incorporated until 

1838.  Unlike many earlier village centers located around a town common in an agricultural plain, 

Erving’s organization was linear, following the Millers River as a dominant axis.  Steep hillsides 

further defined the Town’s layout along the floor of the river valley. 

During the Federal Period, steep slopes shaped by glacial activity and covered by thin soils grew 

forests of oak, hemlock, beech, maple, white birch and white pine.  Agriculture was a major industry 

only on the western edge of town, where soils were comprised of glacial floodplain and lake 

deposits.  Small farms were scattered on higher ground, but they were seldom supported solely by 
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agriculture.  Also, Erving practiced substantial lumbering activity to support its woodworking 

industries; five sawmills were in use by 1830. 

Although the community was located along a major thoroughfare, population figures for Erving’s 

Grant did not appear until 1810, when a listing of one hundred sixty (160) persons showed the area 

to be the least populated town in the County.  In 1830, with a residency of four hundred eighty-eight 

(488) persons, the community ranked as the second smallest town. 

During the Early Industrial Period (1830-1870) Erving saw growth in its infrastructure, population, 

and economy, as railroad construction added new commerce and inhabitants to the Town. The 

expansion of east-west transportation routes occurred with the arrival of the Vermont and 

Massachusetts Railroad (later the Fitchburg Railroad) in 1848, and the creation of a rail depot in 

Erving Center.  The north-south axis to Northfield was improved in 1850 with the start of New 

London and Northern Railroad service through Ervingside. 

The opening of the railroad stimulated industrial expansion at Erving Center along the Millers River, 

including Washburn’s pail factory (1844).  Erving, along with Orange, began to develop a strong 

woodworking and furniture industry due to the abundance of lumber, waterpower, and 

transportation.  By 1855, Erving Center was home to the production of Washburn’s chair shop, 

Baker’s chair seat millworks, Trask’s match woods plant and Stone’s piano case factory.  The street 

grid in Erving Center expanded along Keyup Brook with High and Church Streets.  After the Civil 

War, Grout’s Corner (now Ervingside) became an economic hub with local hardware manufacturing 

at the Millers Falls Tools Company (1868).  A corresponding suburban residential district formed 

along Prospect, River, Lester, and Moore Streets.  

The earliest surviving residences in Erving date from the Early Industrial Period.  Clusters of Greek 

Revival and Italianate homes developed in Erving Center and Ervingside and to a lesser extent in 

Farley, during this period.  Erving Center still contains a number of center-chimney plan Greek 

Revival cottages, sidehall-plan Italianate cottages, and one Gothic Revival cottage with board and 

batten siding. Ervingside housing appeared after 1850, and was comprised mainly of sidehall-plan 

and L-plan Italianate one-and-a-half and two-story structures.  Of special note is an asymmetrical 

plan bracketed Italianate villa.  Most of the homes built along the Town’s rural roads also date from 

this period and are of a similar style.  Of the several churches organized in the 1830s, only the 

Congregational Society prospered sufficiently enough to construct its own building: the Erving 

United Church of Christ (1842), a Greek Revival structure with a square belfry and steeple.  This 

church still stands today on the Mohawk Trail in Erving Center.  

Foreign citizens began to expand the population of the Town during this era.  In 1855, the largest 

group of immigrants were Canadians (half of the foreign-born population that numbered forty-eight), 

and the second largest group were the Irish immigrants.  By the end of the period in 1870, the town 

total population was five hundred seventy-nine (579). 

During the Late Industrial Period (1870-1915), the Fitchburg Railroad remained the primary 

transportation means for east-west travel, while the Vermont Central Railway assumed control of the 

north-south route through Ervingside.  Unfortunately, a trolley line proposed for Orange to 

Montague through Erving Center during this era never materialized. 
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Ervingside continued to expand as a residential district with primary growth along Moore Street.  In 

Erving Center, civic and commercial activities remained focused along the Mohawk Trail, suburban 

growth extended north along Keyup Brook, and industrial activities extended towards the east near 

the former Stone Piano Case Works (now Stoneville) with the Erving Paper Mills.  A third industrial 

village formed at Farley in 1883 with the start of the Farley Pulp and Paper Mill and a bridge to 

Wendell.  A residential community developed there as well, with an affluent district along Maple 

Avenue. 

The growing dominance of furniture centers in nearby Orange and Gardner probably provided 

competition and the impetus for Erving’s mills to change from furniture to other products.  During 

the Late Industrial Period, paper mills replaced many of the Town’s woodworking companies.  In 

1883, a new mill opened at Farley, on the Wendell side of the Millers River, and stimulated 

residential growth across the river.  In 1902, the Millers Falls Paper Company opened a factory in 

Ervingside.  Eight years later, the Erving Paper Company expanded the Stoneville mill with a brick 

addition.  In Erving Center, the Washburn & Heywood Chair Company was the dominant firm in the 

dwindling furniture industry. 

Most of the historic residences in Ervingside and Farley, as well as many in Erving Center and 

Stoneville, date from the Late Industrial period.  The majority of the structures are small one-and-a-

half and two-story Queen Anne or Stick-style workers’ houses with sidehall plans built before 1900.  

Of special note in Farley are three more substantial homes from the 1890s, including a hip roof 

Queen Anne and a gambrel roof Colonial Revival house.  Also, of special interest is the wide range 

of housing types in Ervingside, including a few well-detailed Stick Style and Colonial Revival 

homes, several Queen Anne double houses, three flat-roofed triple deckers, and simple sidehall 

workers’ cottages.   

Very little institutional construction is documented for this period, although a Queen Anne school 

and chapel were constructed in Farley, along with a two-story fire station in Erving Center.  

Additionally, little commercial construction is recorded for this period.  Some commerce developed 

in Ervingside on the Montague side of the village.  In Erving Center, commercial construction 

included the hip roofed Stick Style railroad depot (now the Box Car Restaurant) and the two-story 

Italianate store with a gable roof and central entrance.  During this period, major industrial structures 

were assembled in Ervingside and the Center, with the most notable architecture being at the Millers 

Falls Company (c.1870) in Ervingside, a two-story, well-detailed red brick structure (now 

Renovator’s Supply).  Other factories constructed during this era were two and three-story functional 

brick mills of pier and spandrel built with flat or shallow gable roofs. 

During the Late Industrial Period, Erving’s population grew by one hundred and two percent 

(102%), the fourth highest rate in the County.  Most of the growth occurred in the first five years in 

Ervingside, and in the final fifteen (15) years near the new paper mills at Stoneville and Ervingside.  

The French Canadians and the Irish remained the dominant immigrant groups until 1905.  However, 

by 1915, when foreign-born residents had risen to almost eighteen percent (18%) of the total 

population, thirty percent (30%) of immigrants were Russian and twelve percent (12%) were Polish. 

The Early Modern Period (1915-1940) saw changes in transportation as highway improvements 

were made for the benefit of local and tourist automobile traffic.  The east-west Mohawk Trail 

corridor was designated as auto Route 2 from Athol to Greenfield.  The Mohawk Trail auto road 
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included a bypass around Ervingside with concrete bridges (1931) and the monumental Art Deco-

style French King Bridge (1931) across the Connecticut River.  The north-south highway through 

Ervingside from Amherst to Northfield was also improved, and became U.S. Route 63.  Following a 

forest fire in 1918, the State purchased land in Town for the Erving State Forest.  The Civilian 

Conservation Corps maintained camps in the forest during the 1930s, and many forest and road 

improvements, including for Laurel Lake Road, date from that era. 

Civic and commercial activities remained focused at Erving Center and expanded along the Mohawk 

Trail tourist highway.  Commercial highway construction occurred along Route 2 near the French 

King Bridge.  Limited residential development continued in Ervingside with affluent construction 

along River Road.  During this period, Farley gradually declined as a residential village and upland 

recreational cottages at Laurel Lake were developed in the 1920s. 

Few historic structures have been identified for the Early Modern period, except in Ervingside and at 

Laurel Lake.  In Ervingside, simple one and two-story residences, most with hip roofs, were 

constructed in the 1920s.  Unique properties remaining there include a two-story concrete block two-

family home (ca.1925) and the two-story brick rectilinear Erving Elementary School (ca.1925).  At 

Laurel Lake, several hip and gable-roofed summer cottages were built during the era.  Most were 

shingled or novelty-sided homes and are still maintained for summer use.  While no new industries 

were identified in Town for this period beyond a boxboard maker and a heel factory, a number of 

new commercial enterprises arose along Route 2 to serve the increasing tourist trade, including 

several restaurants and a one-story concrete block garage. 

During the Early Modern Period, Erving grew by fourteen percent (14%), the third highest growth in 

the County.  Most of the growth occurred during the period’s first five years, and was associated 

with paper mill expansion.  By 1940, the Town’s population totaled one thousand three hundred 

twenty-eight (1,328). 

Inventory of Historic and Scenic Resources  

The following inventories of historic structures, landscapes and scenic roads were constructed using 

information from the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), the Erving Historical Society, 

the 1992 Franklin County Rural Historic Landscape Preservation Plan, and field surveys conducted 

by FRCOG Planning staff.    

The inventory of historic structures and sites was developed from two sources, the MHC and the 

Erving Historical Society.  The MHC has a Statewide Inventory of Historic and Archaeological 

Resources in the Commonwealth.  Structures are included in this inventory when a local Historical 

Commission submits a completed inventory form for the structure to the MHC.  The MHC forms for 

Erving's individual historic structures and sites were filled out by members of the Erving Historical 

Society and the Erving Historical Commission, and by a University of Massachusetts archaeological 

study team.  All of the documented structures and sites were then tabulated based on their general 

location within Town.  The general areas represent Erving Center Village, Ervingside, Farley, and 

Stoneville.  The tables of historic structures and sites included in this section contain the results of 

this inventory work.   
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It is important to note that the Massachusetts Historical Commission files contain only seventy-one 

(71) of the historical structures and sites that currently exist in Erving.  The Erving Historical 

Society has many structures and sites in Ervingside documented with preliminary files and 

photographs but for which MHC inventory forms have not yet been completed.  As a result, these 

historic resources are not yet included in the MHC files.  Efforts should be made to complete and 

submit the MHC inventory forms.  An accurate and complete inventory is an essential first step for 

preserving Erving’s historic resources.  

The status of historical landscapes and scenic roads in Franklin County was reported in the 1992 

Franklin County Rural Historic Landscape Preservation Plan created by the Franklin County 

Commission (now FRCOG).  In the summer of 2000, FRCOG Planning staff conducted several field 

surveys to determine if development or other changes may have compromised the quality of the 

Erving landscapes selected for preservation in the 1992 plan. 

The 1992 Franklin County Rural Historic Landscape Preservation Plan describes the status of 

historic landscapes in the region and the methodology used in rural historic landscape 

reconnaissance.  The plan distinguishes between the types of landscapes assessed (agricultural, 

community development, recreational, conservation, industrial, transportation, scientific, religious, 

and engineering), identifies in general terms the locations of rural historic landscapes in each town, 

and provides examples of direct and indirect preservation strategies.   

The methodology for identifying significant historic landscapes was based on criteria developed by 

the National Park Service.  These criteria include the area of significance, period of significance, and 

historical integrity.  The National Park Service classifies historic landscapes into four different 

categories: landscapes that reflect major patterns of a region’s history (e.g. agricultural landscapes), 

landscapes that are associated with historically significant individuals (e.g. institutional grounds and 

buildings), landscapes that are important due to their design or physical characteristics (e.g. an 18
th

 

century Colonial Period Connecticut Valley rural farm), and landscapes that yield or have the 

potential of yielding significant information on pre-history or history (e.g. a Native American 

encampment site). 

The significance of a rural historic landscape is that aspect of historical development that contributes 

to one of the above criteria where the “use, occupation, physical character or association [of the 

landscape] influenced the development or identity of its community or region” (U.S. Department of 

the Interior, 1990).  The period of significance is the time span in which a property or area attained 

its significance related to the National Park Service criteria.  The historic integrity and soundness of 

a landscape provides a sense of time and place and reflects significant aspects of use, design, 

association, and information. 

The purpose of the field surveys during the summer of 2000 was to ascertain the current integrity of 

the rural historic landscapes identified in the 1992 Franklin County Rural Historic Landscape 

Preservation Plan.  During these field surveys, Planning Department staff utilized the same 

methodology that was used to assess historical landscapes in 1992. Historic landscapes that were 

documented in the 1992 Franklin County Rural Historic Landscape Preservation Plan were often 

identified as multiple properties along a particular roadway.  FRCOG Planning staff have identified 

the approximate locations of these properties and landscapes based on available information, and the 

landscapes are shown on the Historic and Scenic Resources Map. 
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Significant Historic Structures and Sites by Area 

The following tables list Erving’s various historic structures and sites by geographic area.  The tables 

have been compiled using information from the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) and 

the Erving Historical Society.  For each historic resource, the tables give the historic name of the 

feature, its date, its style, its MHC inventory number where available, and its street location.  

Incidentally, three years ago, several street numbers were reassigned for 911 emergency vehicle 

access.  It was not possible to incorporate the address changes into these listings. 
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Erving Center 

The Erving Center area encompasses all the land between Mountain Road and Prospect Street along 

the Town’s southern border with the Millers River, and along North Street to the town line (see the 

Historic and Scenic Resources Map).  

Table 4-1: Significant Historic Structures and Sites within Erving Center 

Historic Name Year Style Street Location MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

Toll House for Fifth Mass. Highway n.d. Not researched 18 E. Prospect Street n/a 

Coolidge, Henry - Howard, Artemas 

House 

1834 No style listed 6 North Street 39 

Field, Rufus House 1835 No style listed 54 North Street 50 

Blackmer, David - Willis, W. House 1839 No style listed 16 East Main Street 21 

Erving United Church of Christ 1842 Greek Revival 2 East Main Street 1 

Holden, Heman - Burnett, Henry House 1846 No style listed 21 East Main Street 26 

Field, Rufus II House 1847 No style listed 64 North Street 51 

Clark, Josiah and Horace House 

(Demolished) 

1848 Greek Revival 20 East Main Street 23 

Erving House 1849 No style listed 5 West Main Street 8 

Burnett – Jennings, Lyman House 1849 No style listed 16 West Main Street 7 

B & M Railroad Freight House 1850 Hip Roofed Stick Style Main Street 24 

V & M Railroad Station and Waiting 

Room 

1851 No style listed Main Street 4 

Clark, H. B. - Bigelow, David House 1852 Greek Revival 2 Prospect Street 30 

Residence and Mill site 1855 No style listed 49 North Street 49 

Benjamin, P. - Bates, Levi A. House 1858 No style listed 4 Gary Street 16 

Briggs, Samuel - Hayden, Willard House 1858 No style listed 11 Prospect Street 37 

Woodward, S. H. - Briggs, Jones House 1858 No style listed 11 West Main Street 10 

Clark, Josiah - Simonds, Martin House 1864 Greek Revival 4 Prospect Street 31 

Bates, Levi - Morrill House 1864 Greek Revival 45 North Street 48 

Clark, Josiah House 1865 No style listed 15 West Main Street 11 

Erving Village Fire Station 1866 No style listed West Main Street 2 

Woodard, Dwight – , Johnson, Dr. 

Francis E. House 

1868 Victorian Eclectic 10 North Street 41 

Clark, Josiah House 1869 No style listed 17 West Main Street 12 

Erving Depot Railroad Station 1870 No style listed Main Street 5 

Allen, Elisha House 1871 No style listed 20 North Street 44 

Briggs, Loring House 1871 Greek Revival 25 West Main Street 15 

Perry, Leonard - Bugbee, Albert House 1872 Italianate East Main Street 28 

Eddy, Charles A. - Severance, C. Alfred 

House 

1872 Second Empire 12 North Street 42 

Briggs, Samuel - Hayden, Willard House 1875 No style listed 9 Prospect Street 36 

Frawley Barn (Demolished) 1885 No style listed West Main Street 13 

Washburn, W. B. Company Worker 

Housing 

1886 No style listed 6 Gary Street 17 
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Significant Historic Structures and Sites within Erving Center (con’t) 

Historic Name Year Style Street Location MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

Washburn, W. B. Company Worker 

Housing 

1886 No style listed 8 Gary Street 18 

Turner, Ed - Frawley, Charles House 1886 No style listed 8 North Street 40 

Hutchins, Daniel - Gary, Charles House 1887 Second Empire 4 North Street 38 

Howe, Worden A. - Hanson, Mabel 

House 

1887 Victorian Eclectic 5 Prospect Street 35 

Coolidge, Horace House 1889 Italianate 18 East Main Street 22 

Richards, W. T. House 1890 Victorian Eclectic 10 Prospect Street 32 

Smith, Harry - Frenz, Louis House 1890 Victorian Eclectic 12 Prospect Street 33 

Lee, Hattie Ann – Coolidge, Francis J. 

House 

1900 Not researched 21 West Main Street 14 

Hanson, Daniel V. House 1904 No style listed Hanson Court 29 

Residence 1904 No style listed Hanson Court 58 

Washburn and Heywood Chair 

Company 

1917 Panel Brick Wendell Road 6 

Hinman, John Garage 1920 No style listed 19 East Main Street 25 

Lang, John Garage and Pontiac 

Dealership 

1920 No style listed Main Street 19 

Third Erving Center Elem. School 1927 Other/Remodeled East Main Street 20 

Hurricane House 1938 No style listed 35 North Street 43 

Saint Blanche's Roman Catholic Church 1946 No style listed Prospect Street 34 

Lyman, George House 1947 No style listed 23 East Main Street 27 

n.d. = No date available; n/a = Not applicable, not included in MHC inventory. 

Sources: Massachusetts Historical Commission and Erving Historical Society.  

Ervingside Village 

Most of the significant historic structures remaining in Ervingside are residences and industrial 

buildings in the southwestern section of Town between River Road and Paper Mill Road, bordered 

by the Millers River.  The 1871 Beers Atlas showed thirty-two (32) businesses, residences, and their 

owners.  However, only two of these sites are in the MHC inventory.  Many other structures not 

listed here have been identified and researched by the Erving Historical Society but help is needed to 

expand and complete the listing of historic resources in this table.  One of the recommendations for 

this chapter is the completion of the Historic Resources inventory and the MHC historic inventory 

forms. 
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Table 4-2: Significant Historic Structures and Sites within Ervingside Village 

Historic Name Year Style Street Name MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

Durkee Monument 1894 No style listed River Road 900 

Curtiss Hall 1897 Frame/clapboard 7 Gunn Street 3 

Millers Falls Manufacturing c.1868 Not researched River Street n/a 

Millers Falls Paper c.1902 Not researched 8 Paper Mill Road n/a 

n/a = Not applicable, not included in MHC inventory. 

Sources: Massachusetts Historical Commission and FRCOG field survey. 

Farley Village 

Farley Village lies in central Erving along the Mohawk Trail, between Maple Avenue and Wheelock 

Street.  The significant historic structures in this area are predominantly residences built after the 

openings of the Farley Paper Mill and the Farley Hotel in the 1880s.  Unfortunately, the Farley Paper 

Mill was destroyed by fire in 1950, though the stone foundations still overlook the river.  Similarly 

as in Ervingside, additional research and inventory work is needed to further document the historic 

structures within this neighborhood.   

Table 4-3: Significant Historic Structures and Sites within Farley Village Area 

Historic Name Year Style Street Name MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

Dennis E. Farley Carriage House 1890 Victorian Eclectic Maple Avenue 57 

Residence  1894 Queen Anne 5 Maple Avenue 52 

Farley School c. 1890 Not researched Not researched n/a 

Farley Hotel c. 1880s Not researched 73 Old State Road n/a 

Farley Union Church c. 1900 Not researched Maple Avenue n/a 

Farley Barn n.d. Not researched Maple Avenue n/a 

n.d. = No date available; n/a = Not applicable, not included in MHC inventory. 

Sources: Massachusetts Historical Commission, Erving Historical Society, and FRCOG field survey. 

Stoneville 

The Stoneville area includes residences and businesses along the Mohawk Trail, east of Erving 

Center, and near the former Stone Piano Case Works warehouse (now the Erving Paper Mill).  This 

residential and commercial area developed in direct response to the arrival of factories during the 

Late Industrial Period. 
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Table 4-4: Significant Historic Structures and Sites within Stoneville 

Historic Name Year Style Street Name MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

Stiles, Joseph - Rankin, Noah 

House 

1860 Greek Revival 42 East Main Street 47 

Erving Paper Company Business 

Office 

1870 No style listed Main Street 55 

Coolidge, Francis Jackson House 1887 No style listed 40 East Main Street 46 

Frawley, John - Lefoff, Emma S. 

House 

1927 Victorian Eclectic 36 East Main Street 45 

Source: Massachusetts Historical Commission. 

Other Areas in Erving 

Throughout Erving, there are small concentrations of significant historic structures in other areas.  

These areas include upper North Street, Old State Road, Hermit Mountain, and Murdock Hill Road.  

So far, only the North Road properties have been inventoried and listed with the MHC.  It is 

important to acknowledge that there are numerous structures scattered throughout the Town that 

have not yet been documented.  For example, on Old State Road alone, the 1871 Beers Atlas lists ten 

homesteads and a schoolhouse.  Also, Hermit’s Castle is now protected through the State 

Department of Environmental Management but should also be included in the Town’s resource 

listing.  Further, a number of dams remain on the Town’s waterways, and a number of historic mill 

foundations, including those for Calvin Priest’s mill near the end of Murdock Hill Road, are extant.  

Steps should be taken to document these additional historic resources. 

Table 4-5: Significant Historic Structures and Sites in Other Areas in Erving 

Historic Name Year Style Street Name MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

Hermit’s Castle 1864 Cave & vernacular structures Hermit Mountain n/a 

Calvin Priest’s Dam, Saw 

and Shingle Mill site 

Pre-1871 Not researched Murdock Hill Road n/a 

Old State Road structures Pre-1871 Not researched Old State Road n/a 

n.d. = No date available; n/a = Not applicable, not included in MHC inventory. 

Sources: Massachusetts Historical Commission and FRCOG survey. 

Burial Grounds 

Burial grounds are important resources rich with genealogical data, Town history, art, and historic 

monuments.  Historic cemeteries should be identified, maintained, and protected from decline.  Only 

the following two historic cemeteries have been documented for Erving. 
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Table 4-6: Significant Historic Burial Grounds in Erving 

Historic Name Year Street Name MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

Erving Center Cemetery 1814 Mountain Road 801 

Holton Cemetery 1815 Old State Road 802 

Source: Massachusetts Historical Commission. 

Historic Bridges 

Bridges in Erving are important links to the past.  Because the Town is bordered on two sides by 

rivers, ten bridges demonstrate Erving’s historic links to transportation routes and to nearby 

settlements.  Railroad bridges are visible reminders of the role transportation and industry have 

played in the development of Erving and surrounding communities.  Two of the Town’s bridges are 

unique.  The French King Bridge, a monumental Art Deco braced arch and cantilevered bridge, won 

awards for engineering excellence when completed in 1932.  Its panoramic viewshed of the 

Connecticut River Valley is dramatic.  The 1889 Farley Bridge is the only known example in the 

State to use the Phoenix Iron Company’s patented wrought iron “Phoenix columns.”  The richly 

ornamented nameplates on the Farley Bridge portals reflect the joint building effort between the 

Town of Erving and Wendell.  When maintained and highlighted, bridges can reflect a community's 

pride in its historic foundations as well as providing gateways to the Town. 

Table 4-7: Significant Historic Bridges in Erving 

Historic Name Year Style Street Name MHC 

Inventory 

Number 

B & M Railroad Bridge over Millers River  n.d. No style listed Millers River 903 

Arch Street Railroad Bridge 1848 No style listed Arch Street 902 

East Mineral Road Bridge over Millers River 1888 No style listed East Mineral Rd 905 

Farley Bridge 1889 Pin-connected Pratt through-

truss iron bridge 

Farley Road 901 

Central Vermont RR Bridge over Millers River 1905 No style listed Millers River 907 

Route 2 Bridge over Central Vermont Railroad 1931 No style listed Route 2 909 

Route 2 Bridge over Moore Street 1931 No style listed Route 2 910 

French King Bridge 1932 Art Deco-style Mohawk Trail 904 

Power House Bridge 1937 No style listed Paper Mill Road 906 

Route 63 Bridge over Millers River 1953 No style listed Route 63 908 

Note: n.d. = No date available. 

Sources: Massachusetts Historical Commission. 

Historically Significant Landscapes 

Another category of historic resources is landscapes.  A listing and brief description of these 

landscapes is provided in Table 4-8 and approximate locations are identified on the Historic and 

Scenic Resources Map.  Several of these landscapes are tied to Erving’s modest agricultural history 

and remain largely intact, but are at risk from Approval Not Required (ANR) development.  Because 

agricultural tracts are relatively flat and well drained, they are also potential sites for residential 

development.  ANR development can occur in Erving when a builder has one hundred forty (140) 
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feet of road frontage, thirty thousand (30,000) square feet of buildable land, and potable water.  

While Erving’s western lowlands have historically been home to rich agricultural tracts, at this time 

only a small portion of fertile acreage is still actively farmed, most notably along the northern end of 

Route 63 on the Split River Farm.  Many towns in the State have lost their rural character due to 

ANR residential development constructed on farm and forestlands. 

Table 4-8: Historically Significant Landscapes in Erving 

Name of Significant Landscape Map # Type of Landscape 

Multiple Properties Along:   

     Route 63 towards Northfield Border 1 Agriculture 

     Laurel Lake Road    2 Agriculture 

Tryin’ to Farm, Mountain Road 3 Agriculture 

Whiting Property, Mountain Road 4 Agriculture 

Mero Farm, North Street 5 Agriculture 

Rock Farm, Old State Road 6 Agriculture  

Farley Flats Field (West – Location of Scarecrows) 7 Agriculture 

Farley Flats Field (East – River Access Potential) 8 Agriculture 

Farley Area, Route 2 9 Community Development/River Corridor 

Mohawk Trail, Route 2 Corridor 10 Transportation 

French King Bridge, Route 2 11 Transportation 

Millers River  12 Industrial/Transportation/River Corridor 

Erving State Forest, Laurel Lake Road 13 Recreation/Conservation 

Laurel Lake Cabins, Laurel Lake Road 14 Recreation/Conservation 
Sources: 1992 Franklin County Rural Landscape Preservation Plan; FRCOG Planning Department staff field survey, 2000; Erving 

Master Plan Historic & Scenic Resources Subcommittee. 

Historically Significant Agriculture Landscapes 

Multiple Properties along Northfield Road, Route 63 

The northern segment of Northfield Road provides views of the historic agricultural use of Erving’s 

western lowlands.  Most of the land west of Poplar Mountain was cleared for agricultural production 

by the 1830s, including Hack’s Grant, an early land grant located between Northfield Road and 

Poplar Mountain.  Several remnant fields with crops can be found along Northfield Road but the 

greater portion of the lowlands has been reforested.  While most of the roadside properties currently 

contain housing and are examples of ANR development on agricultural soils, near the Northfield 

town line, the Split River Farm, protected under the Agricultural Preservation Restriction (APR) 

program, still actively farms the land with crops of corn, cucumbers, and potatoes.  The State has 

recently recognized the historic and scenic qualities of this landscape by designating the Route 63 

corridor through Erving as part of the Connecticut River Scenic Farm Byway.  

 

Multiple Properties along Laurel Lake Road 

A survey map of Erving’s Grant dated October 1837 indicates large cleared tracts along Laurel Lake 

Road and Keyup Brook between North Street and Long Pond (now Laurel Lake).  These reforested 

agricultural lands were sold to the State following a fire in 1918 and are now located within Erving 

State Forest.  Although the surviving remnants of the agricultural history can be found in the 

remaining fieldstone walls that once surrounded pastures here, the walls are not visible from the 
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roadway.  The picturesque dam and lake at the conjunction of Jacks and Keyup Brooks illustrate 

another use of this area, as one of the oldest surviving mill sites in Town.  

Multiple Properties along Mountain Road 

The MHC Reconnaissance Survey for Erving (1982) notes that Mountain Road existed as a 

secondary trail over highlands from Keyup Brook in Erving Center to Squakeag (now Northfield) 

during the Contact Period (1500-1620).  The 1837 Survey Map indicates cleared pasturelands along 

the lower two-thirds of Mountain Road but today that property is primarily occupied with ANR 

residential development and reforested woodlands.  Not until the northern portion of the road is a 

remnant agricultural landscape visible, at the Tryin’ to Farm and the historic Whiting Property.  

There, a pleasant mixture of historic pasture, field, and forest patterns is evident.  Mature trees at the 

road’s edge indicate historic property lines. 

Tryin’ to Farm, Mountain Road 

The Tryin’ to Farm, named in 1958, is located on an historic property which was cleared for 

agricultural production and pasturelands by the 1830s.  The 1871 Beers Atlas showed that the 

pastures belonged to the Whittaker family.  Currently, the farm is composed of a scenic mix of open 

pasture with prominent rock ledges on rolling hills, and enclosing woodlands.  Some original 

property lines and pasture patterns are evident. 

Whiting Property, Mountain Road 

The Whiting farmstead is listed on the 1871 Beers Atlas map, but the Erving's Grant survey of 1837 

shows that the highland landscape to already have been extensively cleared along the Town’s 

northern border from Jacks Brook to the present Northfield Mountain Reservoir.  This farmstead was 

originally located on Clesson’s Grant during the 1730s and was one of the first to be inhabited in 

Town.  In 1771, the 300-acre grant was purchased by two members of the Field family, 

grandchildren of the original stakeholders.  The Field farm remained in the family until 1822.  

Currently, the Gerald Woodard farm is on the site of the Field homestead, and the only visible 

agricultural activity is hay harvesting. 

Mero Farm, North Street 

This is the largest open field area located along North Street.  The four to five-acre field is situated 

on the western side of North Street.  Tall white pine and northern hardwoods lend a sharp contrast to 

the well-maintained pasture.  The upper slopes of the hills that separate North Street and Mountain 

Road dominate the view west of the pasture. 

Rock Farm, Old State Street 

The only extensive pasture on Old State Street is opposite the Echo Hill Farm buildings, on the north 

side of the public way.  This three to four-acre, actively used pasture is bordered to the north by 

stone walls and creeping juniper. 

Farley Flats Field (West) 

The best view of this field is seen by travelers coming from the east on Route 2.  The majority of the 

field is maintained as short cut grass.  Further from the road, and to the east, is the high grass and 

shrubs of a pasture growing in, as glimpsed between the trunks of young pine trees.  Bordering the 

field are the northern hardwoods common to the region.  Above these trees, the upper slopes of 

Lucite Hill and Bear Mountain, both in Wendell, are visible to the south. 
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Farley Flats Field (East) 

This classic old field is still maintained near the highway.  The majority of the old field consists high 

grasses, white pine saplings, highbush blueberry, staghorn sumac, and young, branchy red maple 

trees.  Bear Mountain dominates the view to the south. 

Other Historically Significant Landscapes 

Farley Area, Route 2 

The Farley area of Route 2 is considered to be a significant Community Development landscape.  

Farley Village developed during the 1880s in direct response to the opening of the Farley Paper Mill, 

located on the Wendell side of the Millers River.  The wrought iron pin-connected truss Farley 

Bridge, built in 1889, is the only known example in the State using the patented wrought iron 

“Phoenix columns.”  The Farley family owned large tracts of land on both sides of the Millers River, 

and constructed housing for their employees as well as for themselves.  Their large Maple Avenue 

houses were fully equipped with the latest conveniences in 1890, and are well maintained today.  

The Farley Hotel, located on the well-traveled Mohawk Trail stagecoach route, flourished until the 

route became an automobile tourist highway.  In 1915, the hotel was dismantled and moved to 73 

State Road.  A fire in 1950 destroyed the paper mill, but its stone and concrete foundations still 

remain along the river.   

Mohawk Trail, Route 2 and 2A Corridor 

Erving contains an important historic regional corridor from the State’s central highlands to the 

Connecticut River Valley.  The Mohawk Trail is considered to be a significant historic 

Transportation landscape.  Before European settlement, it was a Native American east-west footpath 

along the Millers River gorge.  The path was widened for packhorses and carts during the Colonial 

Period.  In 1799, the route was expanded again for horse-drawn wagons and coaches and became the 

Fifth Massachusetts Turnpike between Greenfield and Athol, a toll road built by the State.  The 

highway ran over Prospect and Gary Streets through Erving Center, and its toll house still exists on 

the eastern end of Prospect Street.  The Mohawk Trail was a renowned stagecoach route with 

accompanying inns and stables until the roadway was widened into the Route 2 auto highway circa 

1914.  The automobile tourist industry spawned gas stations, garages, restaurants, and roadside 

cabins along the Mohawk Trail.  Old State Road and Route 2 through the Farley Flats contain 

surviving sections of the original scenic auto roadway.  

French King Bridge, Route 2 

The French King Bridge, constructed in 1932, is considered to be a significant historic 

Transportation landscape within a rural transportation network.  The original Mohawk Trail wound 

through Ervingside and used the Millers River fordway (later replaced by bridges) to travel west.  

When the auto tourist highway was completed, an increasing number of cars began traveling through 

Ervingside Village.  The new Art Deco concrete and steel bridge enabled transportation engineers to 

reroute automobile traffic around the Village.  It also provides a stunning panoramic view high 

above the Connecticut River Valley to Northfield and Gill’s abundant fields and forests.  The two 

supported, cantilevered bridge ends are joined in the middle with a deck spandrel.  At the time of 

construction, the braced arch French King Bridge was the only one of its particular type in the 

country and the American Institute of Steel Construction granted it an award of merit as the most 

beautiful bridge of its time. 
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Millers River 

The Millers River is considered to be a significant historic Industrial and Transportation landscape.  

Originally called the Pequoig River over two centuries ago, Native Americans were attracted to the 

river because fishing for trout, pickerel, shad and salmon was plentiful. The shores of the Millers 

River became home first to the Native Mohawk Trail footpath, then Fifth Massachusetts Turnpike 

and the east-west Vermont & Massachusetts Railroad, and finally the Route 2 auto tourist highway.   

Erving’s development has been tied to the use of the river’s power for industry since the first settler 

arrived in 1801.  Colonel Asaph White built a dam and a sawmill across the Millers River to harness 

waterpower, and many settlers followed his example, attracted by an abundance of timber and 

waterpower.  Over the next one hundred years, small woodworking shops became plentiful along the 

river.  In 1848, the arrival of the railroad attracted larger interests and Erving expanded its 

woodworking to the furniture industry.  In 1855, Stone’s Piano Case Works was founded along the 

river in Erving Center, and in 1870, the Heywood Chair Company followed.  In the 1860s, the 

Millers Falls Manufacturing Company moved to Grout’s Corner (now Ervingside), stimulating 

growth and residential development in that part of Town.  In the Late Industrial Period, paper mills 

replaced the woodworking industry.  The village of Farley had its beginnings in 1881 when the 

Farley family built a dam with a pulp mill across the Millers River. The Millers Falls Paper 

Company opened a mill in Ervingside in 1903.  The Erving Paper Mill was founded in Stoneville in 

1910, with an additional factory at the Usher Plant on Arch Street, encouraging an expanding 

population in Erving Center.  The rapidly flowing Millers River was the site of the vast majority of 

Erving’s nineteenth and twentieth century mill operations.  Throughout its history, the Town has 

grown in direct proportion to the industrial expansion powered by the Millers River. 

Erving State Forest 

The Erving State Forest is considered to be a significant historic Recreational and Conservation 

landscape.  The 1837 Survey Map shows approximately fifty percent (50%) of the eastern section of 

the forest, east of North Road, as being cleared for lumber and agricultural use.  Most likely, these 

fields were used for pasture and hay crops, as the soils are sandy and slopes are steep in some 

sections.  The steep slopes between North Road and Great Swamp Road were probably cleared 

because Calvin Priest’s prosperous saw and shingle mill was located at the northern end, and the 

sawmill at Pete’s Pond (Krusiewicz’s Pond) dam was at the southern end.  Following a fire in 1918, 

the State purchased most of the 3,200 acres comprising the forest, but few improvements were made 

until the Great Depression.  The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) established a work camp in 

1933, in that part of the forest known locally as the Kurtz Farm.  At that time, extensive 

improvements were made to the dam, the lake, and the roadway system, and a recreational park and 

beach were developed, along with a trail system.  The roads were widened for vehicular traffic and 

bridges were replaced.  A forest nursery provided seedling trees for the replanting of several acres of 

wasteland.  Though the camp was closed in 1935 and eventually all of the buildings were removed, 

evidence of the CCC remains through its historic road, bridge, dam, and park improvements.  Erving 

State Forest is a landscape associated with early twentieth century national conservation and public 

improvement projects. 

Laurel Lake, Laurel Lake Road 

Laurel Lake, the Town’s only natural freshwater body, is considered to be a significant historic 

Recreational and Conservation landscape.  Labeled Long Pond on early maps, the lake may have 

been the site of native upland encampments for seasonal fishing.  For this reason, the shores of the 



   

Historic and Scenic Resources Chapter – Erving Master Plan June 2002 

4-19 

lake should be considered archaeologically sensitive.  Early in the 1900s, a woodland dirt road 

extended from Swamp Road to the lake.  At that time, no roads encircled the pond so all campers, 

hunters, and fishermen used boats.  After the Mohawk Trail became an automobile tourist highway, 

a handful of hip and gable roofed one-story summer cabins were constructed along the north shore of 

the lake.  Most of these 1920s cottages are well-maintained shingled or novelty-sided structures still 

in use today.  Not until the CCC developed Erving State Forest after 1933, was the lake improved as 

a public recreational resource. 

Scenic Roads in Erving 

In many parts of Erving, historic landscapes blend with scenic viewsheds.  Scenic roads, which 

access these special places, overlap both.  It is for this reason that Erving’s scenic roads are listed 

here.  While the Town has not yet officially designated any local scenic roads pursuant to Chapter 

40, Section 15C of the Massachusetts General Laws (M.G.L.), members of the Master Planning 

Committee recommend that the local roads listed in the table below receive Town Meeting 

consideration for that protection.  A roadway’s designation as a local scenic road provides some 

protection to historic and scenic resources along its route.  Once a road has received scenic 

designation, the local Planning Board must give written approval before any repair, maintenance, or 

construction of the road is permitted, if that activity would involve the cutting or displacement of 

trees, or the removal of stone walls within the public right-of-way. 

State maintained roads, such as Route 2 and Route 63, cannot be nominated as local scenic roads but 

may be designated by the State under the Federal Scenic Byway program.  While Massachusetts 

currently does not have a formal process for designating Scenic Byways, Special legislation can be 

passed by the State Legislature once a Corridor Management Plan has been completed.  Recently, 

Routes 47 and 63/10 in Sunderland, Montague, Erving and Northfield received Scenic Byway 

designation as a part of the Connecticut River Scenic Farm Byway. 

Scenic roads provide access to historic landscapes.  The Historic and Scenic Resources Map 

identifies scenic roads in Erving that contain important historic and scenic resources.  In a few cases, 

the location of an historic landscape that does not include a structure is identified by the road that 

accesses it.  The Historic and Scenic Resources Map indicates which portions of the road are 

considered the most scenic.  The scenic roads are also listed in Table 4-9. 

Table 4-9: Scenic Roads in Erving 

Status Name of Road Portions of Road Considered as Scenic 

Potential State  Mohawk Trail, Route 2 Farley Flats, and west of Farley to Ervingside 

State Designation  Northfield Road, Route 63 Entire Road as part of CT River Scenic Farm Byway 

Potential Local Swamp Road/Laurel Lake 

Road 

Entire Road 

Potential Local Mountain Road Northern section to Town line 

Potential Local River Road North of East Mineral Road Bridge  

Potential Local Old State Road Entire Road  
Source: Field Survey by FRCOG Planning Staff, 2000. 
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Historic Resource Issues  

Incomplete Inventories 

The Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) maintains an inventory of documented historic 

resources within a town.  The MHC listings are built from MHC inventory forms submitted to the 

MHC by local historical commissions and other interested individuals.  Currently, most of the MHC 

inventoried historic structures for Erving either are in Erving Center or are bridges or cemeteries.  

Many of the historic structures in Ervingside have been researched by Erving Historical Society 

members, but do not yet have completed MHC inventory forms.  For other properties, submitted 

forms lack information on building styles or locations.  It is important that all significant historic 

structures and sites within the Town be documented and inventoried, and that the MHC forms for 

these properties be completed and submitted.  An accurate and complete inventory of the Town’s 

historic structures and sites is an essential first step towards preserving these assets.  Such an 

inventory would also be a necessary component of any future effort to establish officially designated 

historic areas. 

Erving Historical Commission 

All structures, sites, and landscapes require the stewardship of the Erving Historical Commission.  

While it has been relatively inactive in the past several years, the Erving Historical Society has 

enthusiastic and dedicated members.  Perhaps these two groups could unite in their efforts to 

document the Town’s significant historic structures and sites.  Historic resources across Erving 

require dutiful preservation efforts, including the first step of documentation.  Without this effort, 

many of the historic resources remaining in Erving may be lost to new development or neglect.  

Deterioration of Historic Structures 

Without due attention, neglect and deterioration may threaten significant historic structures.  

Demolition due to neglect of buildings is one of the most pervasive threats to historic rural 

resources.  If a structure deteriorates substantially, restoration becomes cost prohibitive, resulting in 

the eventual loss of the asset.  In order to preserve historic resources it is necessary that a 

preservation and protection plan be devised before structures deteriorate significantly.  Tools such as 

a demolition delay bylaw or a farm structure reuse bylaw may offer communities the opportunity to 

find alternative uses for deteriorated historic properties.  

Loss of Historic Elements 

Over time, historic details on many older buildings, such as door and window moldings, porch 

supports, eaves brackets, and other features may be lost.  Often, when such detailing becomes 

damaged or decayed, it is permanently removed, and the related structure features replaced by 

cheaper or mass-produced versions that lack the character of the original.  These changes in the 

details and patterns of facades can be detrimental to a building’s historic value and nature.  The use 

of vinyl siding and of vinyl replacement windows with fake mullions can similarly be problematic, 

and threaten the historic appearance of older structures.  An education program for property owners 

to illustrate the negative impacts to historic clapboard buildings caused by siding and replacement 

windows could help address this problem.  
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Incentives and Financing for Historic Resource Preservation 

Preservation and restoration of historic structures can often be a prohibitively expensive prospect for 

landowners.  A twenty percent (20%) Investment Tax Credit is currently available for rehabilitation 

of commercial properties on the National Register of Historic Places.  At present, there is no parallel 

program that helps to allay the cost for restoration of residential properties.  Legislation for such a 

tax credit has support both at Federal and State levels, and it is hoped that a tax credit program for 

residential structures will be passed in the next few years.  Private funding initiatives may offer 

another avenue for financing restoration.  Some of the successful strategies that have been used in 

other parts of the country are revolving funds, facade easement donations held by land trusts, and 

loans by local banking institutions interested in the long-term economic benefits of historic 

preservation. 

Integration of Land Conservation and Historic Preservation 

Erving contains cultural resources that include historical structures, sites, and landscapes. 

Traditionally, land conservation and historic preservation have been treated as separate issues.  

However, the close connections between Erving’s natural resources and its historic resources call for 

an integrated approach to preserving and enhancing these assets.  For example, the long-term 

integrity of the significant historic landscapes along the Mohawk Trail depends both on the viability 

of land preservation efforts and on maintaining the structural and design qualities of the historic 

buildings and sites.   

Accessibility 

Most historic buildings were not built to be accessible to those in wheelchairs or with other mobility 

limitations.  It is important to improve access to historic buildings as required by the Federal 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), by introducing such changes as ramp entrances and 

wheelchair lifts.  To the extent possible, accessibility measures should be designed to be 

architecturally compatible with the buildings where they are located. 
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Recommendations 

 Apply to the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) for a Planning Survey Grant to 

complete Erving’s Historic Resources inventory and MHC forms. 

 Contact the Department of Environmental Management to pursue grant funding to complete 

a cemetery preservation plan for the Holton Cemetery and implement recommendations of 

the plan once it is completed. 

 Initiate discussions with Greenfield, Gill, and Orange to pursue formal State designation of 

the Mohawk Trail east of I-91 in Franklin County as a Scenic Byway, and to apply for 

Federal Scenic Byway funding to complete a corridor management plan. 

 Purchase scenic easements from willing landowners to protect historic landscapes and scenic 

roads.  Potential funding sources include the Federal Highway Scenic Byway Program and 

the State Enhancement program for landscapes along State-designated Scenic Byways, a 

local land bank funded by a small percentage of tax receipts, and regional land trusts and 

State agencies.   

 Request Town Meeting approval to designate Local Scenic Roads pursuant to M.G.L. 

Chapter 40, Section 15C to protect important shade trees and stone walls in the public right-

of-way.  Proposed local designated scenic roads are identified on the Historic and Scenic 

Resources Map. 
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CHAPTER 

5  

TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 

Transportation resources are the highways, roads, railroad tracks, bus routes, bike paths, and 

sidewalks that exist within a town.  Their importance is often overlooked until there is a problem, an 

accident, or a traffic jam.  Transportation resources affect people's daily lives as well as the ways in 

which their communities grow.  When these resources are neglected or modified without 

consideration of the impacts, the results can be negative, ranging from lost opportunities for 

pedestrian traffic to serious safety issues.  Erving’s transportation services and infrastructure are 

important resources for the Town, and deserving of assessment and enhancement. 

The road infrastructure of Erving is comprised of two State highways, Route 2 and Route 63, and a 

network of other roadways serving the various village centers and outlying rural areas.  Due to the 

Town’s rural nature, cars and trucks are the primary modes of transportation for people and goods.  

According to the 1990 U.S. Census, ninety-six percent (96%) of Erving households own at least one 

vehicle.  In addition, ninety-four percent (94%) of Erving's working population commute by car, 

truck or van to their place of work.  This places great importance on the road network to provide a 

safe and efficient system to accommodate these modes. 

Route 2 is the primary east-west highway across the northern half of Massachusetts, and runs from 

the center of Boston into New York State.  This major roadway follows along the southern border of 

the Town parallel to the Millers River and connects Erving Village, Farley, and Ervingside.  Route 2 

has received much study in recent years, and a number of major improvements are currently under 

design to improve safety along the corridor.  Route 63 located along the western edge of Town 

provides the only north-south route in Franklin County east of the Connecticut River. 

A fixed-route transit service, the G-Link, operated by the Franklin Regional Transit Authority 

(FRTA) and the Montachusett Regional Transit Authority (MART) traverses Route 2 between 

Greenfield, Orange and Athol and has three scheduled stops in Erving each run.  This service links 

with routes to Gardner and Winchendon, and onto Boston via bus or commuter rail from Fitchburg.  

Seven trips in each direction are scheduled each weekday and have been optimized to fit many of the 

shift times of the major employers in the area.  The need for alternative transportation options such 

as transit is reflected in 1990 Census data that showed that less than one percent (0.7%) of Erving’s 

workers use public transportation to get to work, and that the vast majority of residents drive to work 

alone.  It should be noted that this data was collected at a time when no scheduled transit service was 

provided through Erving. 

Erving has additional transportation infrastructure in the two rail lines that traverse the Town.  The 

first, operated by Guilford Rail System (GRS), runs east-west parallel to Route 2 and the Millers 

River along the length of Erving.  The second line, operated by New England Central Railroad 

(NECR), runs north-south parallel with Route 63 on the western edge of the Town.  Both lines are 

primarily used for freight purposes.  Erving Paper and International Paper formerly used these rail 

lines to bring in raw materials and ship out the finished products, but now ship all by truck.  The 
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Vermonter, an Amtrak passenger service, which runs twice a day between Rutland, Vermont and 

New York City, utilizes the north-south rail line operated by NECR.  This train does not stop in 

Franklin County, but the Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG) is investigating the 

possibility that this service could stop at Miller Falls in the future. 

Erving State Forest and Northfield Mountain recreation areas provide a variety of recreational 

walking activities.  Also, the recently completed streetscape project along Route 2 in the Erving 

Town Center improved the feeling of comfort and safety for pedestrians in that part of Town.  

Further improvements in the pedestrian infrastructure to increase the sidewalk connectivity within 

and between the various village centers, should be considered. 

Bicycling opportunities are limited in Erving.  Route 2 is the only direct east-west route through 

Town.  Its traffic volumes and speeds, combined with its twisting and narrow road layout, make 

Route 2 a very dangerous and undesirable location for riding a bicycle.  Also, many of the north-

south roadways in Town involve long and steep inclines that limit these routes to only the most 

experienced cyclists.  Phase II of the Franklin County Bikeway, the Northfield Connector, is 

proposed to follow River Road along the western border of the Town.  This Phase of the bikeway 

utilizes shared roadway and provides a link to the Northfield Mountain Recreation Center and the 

Northfield Mount Hermon School, both in Northfield.  Since this section runs along an existing 

roadway, it only requires signage to raise driver awareness to the presence of bicyclists.  It is 

expected to be completed sometime in 2002. 

The Transportation Resources chapter of the Master Plan will inventory and describe most of the 

resources outlined above.  The following goals and objectives for transportation were developed 

with input from the Master Plan Committee and the Transportation Subcommittee. 

Goals: 

 To continue to oversee and support safety improvements along the Route 2 corridor. 

 To improve the pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. 

 To improve traffic patterns at key locations. 

 To maintain or expand transportation choices for Erving residents. 

 To maintain the road infrastructure at existing levels or better. 
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Objectives: 

 Identify intersection safety improvements and congestion mitigation measures for Route 2 

and other main roads. 

 Provide or improve sidewalks and crosswalk safety in the village centers. 

 Explore the feasibility of providing walking and bicycling trails throughout Erving. 

 Raise awareness of the existing transit service through Town. 

 Use available transportation funds judiciously to maintain and improve roads and streets. 

 

To address these goals and objectives, the following work items are included in the Transportation 

section of the Master Plan: 

 A discussion of a comprehensive pavement management system and an analysis of its 

benefits to Erving.  A comprehensive pavement management system assesses all maintained 

paved roadways as to their overall condition, prioritizes repairs, and estimates the funding 

needed to improve the condition of the road system; 

 Collection of traffic counts for main roads; 

 Collection and analysis of accident data; 

 An assessment of traffic volumes to road capacity ratios known as Level of Service (LOS) 

along important roads; 

 A discussion of the potential for improving the pedestrian and bicycling network in the 

village centers;  

 A discussion of the condition of Erving's bridges; and, 

 A summary of Route 2 safety improvements and opportunities for residents to participate in 

their design and implementation. 

Road Infrastructure 

Functional Classification 

The categorization of roadways by “functional classification” was mandated under the Federal 

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), and was completed in 1993 by 

MassHighway Planning working with the State’s thirteen Regional Planning Agencies, including the 

Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG). 

Roads are functionally classified based on the service that they are intended to provide within the 

road network.  According to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
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Officials (AASHTO) definitions,
1
 there are eleven road classifications, which can be grouped into 

the following seven categories. 

 Interstate 

 Rural Principal Arterial and Urban Extensions 

 Rural Minor Arterials and Urban Extensions 

 Other Urban Principal Arterials 

 Rural Major Collectors and Urban Minor Arterials 

 Rural Minor Collectors and Urban Collectors 

 Rural Local and Urban Local 
 

Roadways in Erving are considered to be Rural due to the density of the population.  The functional 

classification has a hierarchy based on the level of service the roadway provides. Route 2 is 

classified as a Rural Principal Arterial.  Route 63 is classified as a Rural Minor Arterial.  North 

Street is classified as a Rural Major Collector.  Swamp Road and Laurel Lake Road are classified as 

Rural Minor Collectors.  The remaining roads in Town are all classified as Rural Local.  Table 5-1 

shows the breakdown by functional classification and maintenance authority of the thirty-nine (39) 

miles of roadway in Erving.  Unaccepted roadways are those roads that are maintained by a private 

individual or organization, or that have been discontinued by the Town. 

Table 5-1: Road Mileage by Functional Classification and Maintenance Authority 

Functional 

Classification 

Maintenance Authority     Total 

MassHighway Town State Park  Unaccepted Mileage 

Rural Interstate     0.00 

Rural Principal Arterial 9.06    9.06 

Rural Minor Arterial 2.04 0.54   2.58 

Rural Major Collector  3.83   3.83 

Rural Minor Collector  0.65 1.59  2.24 

Rural Local 2.51 12.01 5.84 0.96 21.32 

Total Mileage 13.61 17.03 7.43 0.96 39.03 
Source: Mass Highway Planning, Year End Massachusetts Road Inventory File, 1999. 

It can be seen from the table that the Town is responsible for the maintenance of 17.03 miles of 

roadway, the majority of which is classified as Rural Local.  Roadways with a functional 

classification of Rural Major Collector or higher are eligible for Federal Aid or Non-Federal Aid 

through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for reconstruction projects. 

                                                           
1
 AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 1994. 
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Pavement Management 

A pavement management system (PMS) as defined by the American Public Works Association 

(APWA) is “a systematic method for routinely collecting, storing, and retrieving the kind of 

decision-making information needed (about pavement) to make maximum use of limited 

maintenance and construction dollars.”  Historically, road maintenance funds were channeled to 

those roads that were perceived by local highway superintendents to be in the worst condition.  

Various studies have indicated that a pavement maintained in a perpetual “good” to “excellent” 

condition, requires one-fourth to one-fifth the investment of a pavement that is poorly maintained 

and rehabilitated only after it reaches a “poor” or “failed” condition.  A PMS is designed to provide 

quantitative information to support repair and budget decisions to maintain roads in a perpetual 

“good” to “excellent” condition.  

Figure 5-1: Life Cycle of Asphalt Pavement 

 

Source: Mass Highway Department, Pavement Management Program Technical Report, 1996. 



   

Transportation Resources Chapter – Erving Master Plan June 2002 

5-6 

Figure 5-1 gives a graphical depiction of the general life cycle of an asphalt pavement.  The life of a 

paved roadway varies between ten (10) and twenty (20) years depending on weather conditions and 

traffic load.  Under normal conditions with consistent weather and traffic patterns, a pavement will 

deteriorate by forty percent (40%) in the first seventy-five percent (75%) of its life.  During the next 

twelve percent (12%) of its life, the pavement will deteriorate by another forty percent (40%).  With 

proper timing of preventative maintenance measures during the first seventy-five percent (75%) of a 

pavement’s life, many years can be added to the functionality of the road at a lower overall cost. 

With the limited availability of transportation funding, it is more important than ever to make cost-

effective decisions.  A formalized PMS improves on the existing practices that most highway 

departments already employ by enhancing professional judgment through guidelines and a 

standardized approach.  It also provides highway departments and Town officials with information 

that can be used to request additional funding either from Town Meeting or from State and Federal 

sources.  A PMS is generally based around a piece of computer software that has been developed 

from years of research into pavement behavior and the effects of timed repair strategies.  A PMS can 

help determine the most appropriate time to make the repairs, the most cost-effective repair method, 

and the annual cost of maintaining the roadway at the desired condition level. 

The FRCOG Planning Department has been involved in pavement management activities since the 

early 1990s.  In 1997, FRCOG completed a three-year pavement management contract with the 

Massachusetts Highway Department (MassHighway) encompassing the survey and analysis of 

nearly five hundred miles (500) of Federal-Aid and State Transportation Program (STP) funded 

roads in the twenty-six Franklin County communities.  Unfortunately, this contract was not renewed 

due to a lack of available funds at the State level.  In 1998, FRCOG completed a pavement analysis 

(the initial phase of a PMS) for the Towns of Buckland and Shelburne as part of their joint Master 

Plan, and in 2000, it completed an analysis of the paved road network for the Town of Heath.  The 

FRCOG Planning Department is committed to continuing its pavement management activities and is 

currently investigating funding sources for conducting additional pavement data collection and 

analysis to assist our towns in setting up a pavement management system.   

In Erving, almost sixteen (15.68) of the seventeen (17.03) miles of roadway for which the Town is 

responsible are paved, and just over one (1.35) mile is gravel.  In the absence of an outside funding 

source, it would cost the Town of Erving approximately $4,000 for the FRCOG to conduct a full 

pavement management analysis.  This analysis would provide the Town with valuable information 

on the existing condition of its paved road network and would allow it to project future conditions 

under varying funding situations.  It would also assist the Town in setting repair priorities for the 

short-term.  To maintain the PMS and maximize the benefits of the program, the town would need to 

resurvey its road network on at least a bi-annual basis.  The FRCOG would continue to provide 

assistance by analyzing the collected data with the PMS RoadManager software. 

The following provides a brief explanation of the processes involved in pavement management.  The 

methodology used for data collection and analysis was designed to maximize the effectiveness of the 

RoadManager software.  The survey technique involves the identification of nine different distress 

categories present on the pavement surface.  The average severity and extent of the present distresses 

along a road section (no more than 1 mile in length) are inputted into the software.  Based on this 

input, a pavement condition index (PCI) is calculated.  The PCI is based upon a scale between 100 

(best) and 0 (worst).  A pavement with no distresses noted will have a PCI equal to 100 and as the 
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number, severity, and extent of distresses increase, the lower the PCI becomes.  Based on the PCI 

and a number of other factors, a general repair strategy is assigned to the surveyed roadway section.  

Also, a cost is associated with each repair type and, based on the area the repair would be applied to, 

a total repair cost is calculated.  The final step is the calculation of a “Benefit Value” which reflects 

the cost-effectiveness of conducting repairs on one road section over another.  In general, higher 

priority (better cost-effectiveness) is assigned to sections requiring routine and preventative 

maintenance over sections requiring reconstruction.  This reflects the principles of pavement 

management discussed earlier and shown in Figure 5-1.  However, the type of repair is not the only 

factor in this calculation.  The average daily traffic (ADT) volume is also considered, and a high 

volume section requiring reconstruction is likely to receive a higher benefit value than a low volume 

road requiring routine maintenance.   

Using the results of its pavement management study, the Town of Buckland secured a $500,000 

STRAP (Small Town Road Assistance Program) grant to assist it in reconstructing its ailing paved 

road network.  A copy of the Town of Heath Pavement Management Study can be requested for 

review. 

Bridges 

Bridges are a critical component of the roadway network and predominantly come under the domain 

of MassHighway.  Bridges are regularly inspected and rated according to standards established by 

the American Association of Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  The purpose of the 

AASHTO rating is to provide a standard to compare the status of bridges within a region and across 

the nation.  Many factors are considered when developing the rating of a bridge, such as structural 

integrity, the road’s functional classification, the design purpose of the bridge, etc.  In general, for a 

bridge to be eligible for reconstruction, it must have an AASHTO rating of less than seventy-five 

(75); for a bridge to be eligible for replacement, it must have an AASHTO rating of less than fifty 

(50).  Bridges may be further classified as “structurally deficient” or “functionally obsolete,” which 

can raise their position on the priority list for reconstruction or replacement. 

Bridges are determined to be “structurally deficient” if they fall below specific thresholds.  A bridge 

that is deemed “structurally deficient” may need a vital, but relatively minor repair, or may require 

more serious rehabilitation.  Obviously, safety concerns are paramount, so if a bridge requires a 

repair to continue safely carrying the current volumes and weight of traffic, its “structurally 

deficient” designation would increase its priority ranking. 

Bridges are determined to be “functionally obsolete” when they are inadequate to fulfill the desired 

function.  An example of a “functionally obsolete” bridge would be one that has only two travel 

lanes, but that has a four-lane road approaching it.  “Functional obsoleteness” does not deal with the 

structural soundness of the bridge itself.  A determination of “functionally obsolete” identifies 

bridges where mobility may be restricted and congestion may be growing, but which are not safety 

hazards in and of themselves.   

Information regarding posted weight limits is also used in prioritizing bridge repairs and 

replacements.  A weight restriction may be set and posted due to a bridge’s deteriorating condition 

or may simply be a reflection of its original use.  For example, a bridge constructed fifty years ago 
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may be in good structural condition, but was not designed with the expectation of carrying the heavy 

freight loads of today.   

Table 5-2 lists the roadway bridges and their conditions as contained in the February 2001 

MassHighway Bridge Listing. 

Table 5-2: Condition of MassHighway and Town-Owned Bridges in Erving 

Bridge 

Number Location Under Bridge 

Year 

Built or 

Rebuilt 

AASHTO 

Rating 

Deficiencies

* Owner 

E-10-002 Route 63  

(Bridge St.) 

Millers River 1953 35.9 SD MassHighway 

E-10-005 Paper Mill Rd. Millers River 1984 53.0  Town 

E-10-006 Farley Rd. Millers River 1889 38.9 FO Town 

E-10-008 North St/Arch St. Millers River 1987 34.5 SD Town 

E-10-011 Church St. Keyup Brook 1940 50.9 SD Town 

E-10-013 Route 2 Railroad 1931 55.9 SD MassHighway 

E-10-014 Route 2 Connecticut 

River/North Rd. 

1992 77.4  MassHighway 

E-10-016 Route 2 Route 63 1931 48.2 SD MassHighway 

E-10-27 Crescent St. Keyup Brook 1980 91.5  Town 
* SD = Structurally Deficient; FO = Functionally Obsolete. 

Source: MassHighway Bridge Listing, February 2001. 

Traffic Counts 

The FRCOG and MassHighway have been collecting traffic volume data at various locations in the 

Town of Erving over the past ten years.  Each traffic count consists of data collected during a period 

of at least two consecutive weekdays.  These collected volumes are then averaged to obtain an 

Average Weekday Traffic (AWT) volume.  To reflect seasonal differences in traffic volumes, 

MassHighway produces seasonal adjustment factors based on data from the more than 200 statewide 

locations with permanent counters that collect traffic data every day of the year.  The seasonal 

adjustment factors are then applied to the AWT volume to produce an Average Annual Daily Traffic 

(AADT) volume for a location. For example, August is a high travel month so seasonal adjustment 

factors for August will decrease the collected AWT volume to arrive at the AADT volume.  On the 

other hand, March is a low travel month, so the seasonal adjustment factor will increase the collected 

AWT volume for the AADT volume.  The AADT volumes are rounded to the nearest 100 for counts 

more than 1,000, and to the nearest 10 for counts less than 1,000.  

Table 5-3 lists the Erving locations where traffic count data has been collected during the past ten 

years (these locations are also shown on the Transportation Map).  For locations with multiple 

counts, an average Annual Growth Rate (AGR) has been calculated.  The average AGR is the 

average rate of change in traffic volume per year.  For instance, there were two traffic counts 

conducted on Route 63 north of Route 2, one in 1997 (AADT = 2,400) and the other in 2000 (AADT 

= 2,500).  The difference between these two traffic counts represents an average AGR of just over 

one percent (1.37%). 
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Although the methodology for calculating AADT volumes follows standard procedures, a number of 

factors should be considered when using AADT volumes to calculate average AGRs.  It should be 

noted that the seasonal adjustment factors reflect seasonal variations averaged from locations 

throughout the State and do not specifically reflect the traffic variations for each location listed in 

Table 5-3 or even for Franklin County in general.  Additionally, variations in traffic volumes occur 

depending on which days of the week the data is collected.  Generally, traffic volumes are the lowest 

on Mondays and steadily increase through the week peaking on Fridays.  Therefore, to improve the 

accuracy of the average AGR, it is important to try to compare counts that have been conducted 

during the same month of the year and same days of the week.  Unfortunately, this is not always 

possible, even though the FRCOG makes every effort to collect new data during a similar time 

period as the previous counts. 

Table 5-3: Erving Traffic Count Data 

Street/Route Location 

Past Year 

Count 

Most Current 

Count 

Average 

AGR** 

Year AADT* Year AADT*  

Route 2 West of Mountain Rd. 1992 9300 2000 9300 0.00% 

Route 2 Gill Town Line 1994 7600 2000 8400 1.68% 

Route 2 East of Prospect St.   1996 8700  

Route 63 Montague Town Line 1994 4300 1999 4100 -0.95% 

Route 63 2/10 Mile North of Route 2 1997 2400 2000 2500 1.37% 

Route 63 Northfield Town Line 1994 2200 2000 1940 -2.07% 

North St. 1/10 Mile South of Swamp St. 1996 880 2000 960 2.20% 

Old State Rd. 1/10 Mile West of Route 2   2000 120  

Old State Rd. 250 ft. East of Route 2   2000 290  

Prospect St. 200 ft. East of Maple St. 1995 1430 2000 1400 -0.42% 

River Rd. 100 ft. South of Route 2 1996 920 2000 940 0.54% 

*AADT – Average Annual Daily Traffic; AGR – Annual Growth Rate. 

It can be seen from Table 5-3 that there is no consistent pattern of growth at the counted locations in 

Erving, and that no one location has seen a dramatic increase or decrease in its traffic levels.  For 

some of these locations, conclusions can be drawn as to why the average AGR has increased or 

decreased. 

Route 2 – West of Mountain Road 

MassHighway has conducted a traffic count at this location each year since 1990.  Unfortunately, 

almost every year the count has been conducted during a different month and different days of the 

week.  In 1992 and 2000, the counts were conducted during July, between a Tuesday and Thursday.  

For both years, the AADT was calculated at 9,300 vehicles per day.  Since these counts were 

conducted during the same month and weekdays, it is appropriate to calculate the average AGR 

based on the AWT volumes.  In 1992, the AWT volume was 10,351, and in 2000, it was 10,514.  

This equates to an average AGR of 0.20%.  Based on this data, it still appears that traffic growth at 

this location has been minimal. 

Route 2 – Gill Town Line 

MassHighway counted at this location in 1994, 1997 and 2000.  The AADT volumes from 1994 and 

2000 were used to calculate an average AGR of 1.68%.  The 1994 count was conducted in May from 

Monday through Wednesday.  The 2000 count was conducted in July from Tuesday through 
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Thursday.  Data from a permanent count station on Route 2 in Athol indicate that July traffic 

volumes are considerably higher than those in May.  This difference is not fully accounted for in the 

seasonal adjustment factors used to calculate the AADT volumes.  This, plus the fact that the 2000 

count was conducted from a Tuesday through Thursday, likely accounts for the higher average AGR 

than is seen on Route 2 west of Mountain Road. 

Route 63 – Montague Town Line 

FRCOG counted at this location in 1994, 1996 and 1999.  The AADT volumes from 1994 and 1999 

were used to calculate an average AGR decrease of 0.95%.  The 1994 count was conducted in July 

and the 1999 count in June, both during the same days of the week.  Even though July generally sees 

higher traffic volumes than June the seasonal adjustment factors used for the months in these years 

do not reflect this fact, with an adjustment factor of 0.92 for July 1994, and a factor of 0.89 for June 

1999.  A comparison of the AWT volumes shows that in 1994, there were 4,622 vehicles per day, 

and in 1999, there were 4,667 vehicles per day.  Using these volumes, the average AGR is calculated 

to be 0.19%. 

Route 63 – 2/10 Mile North of Route 2 

FRCOG counted at this location in 1992, 1997 and 2000.  The AADT volumes for 1997 and 2000 

were used to calculate an average AGR increase of 1.37%.  Both these counts were conducted in 

August and during the same weekdays.  Therefore, it is possible to more accurately predict average 

growth by using the AWT volumes.  In 1997, the AWT volume was 2,740, and in 2000, it was 

2,796.  This equates to an average AGR of 0.68%. 

Route 63 – Northfield Town Line 

MassHighway counted at this location in 1991, 1994, 1997 and 2000.  Unfortunately, each count 

was conducted during different months and days of the week.  In 1994 and 2000, the location was 

counted in August and March respectively, during a Monday through Wednesday.  In Franklin 

County, because of the tourist-oriented economy, August is one of the most heavily traveled months 

of the year, and March is one of the least traveled.  The seasonal adjustment factors do not fully 

reflect this fact and lead to a calculated average AGR of -2.07%.  This result is vastly different from 

the data collected further south on Route 63 which used more reliable data. 

North Street – 1/10 Mile South of Swamp Street 

FRCOG counted at this location in 1996 and 2000.  The 1996 count was conducted in May and the 

2000 count in August, producing an average AGR of 2.20%.  North Street provides access to the 

Erving State Forest and the Laurel Lake State Park.  Additional traffic to these attractions in August 

probably inflated the rate of growth on this roadway. 

Prospect Street – 200 ft. East of Maple Street 

FRCOG counted at this location in 1995 and 2000.  The 1995 count was conducted in May, and the 

2000 count was conducted in August, producing an average AGR of -0.42% based on the AADT 

volumes.  A comparison of the AWT volumes between the two years shows a small average AGR of 

0.21%.  Based on previously discussed patterns, it would be expected that the August volume would 

be much higher than the May volume, but it is not.  This suggests that the average traffic volumes 

may have actually decreased on this roadway, which could be linked to changes in the number of 

employees at the nearby International Paper factory located adjacent to this road. 
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River Road – 100 ft. South of Route 2 

FRCOG counted at this location in 1996 and 2000.  The 1996 count was conducted in May, and the 

2000 count was conducted in August, producing an average AGR of 0.54% based on the AADT 

volumes.  For the reasons discussed previously about the degree of applicability of the seasonal 

adjustment factors for Erving roadways, the accuracy of this average AGR for this location is 

questionable. 

Based on the above discussion, it is clear that caution must be used when trying to determine traffic 

growth rates on individual roadways.  However, from the locations where there is a reasonable level 

of confidence in the accuracy of the calculated average AGRs, it can be concluded that the major 

roadways in Erving have seen minimal growth in traffic volumes over the past decade.  This reflects 

a pattern that has been seen across most of the region. 

Accident Analysis 

Traffic accidents are often unpredictable, unavoidable events.  However, sometimes, accidents can 

be predictable, and the conditions that increase the chances for accidents are often correctable.  The 

vast majority of traffic accidents are the result of driver error, but often driver error is magnified by 

poor roadway or intersection design, or by inadequate traffic control measures.  For example, when 

crashes occur in high numbers at a particular location, there is probably a common reason for the 

accidents related to the design and/or signage of the road at that spot. 

All traffic accidents resulting in over $1,000 of property damage or resulting in personal injury or 

death must be reported to the local or State police and the Massachusetts Registry of Motor Vehicles 

(RMV) within five days of the accident.  The RMV records each of these accidents in a statewide 

database, which the FRCOG uses to conduct preliminary analysis of accident trends in Franklin 

County.  In 2000, the FRCOG completed a study to identify the thirty (30) most hazardous 

intersections in Franklin County
2
 based on RMV data from 1995 through 1997.  No intersections in 

Erving appeared on this top thirty (30) list.  For the Erving Master Plan, a review was conducted of 

RMV-recorded accidents in Erving from 1997 through 1999, the three most recent years of available 

data. 

In the three-year period of 1997 through 1999, 104 accidents were reported for Erving.  Just under a 

third (or 32) of these accidents resulted in injury to at least one of the parties involved.  Over seventy 

percent (or 75 accidents) of the accidents occurred under dry (clear or cloudy) weather conditions, 

fifteen percent (16 accidents) occurred in wet (rain) conditions, and just under nine percent (9 

accidents) occurred in icy (snow or sleet) conditions.  The majority (79 accidents) occurred between 

7 AM and 7 PM, the peak travel period of the day.  Forty percent (42 accidents) occurred during the 

fall foliage months of September, October and November.  Two-thirds (69 accidents) occurred at 

various locations along the seven miles of Route 2 that runs through the Town, and eleven percent 

(12 accidents) occurred along Route 63 between the Montague and Northfield town lines.  Many of 

the above findings indicate that accidents occur most often in the areas or during the times with the 

heaviest traffic volumes.  For example, Route 2 is by far the most heavily traveled roadway in 

Erving, and this is reflected in the proportion of the total accidents (66%) that have occurred along 

                                                           
2
 FRCOG, Identification of the Most Hazardous Intersections in Franklin County, 2000. 
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its length.  A summary of the Erving accident data by location is provided in the Transportation 

Resources Appendix at the back of the Master Plan. 

Based on the location descriptions in the RMV database, no one intersection or roadway segment 

experienced an excessive number of accidents.  However, the number of accidents occurring along 

and at the intersections of Route 2 is of concern.  In response to concern about safety, Route 2 

recently underwent a detailed safety study.  This study and recommended Route 2 safety 

improvements are discussed in the next section of this chapter. 

Route 2 Safety Improvement Study    

Background 

Route 2 (also known as the Mohawk Trail from the Town of Erving west) has served as the primary 

east-west highway across the northern portion of the State since the beginning of the twentieth 

century.  Route 2 is part of the National Highway System.  Safety along Route 2 in Franklin County 

has been a concern for decades.  Route 2 is a four-lane highway across the majority of 

Massachusetts, but it drops to two lanes in Phillipston.  The highway from Phillipston west is hilly 

and winding, and has unlimited local access and manufacturing facilities located alongside it at 

several locations. 

During the 1960s, a number of improvement projects were completed on Route 2 between its 

intersection with Interstate 495 and Millers Falls.  This work included the widening of the section 

between Interstate 495 and Phillipston to four lanes.  Also, the section of Route 2 between the town 

of Phillipston and the Orange-Wendell town line was reconstructed as a two-lane highway. 

Since the 1960s, the potential widening of the section of Route 2 between Phillipston and the 

Greenfield town line has been studied and debated at length.  Nearly every debate has centered 

around the irresolvable controversy of whether to widen Route 2 through Erving, which would 

require significant property acquisition, or to cross the Millers River into Orange and build a new 

road through the Wendell State Forest.  In the early 1990s, MassHighway notified local officials that 

until there was local consensus on how to proceed, MassHighway would take no actions on Route 2. 

The Franklin County Long Range Regional Transportation Plan (1994) recommended that the 

feasibility of expanding Route 2 from a two-lane to a four-lane highway between Phillipston and 

Orange be studied.  Also, around that time, the Route 2 Task Force was formed in recognition of the 

fact that consensus and a new approach were needed if any actions to resolve Route 2’s issues were 

going to be undertaken.  The Route 2 Task Force is comprised of Select Board representatives from 

each town along the corridor, as well as concerned non-profit groups and environmental advocates.  

The group has met on a regular, often monthly, basis since its establishment in 1994.   

In 1995, the recommendation to study the feasibility of widening Route 2 from Phillipston to Orange 

was modified to focus on identifying and implementing safety improvements along the corridor.  

The Route 2 Task Force was committed to developing a safety improvement plan for the entire 

Phillipston-to-Greenfield corridor to be endorsed by all of the towns along the corridor.  

Consequently, the Massachusetts Highway Department, the Franklin County Commission (now the 

FRCOG), the Montachusett Regional Planning Commission, and the Route 2 Task Force compiled a 
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scope of work for such a study.  In May of 1996, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) was hired to 

conduct the safety improvement study with $200,000 in funding being provided by MassHighway.  

Goals of the Study 

The primary goals of the Route 2 Safety Improvement Study were to conduct a detailed operational 

analysis of traffic conditions on Route 2 between Phillipston and Interstate 91 in Greenfield, and to 

prepare recommendations for safety improvements that could be implemented in the near term.   

Data Collection 

The study consisted of the collection of data on existing conditions including traffic counts, turning 

movement counts, and travel time runs.  A capacity analysis of the existing traffic conditions, 

including an assessment of the current Level of Service and volume to capacity ratios, was 

completed.  In addition, existing horizontal and vertical roadway alignments and sight distances 

were studied to identify deficiencies, and accident data was collected to identify high accident 

locations.  Wilbur Smith Associates also completed fieldwork to determine the length and location 

of the existing climbing lanes, to measure sight distances from intersecting streets, and to conduct 

travel time runs.  Based on this information, the consultant then developed recommendations for 

safety improvements along the corridor. 

Results of the Study 

Wilbur Smith Associates concluded that a lack of capacity on the highway was not a cause of Route 

2’s safety problems.  The firm analyzed the capacity of the roadway for the projected traffic volumes 

to the year 2020, and concluded that there was sufficient capacity through the forecast year.   

The consultant found that primary contributors to the safety problems included a lack of sight 

distance, tight geometry of the existing alignment of the roadway and ramps, and resulting driver 

confusion and frustration.  The following general deficiencies were identified: 

 Minor Side Streets and Driveways.  There are numerous residential streets and driveways 

entering Route 2, especially in Erving and Gill. 

 Shoulders.  In Erving, the shoulders are either inadequate (less than 4 feet) or non-existent. 

 Sight Distance.  In many locations, sight distances are limited.  The topography and limited 

right-of-way makes correcting these sight-distance problems difficult.  These locations are 

particularly hazardous for through traffic that is unfamiliar with the route. 

 Climbing Lanes.  There are limited areas that have climbing lanes.   

 Entrance and Exit Ramps.  The tight geometry of the entrance and exit ramps creates safety 

hazards.  Drivers are required to reduce their traveling speed from 55-65 mph to 20-25 mph 

to safely execute the ramps.  Most of the ramps have compound curves that are hard to 

maneuver. 
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 Centerline and Pavement Edge Reflectors.  Pavement edge reflectors were limited along the 

corridor.   

 Rumble Strips.  There are no rumble strips along the edge of the pavement in any section of 

the Route 2 corridor. 

 Guard Rails.  Certain areas with steep slopes have inadequate guardrails. 

 Speed Limits.  The speed limit varies considerably along the route.   

 Scenic Pullouts. There are several non-designated pullouts being used by motorists to gain 

access to the river or to enjoy a scenic vista.  Using these pull-out areas results in abrupt, 

unexpected exits from the highway. 

The Route 2 Safety Improvement Study was the first study of the Route 2 corridor to receive local 

support during its development and for its recommendations.  The Route 2 Task Force accepted the 

final report in August 1997, and it was then submitted to MassHighway for review.  Prior to 

implementation of the recommendations of the report, MassHighway needed to review the report, 

and the Commissioner of MassHighway and the Legislature needed to approve the recommendations 

and the funding for improvements.  Generally, MassHighway concurred with the findings of the 

report, but did not agree in every instance with the proposed solutions.  After reviewing the Safety 

Improvement Study, MassHighway issued the Route 2 Corridor-Safety Study Design and 

Construction Implementation Plan Summary, which presented its approach for implementing the 

study’s recommendations. 

Problems Identified in the Route 2 Safety Study and Status of Improvements 

Below is a summary of the specific problems identified in the Town of Erving in the Route 2 Safety 

Improvement Study Report, and the status of the implementation of the recommended improvements.  

The Transportation Resources Appendix includes the findings of the Safety Improvement Study and 

the status of improvement implementation for the other towns along the corridor, including 

Greenfield, Gill, Orange, Athol, and Phillipston. 

Ervingside 

Operational and observed deficiencies on the Route 2 segment in Ervingside include inadequate 

sight distance at the River Road intersection, incoming and outgoing traffic at Semb Drive, a sharp 

horizontal curve past Route 63, and very limited sight distance at Mill Road.  Access to and from 

Prospect Street for unfamiliar motorists poses a challenge and presents a hazardous situation.  In 

addition, limited sight distance and inadequate driver guidance creates confusion for Route 2 

westbound traffic turning left onto Prospect Street. Sight distance is also limited at the west end of 

Old State Road.  There are limited shoulders through this area.  The intersection of Holmes Street 

and Route 2 also is an area of concern due to limited sight distance and excessive grade differences.  

Improvements in this area are very complicated due to the number of side streets that currently 

access Route 2 and the commercial and residential activity in this area. 
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Status 

The resurfacing of Route 2 between the intersections with Old State Road was completed with 

shoulder rumble strips and raised centerline pavement markings.  In January 2001, following public 

input, the Route 2 Task Force provided MassHighway with a list of recommendations of 

improvements for the Ervingside area.  MassHighway at this time is developing a scope of work to 

hire a consultant to complete full designs ready for construction.   

 

The recommendations from the Task Force are as follows: 

Route 2:  Lower the vertical curve between the railroad bridge and the Route 63 overpass near the 

French King Bowling Alley; increase the signage throughout the area including speed limit signs 

near Prospect Street and signage to clarify turning movements at Semb Drive; and make Route 2 in 

the vicinity of River Road a “No Passing” zone. 

Intersection of River Road and Route 2:  Prohibit the left turn movement from Route 2 westbound 

onto River Road; create a deceleration lane for right turning traffic on Route 2 eastbound onto River 

Road; and investigate whether a yellow flashing light is warranted at this intersection. 

Intersection of Semb Drive and Route 2:  Add a left turn lane on Route 2 eastbound to improve the 

safety of this movement; provide sidewalks on both sides of Semb Drive, and a crosswalk leading 

from the parking lot to the bowling alley; and investigate if a traffic signal is warranted at this 

location. 

Intersection of Kavanaugh Drive and Route 2:  Permit only right turns in and out of Kavanaugh 

Drive. 

Intersection of Forest Street (north side) and Route 2:  Permit right turns from Route 2 westbound 

only, prohibiting access from Forest Street onto Route 2 or left turns from Route 2 westbound (this 

recommendation would maintain two-way traffic flow on Forest Street to provide access to homes 

along its length); provide sidewalks along at least one side of Forest Street; and investigate measures 

or devices to slow vehicle speeds as they exit Route 2, possibly realigning the intersection of Forest 

Street and Route 63. 

Intersection of Forest Street (south side) and Route 2:  Permit right turns from Route 2 eastbound 

only; and explore ways to eliminate access to Route 2 while maintaining acceptable levels of access 

to the homes in this area. 

Intersection of Prospect Street and Route 2:  Maintain existing two-way traffic flow on Prospect 

Street; and add a left turn lane for Route 2 westbound traffic. 
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Erving Center and Erving/Orange Town Line 

Route 2 in Erving Town Center is narrow with no shoulder, and has tight horizontal curves and 

several unsignalized intersections that lead to residential neighborhoods.  There is pedestrian activity 

throughout this area.  The Erving Paper Mill facility is extremely close to the road requiring trucks to 

back onto Route 2.  The intersections of East Prospect Street (both east and west) have limited sight 

distance.  The intersection of Route 2 and Route 2A at the Erving/Orange Town Line has operational 

and observed deficiencies.  

Status 

Centerline reflectors have been installed.  The improvements that are part of the Transportation 

Enhancement Streetscape Project in Erving have been completed.  A 25% design hearing was held in 

March 2001 on the plans to realign Route 2 at the Erving Paper Mill.  These plans will realign Route 

2 to the north of its existing alignment behind the Erving Paper Mill parking lot, joining back to the 

existing Route 2 just east of East Prospect Street.  An intersection just west of the existing parking 

lot will provide access to the Erving Paper Mill.     

Farley Flats 

Status 

Centerline and edge reflectors have been installed.  The Route 2 Task Force is currently soliciting 

public input from the residents of the area on possible improvements that can be made.  This input 

will be brought to the Task Force for discussion and then forwarded onto MassHighway. 

Roadway Level of Service (LOS) Analysis 

The Highway Capacity Manual provides a general methodology for calculating the Level of Service 

(LOS) for rural two-lane highways.  The 1997 version of the manual states that “Level of Service is 

a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally described 

in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort 

and convenience and safety.”  For two-lane highways, LOS is a function of average travel speed, 

percent time delay and capacity utilization.  The Highway Capacity Manual methodology calculates 

capacity thresholds to reflect these three characteristics.  Under ideal conditions, a two-lane highway 

has a capacity of 2,800 passenger cars per hour in both directions. The ideal conditions are: 

 Design speeds greater than or equal to 60 mph 

 Lane widths greater or equal to 12 feet 

 Clear shoulders greater than 6 feet 

 No “no passing zones” on the highway 

 All Passenger cars in the traffic stream 

 A 50/50 directional split of traffic 

 No impediment to through traffic due to traffic control or turning vehicles 

 Level terrain 
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The capacity is adjusted down from 2,800 passenger cars per hour for each roadway segment based 

on variations from the above ideal conditions.  The resulting capacity thresholds reflect the 

maximum traffic volume that will maintain the flow conditions for each of the LOS levels A though 

F as described below: 

 LOS A - signifies a road section where motorists are able to drive at their desired speeds 

(approaching an average of 60 mph or higher in ideal conditions); delays incurred by slow-

moving vehicles occur less than thirty percent (30%) of the time; demand for passing is well 

below capacity; and almost no platoons of three or more vehicles are observed. 

 LOS B - signifies a road section where delays incurred by slow-moving vehicles occur up to 

forty-five percent (45%) of the time; average speeds in ideal conditions exceed 55 mph; 

demand for passing required to maintain desired speed approximately equals the passing 

capacity; and the number of platoons forming in the traffic stream increases significantly. 

 LOS C - signifies a road section where delays occur sixty percent (60%) of the time; average 

speeds under ideal conditions exceed 52 mph; demand for passing is in excess of passing 

capacity; platoons are prevalent, commonly chaining together; and although the traffic flow 

is stable, it is becoming susceptible to congestion due to turning and slow-moving vehicles. 

 LOS D - signifies a road section where the two opposing traffic streams essentially begin to 

operate separately as passing becomes extremely difficult; average speeds under ideal 

conditions approach 50 mph, even though platoon sizes reach between five and ten vehicles; 

motorists incur delays up to seventy-five (75%) of the time; and turning or slow-moving 

vehicles cause major shock waves in the traffic stream. 

 LOS E - signifies a road section where speeds under ideal conditions drop below 50 mph and 

are much lower under less than ideal conditions where passing becomes virtually impossible; 

delays are incurred greater than seventy-five percent (75%) of the time; and platooning 

becomes intense as slower vehicles or other interruptions are encountered. 

 LOS F - signifies a road section where traffic demand has exceeded capacity resulting in 

heavily congested flow. 

In general, it is desirable to maintain traffic conditions at a LOS C or better. 

The LOS provided by a roadway is determined based on the peak-hour traffic volume recorded 

along the studied segment. 

An LOS analysis was conducted for Route 2, Route 63 and North Street, the major roadways in the 

Town of Erving.  Table 5-4 summarizes the results of this analysis, and the calculation worksheets 

for the analysis are included in the Appendix for the chapter.  The LOS rankings for the analysis 

areas are also shown on the Transportation Map. 
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Table 5-4: Rural Two-Lane Roadway Level of Service (LOS) Analysis Results 

Route/ 

Road From To 

Peak Hour 

Volume (v) 

Adjusted 

Capacity (c) 

v/c 

Ratio LOS 

Route 2 Gill Town Line Old State Rd. 

(east) 

783 1661 0.47 D 

Route 2 Old State Rd. 

(east) 

Moss Brook Rd. 837 1347 0.62 E 

Route 2 Moss Brook Rd. 

 

Orange Town Line 603 1643 0.37 D 

Route 63 Route 2 Northfield Town 

Line 

225 1538 0.15 C 

North St. Church St. Northfield Town 

Line 

96 1433 0.07 B 

Source: FRCOG, Level of Service Analysis. 

North Street and Route 63 are operating at an acceptable LOS (of C or higher) during the peak travel 

hour of the day.  The two segments of Route 2 on the east and west sides of Town are operating at 

LOS D during the peak travel hour.  Under these conditions, travel speeds may still be relatively 

high, probably around the speed limit, but drivers will not be able to maintain their desired speeds 

because of the limited number of passing opportunities and the interaction of turning vehicles.  

Passing opportunities are limited due to vertical and horizontal alignment of the roadway and the 

volume of opposing traffic causing platoons of between five and ten vehicles.  The middle section of 

Route 2 between Old State Road and Moss Brook Road is narrow and winding, limiting passing 

opportunities and speeds, which results in LOS E during the peak travel period of the day. At LOS 

E, travel speeds generally drop below the speed limit and the traffic flow is affected considerably by 

factors such as slow moving or turning traffic.  The improvements currently under consideration as 

part of the Route 2 Safety Study should produce improvements in the LOS of this roadway through 

increased road width and additional passing opportunities. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

The rural and small nature of the village centers of Erving and the fact that a major highway (Route 

2) dissects them makes providing a comprehensive pedestrian network difficult.  The recently 

completed Streetscape project along Route 2 in the Erving Town Center improved the feeling of 

comfort and safety for pedestrians in that area.  However, it is still felt that Route 2 is a barrier to 

pedestrian traffic.  Vehicle speeds through the Town Center are perceived to still be too high, and 

motorist compliance with the crosswalk laws is said to be poor.  Making the crosswalks a lot more 

conspicuous to passing motorists by either additional signage and/or pavement markings could help.  

Measures to raise driver awareness to their speeds, such as police speed boards or variable message 

signage, could also improve the situation. 

A pedestrian link from Mountain Road to the Erving Town Center via Cemetery Road to the end of 

the existing sidewalk that terminates on the west side of the Town Center should be investigated.   

Measures to improve pedestrian access across Route 2 should investigated at various locations along 

the corridor.  One such location is the area of Maple Avenue and Holmes Road, which has been cited 

as a location where residences on the north and south side of Route 2 are isolated from each other.  

In addition, this area provides access to the Millers River for fishing and other activities and is 
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particularly popular with the younger generation living in Town; given the area’s high activity level, 

it is important that it offer safe options for crossing Route 2. 

Transit Service 

The rural nature of Erving is not conducive to providing efficient transit service to residents, and 

Erving is fortunate that some level of transit service is currently available.  In October 1999, the 

Franklin Regional Transit Authority (FRTA) and the Montachusett Regional Transit Authority 

(MART) together began a new weekday service called the G-Link.  The G-Link operates between 

Greenfield and Gardner, with links to Orange, Athol and Winchendon.  The FRTA operates the 

western portion of the service providing seven round-trips each weekday between Greenfield and 

Athol, via Route 2 through Erving.  Three scheduled stops in Erving are provided each run.  They 

are at the bowling alley in Ervingside, at the Boxcar Restaurant in Erving Center, and at the Erving 

Paper Mill.  Stops can also be requested at any other location that does not pose a safety hazard to 

passengers or to other vehicle traffic.  The schedule for the service from Greenfield to Athol is 

provided in the Transportation Resources Appendix. 

The MART operates the eastern portion of the G-Link service providing six round trips each 

weekday between Orange, Gardner and Winchendon.  This service provides the opportunity to link 

up with commuter rail to Boston from Fitchburg.  From Greenfield, connections can be made to 

Amherst and Northampton, and from there to communities served by the Pioneer Valley Transit 

Authority, including Springfield and Holyoke.  Also from Greenfield, private bus lines have service 

to Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, Boston, New York, and Washington, D.C. 

According to the FRTA, ridership on the western portion of the G-Link averages ten (10) passengers 

per run.  Ridership figures are not available for passengers boarding and getting off in Erving.  It has 

been suggested that ridership may be so low because residents may simply not be aware of this 

service, particularly the senior citizens.  The FRTA is aware of this problem, and is looking to 

collaborate with the local Council of Aging to provide seniors with more information on the G-Link 

service and on using transit in general. 

The G-Link service provides a vital level of mobility not previously available to people without car 

access or who are unable to drive, and should continue to be supported. 
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Bikeway Facilities 

In Erving, bicycling opportunities are limited.  Route 2 is the only direct east-west route through 

Erving, and its traffic volumes and speeds, combined with its twisting and narrow road layout, make 

it a very dangerous and undesirable location to be riding a bicycle.  In addition, many of the north-

south roadways include long, steep inclines that limit these routes to only the most experienced and 

physically fit cyclists. 

However, a portion of the proposed Franklin County Bikeway, which consists of approximately 

forty-four (44) miles of primarily shared roadway through eight Franklin County communities, 

includes a section in Erving.  Phase II of the Bikeway, the Northfield Connector, comprised of 

approximately eleven (11) miles of shared roadway along River Road in Erving, connects to 

Northfield Mountain Recreational and Environmental Center, downtown Northfield, and the 

downtown campus of the Northfield Mount Hermon School via Pine Meadow Road and Route 63 in 

Northfield.  This section of the Bikeway (shown on the Transportation Map) will run along existing 

roadway and therefore, does not require any land acquisition, design, engineering or construction.  

However, it does require signage that clearly marks the Bikeway route and alerts drivers to the 

presence of bicyclists.  Sign locations are currently being identified, and it is expected that this phase 

of the Bikeway could be completed this year. 

Additional phases are planned to provide shared roadway sections to link the Northfield Connector 

with sections of dedicated bike path in Greenfield (Phase III, Riverside Greenway) and Montague 

(Phase I, The Canalside Trail) which are nearing the end of their design and permitting process, and 

expected to begin construction in the next year or so. 

Since providing bicycling accommodations along Route 2 is not an advisable, safe or practical 

proposition, alternative routes should be investigated to link the village centers of the Town.  One 

option mentioned is to use an existing gravel roadway that reportedly runs through the neighboring 

town of Wendell between Erving Town Center and Millers Falls.  This roadway is known to start at 

the North Street Bridge over the Millers River and continue westward.  The Department of 

Environmental Management (DEM) owns this section of the road, but it is not clear how far its 

section goes, and the FRCOG is currently investigating this issue.  The roadway reportedly crosses 

Farley Road in Wendell at a point from which access to the Maple Avenue area of town could be 

made, and then continues next to the rail tracks all the way to Millers Falls.  Further investigation 

should be conducted to determine the practicalities of pursuing this as an east-west pedestrian and 

bicycling route for the Towns of Erving and Wendell. 
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Rail 

Two rail lines traverse the Town of Erving.  The first, operated by Guildford Rail Systems (GRS), 

runs east-west parallel to the Millers River.  Erving Paper Mill formerly used this line to bring in raw 

materials and ship out its products, but now does it all by truck.  The second line, operated by New 

England Central Railroad (NECR), runs north-south parallel to Route 63 on the western edge of 

Town.  Both lines are primarily used for the transport of freight. 

Franklin County has not seen passenger rail service since 1967.  A passenger rail service does pass 

through Franklin County without stopping on a daily basis.  The Vermonter service operated by 

Amtrak uses the NECR line through Erving and Millers Falls twice a day, southbound in the late 

morning and northbound in the late afternoon on its way between St. Albans, Vermont, and New 

York City and Washington, D.C.  This service is heavily subsidized by the State of Vermont and its 

closest stops are in Brattleboro, Amherst and Springfield.  The future of this service is in question 

following the start of another subsidized service (Ethan Allen Express), which runs through eastern 

New York State between Rutland, Vermont, and New York City.  It is rumored that the State of 

Vermont is interested in rerouting the Vermonter to Boston, and that the rerouted service would run 

the existing route to Palmer and then head to Boston.  Such a service would require subsidies from 

the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to cover part of its costs.  The FRCOG has conducted some 

preliminary investigation into the possibility of providing a station in Millers Falls and plans to 

vigorously pursue this if the Vermonter is rerouted to Boston. 

Recommendations 

 Investigate and implement ways to improve pedestrian safety crossing Route 2. 

 Investigate measures or devices to slow vehicle speeds through village centers. 

 Investigate using an existing gravel roadway through Wendell as a link for pedestrian and 

bicycle traffic between Erving Town Center, Farley, and Ervingside. 

 Provide continued support and input to the Route 2 Task Force and its effort to improve 

safety along the Route 2 corridor through Town. 

 Continue support for the G-Link transit service. 

 Review the benefits to the Town of implementing a pavement management program.  
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CHAPTER 

6  

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

From its inception, Erving’s economy has been based on utilizing local resources to 

manufacture goods for sale to out of town markets.  Industry has played a role in the 

development of each of the three distinct sections of Town, with businesses thriving at 

different times in Erving Center, Farley, and Ervingside.  Over the years, products ranging 

from furniture to shoe heels, and from paper products to mittens, have been produced using 

waterpower from the Millers River, regional agricultural products, and wood from the 

heavily forested hills above town.  Paper production remains an important industry, 

providing a large portion of the Town’s employment opportunities.  A few small businesses 

also continue to flourish, providing for the needs of local businesses, residents, and tourists 

alike.   

Today, neither the river nor the forest is heavily used as an economic resource.  While 

waterpower remains a significant aspect of the local economy, with one million megawatts of 

generation capacity deep in the heart of Northfield Mountain, the Millers River runs mostly 

free of its historical impoundments.  The two dams that remain provide flood control and 

help to enhance opportunities for whitewater boating during the early spring without 

interfering with fish populations.  The forests are now mostly State owned and managed for 

wildlife habitat and recreational uses.  Therefore, in addition to industrial development, 

earlier generations of Town residents have left a legacy of natural beauty, which adds to the 

quality of life for residents and has the potential to attract tourism. 

In 1997, the Franklin County Community Development Corporation (FCCDC) undertook an 

economic development survey at the request of the Board of Selectmen.  The FCCDC 

determined that, “there is general support for the Town to take a pro-active role in economic 

development.”  The type of development favored by survey respondents is described in Table 

6-1. 

Table 6-1: Support for Active Promotion of Economic Development 

Development Type Percent in Favor 

Industrial 60% 

Retail 54% 

Recreation  51% 

Service/Office  43% 

Light Industry Only 36% 
Source: Franklin County Community Development Corporation, Economic Development Survey, 1997. 

While these numbers do not provide overwhelming support for the development of any one 

economic sector, both the qualitative and quantitative to the survey revealed that there are 

three distinct aspects of the economy favored by a majority of residents:  industry, retail, and 

recreation and tourism. Responses also revealed that maintaining and enhancing the aspects 
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of Town that add to their quality of life, however residents choose to define, has at least 

equal support as a goal among Erving’s residents as does support of economic development. 

This chapter presents information on Erving’s economy and main economic development 

issues.  It begins with an analysis of demographic, labor, and employment statistics and then 

discusses some key issues that pose challenges to and provide opportunities for future 

development.  It concludes with recommendations and suggested actions to address 

challenges and to seize opportunities.  The list of economic development goals and objectives 

below was created using the responses to the 1997 FCCDC Economic Development Survey 

as a guide. 

Goal: To support existing and new industrial, retail, and recreational development in a 

manner that will increase employment opportunities, promote tourism, and improve 

residents’ quality of life. 

Objectives: 

 Improve Erving Center beginning with support for the redevelopment of the Usher 

Plant, either through municipal acquisition, special incentives for the private sector, 

or some combination of the two that emphasizes cooperation among the present 

owners, the Town, and potential new business interests. 

 Resolve infrastructure issues that jeopardize the retention of existing businesses, 

including the provision of water and sewer services to the French King Bridge area, 

and the relocation of Route 2 adjacent to Erving Industries. 

 Collaborate with neighboring towns (Wendell, Warwick, Orange, Gill, etc.) and 

regional organizations (Franklin Regional Council of Governments and Franklin 

County Community Development Corporation) on a regional tourism strategy that 

capitalizes on the Town’s scenic beauty and recreational opportunities. 

 Encourage existing and new efforts to promote economic activity that restores and 

enhances the ecological health of the Town, region, and nation, including pollution 

prevention, resource and energy efficiency, and water quality improvement.  

 

Goal: Diversify the tax base to maintain a stable municipal budget. 

Objectives: 

 Determine whether the low residential tax rate can be maintained into the future 

without attracting inordinate residential growth. 

 Participate in the Franklin-Hampshire Connect project to improve the region’s access 

to high speed telecommunications services and to promote the Town as responsive to 

the needs of businesses that are dependent on or could benefit from this type of 

infrastructure. 
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 Become involved with regional efforts, including the goal of establishing a wood 

based industrial park, to develop new industries that create jobs and add value to local 

timber and non-timber forest products. 

 Investigate the Town’s potential for renewable energy generation; micro-hydro (does 

not require a dam), wind, solar, biomass, and landfill gas are all potential resources in 

the community that are currently not utilized. 

Demographics and Labor Force Statistics 

In order to understand the state of the economy in Erving, one must first assess certain 

aspects of the Town’s population in relation to the larger region.  Once comparisons are 

made between statistics about the residents of Erving, Franklin County, and the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts as a whole, the diagnosis of the overall health of the 

community’s economy and its outlook for the future becomes clearer.  In addition to being 

useful to the efforts of Town officials to manage fiscal resources, these statistics also 

describe trends in the local and regional labor force.  These trends are important to business 

owners who may be interested in expanding an existing business or starting a new business in 

Town.  Since labor can be one of the highest costs associated with running a business, a good 

picture of the local and regional supply is invaluable to any business owner or manager 

considering an expansion or move. 

Most of Erving’s residents work outside of Town but within the Greater Franklin County 

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (Franklin County CEDS) region.  This 

region is used as the basis for regional economic development planning and includes all the 

towns of Franklin County plus Amherst, Athol, and Phillipston.  According to the 1990 U.S. 

Census of Population and Housing, Journey to Work Figures, only one hundred and twenty-

four (124), or eighteen percent (18%), of the Town’s employed residents were employed in 

Erving.  Eighty-seven percent (87%) worked within the Franklin County CEDS region, with 

Greenfield and Montague topping the list of towns and drawing twenty-eight percent (28%) 

and twenty-two percent (22%) respectively of Erving’s employed residents. 

In 1990, Erving’s employers provided five hundred and eighty-three (583) jobs.  One 

hundred and twenty-four (124), or twenty-one percent (21%), of these jobs were filled by 

Erving residents.  Five hundred and eleven (511), or eighty-eight percent (88%), of the jobs 

were taken by Franklin County CEDS region residents (including Erving residents), with the 

Towns of Orange and Athol each providing a sizeable number of workers, and together 

accounting for forty percent (40%) of those employed in Erving. 

As mentioned above, demographics are also useful for forecasting the type and amount of 

municipal services that will be required by residents in the future.  According to the latest 

estimates made by the Massachusetts Institute of Social and Economic Research (MISER), 

there were one thousand four hundred and seventy-six (1,476) residents in Erving in mid-

1997.  This represents an almost eight percent (7.6%) increase since 1990, or one hundred 

and four (104) new residents in seven years.  During the same time period, Franklin County’s 

population grew by just under two percent (1.9%) and the State’s by three and a half percent 



Chapter Prepared by the Center for Economic Development at the University of Massachusetts 

Economic Development Chapter– Erving Master Plan  June 2002 

6-4 

(3.5%).  Erving falls just below the median population size for the County, with fifteen of the 

communities having larger populations and ten communities having smaller populations.  

Erving’s growth rate during this seven-year period is just above the median for the County.  

It is the tenth fastest growing town among the twenty-six communities. 

New residents are projected to continue coming to Erving at a similar rate during the next 

decade.  The Town’s growth rate is projected by MISER to be higher than both the State’s 

and the County’s (see Table 6-2).  However, MISER’s own population estimates for 1997 

discussed above, in contrast with the actual level of growth that occurred, call into question 

MISER’s projections for the next decade.  If the trends from 1990 to 1997 continue, Erving’s 

population growth rate will be a bit faster than projected, and both the State’s and the 

County’s will be quite a bit slower.  

Table 6-2: Population Growth, Estimates and Projections, 1970-2010 

  

Population 

Growth, 

1970-1990 

(# of People) 

 

 

 

% Growth, 

1970-1990 

Estimated 

Population 

Growth, 

1990-1997 

(# of People) 

 

 

Estimated 

% Growth, 

1990-1997 

Population 

Growth 

Projections, 

1990-2010 

(# of people) 

 

 

Projected 

% Change, 

1990-2010 

Massachusetts 329,150 +5.8% 211,205 3.5% 704,179 +11.7% 

Franklin County 10,882 +18.4% 1324 1.9% 8,098 +11.6% 

Erving 112 +8.9% 104 7.6% 201 +14.7% 
Sources: Growth and estimated population: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population & Housing, 1970, 1990; Population 

projections: MISER, Population Projections for the Years, 2000, 2005, and 2010, released 1999.  Middle projections used. 

Another important aspect of interpreting demographics, is determining population growth 

rates for people of different age groups, or cohorts.  Since people of differing ages demand 

different municipal services, disaggregating growth rates by cohort makes it easier to 

determine which services Town officials should begin to invest in for the future.  For 

example, if the youngest cohort is growing, more school services (e.g. teachers and school 

space) may be needed, or, if the oldest cohort is growing, more elderly services (e.g. 

subsidized housing and nursing care) may be needed.  These figures can also be useful to 

business managers interested in the number of people of working age in the area. 

The populations of both the youngest (ages 0-19) and older workforce (ages 45-64) of 

Massachusetts residents grew rapidly during the period from 1990 to 1995, while the 

populations of younger workers (ages 20-44) and retirees (ages 65 and over) declined and 

grew slightly respectively (see Table 6-3).  Franklin County experienced the most growth in 

its middle-age population during these same years; the 45-64 year cohort grew by almost 

twenty-one percent (20.7%).  The school age population (0-19 years) grew only slightly at 

just under one percent (0.8%).  The population of adults in their early working years (20-44 

years) declined much faster in the County (-6.4% change) than in the State (-0.3%), and the 

County’s elderly population (65+ years) also declined slightly (-0.8%).  

Population trends in Erving during this period show a few differences from both the State 

and the County.  The Town’s population of school age residents declined by ten percent 

(10.0%), opposite to trends in the State and County.  Also, while the County’s elderly 
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population was declining, Erving’s elderly population (65+ years) grew at just under two 

percent (1.9%), more than twice the State rate.  As a result, additional elder services may be 

required in Erving in the years to come.  Investment in services for the elderly will likely be 

needed for the longer term as well, since, as is true across the County and the State, Erving’s 

population is aging.  The growth rate for Town’s middle-aged cohort (45-64 years) outpaced 

even the County’s high growth at just over twenty-two percent (22.2%), which means that 

the elderly will likely be among the largest cohorts in the coming years.  In the shorter term, 

it can be said that generally an older labor force is more skilled, which would be considered a 

plus to local and incoming business owners.  However, an older, more skilled labor force also 

demands higher wages, which, depending on the industry, may be considered a deterrent to 

expansion or relocation. 

Table 6-3: Population by Age Group in Massachusetts, Franklin County, and Erving, 

1990 & 1995 

 Massachusetts 

Population 

% 

Change 

Franklin County 

Population 

% 

Change 

Erving 

Population 

% 

Change 

Age Group 1990 1995  1990 1995  1990 1995  

0-19 years 1,475,100 1,586,312 +7.5% 19,015 19,177 +0.8% 379 341 -10.0% 

20-44 years 2,533,456 2,526,368 -0.3% 28,556 26,719 -6.4% 528 524 -0.8% 

45-64 years 1,115,150 1,233,156 +10.6% 12,348 14,901 +20.7% 252 308 +22.2% 

65+ years 819,284 826,068 +0.8% 10,173 10,095 -0.8% 213 217 +1.9% 
Source: MISER, 2000. 

Table 6-4 describes the earning power in Erving as compared to the County and the State 

overall.  On average, Erving households earn incomes that fall just above the median for the 

County, and incomes seventeen and a half percent (17.5%) lower than the median State 

income.  Though per capita income for the Town (total income for all residents divided by 

the total number of men, women, and children) is lower than for both the County and the 

State, the percentage of people living below the poverty line in Erving (5.5%) is still lower 

than for both the County (9.6%) and the State (8.9%).  

The local and regional labor force is also described by the educational attainment of adults 

(see Table 6-5).  A highly educated work force is more likely to be able to provide skilled 

labor and expertise to existing and incoming businesses.  Erving ranks very close to both the 

County and the State in percentage of adults with a high school diploma.  From an 

employer’s standpoint, the relatively low number of Town residents with advanced degrees 

may be offset to some extent by the near average level of residents within Franklin County 

who hold a Bachelor’s degree or higher.   

It should be stated that both of the following tables (6-4 and 6-5) are based on data from the 

1990 U.S. Census.  While these are the most recent data available, their usefulness is 

debatable, given that ten years have passed since they were collected.  Data from Census 

2000 will become available on a flow basis beginning in January 2001, and all of the new 

Census data is expected to be available by September 2003.  This means that, depending on 

which data products are given priority by the Census Bureau, the data sets for Income and 

Educational Attainment may not be updated for almost two more years.  
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Table 6-4: Income and Poverty for Erving, compared to Franklin County and the State, 

1989 

  

Median Household 

Income 

 

Per Capita Income 

Percentage of 

Population Living 

Below Poverty Level* 

Erving $30,469 $13,369 5.5% 

Franklin County $30,350 $14,508 9.6% 

Massachusetts $36,950 $17,230 8.9% 
*Among persons living below poverty level for whom the poverty status has been determined. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population & Housing, 1990. 

Table 6-5: Educational Attainment in Erving, Franklin County, and the State, 1990 

Highest Level of Educational Attainment for Adults (Ages 25 and over) 

 High School Diploma or Higher Bachelors Degree or Higher 

Erving 78.6% 8.9% 

Franklin County 82.4% 24.2% 

Massachusetts 80.0% 27.2% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population & Housing, 1990. 

In the meantime, developing adult education programs and/or making stronger linkages to 

Greenfield Community College and the five colleges in the Amherst-Northampton area to 

encourage the pursuit of higher degrees would be a worthwhile use of Town funds.  For 

example, cultivating connections between the local business community, regional institutions 

of higher education, and the three vocational and technical schools in the region could serve 

two important purposes.  First, businesses could more easily find the types of skilled workers 

they need to remain competitive.  Second, and perhaps more importantly, local educational 

attainment could be increased, thereby opening up more job opportunities for Erving 

residents. 

Another key piece of information regarding the local and regional labor forces is their 

availability to seize new opportunities for employment.  The figures in Tables 6-6 and 6-7 

help to clarify this situation by depicting the number of people employed and the 

unemployment rates for the years 1993 through 1999, for both the local and regional labor 

pools.  High unemployment rates can sometimes be a deterrent to new businesses, because, 

although they signal a high number of people looking for work, they can also reflect a 

depressed economy.  Service industries and other enterprises that depend on local dollars are 

particularly concerned by consistently high unemployment rates.  Table 6-6 shows that 

employment in Erving has been growing consistently since 1993.  Between 1993 and 1999, 

total employment in the Town rose by eleven percent (11.0%).  During the same period, 

unemployment rates declined, falling almost two and a half percentage points from above 

five percent (5.3%) to just under three percent (2.9%).  Franklin County’s unemployment rate 

for 1999, at three percent (3.0%), was on par with Erving’s.  Both Erving’s and Franklin 

County’s unemployment rates for 1999 are lower than the State’s, which was just over three 

percent (3.2%). 
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Table 6-6: Labor Force Size and Unemployment Rate, Erving, 1993-1999 

 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1993-1999 

Change 

% Change 

Number of 

People in the 

Labor Force 

and Employed 

 

660 

 

672 

 

699 

 

702 

 

724 

 

730 

 

733 

 

+73 

 

+11.0% 

Unemployment 

Rate 

5.3% 3.4% 3.6% 2.8% 3.1% 3.1% 2.9% -2.4 N/A 

Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training, 2000. 

As was mentioned earlier, the jobs provided by businesses in Erving were occupied 

overwhelmingly (88%) by residents of the Franklin County CEDS area.  The remaining 

twelve percent of workers came, in roughly equal numbers, from (in descending order) 

Berkshire, Worcester, Windham (Vermont), Hampshire, Essex, and Hampden Counties.  

Since Route 2 is the major transportation corridor for the Town, it is not surprising that the 

two adjacent counties along it contribute the most to the local labor force.  Estimating the 

labor force that is immediately available to local business ventures is imprecise.  Worcester 

County is excluded from Table 6-7, because the large labor force residing in the City of 

Worcester would skew the data, as very few of these workers would be available to work for 

businesses in Erving.  Workers are also not likely to travel from the farthest reaches of 

Berkshire, Hampshire, or Hampden Counties.  They are most likely to come from other 

counties in the region, especially the local areas of Worcester County and southern New 

Hampshire and Vermont counties.  Assuming that workers from other counties would replace 

the number of workers from Berkshire, Hampshire, and Hampden Counties excluded by 

distance, the gross labor pool available for Erving would be approximately fourteen thousand 

(13,940) (see Table 6-7). 

Table 6-7: Labor Force Statistics by County, 1999 

 Labor Force Employed 

Persons 

Unemployed 

Persons 

Unemployment 

Rate 

Franklin County 37,747 36,630 1,117 3.0% 

Hampshire County 80,805 78,806 1,999 2.5% 

Berkshire County 64,717 62,289 2,428 3.8% 

Hampden County 210,931 202,535 8,396 4.0% 

Total Regional 

Labor Pool 

394,200 380,260 13,940 3.5% 

Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training, 2000. 

What percentage of this labor force has the skills required by Erving employers is an open 

question.  In 1997, the Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG) mailed an 

employer survey to Franklin County businesses.  Almost one third of the seventy-seven 

respondents reported plans to hire new employees within two to five years.  Half of the 

respondents reported difficulty in finding skilled employees.  Needed skills varied, though 

demand for machine operators would likely be the most relevant to Erving employers.   

Erving Industries plans to expand its plant in the near future, adding new facilities and 

employees.  According to the Human Resources Department at the company, a minimum of 

sixteen to twenty new employees will be hired in the next three to five years. 
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The Local Economy and Employment Sectors 

The local economy is a network of relationships between existing businesses and their 

customers, municipal services, the labor force, capital, and the natural resources (including 

energy) extracted from local, regional, national and global sources.  There are many 

indicators that can be used to determine Erving’s economic well-being.  Homeowners may 

look at the residential tax rate, which as of fiscal year 2000, is ranked third lowest in the State 

at $3.54/$1,000 valuation.  Business owners would be more inclined to look at the 

commercial or industrial tax rates, which are each ranked fifth lowest in the state at 

$5.64/$1,000.  Others may see the number and diversity of jobs available in Town or the 

local access to necessary goods and services as the most important measures.  Finally, some 

may wonder whether a balance can be struck between the objectives of fostering industrial 

development and marketing the Town’s natural beauty as a tourist attraction, and still 

maintaining the high quality of residential life. 

Economic development planning in the Erving Master Plan should follow the community’s 

stated goals and objectives (1997 FCCDC Economic Development Survey).  Briefly, these 

goals are: (1) To support existing and new industrial, retail, and recreational development in 

a manner that will increase employment opportunities, promote tourism, and improve 

residents’ quality of life; and (2) Diversify the tax base to maintain a stable municipal budget. 

Supporting existing and new business development is an important goal.  But which 

businesses should be supported and how? Four factors will be considered in this analysis.  

First, how do rates of growth and decline for the major employment sectors compare in 

Erving, Franklin County, and the State?  Are any sectors growing or declining particularly 

fast in Erving?  Second, how is employment spread throughout the economy?  Are there 

mostly big businesses, small businesses, or is there a mix?  Third, what else can be said about 

the jobs in Erving? For example, are they mostly part-time or full-time?  Finally, what do the 

existing businesses require to expand and/or remain competitive? 

The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) is useful for comparing the 

performances of similar types of economic activity in different geographic areas.  NAICS 

replaced the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) in 1997, and is organized into twenty 

categories.  The seven most commonly analyzed sectors are listed in the tables that follow.  

In Table 6-8, the numbers of people employed by each of these seven sectors in Franklin 

County and the State are listed for the years 1990 and 1998.   

The data for the tables that follow comes from two sources.  These sources are compatible in 

every way, except that information regarding employment in the government sector is only 

available at the municipal level and not at the County or State level.  Therefore, no 

comparisons between the Town and the County or State for the government sector could be 

made.  An additional complication in data analysis was due to the small number of 

businesses in Erving.  The Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training (DET) 

releases annual employment data for each of the cities and towns in the State.  When the 

agency determines that there are too few businesses in a sector to make the data anonymous, 

selected data are withheld.  Therefore, in addition to the local data in Table 6-10 that 

facilitate comparisons to the State and County for the period between 1990 and 1998, Table 
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6-11 also lists Erving’s employment figures for each year between 1988 and 1999 in order to 

clarify some local trends.  

Table 6-8 below shows that the services sector at both the State and County levels have 

provided the most employment during the last decade and added new jobs.  Manufacturing 

employment has declined by twenty-four percent (24%) in the State but has remained the 

second largest employment sector in the County and the third largest in the State.  Retail and 

wholesale trade has held steady on both the State and County levels, providing the second 

highest number of jobs in the State and the third highest in the County. 

Table 6-8: Employment by Industry Sector for Franklin County and the State, 

1990 & 1998 

 Franklin County Massachusetts 

Industry Sector 1990 1998 1990 1998 

Agriculture *140 *100 11,881 1038 

Construction 884 706 108,187 106,184 

Manufacturing 5,587 5,630 536,369 409,938 

TCPU* 1,006 1,501 131,374 193,511 

Trade 5,367 5,510 720,257 720,812 

FIRE** 1,258 787 246,920 258,987 

Services 6,555 7,620 1,009,359 1,211,471 
* These figures are approximations determined from figures for total employment and those for other sectors. 

**TCPU=Transportation, Communication and Public Utilities, ***FIRE=Finance, Insurance and Real Estate. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 1990 and 1998. 

Table 6-9 further elucidates the trends described above by depicting sector employment as a 

percentage of total employment.  The manufacturing, trade and service sectors on both the 

State and the County levels produced the highest percentage of total employment in 1998, 

together combining for over eighty percent (80.1%) of employment in the State and eighty-

five percent (85.8%) in the County.  It can be said that the County has a strong 

manufacturing sector, since it has a higher percentage, or share, of total employment in this 

sector than the State average.  In other words, Franklin County employs relatively more 

people in manufacturing jobs than the average in other counties in Massachusetts.  Though 

the sector has declined some since the beginning of the decade, the sector still employed a 

quarter of the workers in the County (25.8%) in 1998.  In contrast, in 1998, the State, which 

has lost many manufacturing jobs since 1990, employed only fourteen percent (14.0%) of its 

total workers in the manufacturing sector.  Using the same comparative analysis, other 

competitive sectors in Franklin County are agriculture, and Transportation, Communication, 

and Public Utilities (TCPU).  Since these two sectors employ a higher share of workers in the 

County than in the State, it is likely that local companies in these sectors are also producing 

more goods and services than their counterparts in other areas of the State.  Therefore, it can 

be said that in this region, these sectors are most likely exporting their goods and bringing 

money into the area.   

Another important technique for determining the relative strengths and weaknesses of the 

County employment sectors as compared to the State is to analyze the changes in 

employment over time.  This method also shows that manufacturing is relatively strong in 

Franklin County.  For example, during the period from 1990 to 1998, the County’s 
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employment share for the manufacturing sector shrank by four percent (4%), while the 

sector’s percentage for the State as a whole lost twenty-eight percent (28%).  Though also 

declining on both levels, the employment shares of agriculture and of trade declined slower 

in the County than in the State as a whole during those same eight years.  Weaker sectors in 

the County, construction and FIRE (Finance, Insurance and Real Estate) declined at a greater 

rate in Franklin County than in the State.  Of the seven sectors analyzed, only the TCPU 

(Transportation, Communication and Public Utilities) and services sectors had growing 

employment shares between 1990 and 1998 in both Franklin County and in the State.  

Services grew at a slightly greater pace in the State, while TCPU grew slightly faster on the 

County level. 

Table 6-9: Employment Share by Industry Sector for Franklin 

County and the State, 1990 & 1998 

 Franklin County Massachusetts 

Industry Sector 1990 1998 1990 1998 

Agriculture 0.67% 0.45% 0.43% 0.04% 

Construction 4.25% 3.23% 3.91% 3.63% 

Manufacturing 26.87% 25.75% 19.40% 14.02% 

TCPU* 4.84% 6.86% 4.75% 6.62% 

Trade 25.81% 25.20% 26.06% 24.64% 

FIRE** 6.05% 3.60% 8.93% 8.85% 

Services 31.52% 34.85% 36.51% 41.42% 
* These figures are approximations determined from figures for total employment and those for other sectors. 

**TCPU=Transportation, Communication and Public Utilities, ***FIRE=Finance, Insurance and Real Estate. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 1990 and 1998. 

Erving’s economy, while a part of the larger County and State economies, is significantly 

different in many respects (see Table 6-10).  For example, manufacturing provided more than 

half (54.3%) of the total employment for the Town in 1998, compared to one quarter (25.8%) 

of the employment for the County and one-seventh (14.0%) for the State.  As discussed 

earlier in regards to differences between the State and County economies, higher 

employment percentages for sectors in the Town than for sectors on the County level 

generally mean that the local industry is competitive.  Competitive industries export their 

products, bringing money into the local economy.  This is particularly true of the paper 

industry in Erving, which supplies markets throughout the country with locally made paper 

products.  Strong local industries deserve the support of the Town so they can maintain their 

competitive advantage. As Rocky Mountain Institute, an award winning non-profit 

sustainable development research organization, describes in its Economic Renewal Guide 

(1997), maintaining a local business is generally easier and more prudent than trying to 

recruit new businesses to replace a lost one.  Additionally, locally owned businesses tend to 

be more responsive to local needs and values, and are more likely to stand by their 

communities.  For example, Erving Industries deserves credit regarding its efforts in 

conjunction with EPA’s Enviro$ense program to reform its manufacturing processes to 

utilize more post-consumer paper, save energy, and prevent further pollution of the Millers 

River. 

Though one method of analysis depicts manufacturing as a competitive industry in Erving, 

the sector has shown significant decline in recent years.  A simple look at the number of 
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manufacturing jobs in 1990 and 1998 shows that almost two-thirds (61.6%) of them were lost 

in just eight years.  The recent closure of International Paper’s facility makes the situation 

even more concerning, since approximately one-hundred and twenty (120) more positions 

were terminated, reducing the total manufacturing jobs in Erving to approximately one 

hundred and twenty (120), a decline of over eighty percent (80.7%) in just ten years. 

Table 6-10: Employment by Industry Sector for Erving as a Percentage of Total Private 

Sector Employment, 1990 & 1998 

 1990 1998 

 

Industry Sectors 

Employed in 

Erving 

% of Erving 

Employees 

Employed in 

Erving 

% of Erving 

Employees 

Agriculture 0 0% 0 0% 

Construction 8 1.0% 0 0% 

Manufacturing 623 79.5% 239 54.3% 

TCPU* confidential N/A 31 7.0% 

Trade 16 2.0% 18 4.1% 

FIRE** 0 0% Confidential N/A 

Services confidential N/A 37 8.4% 

Government confidential N/A 114 25.9% 

Totals 784 82.5% 440 99.7% 
*TCPU=Transportation, Communication and Public Utilities, **FIRE=Finance, Insurance and Real Estate. 

Source: MA Division of Employment and Training, ES-202 data, 1990 and 1998. 

The TCPU sector is the other sector of the local economy that could be considered 

competitive by the method of analysis that compares sector employment percentages across 

local, regional, and state scales.  However, when local employment percentages are 

compared to the County numbers for this sector, the numbers are not nearly as dramatic as 

for manufacturing.  In fact, for TCPU, the local and County numbers are roughly equivalent, 

with seven percent (7.0%) of Erving employment and close to seven percent (6.9%) of 

County-level employment coming from the sector.  Both local and County figures are 

slightly higher than the State’s figure of just over six and a half percent (6.6%).  The 

presence of Northeast Utilities likely accounts for most of the local employment in this 

sector.   

Looking at the employment trends over time adds another dimension to the analysis of the 

relative strengths and weaknesses of local economic sectors.  However, in most cases, a lack 

of local data makes this analytical method difficult for Erving for the same period that data 

was available on the State and County levels.  Comparing employment percentages for a 

specific period can also be misleading.  For example, using employment percentage data only 

from the endpoint years for the period of 1990-1998 (as in Table 6-10), makes it looks as if 

trade is the only sector for which growth can definitively be established.  Even though the 

percentage of jobs in this sector doubled during this period from two percent (2.0%) to four 

percent (4.0%), looking at the number of jobs shows that the net increase was only two (2) 

jobs. As mentioned above and discussed in more detail below, this doubling of employment 

percentage was actually more attributable to a significant decrease in manufacturing jobs 

during the period than to any significant increase in trade employment.  Furthermore, if the 

data for this period is disaggregated into annual figures (see Table 6-11), large swings in 

trade employment become apparent.  Also, from looking just two years further back to the 
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1988 data, it becomes clear that the trade sector has actually declined considerably (33%) in 

recent years, falling from twenty-seven (27) jobs in 1988 to eighteen (18) jobs in 1998. 

Table 6-11 shows the available employment data for Erving since 1988, when changes in 

industry definitions took place that make comparisons to earlier data difficult.  This expanded 

data is given to facilitate comparisons for some sectors that were made difficult by the 

confidentiality of local data as shown in Table 6-10.  Though analyzing the data sector by 

sector for the years that data is available does not allow for precise comparisons across 

sectors and to State and County figures, given the data constraints, it is more accurate than 

relying solely on data at the endpoints of the 1990-1998 period.  

Table 6-11: Employment by Industry Sector, Erving, 1988-1999 

Year Total Agri-

culture 

Forestry 

Fishing 

Govern-

ment 

Const-

ruction 

Manu-

facturing 

TCPU* Trade FIRE** Services 

1988 904 0 123 9 conf 32 27 0 22 

1989 787 0 conf 11 conf conf 10 0 conf 

1990 784 0 conf 8 623 conf 16 0 conf 

1991 761 0 conf 7 571 conf 27 0 40 

1992 725 0 conf conf 535 conf 28 0 35 

1993 542 0 conf conf 342 conf 48 0 39 

1994 516 0 100 conf 319 conf 41 0 conf 

1995 533 0 89 0 349 conf 41 0 conf 

1996 540 0 94 0 345 conf 37 0 conf 

1997 513 0 112 0 conf 29 21 0 42 

1998 440 0 114 0 239 31 18 conf 37 

1999 420 0 114 conf 219 22 25 conf 39 

conf = data suppressed due to confidentiality 

*TCPU=Transportation, Communication and Public Utilities; **FIRE=Finance, Insurance and Real Estate. 

Source: MA Division of Employment and Training, ES-202 data, 1988-1999. 

Even without the benefit of precise comparisons, it is clear that the manufacturing sector is 

the real story in Town.  Though it remains a strong sector relative to the State and the 

County, it has significantly declined in Erving during the last ten years.  In 1990, there were 

six hundred and twenty-three (623) manufacturing jobs in Erving, making up close to eighty 

percent (79.5%) of the Town’s total employment.  By 1998, the number of jobs had declined 

by sixty-two percent (61.6%) to two hundred and thirty-nine (239).  The sector’s contribution 

to the total employment in 1998 was down to just over half (54.3%).  As FRCOG’s Greater 

Franklin County Overall Economic Development Program Update (1996) indicates, this loss 

was largely due to layoffs at the Town’s two largest employers, Erving Paper in 1992 (140 

jobs) and Renovators Supply in 1994 (200 jobs).  The recent closure of International Paper’s 

Ervingside plant is further evidence of this sector’s decline. 

It comes as no surprise then that sixty percent (60%) of Erving’s residents supported 

industrial development in the Economic Development Survey performed by the Franklin 

County Community Development Council in 1997.  A close look at the local data shows that 

the relative strength of the manufacturing sector in Erving may in fact be verging on an over-
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dependence on this one sector.  Just as wise farmers grow a diversity of crops to safeguard 

against failures due to pests or weather, Erving should think about ways to encourage other 

sectors besides manufacturing.  Similarly, a healthy distribution of businesses across a range 

of sizes and levels of maturity, from small start-ups through growing mid-size companies to 

major employers, is important for economic stability.  A quick comparison of the total 

number of jobs in Town in 1998 (Table 6-10) to the number of jobs provided by the Town’s 

major employers in 2000 (Table 6-12) is revealing.  Assuming that no radical shifts have 

occurred in the distribution of jobs among different-sized businesses in Erving since 1998, 

this comparison shows that the vast majority of employment in Erving is provided by larger, 

older businesses.  Obviously, since the numbers do not exactly match – four hundred and 

eighty-four (484) jobs provided by major employers in 2000 compared to four hundred and 

forty (440) total jobs in 1998 – there is a margin of error.  The confidentiality of some 

relevant data may have contributed to this discrepancy, and perhaps optimistically, some job 

growth in the interim years may also have contributed, but the point of Erving’s lopsided 

employment base is clear nonetheless.  Efforts should therefore be made to encourage start-

up businesses and to provide resources to help small businesses grow into medium-sized 

employers.  But which sectors should be encouraged and how?  

As mentioned earlier, both the TCPU and service sectors have been growing on the State and 

County levels.  On the local level, these sectors have respectively remained constant and 

grown over the last ten years, making them both good candidates for municipal 

encouragement.  Providing space for expansion and/or new business incubation may be 

enough in some cases, especially in regards to the service sector.  Taking steps to revitalize 

the Usher Plant, which could provide over sixty thousand (60,000) square feet of usable 

space, should therefore be a high priority.  Also, determining which types of services 

residents think are missing from each of the populated sections of Town would likely yield 

some clues about which businesses might be attracted.  Another, more grassroots 

development approach may also be useful.  Encouraging residents to create a list of the skills 

they have to offer the local and regional community and to join Valley Trade Connection,
3
 

the Pioneer Valley’s barter network, could be a low risk strategy to encourage 

entrepreneurship.  Such an effort could complement the creation of a small business 

association that could serve as a local support network and a forum for resource sharing and 

exchange among businesses trying to get established.  The Franklin County Community 

Development Corporation could provide technical assistance and training to individual 

businesses as well as help in the establishment of a business association.  

Other efforts will also be required to encourage business development in Town.  Specific 

possibilities for the future growth of the TCPU sector in Erving are: (1) the 

telecommunications industry; and (2) renewable energy production.  As discussed above, 

access to high quality, reliable telecommunications in Franklin County is currently limited. 

Getting involved with Franklin-Hampshire Connect, an initiative sponsored by the Franklin 

Regional Council of Governments to improve this situation, and drafting local policies 

designed to make Erving an attractive location for new internet-connected businesses would 

be good action steps.   

                                                           
3
 www.valleydollars.org 

http://www.valleydollars.org/
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In regards to renewable energy, Erving already benefits from the location of the Northfield 

Pumped Storage Facility, a large-scale, hydroelectric plant that, associated erosion problems 

aside, can be considered environmentally conscious.  By storing the energy available from 

excess generating capacity during off-peak hours, the plant helps to improve the efficiency of 

regional power generation, thereby reducing the use of fossil fuels and the pollution and 

greenhouse gases associated with their combustion.  Erving could build on this base by 

investigating the potential of the numerous untapped sources of renewable energy (i.e. solar, 

wind, micro-hydro) that abound within its borders.  Recent State level restructuring of the 

electric utility industry, including the availability of approximately $600 million over the 

next twenty-five years
4
 to increase both the demand for and the supply of renewable energy 

will continue to give this industry a competitive boost.  All of these factors combine to 

suggest that encouraging the renewable power industry may be a wise use of Erving’s 

economic development resources.  Of course, each generating option has associated costs and 

benefits.  Further discussion of this topic is included below in the section on economic 

development issues. 

Major Employers 

To this point in the discussion, comparisons between the State, County and local economies 

have characterized the bigger picture.  Manufacturing, though still locally competitive, has 

been declining on all levels, and the service and TCPU sectors are growing on both the State 

and the County levels, but have remained stagnant on the local level.  The next step is to look 

more closely at the individual businesses in Erving that are the units that make up the sectors 

analyzed thus far.  An informal telephone survey of the major employers in Erving (those 

with at least 45 employees) was performed in August 2000, the results of which are listed in 

Table 6-12.  This survey revealed that employment in Town has fallen since the most recent 

State figures (1999) were released.  Before the closure of the International Paper plant, and 

excluding jobs in the Town’s smaller businesses, total employment had expanded and was up 

to four hundred and eighty-four (484).  However, the loss of one hundred and twenty (120) 

jobs at International Paper decreases this number to three hundred and sixty-four (364), the 

lowest level in more than ten years. 

Another important issue that these figures reveal is that employment in Erving is 

overwhelmingly provided by the larger businesses in Town.  The quality of this employment 

is generally very high, given that these employers usually provide full-time jobs with 

benefits.  The Town should encourage the continued creation of such positions in larger 

companies.  However, according to research by the Small Business Administration, small 

businesses are typically responsible for approximately seventy-five percent (75%) of net new 

jobs nationwide. The current shortage of small and medium-sized businesses in Erving also 

suggests that new and/or growing businesses may deserve more support than the major 

employers, especially since the only major employer that mentioned an intention to expand in 

the next three to five years was Erving Industries.  A final reason to support small businesses 

is that they are more likely to be locally owned. 

                                                           
4
 Gregory Watson, Vice President & Program Director of Renewable Energy, Massachusetts Technology 

Collaborative, Presentation at Regional Sustainable Development Forum, MIT, September 25, 2000. 
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Table 6-12: Number of Employees per Major Employer, Erving, August 2000 

 

Major Employers in Erving by Industry Type 

Number of 

Employees 

Percentage 

Full-Time 

Manufacturing 

   Erving Industries 

   Renovators Supply 

   International Paper* 

367 

143 

104 

120 

89% 

100% 

75% 

92% 

Transportation, Communication, and Public Utilities 

   Northfield Mountain Pumped Storage Facility 

 

47 

47 
100% 

100% 

Government/Public Education 

   Town of Erving (including schools) 
70 

70 
69% 

69% 

Totals for these Employers 484 87% 
* International Paper closed its Ervingside (Miller’s Falls) Manufacturing Plant on August 31, 2000. 

Source: Personal communications with company Human Resource Departments or, in the case of Erving, with the 

Administrative Coordinator, August 2000. 

Local ownership has two distinct benefits.  First, local business owners are more loyal to the 

Town and the region, making them easier to work with on any issues that arise and more 

likely to grow along with the Town rather than relocate.  Secondly, and arguably more 

importantly, strong local businesses help to keep money circulating within the Town’s 

economy.  This concept, termed “the multiplier effect,” is the idea that the more times a 

dollar can be spent in the local economy before it leaves, the more local people benefit from 

its purchasing power.   

Money spent on food is a useful example for exploring this concept.  Currently, most of the 

money Erving residents spend on food immediately leaves the local community and often the 

State.  To ensure that local people can obtain the goods and services they need, money must 

be continually brought in from outside sources.  If instead, local agricultural enterprises were 

more prevalent, a dollar spent on a tomato could then be spent again by an employer to pay a 

local person to work on the farm (or in the aquaculture/hydroponics facility), who could then 

spend it to buy a pair of boots at a local store, and on and on.   

This example may seem out of place for Erving, since the town has little arable land.  But 

advances in the field of ecological design have proven that it is possible to grow fish 

(aquaculture) and vegetables (hydroponics) together in a water-based system, creating a 

bounty of saleable products using minimal inputs and producing minimal waste.  Waterfield 

Farms at Bioshelters in Amherst, for example, produces fish as a primary product, but 

actually earns more from the basil that is grown using the nutrients in the fish waste.
5
 While 

this business may have experienced some difficulties, it has survived amidst tough global and 

national produce markets for over fourteen years.  Furthermore, the process, which is far 

more ecologically sound than conventional agricultural practices, holds great potential to 

help keep money circulating in local economies. 

Rocky Mountain Institute, a sustainable development research group that has used related 

technology housed in a high-performance building to grow food (including bananas) in the 

severe climate at 10,000 feet above sea level, has a term for the type of economic 
                                                           
5
 Dr. Ronald Lavigne, Professor of Plant and Soil Sciences, University of Massachusetts, lecture October 3, 

2000. 
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development that helps keep money from leaving town.  It calls it “plugging the leaks.”  

Determining which goods and services that Erving residents and businesses are currently 

buying out of Town, could be bought in Town is the first step.  If these goods or services are 

not currently available locally, encouraging the development of mutually beneficial regional 

relationships or encouraging start-up businesses to meet these needs is the next step.   

Once the sources of money leaving the community are discovered, and to the extent possible, 

the “leaks are plugged,” efforts to bring money into the community, or to continue the 

analogy, “to turn on the faucet,” go farther.  For example, any resources spent on capturing 

more tourism dollars would then be better utilized for the underlying goal of bettering the 

community, not just on attracting tourists, since more of the money spent by tourists would 

actually remain in Town.  Linking the two goals from the start may serve as a good 

framework for action, since many of the services needed by Erving residents could also be 

utilized by tourists.  For instance, a locally owned grocery store, perhaps a co-op, could 

supply both the local people, and hikers and campers in the surrounding State Forests.  

Strategies to work with existing resources to provide for local and regional needs are 

important, since Erving’s economy is showing some signs of decline.  This decline is most 

evident in the total employment figures.  Table 6-13 lists the Town’s total annual payroll, 

average annual wage, number of establishments, and total number of employees for the years 

1990 to 1999.  While the number of establishments has been stable or growing slightly, total 

employment has declined forty-six percent (46%) over the last ten years.  As discussed 

above, many of the job losses were in the manufacturing sector, and the biggest loss (200 

jobs) was from Renovators Supply in 1994.  This loss, however, was almost entirely offset by 

gains in Erving’s other manufacturing businesses, since between 1993 and 1994, the 

employment figures show a loss of only twenty-three (23) manufacturing jobs and only 

twenty-six (26) jobs across all sectors (see Table 6-11).  The same cannot be said for the 

smaller, though still substantial, loss of one hundred and forty (140) jobs at Erving Industries 

in 1992, which played a significant role in the Town’s total employment losses for the year.  

There were also significant job losses that year in other manufacturing businesses that 

account for fifty-three (53) more of the one hundred and ninety-three (193) jobs lost in the 

sector.  The net loss of one-hundred and eighty-three (183) jobs across all sectors for the year 

is explained by the growth of Trade and Service sectors between 1992 and 1993, which 

added a total of twenty-four (24) jobs.  The balance of fourteen (14) lost jobs was likely in 

small businesses or locally small sectors, since it does not show up in the data from the State 

Department of Employment and Training in Table 6-11. 

Interestingly, while total annual payroll declined overall during the 1990-1999 period, 

average annual wages grew fairly steadily until 1996.  Wages declined each year after that 

until 1999, when they jumped up again to just below the Town’s ten-year high.  Overall, they 

remained at a level on par with or slightly above the national median income in 1998 of 

$31,695.  It remains to be seen how severely the loss of one hundred and twenty (120) jobs at 

International Paper will affect total annual payroll figures and the average annual wage.  

However, by any measure, the closure of one of the largest employers in Town is a 

significant blow to Erving’s economy. 
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Table 6-13: Total Annual Payroll, Average Wages, and Employment Figures, Erving, 

1990-1999 

Year Total Annual 

Payroll 

Average Annual 

Wage 

Number of 

Establishments 

Total Number of 

Employees 

1990 $19,458,867 $24,820 23 784 

1991 $17,107,002 $22,480 24 761 

1992 $15,790,639 $21,780 22 725 

1993 $12,346,918 $22,780 24 542 

1994 $13,492,689 $26,149 24 516 

1995 $17,116,309 $32,113 26 533 

1996 $19,413,078 $35,950 27 540 

1997 $17,113,544 $33,360 25 513 

1998 $14,418,656 $32,770 26 440 

1999 $14,824,191 $35,296 28 420 
Source: MA Division of Employment and Training. 

Table 6-14: Commercial Vacancy Rates for Major Employment Centers in the Region 

Town 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Erving Center N/A N/A N/A ~20% ~20% 

Athol 12% 15% 18% 18% 5% 

Greenfield 12% 9% 9% 13% 11% 

Gill 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

Northfield 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 

Orange 25% 32% 24% 27% 22% 

Turners Falls (Montague) 14% 8% 19% 17% 20% 
Sources: 1995-1998 figures: Franklin Regional Council of Governments, Greater Franklin County Comprehensive 

Economic Development Report, 2000; 1999 figures: K. Levitch Associates, Real Estate Appraisers, Greenfield, MA, April 

1999. 

Another indicator of economic health that is typically discussed is the commercial vacancy 

rate.  This percentage is the relationship between the commercial space that stood vacant and 

un-rented at the time of the survey to the total space available in the market.  Since Erving 

has so few commercial properties, a meaningful rate is difficult to determine.  Kim Levitch, 

of K. Levitch Associates in Greenfield, estimated the vacancy rate at twenty percent (20%) 

based on one vacancy in five properties in Erving Center.  Commercial properties in 

Ervingside are not included in this figure since they are aggregated with the Millers Falls 

section of Montague.  The rates in Table 6-14 are based on an average of reported vacancies 

in other communities in the region at the time of various random surveys done each year.  

With the exception of Gill, Northfield, and more recently, Athol, vacancy rates in the towns 

surrounding Erving are the highest in the Overall Economic Development Program (OEDP) 

region.  Such a high rate of commercial vacancy in the surrounding area is indicative of the 

recent economic decline in the North Quabbin region.   

In conclusion, Erving must find ways to move ahead with economic development efforts 

despite recent losses in employment and chronically high regional commercial vacancy rates.  

Creative use of existing resources, both natural and human, to provide for the needs of local 

residents and businesses should be a major focus in the coming years.  Manufacturing has 

historically provided the economic backbone of the community.  However, the sector shows 

signs of decline on the State, regional and local levels.  Efficient businesses that not only rely 

on local resources, but also help to nurture them, are likely to be the most competitive in the 



Chapter Prepared by the Center for Economic Development at the University of Massachusetts 

Economic Development Chapter– Erving Master Plan  June 2002 

6-18 

coming years.  Economic development resources should therefore be directed towards 

manufacturers that have a proven record and care for the environment and community in 

which they are located.  The long-term stability of the local economy will likely depend on 

the growth of small and medium-sized businesses, which are in need of municipal support.  

The service sector is growing across the nation, State, and region, yet makes up only a small 

portion of Erving’s economy.  Efforts to identify local service needs that could be met by 

locally skilled people should be a high priority.  Finally, the recently re-structured 

telecommunications and energy industries offer almost unlimited opportunities for small 

businesses to seize in the near future, and therefore methods to attract them should be 

explored.  

Economic Development Issues 

A plan that is to guide the development of Erving’s economy for the coming years must take 

into account the following important issues:  the municipal role in promoting economic 

development, tourism, vacant industrial buildings, commercial and industrial building sites, 

forestry, infrastructure needs, improvement of Erving Center, the municipal budget and tax 

structure, and renewable energy. 

Municipal Role in Economic Development 

According to the survey performed by the Franklin County Community Development 

Corporation in 1997 (FCCDC Survey), “there is general support for the Town to take a pro-

active role in economic development.”  However, the survey results provided no clear 

mandate as to what kind of development should be encouraged or what role Erving’s 

government ought to play in the process.  There were many creative ideas but also some 

pervasive negativity among the survey’s qualitative responses.  Further clouding the issue is 

the geographic split between the three distinct areas of the Town.  Finally, the low response 

rate (16.1%) for the survey points towards the need for broader participation in resolving the 

issue, so that the Town may move forward. 

Creating forums for visioning and dialogue is an important first step in the process of 

developing the economic future of Erving.  Addressing concerns and channeling creativity 

into a plan that brings the three sections of Town together are important roles for the 

municipal government.  Once there is broader participation, consensus on a positive focus, 

and some ideas around which to organize, the details of how municipal resources should be 

allocated can be more easily worked out.   

It should also be noted that despite some definite signs of economic decline, Erving is not 

facing a crisis.  Now is the time to organize the energy of residents into proactive projects 

that can help ensure that the Town’s current fiscal health can be maintained into the future.  

Tourism 

Erving has a number of attributes that suggest increased tourism as a potential economic 

development option.  The natural beauty and recreational opportunities of the Town’s forests, 

hills, rivers, and lakes; the already high volume of traffic on Route 2; tours at Northfield 
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Mountain; and an established retail business geared towards the market are among the most 

notable local examples.  Regionally, there are many additional opportunities for outdoor 

recreation and historical sightseeing.  The Millers River Community Development 

Commission has worked to promote the North Quabbin region as a tourist destination with a 

website and other programs.  Developing a portion of the Usher Plant into a recreation center 

for fishermen, paddlers, hikers and bikers might also serve as a draw.  Water quality issues in 

the Millers River currently limit its attraction for some anglers, and may need to be addressed 

for this strategy to be viable. 

Further from Erving, but still easily accessible are: Yankee Candle; Historic Deerfield; the 

cultural activities of Northampton, Amherst, and Brattleboro, Vermont; and the 

Massachusetts Museum of Contemporary Art in North Adams.  Establishing contact with the 

Chambers of Commerce that promote these attractions could yield some good opportunities 

for publicizing Erving as a tourist destination.  For instance, a regional map of attractions, 

such as the one describing activities in the “Hidden Hills of Western Massachusetts,”
6
 could 

be developed to make tourists more aware of the proximity of different sightseeing 

opportunities.  Also, a website with links from prominent State and regional tourism websites 

could provide tourists with listings of area hotels, restaurants, and activities.  

All of that said, caution regarding tourism is advised for several reasons.  First, Erving is 

both challenged and blessed by the fact that the major transportation corridor of Route 2 

serves as its main street.  The challenge is creating a safe and enjoyable streetscape, for 

tourists and residents alike, amidst the abundance of relatively high-speed traffic.  The 

blessing is that the number of people who drive through Town is high enough to support the 

businesses that beckon them to stop.  However, with the exception of a few retail shops and 

restaurants in Erving Center, there is currently little to encourage travelers to stop in Erving, 

let alone make a trip from Boston.  This is partly due to a lack of clear signage to direct 

visitors to some of the Town’s highlights and partly due to a lack of true tourist attractions.    

According to the FCCDC survey, there is equal support for the Town to market existing 

attractions and to develop new facilities and attractions.  Among the survey respondents’ 

ideas for marketing existing attractions were improving signage for recreation and historical 

attractions, and providing information about local craft fairs to foliage tourists.  Popular ideas 

for new facilities included a tourist information center and a scenic boardwalk to Millers 

River.  Other ideas that were mentioned were a fall harvest festival, boat launching sites, 

small souvenir shops, and access to the Connecticut River.  One other possibility mentioned 

in the survey was the idea of paper mill tours.  This is related to the idea to develop a 

Museum of Papermaking and Industry, which was brought up by one citizen at a recent 

discussion about the Usher Plant’s redevelopment potential.  A project like this would align 

with the stated goal of the Greater Franklin County Overall Economic Development Program 

(OEDP) to “…support economic development initiatives relating to…heritage tourism.”
7
 

Finally, it is important to realize that if not managed properly, tourism can take more away 

from the community than it adds, in terms of increased traffic congestion, loss of community 

                                                           
6
 www.hidden-hills.com 

7
 Greater Franklin County Overall Economic Development Program, 1999 Annual Report, p. 35. 

http://www.hidden-hills.com/
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identity, and overuse of the recreational resources to which Erving residents currently enjoy 

unlimited access.  Care should be taken in any plan to increase tourism to be sure that it adds 

more to Erving than it detracts.  The fickleness of tourists should not be underestimated 

either.  Tourists have thousands of choices of where to go to spend their time and money.  

Unless a niche market to attract tourists is found and can be shown to have a realistic 

potential for successful development, Erving’s efforts and resources may be better spent on 

other projects. 

Vacant Industrial Buildings 

International Paper Plant 

International Paper’s Ervingside facility closed on August 31, 2000.  Corporate officials have 

agreed to leave power and heat connected until 2002 to help market the building.  Every 

effort should be made to avoid the situation the Town now finds itself in regarding the long-

term vacancy of the Usher Plant.  Since the perception of environmental concerns have made 

the marketing of the Usher Plant difficult, investigations should be considered to identify any 

environmental concerns with the International Paper property as a precaution before it goes 

on the market. 

Paper production, the use for which the building is best suited, is unlikely in the future given 

the fact that International Paper has indicated that they will not sell the property to any direct 

competitors.  Adaptive reuse will therefore be necessary.  The building’s relatively remote 

location and heavy truck access make it best suited for an industrial use.  Thomas and 

Thomas, the local manufacturer of fly rods and reels had been in search of space as recently 

as the Spring of 2000.  Though their operation could not utilize the entire building, they 

could serve as an anchor tenant in a leased space scenario.  Effort on the part of a new owner 

would then be required to find appropriate tenants that could compatibly occupy any leftover 

space. 

Usher Plant 

University of Massachusetts (UMass) Regional Planning graduate students developed a 

report in the Spring of 2000 on some of the potential reuses for the Usher Plant.  The report 

stressed the importance of making some decisions on the building complex’s future before 

the weathering process that is currently deteriorating the structure forces demolition.  

According to the report, important first steps are to determine structural integrity, address the 

21E environmental concerns, and stabilize the buildings.  Students in the Environmental 

Science Department at UMass also performed a Phase I Environmental Site Analysis to 

determine the potential for a release of hazardous materials or petroleum.  Phase II 

(subsurface) investigations were recommended based on that evaluation. 

According to the FCCDC survey, there is general support for two options that would 

encourage reuse of the Usher Plant complex.  The first and more supported of the two is to 

create special tax incentives to encourage a private developer to invest in redevelopment of 

the site.  The second option is for the Town itself to acquire the property and redevelop it for 

new use.  As discussed above, the low response rate for the survey suggests that further 
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Town-wide discussion of this issue is necessary.  Dialogue about either option would be 

aided by the increased information that a structural analysis and Phase II investigation would 

offer.  In the meantime, stabilizing the buildings would ensure that they would not continue 

to lose value in the interim before redevelopment begins.  Cooperation between the 

municipal government and the current owners may be the first step towards financing these 

initial tasks. 

In regards to the options for reuse, the UMass report suggests a phased redevelopment 

process that incorporates a mix of some or all of the following uses: elderly housing, retail, 

community facilities/municipal offices, and light industry – including 

aquaculture/hydroponics. This last option, though not currently in common practice in the 

State, was suggested for three reasons.  First, the characteristics of the building and site (large 

central space, solar access, abundance of water) are favorable.  Second, the process has a 

proven efficiency: production of fish and vegetables with very few inputs.  Finally, such a 

project could benefit the community in terms of attractiveness, long-term sustainability, and 

by keeping money spent on food circulating locally. As an additional benefit, if publicized to 

the right audience, a fish and vegetable “factory” may even serve to attract tourists. 

Though not discussed in the UMass report, the idea of a Museum of Paper Making and 

Industry mentioned above perhaps deserves more research.  In addition to its obvious link to 

the goal of supporting the redevelopment of existing buildings, this type of a project could tie 

into two other development goals laid out by the OEDP.  First, if designed well, the museum 

could make clear the links between the natural and cultural resources of the region, thereby 

helping to protect them.  For example, papermaking has historically over-utilized forest 

products and negatively affected fisheries.  Educational displays could explain paper 

recycling, sustainable forestry, and efforts to improve fisheries.  Second, the museum could 

have exhibits promoting growth industries in the region – specifically, environmental 

technology for the cleanup of polluted water and soil, renewable energy technology, and 

aquaculture/hydroponics.  Creating a heritage tourist attraction focusing on the links between 

the past, present, and future of industry in the region has the potential to benefit Erving and 

Franklin County in many ways. Some discussion of a similar idea has begun by a group in 

Greenfield that wants to see the abandoned Greenfield Tap and Die complex used for a 

museum of tool making to celebrate the development of the tool and die process that 

occurred there.  Teri Anderson, a planner in Greenfield, has worked on this project and 

would be helpful in investigating the potential for collaboration, and in discussing the 

challenges they have faced. 

Commercial and Industrial Building Sites 

The recent closure of the Ervingside International Paper Plant and the continued vacancy of 

the Usher Plant point towards a need to focus on filling empty existing facilities with new 

businesses before developing additional commercial and industrial areas.  However, the re-

acquisition of the Grand Trunk Railroad acreage, which is located between Routes 2 and 63 

near the French King Bridge, provides a potential opportunity to develop an industrial park.  

Work to revitalize the old industrial sites with a mix of uses could be done concurrently with 

efforts to develop this new industrial site.  
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According to the 1997 FCCDC survey, the commercial property owner abutting the Grand 

Trunk Railroad acreage has been opposed to industrial development of the site.  Working 

with him to ensure that nuisances would be kept to a minimum and that truck traffic would 

be routed away from his business would be crucial to the successful development of an 

industrial park on this parcel. 

Forestry 

Erving is endowed with lush forests that have regenerated over the approximately one 

hundred years since they were last harvested.  The vast majority of these forests are owned 

and managed by the State and by Northeast Utilities, though there are some private holdings 

as well.  Regional efforts to simultaneously tap into this resource and improve forest 

ecosystems to the benefit of local communities are underway and deserve some investigation.  

For example, in June of 1999, the Millers River Community Development Corporation co-

hosted a forum entitled “Putting the Environment to Work: Sustainable Use of Natural 

Resources to Build a Thriving Economy.”  Among other issues, this conference focused on 

methods to better manage existing natural resources, opportunities to provide more local 

wood products to fulfill local needs, and the development of local processing facilities to 

provide jobs and add more value to forest products.  Some consideration was also given to 

non-timber forest products, such as the cultivation and gathering of mushrooms, berries, and 

herbs in the forest undergrowth.  Contacting officials at the State Department of 

Environmental Management, Northeast Utilities, as well as private land owners, to discuss 

forest planning and management techniques would improve the potential for forests to play a 

role in the future of Erving’s economy. 

Other forestry initiatives abound in the region. The Ford Foundation recently awarded the 

New England Forestry Foundation (NEFF) a five-year grant to pursue a forest-based 

economic development project in the North Quabbin region.  The project aims to achieve the 

following paraphrased goals: encourage land protection and stewardship, improve the 

regional economy by promoting the sustainable use of low and high value timber and non-

timber forest resources, develop a regional forest identity that will help to market the region 

for tourism, and build community awareness of and input into forestry issues.  NEFF’s key 

collaborators are the Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust and the Mount Waschusett 

Forest and Wood Products Institute.  

As a vital part of this project, Joseph Smith of the Forest and Wood Products Institute at 

Mount Wachusett Community College has been focusing on the long-term goal of 

developing a wood-based industrial park.  According to Mr. Smith, an ideal site would be 

served by both highway and railroad infrastructure and would be in close proximity to State 

Forest lands that could be used as a demonstration area for forest management techniques.  

The Grand Trunk Railroad acreage meets all of these requirements.  As currently envisioned, 

the industrial park would be anchored by a modern sawmill that is able to mill each incoming 

piece of timber to precise specifications to obtain the highest value and optimal use of wood 

from each log.  Scrap wood and culled logs would fuel a biomass power plant that would 

create steam and electricity for the entire industrial park.  A wide range of value-added 

businesses could be housed on the site, from dimension parts makers to landscape mulch 

sales to fine furniture makers.  The stated goal of developing this project as an educational 
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center to demonstrate the principles of industrial ecology and sustainable forest management 

also has the potential to attract tourism. 

Improvement of Erving Center 

As mentioned above, Erving Center is in an interesting position because Route 2 serves as its 

Main Street.  With regard to tourism, this may prove to be a blessing since it brings many 

people through Town.  However, the development of a vibrant town center is made difficult 

by the high speed and volume of traffic along Route 2.  Efforts have already been made by 

the Town to beautify the area with the addition of new lampposts, landscaping, welcome 

signs and sidewalks.  Town officials should work with the Massachusetts Highway 

Department, which has already identified the section of Route 2 through Erving Center as a 

hazard, to ensure the safety of the Town’s pedestrians.  Installing a signal controlled 

crosswalk or a pedestrian overpass could provide short-term improvement, while in the long 

term, studies have shown that a few well-placed street trees between the sidewalk and the 

road make pedestrians feel safer.
8
 The Conway School of Landscape Design and the 

Department of Landscape Architecture at the University of Massachusetts both provide 

relatively low-cost streetscape visioning services.  However, workable streetscape design 

plans may be more appropriately obtained from a professional landscape architecture or civil 

engineering firm. 

Another idea for improving Erving Center would be to survey residents to determine which 

types of businesses they would like to see (and patronize) in town.  Then an infill study could 

help to identify existing buildings that could house these businesses and/or parcels for new 

development.  The 1997 FCCDC survey identified some ideas for needed shops and services 

that should be investigated further.  Many respondents wanted retail enterprises such as gas 

stations, food stores, video rental outlets, and restaurants.  Re-establishment of a post office 

branch and attracting a branch of a local bank were also high on the list.  Of these businesses, 

the ones that can be established and run by local owners are likely to be the most effective in 

the short run.  Once they are established, attracting bank branches, for example, will become 

easier.  Convincing the Postal Service to be considerate of local needs in their siting and 

construction decisions is a notoriously difficult planning issue.  However, pending Federal 

legislation aimed at improving collaborations between Federal and local governments in the 

siting of government facilities may help to improve this situation.   

One initiative that could be relatively easily begun by local citizens is a cooperative grocery 

buying club.  Northeast Cooperatives runs a monthly delivery service out of Brattleboro, 

Vermont, and provides information on establishing new clubs.  Existing clubs in Athol, 

Orange, and Gill may be able to provide some accounts of their experiences.  If enough 

people join in and space is available (perhaps in a redeveloped Usher Plant), a buying club 

could be the beginning of a locally owned cooperative grocery store, similar to the successful 

one in Leverett.      

                                                           
8
 Appleyard, Donald.  Livable Streets.  University of California Press: Berkley, CA, 1981. 
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Infrastructure Needs 

The French King District is currently without sewer service, and extant septic systems are 

aging.  The Town has undertaken a study to determine the cost of extending sewer service to 

the area for the proposed industrial park, as well as to meet the area’s sewage treatment 

needs.  The cost was estimated at over $1.5 million to extend pipes along and across Route 2.  

An alternative would be to investigate the option of an onsite biological wastewater treatment 

system.  There are a variety of subtypes of these systems, which can be designed and sized to 

clean any quantity and type of waste.  Constructed wetland systems are one major subtype, 

and are generally much cheaper and clean water better than conventional mechanical or 

chemical systems.  Ron Lavigne of the University of Massachusetts and Environmental Field 

Services can provide further information about this type of water treatment.  Solar aquatic 

systems are another major subtype, and utilize solar greenhouses filled with a designed 

ecology of plants and animals to clean wastewater to drinking water standards.  Depending 

on the type of wastes being added, these systems can be designed to extract value from 

“waste” nutrients.  Very concentrated wastes can be converted to fuel that can be burned to 

provide power and heat, and less nutrient rich wastes can be used in the production of plants 

and fish for the gardening industry.  Living Technologies, formerly of Burlington, Vermont, 

can provide excellent information about these systems.  Current capacity at the existing 

wastewater treatment plant, as well as its life expectancy, should be considered before final 

plans for any waste treatment option are made.  

Telecommunications service has become as important as roads to many businesses.  It is vital 

that Erving officials are involved in the Franklin-Hampshire Connect initiative to ensure that 

Erving becomes connected to high speed data transmission services, so that vacant industrial 

buildings in Town can be made more attractive to potential new businesses.   

The Municipal Budget and Tax Structure  

Erving’s municipal budget and fiscal management are currently sound.  However, some 

business owners see the lower residential tax rate as unfair.  They would like to see the tax 

rates for businesses and residences equalized now, while rates are low rather than later when 

all tax rates may need to be hiked, thereby avoiding citizen anger at a “double” increase. 

Though it would be necessary to increase the residential tax rate to offset a decrease in the 

commercial and industrial rates, such an increase may actually serve to keep all tax rates 

lower in the long run.  Very low residential tax rates have the potential to attract new 

residential development, which has been shown by American Farmland Trust to be a net 

drain on municipal funds because of its relatively high service costs and relatively low 

revenue generation.  Another reason to consider lowering the commercial and industrial tax 

rates is that it could be part of an effort to attract new businesses to provide new employment 

and revenue sources.  It should be kept in mind however that Erving’s tax rates are already 

among the lowest in the state for each rate category, which may mean that further reductions 

in commercial and industrial tax rates would have little effect on economic development 

prospects.   

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Erving’s residential tax rates are currently the third 

lowest in Massachusetts, and the commercial and industrial rates are currently the fifth 
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lowest in the State.  However, Erving’s per capita expenses are higher than average.  Among 

Massachusetts towns of equal size (one to two thousand residents), Erving’s per capita 

expenditures are currently second at two thousand seven hundred and forty-three dollars 

($2,743) per person. A regional analysis of Erving’s per capita spending by the 

Massachusetts Division of Local Services places it third among Franklin County 

communities.  Of course, there are many more aspects than just the size of a Town’s 

population that affect its budget.  Density and the types and costs of the services provided are 

only a few in a range of variables.  Large commercial and industrial contributions to the tax 

base, combined with a relatively small residential population, is the most likely reason for the 

high per capita spending in Erving.  Judging by the large and repeated transfers to the 

stabilization fund alone, Erving’s fiscal management is more than sound.  Some caution in 

future budgeting may be advised, however, due to the recent local economic decline.  

One question that needs to be asked is: can Erving’s large commercial and industrial 

taxpayers be relied upon to remain in Town for the foreseeable future?  At present, there 

seem to be no reasons to be concerned about any particular business leaving.  However, 

while times are good, efforts should be undertaken to shore up the town’s finances wherever 

possible, since efforts to trim the budget would benefit both residents and business owners.  

These efforts could include looking for ways to collaborate with neighboring Towns to 

reduce the many small expenditures in the Town’s budget or instituting some fee-for-service 

programs.  Trash and recycling collection is one immediate candidate for such a program, 

since charging for trash removal typically results in a decrease in material flow and therefore 

the costs associated with trucking and landfilling.  Utilizing the money that has been set aside 

in the stabilization fund in ways that can generate income in the long term should also be a 

high priority.  The section on Renewable Energy describes one potential method for doing 

this.  



Chapter Prepared by the Center for Economic Development at the University of Massachusetts 

Economic Development Chapter– Erving Master Plan  June 2002 

6-26 

Renewable Energy 

The Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy, in its Rules Governing 

the Restructuring of the Electric Industry, encourages new start-up utilities focused on clean 

energy generation.  Also, as part of the utility industry restructuring, a Renewable Energy 

Portfolio Standard was developed that sets a timetable for the introduction of new renewable 

energy generating facilities.  Beginning in 2003, one percent (1%) of the State’s generating 

capacity must come from renewable sources.  This percentage will increase by half a percent 

(0.5%) each year until 2009, at which point it begins to increase by one percent (1%) each 

year. As a means to pay for these new facilities, the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative 

will soon be accepting applications for funding from the pool of money called the 

Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust Fund that is created by a small surcharge on all 

electric bills.  Between $150 and $200 million dollars are expected to be loaned out in the 

first five years, and $20 million more loaned out each year for the following twenty years.
9
  

Erving’s abundance of renewable energy flows suggests that a good local candidate for State 

funding would be the creation of a power company or a new division of an existing utility, 

perhaps with the municipality as a partner, to produce energy for the Town and/or for sale to 

distant customers.  Technically feasible options for generation include the installation of 

solar panels on public and private rooftops, windmills on ridges, turbines in the natural flow 

of the Millers River (no dams required), a biomass energy plant that utilizes low-valued 

forest species, a system to capture and utilize the methane produced by the municipal landfill, 

and a waste-to-energy plant.  Each of these options has costs and benefits as well as technical 

aspects that would have to be investigated and discussed thoroughly.  For example, the fact 

that some people consider windmills to be aesthetically displeasing should not be taken 

lightly, though ridges could possibly be chosen that are not visible from populated areas.  

Should the aesthetic constraints be overcome, the reliability and average speed of the winds 

on Erving’s ridges would have to be evaluated before windpower could be successfully 

deployed.  Similarly, fishermen and whitewater rafters may take issue with micro-hydro 

turbines being submerged in portions of the Millers River.
10

  Furthermore, the number of 

suitable spots in the River for this new technology would have to be determined.  As 

discussed in the Usher Plant Revitalization Plan, new thin film photovoltaic technologies 

have been integrated into roofing systems to provide for both the electricity needs and the 

weathering protection needs of buildings.
11

  As a result, the cost of traditional roofing 

materials can be subtracted from the cost of the system, lowering the overall payback period.  

Installing one of these energy-producing roofs on the Usher Plant could even generate 

enough excess power to sell back to the grid under the net metering agreement,
12

 which 

would further reduce the amount of time before the building was making money just by 

sitting in the sun.  

                                                           
9
 Gregory Watson, Presentation at Regional Sustainable Development Forum, MIT, September 25, 2000. 

10
 Each turbine is capable of producing up to eight kilowatt hours (8kwh) of electricity and needs approximately 

two cubic yards (2 yd
3
), with at least forty-four inches (44 in of water flowing at a rate of between two and three 

yards per second (2-3 yd/sec).  Source: Dr. Alexander Gorlov, Inventor of the Gorlov Helical Turbine, personal 

communication, 7/25/00. 
11

 American Solar Energy Society, Annual Conference, 1999. 
12

 The net metering agreement included in the restructuring of electric utilities allows electricity meters to run 

backward, subtracting unused energy generation from utility bills. 
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Encouraging the efficient use of energy by Erving’s residents and businesses would be a vital 

part of any project to produce all or even a portion of the Town’s energy from renewable 

sources.  The replacement of wasteful appliances with energy efficient ones could help to 

ensure that excess energy would be available for sale to the grid after all the Town’s needs 

were met. With efficient end uses of energy by the utility’s customers, an array of energy 

generation systems could pay for themselves in a relatively short period and then still 

generate cost savings.  Alternately, a municipal utility could begin to provide cheaper rates to 

Town residents and businesses.  Maintaining a good relationship with Northeast Utilities is 

vitally important, and the utility’s technical expertise would be invaluable in such an 

undertaking.  If the municipality decides to support the development of a venture to generate 

renewable energy, proposing a joint project may be a good strategy.   

Whether or not Erving decides to invest in a municipal power company, the Town still ought 

to consider methods of supporting new ventures to utilize the abundance of renewable energy 

flowing across its lands.  According to a recent report by its Department of Revenue, the 

State of Pennsylvania expects to gain 36,000 jobs by 2004 due to the deregulation of its 

electrical utilities and the growth of renewable energy markets this has supported.  While the 

same trend is by no means guaranteed for Massachusetts, the market for clean energy will 

continue to grow as technologies improve and people become more informed about the 

environmental impacts of current energy practices, the most important of which is global 

climate change.  Erving currently has the opportunity to get involved in an industry that has 

proven itself in other States, but which has yet to expand here in Massachusetts. 

Further information on the topic of renewable energy is available from variety of sources.  

The Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources has many examples on its website of 

projects statewide to produce renewable energy.
13

  The Rocky Mountain Institute, whose 

research director, Amory Lovins (a native of Amherst), popularized the idea of energy 

efficiency by matching the correct power supply with the intended use, is another excellent 

source of innovative information.  Additionally, Gregory Watson, the Vice President and 

Program Director of Renewable Energy at the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative, 

which is the trustee of the Renewable Energy Fund, is an important person to contact 

regarding funding opportunities. Finally, local organizations with experience in the field 

include Co-op Plus of Western Massachusetts, the Center for Ecological Technology, and the 

Northeast Sustainable Energy Association. 

 

 

                                                           
13

 www.state.ma.us/doer/programs/renew/renew.htm 

http://www.state.ma.us/doer/programs/renew/renew.htm
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Recommendations 

 Encourage broader citizen participation in discussions of the Town’s economic 

development potential, in order to create consensus around a strong vision for the 

future. 

 Diversify the Town’s employment base to include small and medium-sized 

businesses in a variety of sectors to reduce the dependence on manufacturing and 

major employers. 

 Establish stronger links with regional organizations that can provide resources and 

technical assistance with economic development issues.   

The Franklin County Community Development Corporation and regional Chambers of 

Commerce have much expertise and information to offer municipal officials and business 

owners with regards to tourism, the sustainable use of resources, and small business 

incubation.  

 

 Work with the current owners of the Usher Plant to resolve issues related to the 

revitalization of the facility. 

Fixing the roof to avoid further deterioration and contracting for a structural analysis are 

necessary steps in the short term.  Further investigation (Phase II, subsurface) into the 

21E environmental constraints is also important, though the potential for cleanup costs 

makes this a more difficult proposition to make to the current owners.  As it currently 

stands, however, the complex is a liability to the owners and an eyesore for the 

community.  A renovated Usher Plant complex would become a community asset. 

 

 Collaborate with the Massachusetts Highway Department to continue efforts to 

make Erving Center safer and more pedestrian friendly.   

Possible options include reducing the speed limit, installing a signal-controlled 

crosswalk, reconfiguring sections to increase sight distance, and planting street trees.  

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), the principal Federal 

transportation funding legislation, provides funds for planning, surveying, and designing 

pedestrian improvements under its Enhancement Program. 
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 Work with existing business owners to address any infrastructure issues that may 

be compromising their ability to compete and expand.   

Erving Industries has recently received approval to begin an expansion project that 

involves improvements to Route 2.  Municipal support of this work, as well as help 

resolving any other issues the company may have, is especially important considering the 

recent closing of the International Paper plant.  Equal concern should be shown for 

Renovators Supply and Northeast Utilities.  Investigating options for supplying the 

French King area with wastewater treatment should be done in conjunction with efforts to 

develop the Grand Trunk Railroad acreage.  On-site wastewater treatment technologies 

have advanced in recent years and may prove to be more cost effective than a sewer 

connection.  An eco-industrial enterprise, such as the one proposed by The Forest and 

Wood Products Institute at Mount Wachusett Community College, would likely be open 

to designing a system that could use waste nutrients to produce saleable products.  It 

would also likely be in a position to attract the skilled labor necessary to maintain it. 

 

 Join in regional efforts to improve the economic vitality of forest industries.  

Timber harvesting, the development of new businesses to add value to timber products, 

the cultivation/collection of non-timber forest products, and forest-based tourism all have 

the potential to create and sustain local jobs.  The Ford Foundation recently awarded the 

New England Forestry Foundation (NEFF) a five-year grant to pursue a forest-based 

economic development project that has broad community based goals.   Joseph Smith of 

The Forest and Wood Products Institute at Mount Wachusett Community College is 

directly involved in the project as is the Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust.  Alan 

Page of “A Forest Management Organization” in Belchertown is also working to tap into 

and improve the region’s forest resources to the benefit of local citizens.   

 

 Thoughtfully examine the potential for Erving to become a tourist destination.  

Thoroughly discuss what the goals of attracting tourism are.  Does the Town want to 

improve residents’ quality of life?  Provide quality jobs? Increase tax revenue? Then 

answer the question of whether increased tourism achieve these goals.  If the answer is 

yes, the next step should be to determine which current or newly developed attractions 

would realistically succeed in drawing a continuous flow of tourists.  Deciding what role 

the Town could play in a regional tourism development effort and approaching existing 

groups with a proposal for collaboration would be another strategy.  An important 

question to ask about each tourist development option is: if tourists did not come, would 

Town residents still feel that the resources expended to attract them were well spent?  

The answers to this question will help to guide the decision-making process towards 

projects that will benefit the Town over the long run, independent of whether or not 

tourists flock to Erving.  
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 Investigate the opportunities that new technologies can provide for the future of 

Erving’s economy.   

Particular attention should be paid to renewable energy technologies that can harness the 

abundance of natural flows passing through Town to the benefit of citizens.  Solar, wind, 

micro-hydro, biomass, landfill gas, and waste-to-energy are all potential resources that 

are currently underutilized.  Openly address any aesthetic and recreational issues related 

to each technology early in the process.  Support the Franklin-Hampshire Connect that is 

beginning an initiative to provide better telecommunications infrastructure for the region.  

The Route 2 corridor would be an obvious location for new data transmission lines, and 

connecting the vacated International Paper plant may help to market it to potential 

buyers. 

 

 “Plug the leaks” that allow money to escape the local economy.   

Rather than continuing to spend money on products and services produced in distant 

lands and then trying to attract new businesses that will bring money back to town, focus 

on keeping money circulating within the local and regional economy.  Determine the 

products and services that citizens and businesses can provide for each other locally and 

regionally.   Energy and food are examples of two vitally necessary products that 

consistently allow money to leak out of local circulation.  An energy efficiency program 

can help to keep to a minimum the money spent to heat homes, run appliances, and power 

industry.  The Center for Ecological Technology, with offices in Northampton and 

Pittsfield, has more than twenty years of experience assisting home and business owners 

to use energy more efficiently.  Local generation of renewable energy could help to keep 

even more money in local circulation.  Producing more food locally is another way to 

keep money circulating in the local economy.  Ecologically designed fish and water 

based vegetable production (aquaculture/hydroponics) is an advanced method of food 

production that could be well suited to Erving, with its abundance of water and relative 

lack of arable land.  The Massachusetts Department of Food and Agriculture publishes 

the “Greenbook,” which lists all the hydroponic growers in the state.  John Reed of 

Waterfield Farms at Bioshelters in Amherst may be willing to discuss his process and 

business with someone interested in benefiting from the efficiencies of a combined 

aquaculture and hydroponics facility.  
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CHAPTER 

7  

LAND USE AND ZONING 

How a community grows and develops its land over time reflects its history and values.  As 

Europeans permanently settled in Erving, buildable land became an important commodity 

supporting the development of new industries and businesses, housing, and railroad and 

trolley lines, while the surrounding forested slopes supported timber harvesting.  Changes in 

population and regional and local economies affected by the advent of the railroad, and 

subsequently the popular use of automobiles, impacted how people chose to use the same 

parcels of land over time.   

A short gravel path on the south side of Old State Road leads through dense stands of pine 

and maple to the Holton Cemetery, a patch of open land with a painted white picket fence, 

granite posts and markers memorializing Town residents from the nineteenth century.  In the 

1800s, open fields existed on all sides of the cemetery.  The area’s stone walls, rusting plows, 

horse harnesses, rutted roads and old foundation stones demonstrate that, like many 

landscapes in New England, uses of land in Erving has changed over time.  What was once 

someone’s prized field or side yard may now be a dark grove of crowded maple.  Historic 

locations throughout Erving, including the sites of former factories or meeting places near 

Farley Flats and Erving Center, are now vacant lands along a modern two-lane highway. 

Overall, the changes in the uses of different parcels of land over time may be viewed as both 

positive and negative.  For example, the construction of a pump storage facility on the top of 

Northfield Mountain changed the use of some land parcels in that area from open space to 

energy production, which now provides a significant share of Erving’s total tax revenues.  

Also, new residential development can provide housing for people desiring to live in Erving.  

On the negative side, residents may feel concern about the construction of new homes in 

previously undeveloped lands such as open fields or scenic woodlands. 

Zoning is a tool used by communities to direct the current uses of land and to promote 

desired development patterns so that the health and welfare of community members are 

maintained over time.  In the past, zoning has been used to retain property values and keep 

unwanted uses from diminishing the character of a community.  Today, zoning is used for 

similar purposes.  There is a saying, “you get what you zone for.”  This oversimplified 

statement expresses the idea that in Massachusetts communities today, the current and future 

development patterns are likely to follow zoning.  For example, Erving has only one zoning 

district: Village and Rural.  The district has a minimum lot requirement of 30,000 square feet 

(0.69 acres) in areas without public sewer, and of 20,000 square feet (0.46 acres) with sewer.  

New commercial and industrial development is allows anywhere that is either served by 

public water or sewer and has direct access to Routes 63, 2, or 2A, or that is adjacent to, or 

separated only by a public way from, an existing non-residential, non-agricultural use.  As 

has already been seen somewhat in Erving, the development patterns resulting from this type 

of zoning are likely to be fairly dense residential dwellings along sewer and water lines, 
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larger-lot residential subdivisions without public sewer or water, and a mix of commercial 

and industrial development on both sides of major transportation routes. 

In light of the recent attention given sprawling development and its impacts and costs across 

the State, some communities are beginning to look carefully at their existing zoning to 

discern whether revisions are necessary to protect themselves from undesired development 

patterns.  Some of these communities are adopting new zoning bylaws to better protect their 

natural resources such as drinking water supplies and open space.  Another desired zoning 

change might be to direct new commercial and industrial development to areas where it will 

have the least traffic congestion or noise pollution impacts on the community as a whole. 

The Land Use and Zoning chapter of the Master Plan inventories the current and historic land 

use patterns and trends in Erving, and reviews the effects of these patterns on Erving's natural 

and cultural resources.  A simplified comparison of the costs of community services for 

residential and industrial development and open space in Erving is shown.  This comparison 

is followed by an assessment of the potential for future development based on current land 

use patterns and zoning, known as a build-out analysis.  A build-out analysis estimates the 

maximum amount of development that could be realized in the future based on current 

zoning and available undeveloped land.  It can also be used to project the number of new 

homes needed, miles of new roads required, gallons of additional drinking water supply 

needed, and the number of new tons of solid waste generated with full build-out 

development.  Following the build-out discussion is a preliminary analysis of the impacts of 

current land use trends on drinking water supplies, on scenic views and wildlife habitat, on 

the rate and density of development, on the loss of special historic and cultural places, on 

roadside scenic resources, and on the local economy.   

The following land use goals and objectives were developed through a careful review of the 

recommendations presented in the previous chapters of the Master Plan, and with input from 

the Land Use and Zoning Subcommittee.  In many ways, the Land Use and Zoning chapter 

represents a synthesis of the work presented in earlier chapters. 

Goals: 

 To protect the small town, rural character of Erving by focusing new development in 

and around village centers. 

 To sustain the Town's natural resources and open space through appropriate zoning 

and non-zoning measures. 

 To encourage commercial and light industrial uses to locate in appropriate areas in 

Town. 

 To design future development so that traffic volumes remain light near residential 

areas and so that transportation safety remains a priority. 
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Objectives: 

 Evaluate the feasibility of adopting zoning overlay districts in areas containing 

special scenic, ecological, or historic resources to ensure that new development is 

designed to minimize negative impacts to identified resources. 

 Explore wetlands protection bylaws that have been effectively applied in other 

Massachusetts communities and that could be useful for Erving. 

 Plan any expansion of the public sewer collection or drinking water distribution 

systems to minimize the potential negative impacts of such expansion, including rapid 

development on land that was previously constrained by on-site sewer needs. 

 Identify land that the Town should seek to acquire for future parks and playgrounds. 

 Continue to assist in attracting new businesses to vacant industrial and commercial 

buildings and sites so that the current infrastructure capacity can be used to support 

new economic development and redevelopment. 

 Consider working with the Franklin County Regional Housing and Redevelopment 

Authority to locate elderly housing near village centers, which will give priority to 

Erving residents and contribute to meeting the State’s 10% goal of affordable housing 

for low and moderate-income households. 

 Encourage infill of residential dwellings in Ervingside, Farley, and Erving Center and 

consider the reuse of vacant buildings for residential development. 

 Work to provide a diversity of housing choices, and consider increasing the minimum 

lot size in rural areas in order to reduce the overall density and the negative fiscal 

impacts of residential development. 

 Consider actions that will help balance residential growth with the provision of 

municipal services and protection of natural resources, such as adopting a phased 

growth bylaw and establishing an active local open space protection program. 

 Diversify the employment base to include small and medium-sized businesses in a 

variety of sectors to reduce the dependence on manufacturing and major employers. 

 Work with existing business owners to address any infrastructure issues that may be 

compromising their ability to compete and expand.    

 Investigate measures or devices to slow vehicle speeds through village centers. 
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Land Use and Land Use Change 

Three of Erving’s most significant scenic resources are its predominantly forested slopes and 

the Millers and Connecticut Rivers.  Overall, as Table 7-1 indicates, forestland represents 

eighty-two percent (81.8%) of the total land area in Erving.  Surface waters, nonforested, and 

forested wetlands together represent 477 acres or just over five percent (5.2%) of the Town’s 

total land area.  Surface waters include the Millers and Connecticut Rivers and any 

associated wetlands, the Northfield Mountain Reservoir, Laurel Lake, and Spruce Swamp 

located on top of Rattlesnake Mountain.  Finally, pasture and cropland together represent two 

percent (2.0%) of Erving’s land area.  What residents and visitors alike regard as a significant 

scenic ingredient to Erving’s rural character are unbroken forests as far as the eye can see.  

Table 7-1: Natural Resources and Agricultural Land Acreage in Erving, 1997 

Land Use Acres % of Total Land Area 

Forest 7,525 81.8% 

Surface Water/Forested and Non-Forested Wetlands 477 5.2% 

Cropland and Pasture 180 2.0% 

Total Land Area for Natural Resources and Agriculture  8,182 89.0% 

Total Land Area in Erving 9,194 100.0% 

Source: 1997 Massachusetts GIS Land Use Coverage. 

Given the predominance of forests in Erving, it is no wonder that when residential 

development occurs, it displaces forestland.  During the twenty-six-year period between 1971 

and 1997, Erving lost one hundred (100) acres of forestland and converted ninety-nine (99) 

acres of land to residential uses a half-acre and larger along Poplar Mountain Road, Route 2, 

Old State Road (Old Route 2), Mountain Road, North Street, and High Street (See Table 7-2 

and the 1997 Land Use and Land Use Change (1971-1997) Map.)  As was stated in the 

Natural Resources and Open Space chapter, this conversion represented a forty-nine percent 

(49%) increase in land developed for large-lot residential uses. In addition to losses in 

forestland and open space, new residential development has other less obvious impacts, 

including increases in traffic congestion, school costs, and road maintenance expenditures. 

Table 7-2: Changes in the Land Area of Specific Natural Resource, Agricultural, and 

Development Land Uses, 1971-1997 

 Land Use 

Acreages 

1971 

Land Use 

Acreages 

1985 

Land Use 

Acreages 

1997 

Change in 

Acreage Between 

1971 and 1997 

Forestland* 7,712 7,639 7,612 -100 

Cropland and Pasture 195 188 180 -15 

Residential <1/4 acre 64 64 64 0 

Residential 1/4 - 1/2 acre 86 86 86 0 

Residential > 1/2 acre 202 277 301 +99 

Commercial 20 20 20 0 

Industrial 43 46 46 +3 

Total Area 9,194 9,194 9,194  

*: Forestland includes forested wetlands. 
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Source: MacConnell, 1997 Massachusetts GIS Land Use Coverage. 

Based on the current zoning, large lot residential development will likely continue to 

dominate the conversion of open space in Erving.  Although the minimum lot size in areas 

without sewer is 30,000 square feet, slope and depth to bedrock may limit development of 

septic systems resulting in larger lots.  The Poplar Mountain project is a recently approved 

twenty-three (23) lot subdivision on eighty-three (83) acres.  That one project represents a 

loss of contiguous forestland nearly equal to the total woodland acreage lost in Erving 

between 1971 and 1997.  Based on the new development trends, land conversion appears to 

be speeding up compared to its relatively slow rate of growth experienced over the past ten 

(10) years.  The loss of forestland along the edges of large blocks of woodland may not seem 

that important.  However, the impact on natural resources may go beyond simply the loss in 

acreage.  As forest and remaining pastureland acres are converted to residential uses, the 

landscape becomes fragmented. 

Fragmentation of the landscape can negatively affect the quality of wildlife habitats, 

watershed protection, recreation opportunities, forest management opportunities, and 

ultimately, the municipal services budget.  Many rural towns in western Massachusetts have 

landscapes dominated by forest vegetation, and unlike in more urbanized towns, this 

forestland is not intersected much by roads and residential development.  In these 

communities, development is often limited to along road corridors, and the roadways occur 

within landscapes of large contiguous blocks of forestland.  However, as development 

increases and spreads across the landscape even in these rural towns, and forestland becomes 

divided, wildlife habitat may become so segmented that animals requiring large amounts of 

interior forest habitat may be forced to search for it in more remote areas.  Fragmenting large 

blocks of contiguous forestland with development also increases the amount of impervious 

surfaces within sub-watersheds, which jeopardizes the water quality and quantity of many 

first and second-order streams.  These streams are the most extensive and sensitive 

components of a watershed's stream network.  In addition, the value of recreational 

opportunities associated with hiking, snowmobiling, and mountain biking often depends on 

whether there exists a network of fields and forests that is somewhat removed from 

residential areas.  As development sprawls and fragments these field and forest networks, the 

quality of the recreational experience for these activities diminishes. 

Further, the more fragmented land uses become, the more expensive and inefficient it 

becomes to manage and to provide municipal services to residents or businesses, based on 

additional travel time and fuel costs.  Affected services include police, fire, sewer, water, 

waste disposal, and snow plowing.  Fragmentation of the landscape affects the viability of 

forest management operations.  When forestland is sold for residential development, the 

resulting lots, usually associated with single-family homes, are often too small to manage 

individually for forestry purposes.  
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Existing and Historic Patterns of Development 

In this section, Existing and Historic Patterns of Development, the types of past development 

in Erving and their spatial relationship to the landscape are identified.  The following text is 

meant to accompany the 1997 Land Use and Land Use Change (1971-1997) Map, which can 

be found at the end of this chapter. 

The existing patterns of development in Erving today represent the surviving elements of its 

original settlement pattern in the early 1800s.  As was noted in this chapter’s introduction, 

land uses in New England are dynamic over time; fields turn into forests that are cleared and 

grow back, and factories that once shaded the Millers River now leave visitors to guess their 

form from remaining foundation holes.   

A review of the history of Erving’s settlement demonstrates five patterns of land use that 

occurred consistently throughout the Town’s first one hundred years (1838-1940):  

 Population followed industrial expansion;  

 Most of the population settled in villages;  

 Farming occurred along the Connecticut River;  

 Working forests supported the local wood products industries; and,  

 Transportation upgrades played an important role in population expansion and the 

location of commercial uses. 
 

It is important to understand how these past patterns affect the landscape today.  In each of 

the historical periods from the mid-1800s on, dramatic increases in local population occurred 

in discreet villages following the expansion of industries: 

 Millers Falls Tool Company opened in 1868, leading to the establishment of a 

suburban residential district in Grout’s Corner (now Ervingside);   

 In 1883, Farley Mill was established in Wendell, which encouraged the development 

of a village on the Erving side of the Millers River;  

 In 1902, the Millers Falls Paper Company opened a factory in Ervingside, which 

spurred later affluent residential development along River Road; and,  

 In 1910, the Erving Paper Company expanded the Stoneville mill with a brick 

addition, causing population numbers to rise in Erving Center. 

Although most of the population settled in villages during Erving’s first one hundred years as 

an established town, earlier settlers followed fishing, hunting, grazing, and lumbering 

activities up the hills towards Northfield, along Route 63 (before it was a State road), and 

along Mountain, North and High Streets.  Many homes along Erving’s rural roads are from 

the mid- to late-1800s demonstrating that even at the beginning of the Early Industrial 

Period, some residents lived relatively far from the village centers.  Reasons for this could 

have been these areas’ better access to pastureland and to narrow, fast moving streams used 

to power sawmills.  In addition, many of these areas’ forested slopes were cut to support 
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local wood products mills below on the Millers River.  Though most of the cultivated 

cropland in the 1800s was where farming is today, along the upper floodplain of the 

Connecticut River, some early farms were also located off of Mountain and North Streets.   

Transportation corridors have played a dominant role in Erving’s establishment and 

development over the past two hundred and fifty years. The Mohawk Trail was the primary 

east-west route during the 1700s and its development as the Fifth Massachusetts Turnpike in 

1799 brought to Erving its first European settler and mill owner, Colonel Asaph White, in 

1801.  Vermont Massachusetts Railroad service began in 1848 and helped to sustain first 

Erving Center and later Ervingside as industrial and commercial hubs.  Later, the 

reconstruction and expansion of the Mohawk Trail (Route 2) in the early 1930s encouraged 

the development of commercial businesses, including highway-related businesses, along the 

corridor.  Development along Route 2 has consistently aggregated within the village centers, 

though nothing in the zoning bylaws limits commercial or industrial businesses to these 

areas. 

In summary, prior to the middle of the twentieth century, Erving’s incoming residents lived 

mostly in villages and in rural homes scattered along Mountain, North and High Streets.  

People typically lived not far from where they worked.  This was possible in Erving as local 

industries employed many workers for paper, chair, and tool manufacturing.  Sawmills along 

the Millers River and farms provided their owners with locally based income because their 

products were demand in Erving.  Stores, restaurants, and hotels were supported by traffic 

along the Fifth Massachusetts Turnpike in the 1800s and later in the 1900s when it became 

Route 2.   

Between 1940 and 1970, the main land use changes appear to be the establishment of 

additional commercial uses along Route 2 and expanded residential development on 

Mountain and High Streets in Erving Center.  In addition, the Erving Paper Mill and Maple 

Avenue landfills were established during this time period.  

The land use changes between 1971 and 1997 can be measured from viewing the 1997 Land 

Use and Land Use Change (1971-1997) Map.  During this sixteen-year period, the Northfield 

Mountain Reservoir was constructed, the three Erving publicly-owned wastewater treatment 

facilities were developed, the active landfills were either closed (Zilinski and Maple Avenue 

landfills) or expanded (the Erving Paper landfill), the elementary school and the 

Weatherhead apartments were built, and large lot residential uses were increased.  The types 

of residential uses that grew in overall acreage include multi-family (off Route 63), quarter-

acre to half-acre lots (off River Road in Ervingside), and greater than half-acre lots on almost 

every road outside of the village centers.   

In the twenty-six years prior to 1997, the predominant land use change was new houses being 

built along existing public ways on frontage or approval-not-required (ANR) lots.  All of the 

units built during this period, except for those on Poplar Mountain Road and Old State Road, 

had access to municipal sewer.  The recently approved Poplar Mountain subdivision project, 

also off of Old State Road, does not have access to sewer.  This shows that a lack of sewer 

service is not an absolute constraint on development in Erving. 
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According to the Massachusetts Subdivision Control Law, M.G.L. Chapter 41, Sections 81-K 

through 81-GG, land can be legally subdivided and recorded without approval of the 

Planning Board (thus its name, "approval-not-required"), if it meets the following conditions: 

 The lots shown on the plan must front on a way, which the Town Clerk certifies is 

maintained and used as a public way, or on a way shown on a plan approved and 

endorsed in accordance with the subdivision control law, or on a way in existence when 

the subdivision control law became effective in the city or town in which the land lies, 

having in the opinion of the Planning Board sufficient width, suitable grades and 

adequate construction to provide for vehicular traffic in relation to the proposed use; 

 The lots meet the minimum frontage requirements according to the Town’s zoning 

bylaws; and  

 Vital access to such lots exists to protect public safety and welfare.   
 

Prior to receiving a building permit, the lots must also meet the requirements of a Town's 

zoning bylaws including acreage.   

Despite Erving’s strong and historical village-based and road corridor-based development 

patterns, the current trend for development is sprawl.  This new pattern may be resulting 

from the ease of developing land outside of (or perhaps from a lack of available space within) 

the village centers.  The Town’s zoning currently provides little direction for choosing 

appropriate locations or lot sizes for new development.  For example, new commercial and 

industrial development can occur anywhere that is either adjacent to, or separated only by a 

public way from, an existing non-residential, non-agricultural use, or that is served by public 

water or sewer and has direct access to Route 63, 2, or 2A.  A frontage lot for any use with 

access to sewer on North Street needs a minimum of 20,000 square feet, less than half an 

acre; this offers builders an economical choice for development.  

Both approval-not-required development and subdivisions can lead to sprawl in Erving, 

especially with the Town’s present zoning, which allows for the spread of commercial and 

industrial uses along existing municipal infrastructure. Such sprawling development 

contributes to the fragmentation of wildlife habitat, forestland, and scenic resources.  It may 

also require new infrastructure; lengthen service routes for school buses, and police, fire, and 

emergency service vehicles; create more transportation-related air pollution; and increase 

road maintenance costs including snow plowing.  Overall, expansion of the currently 

developed land area in Erving, especially in a sprawling manner, will likely reduce residents’ 

quality of life, and at the same time, increase their property taxes. 

Providing a diversity of housing choices, protection of natural resources and open space, 

efficient delivery of municipal services, and increases in traffic safety (all goals presented 

earlier), requires a combination of strategies.  Having only one zoning district, which permits 

creeping commercial and industrial uses along major highways, encourages sprawling 

growth that is detrimental Erving’s rural character.  It is important that the zoning bylaws be 

adjusted to support the established land use goals and objectives.  One adjustment could be to 

define areas for mixed commercial and residential uses to support village-based land use 

patterns.  Another change could be to create a zoning district outside of the village centers 
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with larger minimum lot sizes, but also with potential for clustering housing on smaller lots, 

to protect scenic open space and to increase home-ownership opportunities. 

Sustainable Development and the Cost of Community Services 

The Erving Master Plan creates recommendations for retaining the Town’s rural character 

and its economic and cultural vitality.  Formulating the specific Land Use and Zoning 

recommendations requires an understanding of the capacity of Erving's critical natural 

systems and of fiscal models that may promote a balance of land uses and a stable tax rate.  

For the purposes of the Master Plan, a critical natural system is defined as a set of 

interconnected resources that sustains Erving’s residents.  A natural system impaired by 

development impacts would lead to a significant reduction in the prosperity, health, and 

quality of life for Erving's residents.   

One critical natural system that has been examined in previous chapters is the quality and 

quantity of the Town’s only community drinking water supply (Erving Well #1), located 

within the Millers and Connecticut River watersheds.  Undeveloped forest, managed with 

best practices, protects drinking water supplies and the levels of water within aquifers, rivers, 

and streams.  These supplies in turn support wildlife and fisheries.  It would seem logical for 

Erving to prioritize its land conservation efforts and protect the land in current and future 

aquifer recharge areas from over-development.  Too much development in the recharge areas 

would result in increased runoff and non-point source pollution entering streams, rivers, and 

groundwater, and in decreases in water quality.  Forestland and properly managed 

pastureland in Erving naturally helps to filter, retain, and then release water into streams 

allowing for ample supplies of water for wildlife, fisheries, and for human consumption.  

Designing and implementing a land use plan that balances the growth of developed uses 

while sustaining natural systems like watersheds is vital.  It should also promote a stable tax 

rate.  Erving is unique among many communities in Massachusetts in that Northeast Utilities’ 

payment of personal property taxes meets a large share of the Town’s municipal expenses. 

This situation, which results in lower taxes for Erving property owners, could be negatively 

impacted by increasing population and the resulting increasing demand for municipal 

services.  The balanced growth strategies and recommendations discussed in this chapter 

seek to minimize the long-term negative impacts that growth and changes in land use can 

have on municipal finances, and thus, on property taxes. 

In determining which mix of developed uses to encourage, it is important to understand the 

measurable values and costs of different land uses.  For instance, permanently protected open 

space (e.g. forest/farmland), residential, and commercial and industrial development each 

have a different fiscal impact depending on the relationship of property tax revenues 

generated to municipal services consumed.  There is a process by which the fiscal value and 

costs of these different land uses are compared within a town to determine whether a use has 

a positive or negative fiscal impact.  This process is called a Cost of Community Services 

(COCS) analysis.   
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In 1992, the American Farmland Trust (AFT) conducted a Cost of Community Services 

analysis for several towns in the region.  The results of that study showed that protection of 

open space is an effective strategy for promoting a stable tax base. For example, the AFT 

study’s findings for Deerfield indicated that for every tax dollar generated by open space, the 

municipal services required by that land on average cost only twenty-nine cents ($0.29), 

resulting in a positive fiscal impact to the Town.  Similarly, for every dollar generated by 

commercial and industrial tax revenues, on average only thirty-eight cents ($0.38) were spent 

on municipal services.  In contrast, the AFT study showed that for every dollar generated by 

taxing residential development, the municipal services required by that development cost on 

average one dollar and sixteen cents ($1.16), indicating that residential uses cost more in 

terms of town services than they generate in tax revenues.   

In 1995, the Southern New England Forest Consortium (SNEFC) commissioned a study of 

eleven southern New England towns that confirmed the findings of the earlier AFT study.  

The purpose of the SNEFC study was to evaluate the fiscal contribution of developed land 

versus that of open space using the methodology designed by the AFT.  This study was based 

on allocating one year's worth of income and expenses to different land use sectors to show 

the impacts that each of these land uses has on the local economy.  The results of the SNEFC 

study showed that for the eleven studied towns, the conversion of open space for residential 

development is not advisable on a financial basis alone.  For every dollar of tax revenue 

raised from the residential sector, these towns spent on average one dollar and fourteen cents 

($1.14) for residential services, resulting in a negative fiscal impact.  In contrast, the 

commercial and industrial sectors on average cost the towns only forty-three cents ($0.43) in 

services for each dollar of tax revenues received, generating a positive fiscal impact.  The 

SNEFC notes that this figure does not take into account other costs associated with 

commercial and industrial development such as the potential for increased residential 

development, increased traffic and noise pollution, the loss of open space to filter water and 

air, and the need for expanded recreation opportunities.  In comparison, forestland and open 

space costs on average forty-two cents ($0.42) in municipal services for each tax dollar 

generated, which leaves fifty-eight cents ($0.58) to pay for municipal services for the 

residential sector.   

The SNEFC study also found that there is a correlation between a town's population 

characteristics and the cost of community (i.e. municipal) services.  Towns that have larger 

and growing populations experience greater financial losses on their residential development.  

The study concluded that a "well balanced" land use plan would, in the long run, develop a 

stable tax base. 

The challenge for Erving and other towns is to define what "well balanced" looks like in their 

community.  It makes sense that a well-balanced land use plan that supports a stable tax base 

would also need to respect the capacity of the natural resource base.  It would also promote 

the expansion of commercial and industrial development in a sustainable way that protects 

open space and historic resources, minimizes water consumption and sewage production, and 

preserves the integrity of aquifers.   

To further illustrate the fiscal impact of different types of land uses, the following example is 

provided.  It uses the cost of community services ratios developed by the American Farmland 
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Trust in 1992 for Deerfield.  That is, for every dollar raised in tax revenues from open space, 

commercial and industrial development, and residential development, it will cost towns 

twenty-nine cents ($0.29), thirty-eight cents ($0.38) and one dollar and sixteen cents ($1.16), 

respectively, to provide municipal services for these uses.  The primary reason that residential 

development has a negative fiscal impact is the cost associated with public schools. 

Using the FY (Fiscal Year) 2001 Assessment/Classification Report and acreage figures for 

different land uses provided by the Erving Board of Assessors, the following example 

illustrates the importance of maintaining the industrial/commercial tax base and having a 

strong open space protection program.  The figures provide a general benchmark for the 

Town to identify appropriate growth management strategies, though it is important to 

remember that the figures are averages and each development situation will be unique.  For 

Erving, it is also important to consider the effects that Northeast Utilities (NU) and its tax 

payments have on other property owners’ tax rates. 

One may argue that an analysis that considers the general costs of municipal services for new 

residential development, as is presented here, has limited applicability in Erving because 

Northeast Utilities contributes such a very large percentage of the Town’s total property 

taxes, that current residents would in effect be buffered by any new costs.  Northeast 

Utilities’ real estate and private property taxes combined represent eighty-nine percent (89%) 

of the Town’s total property tax assessments in FY 2001.  NU pays taxes on its land and 

buildings like other industrial uses.  It also pays a significant amount in personal property 

taxes because the turbines and other machinery involved in generating electricity from 

pumped water are very valuable.  In the event that Erving has to build a new school, or 

renovate an existing one, loan repayments would most likely become part of the Town 

budget.  It seems logical that if the total budget for community services increases to pay for 

such loans or other costs, and if Northeast Utilities still pays the same share or percentage of 

taxes, then individual property owners’ tax bills will rise.  It is difficult to predict with any 

certainty the precise amount of tax increases associated with a new residential development 

until the specifics of the project are known.  Even so, if we assume that everyone’s tax bills 

will go up as the total costs of municipal services increase, then the focus of the discussion 

should be on how to make sure that these costs, and thus taxes, do not rise in an uncontrolled 

manner. 

For example, the Erving Elementary School is scheduled to receive renovations that are 

estimated to cost over seven million dollars.  In addition, a new safety complex is planned for 

Mountain Road at an estimated cost of two million dollars.  In the future, the Town of Erving 

will be paying back loans over five years for the safety complex and over fifteen years for the 

school renovations.  According to the Erving Board of Assessors, residential property taxes 

have recently increased from three dollars and sixty-seven cents ($3.67) to five dollars and 

thirty-four cents ($5.34) per thousand dollars of valuation as a result of the loan repayments 

for the school and safety complex.  The commercial and industrial tax rates have also 

increased, rising from five dollars and eighty-five cents ($5.85) to eight dollars and fifty-two 

cents ($8.52) per thousand dollars of valuation.  For a single-family house assessed at 

$100,000, the higher tax rate is equal to an increased property tax cost of $167 per year. 
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$3.67 x $100,000/$1,000 = $367 
(Residential Property Tax Rate before  (Assessed House Value)   (Taxes to be Paid) 

School and Safety Complex) 

 

$5.34 x $100,000/$1,000 = $534 
(Residential Property Tax Rate after  (Assessed House Value)   (Taxes to be Paid) 

School and Safety Complex) 

 

$534 - $367 = $167 

A property tax rate of five dollars ($5.34) per thousand dollars of assessed value represents a 

forty-six percent (46%) increase over the previous rate of three dollars and sixty-seven cents 

($3.67) per thousand.  Although this may seem to be a modest increase and not cause for 

alarm, it does demonstrate that if the total cost of community services continues to rise, all 

property taxpayers will see their tax bills increase. 

As was discussed earlier, a cost of community services (COCS) analysis shows how different 

land uses result in different tax revenues and costs.  Consider the following example within 

the COCS framework.  Assume a 100-acre subdivision of single-family homes is developed.  

Although this may seem to be an exceedingly large development for Erving, consider the 

recently approved Poplar Mountain subdivision, which totals eighty-three (83) acres in size. 

According to the Assessors’ records, residentially classified land includes parcels with the 

potential for residential development even if they currently do not contain housing.  As of 

August 2001, there were one hundred and seventy-one (171) undeveloped parcels, totaling 

nearly half the total undeveloped acreage, in the residential use category.  For the purposes of 

this analysis, these parcels were removed from consideration since the cost of community 

services example assumes that residential development has already occurred.  By dividing 

the total assessed valuation of the residential parcels with houses ($52,992,600) by the total 

number of acres represented by these parcels (1,370), one gets an estimate of the average 

value per acre for a typical subdivision of single-family homes: 
 

$52,992,600      /        1,370 = $38,681 (Average Value Per Acre of Residential Uses 

(Total Residential              (Total Number      including Land and Buildings) 

Assessed Value               of Acres) 

for Developed Parcels) 

 

The estimated tax revenues generated by the 100-acre subdivision of single-family homes are 

shown in the calculation below.  First, multiply the average per acre value for single-family 

homes ($38,681) by the total number of acres in the subdivision (100).  Then divide the total 

value for the whole ten acres by $1,000 and multiply the result by the new FY 2002 property 

tax rate for residential uses ($5.34).  The tax revenue generated by a 100-acre residential 

subdivision will be equal to $20,656: 
 

 (($38,681) x 100 acres  /  $1,000) x  $5.34  =  $20,656 (Tax Revenue) 

 (Average Valuation   (Property Tax 

 per Acre)    Rate) 
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According to the American Farmlands Trust (AFT) Cost of Community Services (COCS) 

study in 1991, the cost of municipal services for residential development was one dollar and 

sixteen cents ($1.16) for every dollar raised in tax revenues.  Therefore, using this ratio, the 

expenses of the municipal services needed for this 100-acre subdivision would be equal to 

$23,961:  

 

 $20,656 (Tax Revenue)  x  1.16 (COCS ratio)   =   $23,961 (Expense of Municipal Services) 

 

This results in a loss of $3,305 since revenues are less than expenses: 

 

 Tax Revenue    =  $20,656 

 Expense of Municipal Services = -$23,961 

 Negative Fiscal Impact   =  -$3,305 
 

Using the same information from the Erving Assessors’ records and the AFT 1991 COCS 

analysis for industrial development, a 100-acre industrial development would have a positive 

fiscal impact.  First, the average value per acre for industrial uses is calculated below: 
 

$313,525,804    /    2,358    = $132,963 (Average Value Per Acre of Industrial 

(Total Industrial      (Total Number              Property including Land & Buildings) 

Assessed Value)        of Acres) 

 

To determine the estimated total tax revenue for industrial development, the average value 

per acre ($132,963) is multiplied by 100 acres.  This number is divided $1,000 and multiplied 

by the property tax rate ($8.52) to calculate the total tax revenue generated by 100 acres of 

industrial property ($113,285):   
 

(($132,963 x 100 acres)  /  $1,000) x $8.52   = $113,285 (Tax Revenue) 

 (Average Valuation  (Property Tax 

 per Acre)   Rate) 

 

The expenses incurred by Erving in providing the municipal services required by this 100-

acre industrial use is calculated using the AFT COCS ratio of 0.38, which means that for 

every tax dollar generated by industrial development, direct municipal expenses do not 

exceed thirty-eight cents ($0.38).  If you then compare the revenue ($113,285) and the 

expenses ($43,048), it is clear that there is a positive fiscal impact of $70,237 as shown 

below: 
 

$113,285 (Tax Revenue)  x  0.38 (COCS ratio)  =  $43,048 (Expense of Municipal Services) 

 

Tax Revenue    =   $113,285 

Expense of Municipal Services =   -$43,048 

Positive Fiscal Impact  =    $70,237 
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In determining the fiscal impact of 100 acres of permanently protected open space, it is 

assumed that this land is valued by the Assessors at the same rate as landlocked parcels, 

which cannot currently be developed.  The average per acre value for open space is $524.  
 

$170,900       /      326.34 =    $524 (Average Value Per Acre of Protected Land) 

(Total Open Space       (Total Number   

Land Assessed Value)    of Acres) 

 

The estimated tax revenue generated from permanently protected open space is calculated by 

taking the average per acre value ($524), multiplying that value by the number of acres in the 

parcel (100 acres), dividing by $1,000 and multiplying that amount by the commercial 

property tax rate (as is used for Chapter 61 lands). 

 

(($524 x 100 acres) /  $1,000)   x    $8.52    =  $446 (Tax Revenue) 

 (Average Valuation   (Property Tax 

 per Acre)    Rate) 

 

Erving receives $446 in tax revenues from a one hundred-acre parcel of privately-owned 

permanently protected open space.  To determine the cost in municipal services that this 100-

acre parcel would require, the same calculation is used as before except that the AFT's COCS 

ratio for open space is 0.29.  This means that for every dollar in tax revenues raised by open 

space land uses, only twenty-nine cents ($0.29) in municipal services are required.  

Therefore, the expense of municipal services for 100 acres of open space in Erving is $129. 

 

$446 (Tax Revenue)  x  0.29 (COCS ratio)  =  $129 (Expense of Municipal Services) 

 

The 100-acre parcel of open space produces a positive fiscal impact of three hundred and 

seventeen dollars ($317).  
 

Tax Revenue    =  $446 

Expense of Municipal Services = -$129 

Positive Fiscal Impact   =  $317 
 

Both industrial development and open space protection has a role in balancing the negative 

fiscal impact of residential development.  The best approach to maintaining a stable property 

tax rate is to ensure that residential development is balanced by both open space protection 

and industrial/commercial development.  Protecting open space will reduce negative fiscal 

impacts over the short and long term.  Three reasons communities permanently protect land 

from development are: to protect rural character which exists in the form of open space, 

forest, and farmland; to protect critical natural resources such as recharge areas for drinking 

water supplies; and to protect and to maintain their property tax rate.  These communities 

understand that over time, residential uses cost their towns money.   

 

There are two other ways of examining on the costs of residential development in Erving: 

school costs per student, and the school costs per $1,000 of residential assessed valuation.  

These two methods focus on the most expensive community service provided to residents, 

public education.  The first method involves calculating the amount of money expended by 

the Town per student.  The amount of money expended by Erving for public education is 
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calculated by adding the school budget of grades K-12 and special needs students to the 

health insurance costs that the Town pays for all school employees, and then subtracting 

from that sum ($2,242,271) the Chapter 70 money received by Erving from the 

Commonwealth ($306,667). 
 

 ($2,242,271             -              $306,667        =                   $1,935,604 
 (Erving FY 2002                          (Chapter 70 Funding                        (Total School Costs 

 School Budget including              from the Commonwealth                 for Erving in FY 2002) 

              Health Insurance)                          of Massachusetts) 

 

The amount of money expended by the Town per student is then calculated by dividing the 

Town’s total school costs in FY 2002 ($1,993,776) by the total number of students enrolled 

(228).  Erving spends approximately $8,490 per student.   
 

 $1,935,604                       / 228                  =     $8,490  
 (Total School Costs        (Total # Students)           (School Cost/Student) 

 for Erving in FY 2002) 

 

Given the relatively low amount of residential property tax dollars raised in Erving per house 

(currently $534 on a $100,000 home), the balance of the educational costs are supported by 

commercial and industrial tax revenues.  However, as residential development increases, 

residential property taxes will also increase unless additional commercial or industrial tax 

revenues can be secured.   

 

The second method of considering residential costs is based on the common practice of using 

property values as a means of assessing costs for community services, combined with the 

assumption that school costs are generated directly from residential uses and not from 

commercial or industrial development.  It compares the amount of money generated as tax 

revenues to the total cost of community services per $1,000 of residential property value.  

This is very similar to the comparisons provided in the short COCS analysis found in the 

previous pages.  However, instead of estimating all of the community expenses from 

highway to general government, this method only uses school costs defined as the amount 

budgeted for that purpose in FY 2002.   

 

The new residential property tax rate of $5.34 is equal to the amount of money generated as 

tax revenues per $1,000 of residential property value.  The total school budget for FY 2002 is 

$1,935,604 and the total assessed value of all residential property for FY 2002 is equal to 

$56,617,845.  Therefore, the costs per $1,000 of assessed property value are determined by 

dividing the school budget by the total assessed value of residential property divided by 

$1,000: 
 

 $1,935,604          /         ($56,617,845/$1,000)             =  $34.19 per $1,000 value  
 (Erving FY 2002               (Total Assessed Valuation   (School Cost/$1,000 of 

 School Budget)   of all Residential Property)/$1,000)    Residential Property) 

 

This analysis indicates that every $1,000 of assessed residential property value in Erving 

generates $5.34 to help support the expense of providing public education and other services 

like highway and general government.  It also shows that school costs alone are over six 
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times (6.4) the amount of property tax revenues generated by residential development.  

Residential development is the only use that on average generates far less tax revenues than 

the municipal expenses associated with the services provided, particularly education.   

Figure 7-1: Comparing Tax Revenues Generated by $1,000 of Residential Property 

Assessed Valuation to Associated School Costs in Fiscal Year 2002 

Tax

Revenues/$1,000

Assessed Valuation

of Residential

Property

School

Costs/$1,000

Assessed Valuation

of Residential

Property  

 
Source: Erving Board of Assessors, 2001. 

Protected open space curbs the amount of residential development that can occur.  In doing 

so, it reduces tax increases to pay for residential services, and also helps sustain the area’s 

rural character and protect the natural, scenic, and recreational resources residents and 

tourists have come to love. 

There are different ways that Erving can protect open space: purchasing land in fee, 

purchasing the development rights or a conservation restriction (also known as a 

conservation easement), or receiving the land or the development rights as a donation.  The 

best method depends on the needs of the landowner and of the interested buyer or recipient.  

A conservation restriction (CR) is one method that keeps the land in private ownership and 

on the tax rolls, and pays the landowner the fair market value for the land’s development 

rights.  There are state agencies that have funding to purchase the development rights for 

parcels that have ecological, scenic, or recreational assets of statewide importance.  The total 

approximate cost to protect ten (10) acres of forested open space in eastern Franklin County, 

with a conservation restriction is between six hundred and one thousand dollars ($600-

$1000) per acre.  These figures are based on recent purchases by state agencies in adjoining 

communities.  The Town of Erving may want to encourage state agencies or non-profits to 

work with willing landowners to purchase or receive the conservation restrictions.  By doing 

so, the Town would be reducing its work to administer any easement that is acquired.   

Providing for some additional industrial development expansion and being proactive with 

open space protection may be the best choice for maintaining Erving’s economic and cultural 

vitality.  Encouraging industrial development alone will not retain the rural character, or help 

to reduce the potential for traffic congestion.  As industrial activities expand, indirect 

development pressures from service industries and from people seeking to live close to their 

jobs, and increased traffic congestion is inevitable.  Through pursuing a modest expansion of 
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industrial development and the protection of open space, Erving may be able to sustain both 

its local economy and the natural resources that contribute to its rural character.  This may be 

an appropriate future land use plan for Erving, as it allows for prudent commercial and 

industrial expansion and residential land uses within a mostly protected forested landscape.   

The following section returns to where this chapter started, with the current zoning and 

existing land use patterns, and assesses conditions under a full build-out scenario where 

permitted land uses are expanded and intensified to the maximum level and density allowed 

under the current zoning.  This analysis also assumes that no additional land is protected or 

zoned commercial/industrial.  The build-out analysis illustrates the current trend where 

commercial and industrial development, encouraged to offset the fiscal losses created by new 

residential development, intensify and expand along commercial corridors until the uses 

consume as much land as is allowed by zoning. 

Build-Out Analysis 

The following build-out analysis methodology was developed by the Metropolitan Area 

Planning Council (MAPC) and adapted by MassGIS and the Executive Office of 

Environmental Affairs (EOEA) Statewide Build-Out Analysis program.  This build-out 

program examines the potential for the development of commercial, industrial, and 

residential uses based on the current zoning if all potentially developable land were built to 

the maximum extent allowed by current zoning laws.  Potentially developable land is land 

which does not have environmental constraints like steep slopes and which is not already 

permanently protected from development (i.e. State Forest or farmland under the Agricultural 

Preservation Restriction Program).  The build-out analysis estimates the gross acreage of 

industrial, commercial, and residential development that could potentially be developed 

under present zoning.  The estimates of new housing units and commercial and industrial 

square footage at maximum build-out are then used to calculate the total additional 

community facilities and services - from drinking supplies to waste disposal to schools – that 

would be required at this level of development. 

The build-out analysis does not predict how fast or slow the projected growth will occur, 

only what the end result of maximum development may be.  The time frame for when 

maximum build-out would occur is probably many decades, but now is the time to 

implement changes in the Town’s approach to development if the projected results of the 

current zoning are not what are desired.  Erving’s zoning, with its one zoning district (Village 

and Rural), represents its current land use plan.  Table 7-3 describes the requirements and 

restrictions of the Village and Rural District by housing type, including the minimum lot size, 

frontage requirement, road right-of-way width in a subdivision, calculated build factor, and 

the number of dwelling units allowed per minimum lot.  These requirements are used as 

inputs into the residential part of the build-out analysis.  Table 7-4 describes the build-out 

assumptions for commercial and industrial development.  These assumptions include some of 

the same requirements as for residential development, and also address the number of 

required parking spaces and the assumed building height. 
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Table 7-3: Assumptions used in the Residential Build-Out Calculations 

Village & Rural Zoning 

District 

Minimum 

Lot Size 

(in square 

feet)  

Frontage 

Requirement 

(in feet) 

Right of 

Way 

Width 

(in feet) 

Build 

Factor* 

 

Dwelling 

Units/ 

Minimum Lot 

With Utilities      

Single-Family 20,000 115 40 1.85 1 

Two-Family 27,000 115 40 1.37 2 

Three-Family 34,000 115 40 1.09 3 

Four-Family  41,000 115 40 0.90 4 

Without Utilities      

Single-Family 30,000 140 40 1.23 1 
* Build factor: the number of lots that can fit on an acre of developable land. 

Source: Erving Zoning Bylaws, 1988. 

Table 7-4: Assumptions used in the Commercial/Industrial Build-Out Calculations 

Village & 

Rural 

Zoning 

District 

Minimum 

Lot Size 

(in square 

feet) 

Frontage 

Required 

(in feet) 

Build 

Factor* 

 

Required Parking in Number of 

Spaces 

(200 sq. ft. /Space) 

Building 

Height 

Commercial 20,000 115 0.27 1/employee + 1/150 sq. ft. floor area 2-Story 

Industrial 20,000 115 0.47 1 /employee 1-Story 
* Build factor: the number of lots that can fit on an acre of developable land. 

Source: Erving Zoning Bylaws, 1988. 

The residential build factors are used to determine the number of residential lots that can fit 

on an acre of developable land.  At maximum build-out, it is assumed that after all of 

Erving’s roadside, approval-not-required (ANR) lots are developed, builders will begin to 

develop back land in the form of subdivisions.  The residential build factor is determined first 

by subtracting from the size of a standard subdivision, the amount of land required for roads, 

utilities, and drainage, and then dividing the remaining acreage by the minimum lot size.  For 

example, a ten-acre parcel with access to sewer in Erving can be subdivided into single-

family lots having a minimum size of 20,000 square feet.  Fifteen percent (15%) of the ten 

acres must be set aside for roads and drainage, leaving eight and a half (8.5) acres for 

development.  The build factor is therefore calculated as: 

 

 Build Factor = 8.5 acres x 43,560 sq. ft. (# of sq. ft in one acre) 

    20,000 square feet/lot (minimum lot size) 

= 18.51  

and  18.51/10 acres (# acres in parcel) = 1.85 (the Build Factor) 
 

Table 7-5 presents the results of the potential build-out for residential, commercial, and 

industrial development using the build factors and multipliers.  The build-out analysis for 

Erving illustrates the results of an unbalanced land use plan where all the land that can be 

developed is, with staggering impacts on the area’s natural systems and on the community's 

facilities and infrastructure.  In 1999, the total amount of drinking water used on average per 

day by customers of the Ervingside community drinking water supply was 60,000 gallons.  

The safe yield of this aquifer is 374,400 gallons per day (gpd).  At maximum build-out, there 

will be an estimated demand for an additional 913,541 gpd from new residential, 
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commercial, and industrial development.  This additional demand will require the 

development of new drinking water sources.  The costs for establishing new ground water 

sources can be between one and three million dollars.  Excessive drinking water withdrawals 

in the future could also greatly impact water levels of local wetlands and streams.   

Table 7-5: Summary of the Build-Out Analysis Results: Additional Housing, Commercial 

Floor Area, Residents, School Children, Water Demand, Solid Waste, and Roads 

Land Use Potentially 

Developed 

(Acres)* 

Number 

of 

Dwelling 

Units 

Commercial/ 

Industrial 

Floor Area 

(sq. ft.) 

Residents 

*** 

School 

Children 

**** 

Water Use 

(in Gallons 

per Day) 

** 

Non-

Recycled 

Solid Waste 

(tons/ year) 

***** 

Road 

(miles) 

 

Residential 3,437 4,490  11,718 2,015 878,845 4,273 56 

Commercial 8  94,090   7,057   

Industrial        18  368,518   27,639   

Totals 3,463 4,490 462,608 11,718 2,015 913,541 4,273 56 

*All mapped wetland areas removed from Potentially Developable Acres.   

**Assumes usage of 75 gallons per day/person for residential development and 75 gallons per 1,000 square feet for 

commercial/industrial development.  Figure from MA Department of Housing and Community Development’s Growth Impact 

Handbook.   

***Assumes 2.61 people per residential unit. Figure from 1990 Census results for Erving (population/occupied housing units).  

****Assumes that school children comprise 17.2% of the population. Based on MISER estimates, 1997. 

***** Assumes 0.3648 tons per person/year for non-recycled solid waste.  Figure is the State-wide average.  There are no 

solid-waste numbers for commercial/ industrial development because commercial/industrial solid waste is typically handled 

separately from the rest of the municipal waste stream. 

At maximum build-out, Erving will have lost its small town, rural character.  Consider that in 

1997, roughly seven percent (6.9%) of the Town's total land area was developed.  According 

to the Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (MISER), in 1997, Erving’s 

population was 1,476 people, and the population density was 102 people per square mile.  At 

maximum build-out, the population density will be an estimated 912 people per square mile, 

almost nine times as dense. 

The results of the build-out forecast a future state for the Town of Erving where traffic 

congestion exists on the roadways, and where land uses are dominated by residential 

development, not forests.  At maximum build-out, there will be an estimated 4,500 more 

homes than there are today.  There will also be over 11,000 more people, including over 

2,000 more school-aged children.  There were an estimated 253 school-aged children in 

1997.    

The potential future for the Town of Erving as depicted by the build-out raises questions 

about whether the Town would be taxing the capacity of its aquifers at this level of 

development.  The build-out figures in Tables 7-4 and 7-5 show that the total future demand 

for drinking water will be an additional estimated 913,541 gallons per day.  In addition to 

overtaxing the aquifers, extensive residential development would also increase the cost of 

community services due to the presence of eight times as many school children, and the need 

to manage an additional four thousand tons of municipal waste per year and maintain another 

fifty-six miles of town roads. 
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Potential Impacts of Future Development on Natural Resources, Rural 

Character and the Local Economy 

Erving is a rural town with a major State highway as its main street.  It has very low property 

taxes, an excellent elementary school, and relatively affordable land and real estate prices.  It 

has historically been the economic hub for the immediate area, providing employment for 

residents in Erving and in surrounding towns.  Its trees and forests, streams and rivers, and 

bare cliffs give the town a wild and rural quality opposite from that of the bustling stream of 

traffic passing through on Route 2. 

As new residential development occurs in Town, it may follow the same pattern as current 

development: consuming forest edge areas, on small lots with sewer, and on large lots 

without services.  It may be on frontage lots close to roads and other houses, or in completely 

new subdivisions outside of village centers.   

Outside of the threat of increasing local property taxes, there are many other potential 

impacts to Erving’s current zoning that are becoming realized over time through the Town’s 

development patterns.  The current land use plan is executed as vacant land is developed with 

new housing and businesses according to Erving’s zoning bylaws.  Well before all of the 

vacant land (including the 1,700 acres owned by Northeast Utilities) is developed, residents 

and visitors may experience a reduction in the scenic beauty of their surroundings, a decline 

in the quality and abundance of drinking water and local wildlife, and a loss of natural spaces 

near where they live and work.  This section discusses issues relating to the potential impacts 

of Erving’s current land use plan.  These impacts involve drinking water supplies, wildlife 

habitat, significant ecological, scenic, and recreational resources, and local economics. 

Potential Contamination of Current and Future Drinking Water Supplies 

Different land uses patterns can have varying impacts on recharge areas and the aquifers 

below the ground’s surface.  Communities that have adopted aquifer protection overlay 

districts seek to restrict uses within the recharge area that produce, utilize, or store hazardous 

materials, such as furniture refinishing and auto-repair shops, salvage yards, and printing 

presses.  These towns may also seek to limit the density of development within the overlay 

districts.  This is done because of the fact that recharge areas replenish aquifers by allowing 

water to percolate from the ground’s surface through soil to groundwater.  When 

precipitation falls on impervious surfaces such as pavement or compacted soils, it tends to 

“runoff” instead of seeping into the soil.  This is called runoff.  Although runoff does occur 

in nature across rock outcrops, land covered in vegetation like forests and meadows is 

characterized by having a very low percentage of impervious cover, while a suburban 

subdivision with paved driveways, sidewalks, and intensively managed lawns has a high 

percentage of impervious cover.   

The predominant developed land use in Erving’s recharge area for Well # 1 is small lot 

residential development.  Small lot residential development is less than a half-acre and 

represents a high density residential use with a relatively large percentage of impervious 

surfaces.  There are even more impervious surfaces associated with Route 2 and 

Weatherhead’s entertainment and apartment complex.   
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The northern half of the recharge area is mostly undeveloped and represents a critical part of 

the recharge area.  If the land in this area is developed with high-density uses, the result 

could be a reduction in the integrity of the capacity of the recharge area.  If the town parcels 

in this area are developed for an industrial park, it will be very important to design the park 

so that the recharge processes are left intact as much as possible and risks associated with 

hazardous materials are minimized.  

Reduction in the Scenic and Wildlife Habitat Value of Erving’s Ridgelines 

Erving’s uplands are the source of awesome scenic views from Route 63, Route 2, and 

Mountain Road, and contain a relatively large amount of interior forest habitats.  These 

ridgelines are more remote and less accessible than other areas in Town, but as the build-out 

analysis shows, they are nonetheless vulnerable from unplanned development based on 

current zoning.  Although much of Erving’s eastern highlands are permanently protected 

from development due to the presence of the Erving State Forest, the majority of upland in 

the western half of Town, the higher elevation lands, are part of the Northfield Mountain and 

Pumped Storage Facility owned by Northeast Utilities.  These lands currently do not have 

any long-term protection from development.   

A discussion of land preservation options with authorities at Northeast Utilities may be 

worthwhile if the lands’ protection is deemed to be favorable for the Town.  Favorable results 

of conserving these ridgeline lands may include preserving the scenic and rural character of 

Erving and maintaining the Town’s fiscal stability.   

To determine whether protecting the Northeast Utilities acreage would be favorable to the 

Town requires an analysis of the potential costs and benefits of such protection.  In general 

terms, the cost to the Town of Erving involves the reduction in land value that would result 

from removing the development rights from the land.  If the new total assessed value were 

less the current assessment, there would be a resulting reduction in tax revenues.  This 

reduction in revenues then would be equal to the cost to the Town.  The potential benefits to 

the Town from having all of the Northeast Utilities’ land permanently protected from 

development, would be a reduction in the total number of new residential lots that could 

otherwise be developed.  Understanding this benefit is dependent upon the realization that, 

on average, residential development costs towns money. 

The potential reduction in tax revenues that would result from the removal of the 

development rights on the Northeast Utilities (NU) property is determined by comparing the 

revenues based on the land’s current assessed value with the potential assessed value once 

the land is protected.  According to the Erving Assessor’s Office (J. Boyden, 2000), the total 

current value of the Northfield Mountain Project including the land, structures, and 

improvements, but not including the personal property, is $313,111,005.  Of that total, the 

value of the approximately 1,716 acres alone is equal to $2,366,100.   

The NU land is now taxed at the FY 2002 commercial rate, which is eight dollars and fifty-

two cents per thousand dollars of valuation ($8.52/$1,000).  This yields $20,159 in property 

tax revenues yearly.  Using the same commercial rate and the total assessed value of the 

Northfield Mountain Project ($313,111,005), the total tax revenues generated by NU is equal 
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to approximately $2,667,706.  In other words, the current property tax revenues generated by 

the land alone represent less than one percent (0.8%) of the total revenues paid by NU.  

Overall, permanently protecting this property would result in a very small reduction of taxes 

in comparison to the potential negative fiscal impact residential development could have if it 

occurred on this land.    

The next step required in calculating the amount of money the Town of Erving would forfeit 

because of a lower valuation of the NU land, is to determine the amount of tax revenues that 

would be generated by the 1,716 acres if the development rights were purchased by a third 

party, like a land trust.  In that case, the land would most likely be valued as if it were either 

under the Massachusetts Chapter 61 (Forest) or Chapter 61B (Recreation) Land 

Classification and Taxation Programs because most of the woodland is used for either timber 

production or as recreation land.  The Chapter 61 valuation would likely be used in this case 

because the Split River Farm’s parcels, which are permanently protected under the APR 

Program, are assessed at the same rate as land enrolled in the Chapter 61A Program for 

agricultural uses.   Land enrolled in the Chapter 61 Program is assessed at only five percent 

(5%) of its fair market value, while the 61B Program assesses land at up to twenty-five 

percent (25%) of its fair market value.  The newly assessed value of the protected lands of 

Northeast Utilities would therefore be based on which Chapter assessment is used.  

For example, if the Chapter 61 assessment of five percent (5%) is used, the total value of the 

land ($2,366,100) would be multiplied by five percent.  The resulting figure of $118,305 

would then be multiplied by the commercial rate, which is eight dollars and fifty-two cents 

per thousand dollars of valuation ($8.52/$1,000), to equal $1,008 worth of taxes annually. 

If the Chapter 61B assessment is used, the total value of the land ($2,366,100) would be 

multiplied by twenty-five percent (25%) resulting in a valuation of $591,525.  Again using 

the commercial rate, the total tax revenues generated would equal $5,040 per year. 

This would mean that in exchange for having all of the Northeast Utilities’ land in Erving 

permanently protected from development, the Town would have to forgo approximately 

fifteen to nineteen thousand dollars ($15,119 - $19,151) in property tax revenues yearly as is 

shown below.  These figures represent the minimum (if all NU land were assessed as Chapter 

61B land) and the maximum (if all NU land were assessed as Chapter 61 land) differences in 

the tax revenues generated that would be received by the Town based on current tax rates.  

These lost tax revenues are equivalent to Erving’s annual cost of educating approximately 

two students in the public school system. 
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$5,040 (Taxes Gained if the NU land is Protected  -$20,159 (FY 2002 NU property        =         - $15,119 
and assessed as Ch. 61B Recreation Land)     tax revenues, which would be forfeited 

  if land were protected)                            

 

$1,008 (Taxes Gained if the NU land is Protected  -  $20,159 (FY 2002 NU property        =        - $19,151 
and assessed as Ch. 61 Forest Land)      tax revenues, which would be forfeited 

   if land were protected)                   

 

 

Accelerated Development of Vacant Lands with Sewer Line Extensions 

The same cause and effect relationship that is illustrated when land development follows 

zoning exists with the expansion of public infrastructure.  This is especially true for those 

services that create value without requiring investment by the developer, aside from land 

costs.  Access to public sewer allows new residential development to be on much smaller lots 

than if the infrastructure were unavailable.  It also eases the minds of existing neighbors, 

since failing septic systems can contaminate down slope shallow wells.  Finally, public sewer 

is necessary for industries that use water in its processes, or that produce wastewater 

requiring treatment.  There are many potential benefits to be gained from expanding sewer 

lines to new areas.   

Conversely, there are also potential negative impacts for sending sewer lines past vacant land 

to support a particular industrial use or residential development.  These impacts include 

increased costs, accelerated development, and greater density of development.  Expanding 

sewer lines costs money.  When the collection system expands, so does the hydraulic flow 

arriving at the treatment plant.  It is assumed that vacant land with access to sewer will be 

considered more valuable.  Parcels with frontage, which previously could not site a passing 

septic field, would now be buildable.  As a result, this land may be assessed at a higher value, 

which might raise taxes for the landowners and inspire sales to developers.  Thus, expanding 

sewer lines may accelerate development in between concentrations of developed uses.  The 

result could be a reduction in discreet villages and a homogenization of developed lot sizes 

along major routes with access to sewer. 

Vacant land with access to sewer would be considered more valuable for development 

purposes. Often, developers have to overcome constraints to development in areas without 

public sewer. These constraints can include any characteristic of the land, including the 

presence of wetlands, bedrock, or a relatively high groundwater level, which would prohibit a 

newly constructed septic system from passing a Title 5 inspection.  Sometimes the presence 

of these constraints results in residential parcels being larger than the minimum lot size to 

accommodate the proper location of a septic field.  With access to a sewer line extension, 

developers could build more dwelling units on the same area because no septic field is 

needed.  For example, the current Poplar Mountain project has twenty-three (23) lots on 

eighty-three (83) acres.  Erving’s zoning bylaws state that in areas without utilities. the 

minimum lot size is 30,000 square feet.  In areas with utilities, each lot size can be as little as 

20,000 square feet.  The fact that each lot in the Poplar Mountain Project is roughly three and 

a half (3.6) acres in size may demonstrate the presence of development constraints in the 

form of ledge and existing transmission lines.  With access to sewer, and assuming that 
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fifteen percent of the lot is used for roads and drainage, a like-sized property without the 

presence of ledge and transmission lines could contain 153 single-family homes. 

Increased Distances between Community Infrastructure and Population Resulting in 

Higher Costs to Deliver Services 

One of the current land use patterns that can be seen with recent development in Erving is the 

building of residential subdivisions outside of the villages.  In many communities in the 

region, services such as public sewer and water, are only available within, or near, village 

centers.  In Erving, sewer infrastructure is available to residents living up North Street.  The 

costs of services including road maintenance, school busing, and police and fire protection 

increase disproportionately to the number of new residents when these people are living in 

homes spread far across the landscape.  As communities experience predominantly sprawling 

development patterns, it is logical that the costs of community services will rise faster than if 

most of the development were to occur in the villages where infrastructure already exists. 

Loss of Historic Places, Special Ecological Resources, Recreational Sites and River 

Access Opportunities 

As communities grow in population, demand for recreational services and facilities naturally 

increase both in quantity and in scope.  If it is assumed that the population projections from 

MISER are accurate, Erving will continue to grow at a faster rate than many towns in the 

region.   

Erving has set aside land for future developed uses, such as the parcels along Route 63 that 

abut the Elementary School and the Grand Trunk Railroad lots, which may be used in the 

future as an industrial park.  If the current pattern of development with creeping commercial 

and industrial uses and small lot residential development continues, opportunities for setting 

aside open space for parks and recreation may be lost forever.  Access to the Millers and 

Connecticut Rivers appears to be a widely valued goal for residents.  Providing and 

improving access to the rivers may require assessing, and taking advantage of, land 

acquisition and other opportunities as they come to pass. 

Erving is already considering ways to protect its drinking water supply and has proposed an 

Aquifer Protection Overlay District.  Other less obvious but no less important land-based 

resources include historic, scenic, and ecological areas that are identified throughout the 

Master Plan.  Often these resources represent what separates one town from another and 

gives each town a unique identity.  These are the special places, the existence of which 

benefits everyone, even though they are often located on private lands.  Erving residents 

should take the time to choose appropriate measures for protecting these most valued 

resources while at the same time providing willing landowners with the fair market value of 

the development rights for that land.  Information presented in this chapter demonstrates that 

protected open space pays for itself. However, the dollar value associated with the loss of an 

historic site, or special view, may be immeasurable. 

Based on population projections and the current fiscal wellbeing of the community as 

evidenced by a very low tax rate and an excellent elementary school, the Town may be 
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experiencing an influx of new residents in the next several years.  More often than not, 

communities assess the adequacy of their land-based scenic, ecological, historical, and 

recreational resources, and strive to protect them only after a wave of development has 

produced visible declines in these natural and cultural resources.  Erving has an opportunity 

to protect currently undeveloped lands that could very well be future parks, unique habitats, 

linkages to regional trails and rivers, and heritage areas.    

Loss of Roadside and Highway-Related Scenic Views 

Throughout the history of Erving and of the region, transportation corridors have played an 

integral part in communities’ development.  From the 1600s when the Mohawk Trail was but 

a small path, to present day where residents, commuters and truckers pass through at twenty-

five to forty miles an hour, the highways and back roads have linked the changing facets of 

the landscape and provided sensory information of its nature.  What we see from the road 

affects what sense we take from it.  Is Erving still rural?  What was Erving like one hundred 

years ago?  Is Erving splendid to view?  Has Erving retained its sense of place and what 

makes it different from everywhere else?  The challenge for many towns in America is 

retaining enough of whom they are, while at the same time developing into what they want to 

become.   

For communities in Massachusetts, commercial strip development as well as frontage lots 

along all main roads are two common land use patterns that result in a homogenization of the 

visible landscape from one town to another.  Retaining stone walls, historic village centers, 

main streets, large shade trees, open roadside fields, and forests are several of the scenic 

related resources that people work to protect and that conserve a town’s rural character. 

Dependence on Large Utility and Manufacturing Employers 

A few large employers in the utility and manufacturing sectors dominate Erving’s 

employment base.  This results in an economic dependency that is felt most strongly after the 

departure of one of the main firms, as in the case of International Paper Company.  One 

strategy that could be used in Erving to strengthen the local economy would be to diversify 

the employment base.  By encouraging the creation of more small and medium-sized 

businesses, the loss of any one firm would have less of an impact on the entire economy.   

This strategy could be implemented through zoning revisions and other methods.  Cottage 

industries or at-home businesses might be encouraged both in a rural district and in a mixed-

use village district.  Erving could help cottage industries evolve into small businesses by 

making sure land in mixed-use village centers is zoned for those uses.  Erving could also 

establish a new industrial park that could support expanding locally owned businesses.  

When combined, these efforts could help support locally owned, small and medium-sized 

businesses that would help diversify and strengthen Erving’s economy.    
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Recommendations  

 Establish a Rural Residential District with a minimum lot size of two acres  

A Rural Residential District could help to conserve Erving’s rural character by 

encouraging a pattern of development similar to the Town’s early settlement outside of 

its villages (Ervingside, Farley, and Erving Center): farmhouses separated by forests and 

pasture.  A two-acre minimum lot size combined with an expanded minimum frontage 

requirement will ensure that new residential development will occur at a lower density 

than in the village centers.  This district could allow home businesses and traditional 

land-based operations like sawmills.  A Rural Residential District would also more likely 

enable the on-the-ground application of cluster development, a type of subdivision that 

protects open space, by creating incentives for its use.  In a cluster development, 

developers would be granted the right to develop the same number of houses, which 

would be built on the entire parcel, on a smaller portion of the land.  The resulting 

development would create houses on smaller lots (one acre, for example) and 

permanently protect the remaining land as open space.  At maximum build-out, a two-

acre minimum lot size would result in fewer house lots than if the current lot sizes were 

used.  On the other hand, as time passes, every new home constructed in Erving could 

potentially consume more land than if the lots were smaller and closer together.  The 

areas proposed for the Rural Residential District are shown on the Potential Zoning Map. 

 

 

 Establish Village Districts around Erving Center, Farley, and Ervingside 

Erving currently has one zoning district, Village and Rural, with a minimum lot size 

requirement of 30,000 square feet without public sewer, and 20,000 square feet with 

sewer.  Commercial and industrial development can occur if it extends, abuts, or is 

separated only by a public way from an existing non-residential, non-agricultural use, or 

if it is served by public water or sewer and has direct access to Routes 63, 2, or 2A.  

Thus, current zoning allows commercial and industrial development to expand near 

similar uses and creep along major routes.  This approach to development could 

potentially result in increases in traffic and congestion, and in reductions in the scenic 

value within village centers and along Erving’s major roads.   

 

If the entire Town were rezoned using only the one Rural Residential District, mentioned 

in the first recommendation above, the result might be considered sprawl.  By creating 

Village Districts, which would retain the existing minimum residential lot size of 20,000 

square feet with sewer and 30,000 square feet without sewer, the historic village center 

development patterns would be preserved.  All of the characteristics that residents enjoy 

about their village neighborhoods could be maintained in the future.  In addition, each 

District could be designed to more closely reflect desired uses within all three Villages, 

as follows:   
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Erving Center: A mixed-use district combining residential, commercial, and some 

industrial uses.  The district could be drawn to include areas with access to sewer outside 

of the district, but commercial and industrial uses would be encouraged only within the 

district boundaries.  Any extension of sewer would not result in an automatic expansion 

of the district boundaries.  Rather, Town Meeting would need to vote to amend the 

district defined by the zoning bylaws.  The district is proposed to be zoned as Central 

Village, which would permit residential, commercial, and some light industrial uses.  The 

Central Village Zoning District would retain the existing minimum residential lot size of 

20,000 square feet with sewer, 30,000 square feet without sewer. 

 

Farley: A residential district only.  As in Erving Center, the Farley Village District could 

also be designed around existing sewer but would not automatically expand to reflect 

changes in the wastewater collection system unless Town Meeting voted to do so.  This 

district is proposed to be zoned as Village Residential, which would permit residential 

uses only.  The Village Residential Zoning District would retain the existing minimum 

residential lot size of 20,000 square feet with sewer, 30,000 square feet without sewer. 

 

Ervingside: Also a mixed-use district combining residential, commercial, and some light 

industrial uses.  The same type of relationship to sewer infrastructure as for the other 

villages could be utilized for this district.  This district is proposed to be zoned as Central 

Village, the same designation as Erving Center.  The Central Village Zoning District 

would retain the existing minimum residential lot size of 20,000 square feet with sewer, 

30,000 square feet without sewer. 

 

The Potential Zoning Map indicates the boundaries of the proposed Central Village and 

Village Residential Zoning Districts. 

 

 

 Establish a Planned Industrial Park District once an area has been determined to be 

adequate and desirable for future commercial and industrial development 

The Grand Trunk Railroad parcels located in northwest Erving, west of Route 63, may be 

the most likely location for a Planned Industrial Park.  Although access to this land is an 

issue, the Town is currently seeking ways of overcoming this obstacle.  Only after the 

Town determines that this land is adequate for industrial uses would it be appropriate to 

establish a Planned Industrial Park District.  A feasibility study should be conducted to 

determine the best location for a planned industrial park.  This would likely be preferable 

to establishing the district without first confirming that the land could be developed, or to 

allowing industrial uses anywhere by right or by special permit.   
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 Adopt the proposed Aquifer Protection Overlay District bylaw so that Erving’s Well 

#1 is protected from contamination from inappropriate land uses 

Erving’s Well #1 is a productive source of drinking water with a recharge area that 

contains Ervingside.  An Aquifer Protection Overlay District has been designed to 

encompass the entire Zone II Recharge Area.  The aquifer recharge area is shown on the 

Potential Zoning Map.  Approving the overlay district will minimize commercial and 

industrial use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes within the 

recharge area.  This is an important first step in helping to protect the Town’s only 

community drinking water supply.  A second step could include a sustained educational 

program for households and businesses on the steps they can take to help protect the 

aquifer. 

 

 

 Develop a Ridge Protection Overlay District zoning bylaw that would protect the 

scenic and wildlife values of Erving's mountaintops and ridgelines through limiting 

the density and visual impact of residential development 

Much of Erving’s rural character comes from the fact that most of the Town’s 

surrounding hillsides and ridgelines remain forested and undeveloped.  This is partially 

due to the presence of Erving State Forest, which is permanently protected from 

development.  However, if other ridge lands were developed under the current zoning, it 

could reduce the scenic beauty of Erving’s hillsides.  A Ridge Protection Overlay District 

zoning bylaw could help reduce the visual impact of development.  For example, the 

district could require new homes to be constructed using low rooflines and without 

clearing surrounding vegetation.  

 

 

 Adopt an effective cluster development bylaw, which would encourage developers to 

protect open space in exchange for reducing the infrastructure costs of the project 

As described earlier, a cluster development bylaw can result in the protection of open 

space.  Cluster subdivisions are designed so that houses are located on smaller lots than 

normally allowed by zoning.  The house lots are clustered in one part of the subdivided 

parcel and the remaining land is set aside as protected open space.  The bylaw has been 

adopted by several communities in Western Massachusetts, but is rarely used.  Usually, 

towns make cluster development allowable by special permit.  The result is that 

developers rarely create cluster subdivisions, because the review process is less certain 

than if they planned a traditional subdivision.  Erving might need to allow cluster 

development by right, perhaps with Site Plan Review.  Another option could be to require 
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developers to submit plans for both a traditional and cluster subdivision, with the Town 

Planning Board choosing which design would be most appropriate for the site. 

 

 

 Establish a growth boundary for water and sewer line expansion 

A growth boundary for sewer and waterline expansion would limit provision of these 

community services to new areas.  It would ensure that if there were interest in expanding 

sewer to support new, or even, existing residential, commercial, or industrial 

development, the zoning bylaws would require revision.  This would in effect result in a 

comprehensive review process that could include planning for the potential negative 

impacts of expanding sewer or water services, including the accelerated development of 

open space.   

 

 Adopt a phased growth bylaw 

A phased growth bylaw allows for the gradual build-out of lots within approved 

subdivisions over a number of years.  Small subdivisions with fewer than four lots may 

be able to be constructed in one year, while the house lots within large developments 

would be phased in over time.  It is possible to spread the number of units that could be 

built each year geographically across the Town, and to use a point system that would 

encourage the adoption of design guidelines and the creation of amenities like protected 

open space.  

 

 

 Designate Local Scenic Roads  

Request Town Meeting approval to designate Local Scenic Roads pursuant to MG.L. 

Chapter 40, Section 15C to protect important shade trees and stone walls in the public 

right-of-way as identified on the Historic and Scenic Resources Map.  Once a local road 

receives scenic designation, the Erving Planning Board would need to grant written 

permission before trees or stone walls within the right-of-way could be removed.  One 

drawback of local scenic designation is that it can impact timber-cutting practices on 

property with frontage on these roads. 

 

 

 Develop a plan for negotiating with Northeast Utilities to permanently protect key 

parcels of ridge land so that Erving’s valuable upland forest habitats will be 

conserved in perpetuity 

Northeast Utilities owns approximately 1,716 acres of land in Erving, the majority of 

which is located surrounding the Northfield Mountain reservoir atop the Town’s most 

prominent ridgelines.  Aside from the State Forest, Northeast Utilities’ land contains the 

largest blocks of contiguous forest in Erving.  When protected, contiguous forest 
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conserves biodiversity, ground and surface water quality, and an area’s rural character.  

Even if all 1,716 acres were to be permanently protected from development, the annual 

financial cost to the Town would be the forfeiture of only approximately fifteen to 

nineteen thousand dollars ($15,119 - $19,151) in property tax revenues.  Based on current 

tax rates, this equals Erving’s yearly cost of educating approximately two students.  

Protecting this amount of open space would both protect natural resources and prevent 

the negative fiscal impacts of residential development.  
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Accident Data Summary Table 

RMV Descriptions of 

Route/Intersection 

YEAR 

TOTAL 1997 1998 1999 

234 North St. 1 0 0 1 

DPW Parking Lot 1 0 0 1 

Forest St. 0 0 1 1 

Gateway Dr. 0 1 0 1 

Gunn St. 1 0 0 1 

Lester St. (Route 63) 0 1 0 1 

Lester St. (Route 63)/Gunn St. 0 1 2 3 

Lyman St/North St. 1 0 0 1 

Moore St. (Route 63) 0 1 0 1 

Moore St. (Route 63)/Prospect St. 0 1 1 2 

Moore St. (Route 63)/Semb Dr. 0 0 1 1 

Mountain Rd. 0 1 1 2 

North St. 0 1 0 1 

Old State Rd. 1 2 0 3 

Paper Mill Rd. 1 1 0 2 

Pratt St. 0 0 1 1 

River Rd. 1 0 0 1 

River Rd./Pratt St. 0 1 0 1 

River St. 0 0 1 1 

Route 2/Farley Rd. 1 0 0 1 

Route 2 10 3 6 19 

Route 2 (East Main St.) 0 0 3 3 

Route 2 (FKH)/Old State Rd. 0 0 1 1 

Route 2 (French King Highway) 0 3 2 5 

Route 2 (State Rd.) 1 0 1 2 

Route 2 (West Main St.) 1 1 2 4 

Route 2 (WMECO Pole 142, 81 Main St.) 0 0 1 1 

Route 2 (WMECO Pole 44) 1 0 0 1 

Route 2 (WMECO Pole 75) 0 0 1 1 

Route 2/Church St. 0 2 0 2 

Route 2/East Prospect Height 0 0 1 1 

Route 2/Erving Paper Parking 1 0 0 1 

Route 2/Forest St. 1 0 3 4 

Route 2/Gateway Dr. 0 2 1 3 

Route 2/High St. 1 1 0 2 

Route 2/Holmes St. 1 0 0 1 

Source: MA Registry of Motor Vehicles Accident Database, 1997-1999. 
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Accident Data Summary Table (continued) 

RMV Descriptions of 

Route/Intersection 

YEAR 

TOTAL 1997 1998 1999 

Route 2/Ledges 1 0 0 1 

Route 2/Maple Ave. 0 0 2 2 

Route 2/Mountain Rd. 1 0 1 2 

Route 2/Prospect St. 0 2 3 5 

Route 2/River Rd. 1 0 2 3 

Route 2/Route 2A 1 0 0 1 

Route 2/Union St. 0 1 1 2 

Route 63 0 0 4 4 

Strachan St. 0 1 0 1 

TJS Lounge 1 0 0 1 

UNKNOWN 2 0 1 3 

TOTALS 32 27 45 104 

Source: MA Registry of Motor Vehicles Accident Database, 1997-1999. 
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Route 2 Safety Study 

Below is a summary of the specific problems identified in the 1997 Route 2 Safety 

Improvement Study, the recommendations made by Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA), the 

proposed improvements that were recommended by MassHighway, and the status of the 

implementation of the improvements for the Towns of Greenfield, Gill, Orange, Athol and 

Phillipston.    

 

Greenfield 

Adams Road and Route 2/2A 

The intersection of Adams Road and Route 2/2A operates as a channelized intersection with 

the Adams Road approach offset from the main intersection by approximately 100 feet.  

Adams Road provides access to the Greenfield Industrial Park. 

 

WSA Recommended Improvements 

Wilbur Smith Associates recognized that intersection improvements are needed at this 

location and further noted that the Town of Greenfield Planning Department had obtained a 

$1 million Public Works Economic Development (PWED) grant to fund improvements at 

this intersection. The project includes the realigning of Adams Road so that it connects with 

Route 2 at a 90 angle and creates a four-way, signal-controlled intersection with Route 2A.   

 

MassHighway Recommended Improvements 

MassHighway’s report also noted that improvements are needed at this location, and that the 

improvements are being funded with PWED grant funds awarded to the town of Greenfield.  

The proposed improvements will include realigning Adams Road opposite Route 2A (French 

King Highway) and upgrading traffic signals at this intersection.   

 

Status 

The Town of Greenfield secured a grant for $1 million through the Public Works Economic 

Development (PWED) Program for the construction of intersection improvements.  The 

project was advertised for construction, but the lowest construction bid was $1.4 million, 

which is in excess of the grant amount.  The town is seeking an additional $400,000 so that 

the construction can begin.  The commencement of construction has been delayed pending 

the acquisition of the additional funds.  The Route 2 Task Force supports Greenfield’s efforts 

to secure additional funding for these critical intersection improvements. 
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Factory Hollow  

The Factory Hollow section of Route 2 is located in Greenfield between the Main Road and 

Route 2 signalized intersection at the Gill-Greenfield town lines, and the Adams Road and 

Route 2A intersection.  Based on accident data analysis, this section of the corridor is one of 

its most dangerous. Wilbur Smith Associates proposed the following improvement projects 

to address the limited sight distance and poor visibility located at the “S” curve near Factory 

Hollow Road.  

 

WSA Recommended Improvements 

1. Realignment of the vertical and horizontal configuration of the “S” curve area near 

Factory Hollow Area to improve visibility; 

2. Realignment of the bridge over Fall River (in the vicinity of the above mentioned “S” 

curve) including vertical alignments; and  

3. Reconstruction of the Factory Hollow Road approach to a 90 angle to improve the 

sight distance and facilitate left turns in and out of Factory Hollow Road. 

 

MassHighway Recommended Improvements 

MassHighway recommended further study of improvements that would avoid costly impacts 

to nearby archaeological, historical and environmental resources (the Riverside 

Archaeological District, a National Register of Historic Places site, is located in the area).  

The improvements being considered include: improving overhead signs, implementing 

additional roadway delineation, clearing vegetation and using alternative snow and ice 

control methods including liquid calcium.  MassHighway noted that many of the accidents 

that had occurred at this location were caused by inclement weather conditions.    

 

Status 

The improvements that were recommended by WSA need further study by MassHighway.  

The overhead sign and rumbles strips have been installed. 

 

Gill 

Route 2 and Main Road 

The section of Route 2 in Gill generally has two 12-foot lanes with wide shoulders ranging 

from 6 to 8 feet.  The intersection of Route 2 and Main Road is the only signalized 

intersection along Route 2 in Gill, and often has traffic queues. 

 

WSA Recommended Improvements  

Wilbur Smith Associates recommended that left turning lanes be installed on Route 2 at Main 

Road.  The WSA study also noted that MassHighway was already underway with the 

signalization improvements.   
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MassHighway Recommended Improvements 

Improvements will include intersection realignment at the Gill/Montague Bridge and the 

implementation of additional safety devices throughout this section.  MassHighway will 

upgrade this intersection’s traffic signal during the bridge rehabilitation project.  If 

warranted, MassHighway will also widen the intersection, to provide dedicated turning lanes 

and improved turning radii.    

 

Status 

The signal timings and dedicated turning lanes have been completed by MassHighway, but 

the bridge work and related intersection widening have not yet commenced. 

 

Orange 

Route 2 in Orange is a limited access highway with two interchanges: Exit 15 at Route 122, 

and Exit 16 at Route US 202.  Observed and operational deficiencies include substandard 

geometrics of on-ramps, inadequate acceleration and deceleration lanes, and no shoulders in 

the section where there are currently passing/climbing lanes. 

 

Route 122 Interchange (Exit 15) 

WSA Recommended Improvements  

1. Improve the westbound passing lane to extend all the way to Lake Mattawa Road; 

2. Improve ramp radii and add acceleration and deceleration lanes near the ramp 

entrances and exits; and, 

3. Add a new eastbound passing lane from approximately milepost marker 68.0 to 69.0. 

 

MassHighway Recommended Improvements 

See below. 

 

Status 

MassHighway is completing further study and design work. 

 

US 202 (Daniel Shays Highway) Interchange (Exit 16)  

WSA Recommended Improvements 

1. Option 1 –Lengthen the deceleration lanes on Route 2, which would require bridge 

reconstruction and widening, and remove the compound curves on the entrance and 

exit ramps; or 

2. Option 2 – Eliminate both existing exit ramps and replace them with deceleration 

lanes on Route 2 leading to short, straight exit ramps.  This option creates a modified 

diamond interchange.  It could require property takings. 
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MassHighway Recommended Improvements   

See below. 

 

Status 

MassHighway is completing further study and design work. 

 

Athol   

The operational deficiencies include restrictive off and on-ramps and little or no acceleration 

and deceleration lanes.  In addition, there are no passing/climbing lanes in this section. 

Route 32 Interchange, and Route 2A Interchange  

WSA Recommended Improvements 

1. Construct a new diamond interchange at South Athol Road; 

2. Construct a new auxiliary lane at milepost marker 73.0; 

3. Add acceleration and deceleration lanes at the interchange of Route 32 and Route 2 

and widen bridge over Route 32; and, 

4. Improve ramp radii at Route 2A interchange. 

 

MassHighway Recommended Improvements   

See below. 

 

Status 

Improvements at the Route 32 interchange and the Route 2A interchange in Athol are being 

further investigated as long-term projects.  

 

Phillipston   

The area of concern is the half-mile transition area where the four-lane road goes to two 

lanes.  This area is signed in accordance with the guidelines suggested by the Manual on 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices; however, additional precautions are necessary.  

Four Lane to Two Lane Transition Area in Phillipston 

WSA Recommended Improvements 

1. Add rumble strips across the two lanes prior to the warning signs to alert the motorist 

of the impending reduction in the number of travel lanes; 

2. Add seven signs to warn motorists of the reduction in the number of lanes; and  

3. Add a 10-foot wide unpaved shoulder outside of the existing paved shoulder.  This 

will allow the guard rails currently placed at the edge of the shoulder to be moved 

back creating a wider recovery area.  Due to slope requirements, this may affect right-

of-way needs and wetlands. 
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MassHighway Recommended Improvements 

The improvements along the section of Route 2 from the Templeton/Phillipston town line to 

the Route 2A intersection in Orange will include: the installation of climbing lanes, shoulder 

widening, geometric improvements to ramps (including acceleration and deceleration lanes 

where feasible); the installation of overhead variable message board signs at the end of the 

divided roadway in Phillipston; and the construction of a truck weigh station and 

enforcement areas for the State Police.   

 

MassHighway has retained a consultant to write a scope of work for the design of the 

shoulder widenings, climbing lanes and ramp improvements.  The scope will include the 

following:  an eastbound climbing lane between South Athol Road and Pleasant Street; an 

eastbound climbing lane from Lake Mattawa Road extending for one mile; and an extension 

to the existing westbound climbing lane between exit 14 and 15 and Lake Mattawa Road. 

 

Other work to be completed includes: widening the shoulder from South Athol Road to the 

divided section in Phillipston, lengthening the acceleration/deceleration lanes, and improving 

the sight distances on the Route 2/Route2A and Route 2/Route 32 interchanges in Athol and 

the Route 2/Route 202 and Route 2/Route122 interchanges in Orange.  Also, truck weigh 

stations and paved areas beyond the shoulder will be added for increased police enforcement 

along this section. 

 

MassHighway acknowledged that the proposed interchange improvements require feasibility 

and environmental studies and public comment period prior to their commitment to 

construction, and projected the following dates as the earliest schedule for completion. 

Route2/Route 122 in Orange in FY 2004; Route 2/Route 202 in Orange in FY 2004; Route 

2/Route 32 in Athol in FY 2004; Route 2/Route2A in Athol in FY 2004; and the construction 

of a new interchange at Route 2/South Athol Road in FY 2006.   

 

The following safety improvements have been completed by MassHighway: 

 The installation of overhead signs at the Factory Hollow curve in Greenfield; 

 The installation of variable message signs on Route 2 westbound in Phillipston at the 

point of transition and also several miles further west; 

 The installation of a rumble strip spanning the roadway at the end of the divided highway 

in Phillipston; and 

 The installation of revised pavement markings and the clearing of trees and brush from 

the interchanges and intersections.   
 

Status 

In January 1999, MassHighway submitted an Environmental Notification Form (ENF), 

which will eventually lead to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to study the feasibility 

of expanding Route 2 to four lanes between Phillipston and Route 122 in Orange. 
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Level of Service Calculation Worksheets 
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Design Speed: 60 mph

   8     ft % No Passing: 60 %

North Terrain (L, R, M): R

   24    ft Segment Length: 3.97 miles

   8     ft

II. TRAFFIC DATA

Traffic Composition:   10  %T,    5   %RV,     1  %B

  .         =            . /            . PHF: .   N/A         

III. LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

LOS SF      = 2,800 (v/c) fd fw fHV PT ET PR ER PB EB

Table 8-1 Table 8-4 Table 8-5 Table 8-6 Table 8-6 Table 8-6

A 98 2800 0.05 1.00 1.00 0.70 0.1 4.0 0.05 3.2 0.01 3.0

B 303 2800 0.17 1.00 1.00 0.64 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.9 0.01 3.4

C 571 2800 0.32 1.00 1.00 0.64 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.9 0.01 3.4

D 876 2800 0.48 1.00 1.00 0.65 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.3 0.01 2.9

E 1661 2800 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.65 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.3 0.01 2.9

IV. COMMENTS

Flow Rate 783 vph LOS = D

PB - proportion of buses in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

EB - passenger-car equivalent for buses.

PT - proportion of trucks in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ET - passenger-car equivalent for trucks.

PR - proportion of RV's in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ER - passenger-car equivalent for RV's.

Directional Distribution:          50/50               .

SFi = 2,800 x (v/c) x fd x fw x fHV fHV = 1/[1+Pt(Et-1) + Pr(Er-1) + Pb(Eb-1)]

SF - total service flow rate in both directions for prevailing roadway and

       traffic conditions, in vph

Total Volume, Both Dir                        783    vph

fHV - adjustment factor for the presence of heavy vehicles in thr traffic 

       stream.

Flow Rate = Volume / PHF

(v/c) - ratio of flow rate to ideal capacity.

fd  - adjustment factor for directional distribution

fw  - adjustment factor for narrow lanes and restricted shoulder width.

Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 Third Edition - Transportation Research Board

Date: 1996 ADT VolumesSite Identification: Route 2 - Gill T.L. to Old State Road (Eastend)

WORKSHEET FOR GENERAL TERRAIN SEGMENTS

Time: Peak Hour

Name: Keith Wilson Checked by:

I. GEOMETRIC DATA

Shoulder

Shoulder
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Design Speed: 60 mph

   0     ft % No Passing: 100 %

North Terrain (L, R, M): R

   22    ft Segment Length: 4.63 miles

   0     ft

II. TRAFFIC DATA

Traffic Composition:   10  %T,    5   %RV,     1  %B

  .         =            . /            . PHF: .   N/A         

III. LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

LOS SF      = 2,800 (v/c) fd fw fHV PT ET PR ER PB EB

Table 8-1 Table 8-4 Table 8-5 Table 8-6 Table 8-6 Table 8-6

A 38 2800 0.03 1.00 0.65 0.70 0.1 4.0 0.05 3.2 0.01 3.0

B 151 2800 0.13 1.00 0.65 0.64 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.9 0.01 3.4

C 325 2800 0.28 1.00 0.65 0.64 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.9 0.01 3.4

D 510 2800 0.43 1.00 0.65 0.65 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.3 0.01 2.9

E 1347 2800 0.90 1.00 0.82 0.65 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.3 0.01 2.9

IV. COMMENTS

Flow Rate 837 vph LOS = E

WORKSHEET FOR GENERAL TERRAIN SEGMENTS

Time: Peak HourDate: 2000 ADT VolumesSite Identification: Route 2 - Old State Road to Moss Brook Road

Name: Keith Wilson Checked by:

I. GEOMETRIC DATA

Shoulder

Shoulder

Total Volume, Both Dir                        837    vph

fHV - adjustment factor for the presence of heavy vehicles in thr traffic 

       stream.

Flow Rate = Volume / PHF

(v/c) - ratio of flow rate to ideal capacity.

fd  - adjustment factor for directional distribution

fw  - adjustment factor for narrow lanes and restricted shoulder width.

Directional Distribution:         50/50               .

SFi = 2,800 x (v/c) x fd x fw x fHV fHV = 1/[1+Pt(Et-1) + Pr(Er-1) + Pb(Eb-1)]

SF - total service flow rate in both directions for prevailing roadway and

       traffic conditions, in vph

Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 Third Edition - Transportation Research Board

PB - proportion of buses in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

EB - passenger-car equivalent for buses.

PT - proportion of trucks in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ET - passenger-car equivalent for trucks.

PR - proportion of RV's in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ER - passenger-car equivalent for RV's.
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Design Speed: 60 mph

   8     ft % No Passing: 80 %

North Terrain (L, R, M): R

   24    ft Segment Length: 0.46 miles

   8     ft

II. TRAFFIC DATA

Traffic Composition:   10  %T,    5   %RV,     1  %B

  .         =            . /            . PHF: .   N/A         

III. LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

LOS SF      = 2,800 (v/c) fd fw fHV PT ET PR ER PB EB

Table 8-1 Table 8-4 Table 8-5 Table 8-6 Table 8-6 Table 8-6

A 78 2800 0.04 1.00 1.00 0.70 0.1 4.0 0.05 3.2 0.01 3.0

B 268 2800 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.64 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.9 0.01 3.4

C 535 2800 0.30 1.00 1.00 0.64 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.9 0.01 3.4

D 840 2800 0.46 1.00 1.00 0.65 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.3 0.01 2.9

E 1643 2800 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.65 0.1 5.0 0.05 3.3 0.01 2.9

IV. COMMENTS

Flow Rate 603 vph LOS = D

Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 Third Edition - Transportation Research Board

PB - proportion of buses in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

EB - passenger-car equivalent for buses.

PT - proportion of trucks in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ET - passenger-car equivalent for trucks.

PR - proportion of RV's in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ER - passenger-car equivalent for RV's.

Directional Distribution:          50/50               .

SFi = 2,800 x (v/c) x fd x fw x fHV fHV = 1/[1+Pt(Et-1) + Pr(Er-1) + Pb(Eb-1)]

SF - total service flow rate in both directions for prevailing roadway and

       traffic conditions, in vph

Shoulder

Total Volume, Both Dir                       603    vph

fHV - adjustment factor for the presence of heavy vehicles in thr traffic 

       stream.

Flow Rate = Volume / PHF

(v/c) - ratio of flow rate to ideal capacity.

fd  - adjustment factor for directional distribution

fw  - adjustment factor for narrow lanes and restricted shoulder width.

Name: Keith Wilson Checked by:

I. GEOMETRIC DATA

Shoulder

WORKSHEET FOR GENERAL TERRAIN SEGMENTS

Time: Peak HourDate: 1998 ADT VolumesSite Identification: Route 2 - Moss Brook Road to Orange T.L.
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Design Speed: 60 mph

     0   ft % No Passing: 80 %

North Terrain (L, R, M): R

    24   ft Segment Length: 1.58 miles

     0   ft

II. TRAFFIC DATA

Traffic Composition:   10  %T,     1  %RV,     1 %B

  .         =            . /            . PHF: .   N/A         

III. LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

LOS SF      = 2,800 (v/c) fd fw fHV PT ET PR ER PB EB

Table 8-1 Table 8-4 Table 8-5 Table 8-6 Table 8-6 Table 8-6

A 58 2800 0.04 1.00 0.70 0.75 0.1 4.0 0.01 3.2 0.01 3.0

B 202 2800 0.15 1.00 0.70 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.9 0.01 3.4

C 405 2800 0.30 1.00 0.70 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.9 0.01 3.4

D 625 2800 0.46 1.00 0.70 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.3 0.01 2.9

E 1538 2800 0.90 1.00 0.88 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.3 0.01 2.9

IV. COMMENTS

Flow Rate 225 vph LOS = C

PB - proportion of buses in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

EB - passenger-car equivalent for buses.

Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 Third Edition - Transportation Research Board

PT - proportion of trucks in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ET - passenger-car equivalent for trucks.

PR - proportion of RV's in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ER - passenger-car equivalent for RV's.

Directional Distribution:         50/50                .

SFi = 2,800 x (v/c) x fd x fw x fHV fHV = 1/[1+Pt(Et-1) + Pr(Er-1) + Pb(Eb-1)]

SF - total service flow rate in both directions for prevailing roadway and

       traffic conditions, in vph

Shoulder

Total Volume, Both Dir                 225          vph

fHV - adjustment factor for the presence of heavy vehicles in thr traffic 

       stream.

Flow Rate = Volume / PHF

(v/c) - ratio of flow rate to ideal capacity.

fd  - adjustment factor for directional distribution

fw  - adjustment factor for narrow lanes and restricted shoulder width.

Name: Keith Wilson Checked by:

I. GEOMETRIC DATA

Shoulder

WORKSHEET FOR GENERAL TERRAIN SEGMENTS

Time: PM PeakDate: August 2000Site Identification: Route 63 - Route 2 to Northfield T.L.
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Design Speed: 60 mph

     0   ft % No Passing: 80 %

North Terrain (L, R, M): R

    22   ft Segment Length: 2.21 miles

     0   ft

II. TRAFFIC DATA

Traffic Composition:   10  %T,    1   %RV,     1  %B

  .         =            . /            . PHF: .   N/A         

III. LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

LOS SF      = 2,800 (v/c) fd fw fHV PT ET PR ER PB EB

Table 8-1 Table 8-4 Table 8-5 Table 8-6 Table 8-6 Table 8-6

A 54 2800 0.04 1.00 0.65 0.75 0.1 4.0 0.01 3.2 0.01 3.0

B 188 2800 0.15 1.00 0.65 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.9 0.01 3.4

C 376 2800 0.30 1.00 0.65 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.9 0.01 3.4

D 581 2800 0.46 1.00 0.65 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.3 0.01 2.9

E 1433 2800 0.90 1.00 0.82 0.69 0.1 5.0 0.01 3.3 0.01 2.9

IV. COMMENTS

Flow Rate 96 vph LOS = B

PB - proportion of buses in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

EB - passenger-car equivalent for buses.

Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 Third Edition - Transportation Research Board

PT - proportion of trucks in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ET - passenger-car equivalent for trucks.

PR - proportion of RV's in the traffic stream, expressed as a decimal.

ER - passenger-car equivalent for RV's.

Directional Distribution:          50/50                .

SFi = 2,800 x (v/c) x fd x fw x fHV fHV = 1/[1+Pt(Et-1) + Pr(Er-1) + Pb(Eb-1)]

SF - total service flow rate in both directions for prevailing roadway and

       traffic conditions, in vph

Shoulder

Total Volume, Both Dir                   96           vph

fHV - adjustment factor for the presence of heavy vehicles in thr traffic 

       stream.

Flow Rate = Volume / PHF

(v/c) - ratio of flow rate to ideal capacity.

fd  - adjustment factor for directional distribution

fw  - adjustment factor for narrow lanes and restricted shoulder width.

Name: Keith Wilson Checked by:

I. GEOMETRIC DATA

Shoulder

WORKSHEET FOR GENERAL TERRAIN SEGMENTS

Time:  PM PeakDate:  August 2000Site Identification: North Street - Northfield T.L. to Church Street
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FRTA-G-Link Schedule 
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The G-Link runs weekdays. 

 
Effective May 1, 2002 

 
Greenfield to Athol 

 

 A.M A.M. A.M A.M. P.M. P.M. P.M. 

     *    *   **   ** 

Court Square 5:10 7:00 9:00 11:00 1:00 3:05 5:10 

Franklin Medical Ctr.    R 7:04 9:04 11:04 1:04 3:09 5:14 

Stop & Shop    R 7:08 9:08 11:08 1:08 3:14 5:18 

Gill-Riverside    R 7:12 9:12 11:12 1:12 3:19 5:23 

Ervingside    R 7:18    9:18 11:18 1:18 3:27 5:30 

Erving Center    R 7:27 9:27 11:27 1:27 3:36 5:40 

Erving Paper Mill    R    R    R     R     R    R   R 

Orange Ctr./Memorial Park 5:40 7:37 9:37 11:37 1:37 3:50 5:50 

Wal-Mart    R 7:41 9:41 11:41 1:41 3:55 5:55 

Shop ‘n Save    R 7:44 9:44 11:44 1:44 3:59 5:59 

Victory Plaza 5:49 7:49 9:49 11:49 1:49 4:04 6:04 

YMCA 5:51 7:51 9:51 11:51 1:51 4:06 6:06 

Uptown Common – Athol 5:53 7:53 9:53 11:53 1:53 4:08 6:08 

Athol Memorial Hospital 5:55 7:55 9:55 11:55 1:55 4:10 6:10 

 

 

Athol to Greenfield 

 

 A.M A.M. A.M. P.M. P.M. P.M. P.M. 

Athol Memorial Hospital 6:00 8:00 10:00 12:00 2:00 4:10 6:15 

Uptown Common-Athol 6:02 8:02 10:02 12:02 2:02 4:12 6:17 

YMCA 6:04 8:04 10:04 12:04 2:04 4:14 6:20 

Victory 6:06 8:06 10:06 12:06 2:06 4:16 6:23 

Shop ‘n Save 6:11 8:11 10:11 12:11 2:11 4:21 6:28 

Wal-Mart 6:14 8:14 10:14 12:14 2:14 4:24 6:32 

Orange Center/Memorial Pk 6:18 8:18 10:18 12:18 2:18 4:28 6:37 

Erving Paper Mill   R   R    R     R   R  R           R 

Erving Center 6:28 8:28 10:28 12:28 2:28 4:38 6:47 

Ervingside 6:37 8:37 10:37 12:37 2:37 4:47 6:57 

Gill-Riverside 6:43 8:43 10:43 12:43 2:43 4:53 7:03 

Stop & Shop 6:47 8:47 10:47 12:47 2:47 4:57 7:07 

Franklin Medical Ctr. 6:51 8:51 10:51 12:51 2:51 5:01 7:11 

Arch Place    -    R    R    R R    R    - 

Court Square – Greenfield 6:55 9:00 11:00   1:00 3:00 5:05 7:15 

   
R – Stop upon request only. 

*These runs are being added on a trial basis beginning in May 2002 and the status of these runs will be 

determined based on usage. 

** Please note new times. 



 

 

 


