
Dear Councilors: 
 
As you consider the TIF or alternative subsidy for Dunham Court, I thought it timely to share a more 
comprehensive tax analysis that could be worthwhile in understanding the potential implications of such 
a TIF or subsidy. 
 
As I stated at the previous public hearing, I believe a scenario in which the town acts as the TIF lender is 
the most efficient way to provide a subsidy for this (or any potential) affordable housing development. 
The reason is simple – interest paid to a lender is a leakage of tax revenue away from the town. That 
interest – or zero interest- provides no leakage in a town as lender scenario. The attached scenarios 
highlight this efficiency through a simple net present value calculation. Note that the intent here is not 
to get a precise NPV, it is simply to offer a tool for relative comparison between options. 
 
Scenarios 1 through 3 offer this comparison for the 3 subsidy options – a TIF as is commonly used in 
affordable housing properties, a TIF where the town is the TIF lender, and a direct subsidy in the form of 
subordinated soft debt or some other instrument that protects the basis for the LIHTC investor. 
 
Scenarios 4 through 6 offer alternatives based on potential buildings that COULD be constructed under 
prior or potentially amended zoning. These options are by nature limited, but do offer a “what if” 
analysis that is helpful should be referendum opposing affordable housing in the town center pass. I 
present these as examples of “next best alternatives.” 
 
Scenario 4 is based primarily on the comparable assessed values of commercial uses, along with an 
estimated tax burden for apartments based on $70,000 per unit (between Woodland Apartments and 
Hill Way, which is a for-sale quality product.) The commercial assessment for each building I have 
estimated at $800,000; for reference Tacos y Tequila, a mixed use building, is assessed at $750,000 total 
(which includes one apartment). The Good Table restaurant, a physically larger commercial space, is 
assessed at $420,000. The chiropractic office at Hill Way carries an assessment of $1.26 million. For the 
apartments, I have assumed that each building can house 5 apartments, which is in line with the other 
property in the current town center plan. This is based on a 2-story building (more about that later) and 
a maximum 5,000 square foot footprint. For this scenario, which is an absolute best case, I am assuming 
BOTH properties are proposed, designed, and built in the same timeframe as Dunham Court. 
Considering there remains a fourth site in the development, and that site is the best-located commercial 
site in the development, this would realistically be all 3 sites are built out at the same time. I find this 
completely and thoroughly unreasonable, but it is still worth pursuing as the best case. This scenario 
shows that even if all of these rosy assumptions occur, the value of the tax benefit does not get to the 
value generated by Dunham Court regardless of the subsidy scenario. 
 
Scenario 5 is a more realistic comparison, because it assumes the 2 replacement buildings are delivered 
a year after Dunham Court would be. I think this is still an aggressive timeline, because these sites have 
sat vacant for long enough to suggest the timing looks more like 2 years or perhaps longer. 
 
Scenario 6 is a set of assumptions I made based on some previous public discussion by the council and 
others of keeping commercial on the ground floor but allowing some other zoning changes to densify 



the site. My assumptions here are based on the same commercial assumptions above, but with 20 
smaller units assessed at $50,000 apiece (to reflect the likely more affordable nature of these units.) 
 
While none of these scenarios 4-6 is meant to be exact, it’s insightful to understand how a less dense 
zoning impacts tax benefits to the town. While it may seem counterintuitive that taking tax receipts and 
using them to provide for a project subsidy inures to the benefit of the taxpayer, it really shouldn’t be – 
removing the commercial component from zoning allows for 4 levels of residential to be built on the 
site. Commercial uses typically need 15-20 feet minimum first floor height, reducing the residential 
component in a mixed use building to 1 level at 35 feet, or 2 levels at 45. This is easily visualized in Dr. 
Jacobson’s building under construction, which is one level of residential over commercial. Dunham Court 
manages to double the density in terms of bulk, so it should follow that it provides at least as much if 
not more than tax benefit as the next best alternative structure. 
 
There is also a time value of money element here, as demonstrated by pushing back a prior-zoning 
compliant structure by a year. Assuming what would likely be multiple years (and remember – there is 
another prior zoning site in the mix) the tax benefits to the town just decline further. Said another way – 
to opposed affordable housing in the town center at density is to consciously want to increase the tax 
burden on every other taxpayer in town to make up for the value differential. 
 
Two other brief points which I haven’t addressed and may seem intuitive, but I think are worth 
addressing: 
 
1. No one has actually proposed an alternative, whether it be a user in search of a site, or a developer 
seeking to build to a specific use. For a variety of reasons residential over food service is very difficult, 
and there appears to be plenty of professional service space in town already. There is a whole in depth 
analysis over what occupancy costs are for all types of uses, and I question whether any of these make 
economic sense. 
 
2. Construction of mixed use to maximum density may not be economical given where rents/occupancy 
costs currently sit. Commercial space rental rates are a direct function of sales, and part of the retraction 
we’ve all seen in commercial space is a result of how that formula is working – or not – post-2008. This 
isn’t a result of COVID, but certainly that has only put that balance more out of equilibrium.  
 
The bottom line here is, some form of subsidy through TIF or other mechanism has the net effect of 
being the most tax efficient use of the Dunham Court property, and even if one doesn’t buy into any of 
the other rationales for building affordable housing in the town center, in my opinion is worthwhile 
pursuing. 
 
 
With sincere thanks, 
Kevin Justh 
9 Spruce Lane 


