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PRELIMINARY DRAFT--Peer Review Hudson Logistics Center Fiscal 

Impact Analysis 

 

Dear Mr. Groth: 

 

I am pleased to offer this preliminary draft  review of the June 2020 report  

(the report) prepared by Judi Barrett of the Barrett Group addressing the 

fiscal impact of the proposed Hudson Logistics Center on town finances.   

 

This review is preliminary, pending the town’s peer review analysis of other 

impact studies funded by the developer (particularly the real estate—I am in 

process of reviewing-- traffic and noise impact studies), public comments, 

planning board observations and final comments from department heads 

regarding their updated perception of impacts on their staffing, facilities and 

budget.  Additionally, it is customary to allow an analyst to respond to peer 

review comments. 

 

I reserve the opportunity to revise these draft comments in light of the above 

caveats, including any response from the report’s author. 

 

Fiscal Impact Report’s Conclusions 

The major conclusions of the Barret Analysis are: 

 

• The 2.6 million square foot facility will carry an assessed value of 

$221.8 million; 

• The facility will generate annual local municipal and school property 

taxes of $4.2 million at Hudson’s current tax rate; 

• The facility will generate annual local costs of $240,800 including 

$168,600 for police, fire and inspection services; $24,100 for Public 

Works (roads, drainage, Plowing, Maintenance) and $48,100 for 

Administration, Assessing, Other; 

• The facility will generate annual net revenues after allowing for these 

expenses of $4,002,700, including town and school impacts; 

• The facility will provide 1,400 direct jobs, generating $81,536,000 in 

direct wages; 

• The facility will support approximately 833 construction jobs. 
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Review Observations 

 

The report estimates that the facility will generate a $4,002,700 annual  surplus of combined 

revenues after deducting costs to the town and school district.  This surplus, if realized, could 

support a combination of  improved community facilities and services, or lower the property tax 

rate in Hudson. 

 

The report was prepared in June, before the developer’s various impact studies (traffic, noise, air 

quality, real estate values, etc.) and the peer review analyses were presented.  It is advisable that 

Ms. Barrett update her analysis in light of these studies, (particularly the assessor’s comments) as 

well as taking into account recent impact reports prepared by town department heads including the 

assessor, engineer, etc. 

 

It would be helpful if the analyst provided the town with the impact of this surplus on the town’s 

tax rate…how much will the tax rate drop if the impact is as anticipated and what would be the 

annual dollar savings for an average residential taxpayer? 

 

It has been customary for fiscal impact studies to combine the revenues and expenses for municipal 

and school functions.  However, it would be helpful to the town if the analyst disaggregated the 

relative impacts for municipal and school functions. 

 

I note that much of the estimated $81.5 million in direct wages will not accrue to town residents. 

 

 

Estimated Revenues 

 

I believe the report’s methodology for estimating property tax revenues is generally reasonable The 

analyst examined assessed valuations for comparable properties in Londonderry (FW Webb, UPS 

Logistics, FedEx Ground Facility), derived a square foot assessment and applied that to the 

Logistics square footage.   

 

Because Londonderry and Hudson have different ratios of assessed value to market value 

(equalization rates) it would have been more appropriate to equalize the assessments in 

Londonderry to market value utilizing the Londonderry equalization rate, and then equalized the 

resulting market value per square foot utilizing Hudson’s equalization rate.  Doing so would 

probably result in a minor difference in revenues.   

 

The projected assessed valuation and related items should be coordinated with the Hudson 

assessor, who submitted a written report (July 27, 2020) subsequent to the preparation of the fiscal 

impact analysis. 

 

The report does not address whether some or all of the trucks serving the facility will be registered 

in Hudson, which could generate significant revenues if they were registered in Hudson. 

 

The report does not estimate one-time revenues for items such as impact fees, as well as sewer and 

water fees to tie into the Hudson facilities.  This might be useful information for the planning board 

as it considers the impact of the facility. 
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The report presumes that there will be no negative impact on the value of abutting residential 

properties or a diminution in value on a broader geography in the town, as a result of issues such as 

traffic, noise, air quality, etc.  Perhaps those assumptions will remain appropriate after Ms. Barret 

considers relevant subsequent studies,  but that is not clear at this point.  It would be helpful if the 

analyst revisited this issue after consideration of the peer review studies. 

 

Also, it is conventional to subtract the existing revenues a site is generating, from the projected 

revenues emanating from the new development.  This calculation is missing in this report. 

 

Estimated Costs 

 

The report utilizes an average (proportional) cost methodology, the calculations of which are set 

forth on page 10 of the report.  In general, this is one of the accepted methodologies for estimating 

fiscal impact of proposed developments.   

 

The report estimates that total municipal costs for serving the development will be $240,800 per 

year under current expenditure patterns (Item U on page 10).  This is in contrast to a cited total 

municipal budget of $33,131,300 (Item A on page 10). 

 

The average cost methodology has as its fundamental premise that the proposed development will 

have a proportionate cost impact relative to other non-residential developments in the community. 

It is not clear this is the case in this instance given the large size of the proposal in both absolute 

terms and relative to Hudson’s existing non-residential tax base.  As note in Item R on page 10, the 

valuation of the Logistics Center represents a sizable 58% increase in the town’s exiting $384 

million nonresidential tax base.  

 

The analysis of costs is set forth on page 10 of the report.  I am concerned that the analysis may 

understate cost impacts.  The creditability of the report would be enhanced if the analyst provided 

additional statistical and narrative support for the assumption incorporated on page 10 including, 

for example, items J, R, T, M,N,O,S,W,X,Y.  It is not clear to me how the concluded values relate 

to the town’s line item spending.  It would be helpful to see, for example, how the concluded 

$168,600 in public safety costs relate to the town’s total public safety spending for police, fire, 

EMT and inspection services.  The “Other” category is too broad, including apparently all other 

town functions, to evaluate the reliability of the 20% allocation.   

 

The precise source total spending of $33,131,300 is not identified, nor is the portion funded by 

property taxes.   

 

Most fiscal impact studies begin with a reporting and analysis of a municipality’s expenditures by 

function (police, fire, etc.)  This analysis does not.  Therefore, it is difficult to relate the concluded 

cost estimate of $240,800 to actual town expenditures by function. As noted on page 9 “It is 

important to note that $240,800 is an estimate of total service costs derived from proportional 

valuation.  The allocation of those dollars to various service categories is a judgement call, and is 

far less formulaic than the process used to arrive at the total.”  Additional discussion and support 

for the “judgement call” would be helpful. 
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At your direction and that of the planning board, I will prepare a final report pending Ms. Barrett’s 

response to these comments.  I welcome her contacting me to discuss my observations, unless you 

or the planning board ask me to refrain from doing so. 

 

Conclusions 

I believe there is adequate support for the revenue estimate, although some tweaking of the revenue 

estimate is probably appropriate.  Calculating additional indicators (impact on residential 

taxpayers, for example)  would also be helpful to the town and planning board deliberations. 

 

The estimate of imposed costs requires additional support and documentation. 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to serve the town and the planning board. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 

Russell W. Thibeault 

President 
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 August 5, 2020 

 

Brian Groth 

Town Planner 

Town of Hudson 

Town Offices 

Hudson, NH  

 

RE: Peer Review Trimont Real Estate Analysis 

 

Dear Mr. Groth: 

 

I am pleased to provide the following preliminary thoughts regarding the 

July 10, 2020 Trimont analysis of the potential impact of the proposed 

Hudson Logistics Center on the value of abutting and area residential values.  

I reserve the right to modify this analysis should relevant information 

become available in the coming weeks. 

Study Conclusions 

The study examines residential value trends around four distribution facilities 

in three states.  As noted on page 1 “It was concluded there is no empirical 

evidence the construction of the logistics center/distribution facilities noted 

above precipitated the decline in average residential sales price.” and further, 

“….there will be no diminishment of value to such residential properties 

surrounding the Hudson Logistics Center.” 

 

Study Approach 

 

The study utilizes primarily Zillow estimates, supplemented with MLS data, 

to track residential property value trends: 

 

1. Within one and two mile radii, county and zip codes where 

selected distribution centers have been built (Londonderry 

NH, Bellingham and Littleton MA and Windsor CT). 

2. For selected properties adjacent to the four distribution centers 

in those communities.  

 

General Observations 

 

The impact of a proposed facility on abutting properties is site-specific.  I 

find this analysis to be overly generic.  It does not fully reference the specific 

characteristics of the Logistics proposal in Hudson.  The study does not 

analyze the  Hudson site and examine the relationship of abutting and 

neighborhood properties to the proposed development and the mitigation 

measures being proposed (berm, sound wall, etc.).  There is no indication the 

analyst reviewed the various Hudson-specific impact studies (traffic, noise, 

air quality, visual etc.) prepared by the developer’s consultants or the peer 

review thereof and their property value implications.  There is little analysis 

of the selected comparable sites and how they compare to the Hudson setting 

(screening, topography, housing supply and demand, prior land use, existing 

neighborhood traffic, etc.). 
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The Logistics developer is proposing berms and sound barriers to mitigate the impact of the facility 

on some of the abutting residential properties.  There is no indication if such measures were 

warranted or undertaken in the comparable settings or whether such measures are adequate or 

necessary to mitigate the potential negative impact on abutting properties in Hudson. 

 

There is no comparison between (1) the broader housing market characteristics (growth, pace of 

construction, available supply, income profile, tenure. age of units, etc.) in the comparable settings, 

only one of which is in New Hampshire, and (2) the Hudson market. 

 

The analysis analyzes data within zip codes (see page 2) one and two mile radii, county, etc.  This 

is, to my mind, overly broad geography in addressing one of the key Hudson issues—the impact on 

abutting properties.  Similarly, the analysis of repeat sales data, on page 3, addresses sales within a 

one-mile radius of the distribution site.  This broad a geography allows for a variety of intervening 

factors (relative price distribution, age of units, school district, etc.) to mask the impact of the 

distribution facilities on immediate property values. 

 

There is an analysis of value trends for nearby residential properties on pages 3-5, but it relies on 

Zillow-calculated Compound Annual Growth Rates, which is a less than reliable data source in my 

opinion. 

 

Similarly, I note that much of the broader analysis also relies extensively on Zillow value estimates 

over time.   Zillow estimates are just that—estimates—and as such are subject to error, particularly 

when attempting to demonstrate value changes or lack thereof over time,  

 

The study also references a second analysis prepared by Jonathon Wiley, PhD in 2015, apparently 

addressing residential price trends in response to commercial development in the Atlanta region.  

One of the Wiley excerpts quoted in the Trimont analysis notes: 

 

 

“Sites targeted for new industrial development exist in neighborhoods where values 

are relatively lower and already experiencing a downward trend in advance of the 

project completion.” 

 

 

Such a characteristic and trend are not evident in the Hudson Logistics neighborhood.  In fact, quite 

to the contrary, neighborhood residential values are not “relatively lower” and they have been 

rising. 
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Reflections 

 

The abutting and neighborhood properties in Hudson are facing a pronounced land use change, 

from an innocuous open space amenity use (golf course), to what is arguably the largest single-

approval nonresidential development proposal in the State’s history.  There are site-specific aspects 

and impacts that are not addressed in this analysis.   

 

Sincerely yours, 

 
 

Russell W. Thibeault 

President 
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