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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This policy brief explores problems and policy solutions regarding affordable housing in 
both Hanover and New Hampshire as a whole. The current standard for affordable living, 
set by the Department of Housing and Urban Development, is that a family or individual 
should pay no more than 30 percent of their total income on housing in order to best 
afford other basic necessities such as food, transportation, and health care.1 While 
Dartmouth College and the Dartmouth Hitchcock Medical Center (DHMC) remain the 
largest businesses in the Upper Valley area, most employees cannot afford the cost of 
living in Hanover and are forced to live in neighboring towns that are shouldering the 
“affordable housing burden.”  
 
While the Town of Hanover and Dartmouth College are working to address this growing 
need, as seen with proposals at Rivercrest and Grasse Road, there are other options that 
may complement and strengthen already existing efforts. Inclusionary zoning and 
Employer Assisted Housing (EAH) may serve to make Hanover a more affordable place 
to live for lower to middle-income households. 
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1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
While Dartmouth College, DHMC and other businesses contribute to the Upper Valley 
economy by providing a wide range of job opportunities, many lower income employees 
are not able to live in Hanover due to high housing prices. This dynamic forces many 
employees to seek affordable housing in towns up to an hour away (from where they 
must commute daily). As a result, these surrounding towns must bear the burden of 
providing affordable housing to Hanover’s employees. This becomes clear when 
considering that the majority of those employed by Dartmouth College reside outside of 
Hanover. Census figures for Hanover households can be misleading. It is important to 
make a distinction between those living in Hanover and those working in Hanover but 
living elsewhere. Because of the high cost of living in Hanover, many of those employed 
in Hanover are forced to live in surrounding areas. See Table 1 for more details about 
Dartmouth employees and their residences. The Affordable Housing Feasibility Study, 
produced by the Town of Hanover in July 2001, asserts that, “The perception of Hanover 
as a ‘gated’ community is becoming more prevalent in the Upper Valley, generating 
animosity from other communities who are shouldering the affordable housing burden 
and the associated impacts on schools and public infrastructure.”2

 
Table 1: Dartmouth College Employment by Residence 20013

Location Number of Employees Percent 
Hanover 917 29% 
Lebanon 561 18% 
Enfield 218 7% 
Lyme 116 4% 
Thetford 143 5% 
Norwich 192 6% 
Hartford 293 9% 
All other 698 22% 

  
In 2006, Hanover had a total of 3,121 housing units with 2,217 single-family units, 898 
multi-family units, and six manufactured housing units.4 However, many factors may 
increase the cost of general housing and consequently reduce the number of moderate and 
low priced homes. These factors include building permit limitations, growth management 
ordinances, restrictions on attached and manufactured units, infrastructure requirements 
such as roads and sewers, impact fees, and setback requirements.5 With the median price 
in 2006 for a Hanover home at $428,329, high prices may squeeze middle class families 
with incomes less than $100,000 out of Hanover. 6  
 
The current standard utilized by agencies such as the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development is that housing should cost no more than 30 percent of a family’s total 
income. Paying anything more than 30 percent will adversely affect a family’s ability to 
afford other basic necessities, such as food, clothing, transportation and medical care.7  
Families earning 60-80 percent of the median family income for the country are 
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characterized as low-income families, while families earning 80-120 percent of the 
median family income are characterized as moderate-income families.   
 
According to the fair share concept, which originated from the 1983 Mount Laurel cases 
in New Jersey, “all municipalities are responsible for providing a realistic opportunity for 
the construction of their fair share of the region’s present need for low income housing” 
despite disincentives and restrictions such as potential impact on schools or strict zoning 
regulations.8 This fair share responsibility, in addition to a commitment to its employees, 
directs Hanover and other communities to formulate policy to increase the availability of 
affordable housing. Affordable housing in Hanover would decrease the time spent 
commuting for Hanover employees, allow employees to enjoy the cultural and social 
attractions of Hanover, and have a positive impact on current traffic congestion. While 
these factors may compel towns to increase the affordable housing stock, potential 
decreases in tax revenue funneled to schools may serve as a disincentive for providing 
affordable housing. The current increase in Hanover of newly constructed homes costing 
over one million dollars may offset any decreases in tax revenue from affordable housing 
units.9

 
 
2. THE NEED FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
 
Businesses and institutions like Dartmouth College (which alone employs 3,200 
individuals) sustain the Upper Valley economy by providing a range of occupational 
opportunities from highly paid professionals to blue collar workers, contributing to one of 
the lowest rates of unemployment in the nation.10 See Table 2 for information regarding 
other businesses in the area. The availability of cultural and educational opportunities, the 
area’s quality health care, and other similar factors contributed to CNN and Money 
Magazine ranking Hanover as the second best place to live in America in 2007. However, 
present in these rankings is an acknowledgement that “homes close to town can be 
pricey.”11 So pricey, in fact, that in the past few years the average home price has 
increased almost three times faster than the average income. Reports have been 
conducted by the Regional Planning Commission that identify affordable housing 
shortages in the following areas: Lakes Region, Nashua area, North Country, Southern 
New Hampshire, Southwestern New Hampshire, Strafford Regional, and the Upper 
Valley.12
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Table 2: Largest Upper Valley Businesses13

Largest Businesses Product/Service Number of  
Employees 

Year  
Established 

Dartmouth College 
(including DHMC) 

Education/Health 
Services 7,700 1769 

Hypertherm Plasma Arch 
Cutting 400 1968 

Dartmouth Printing Co. Printing 242 1938 
Dimatix Inket Print Heads 130 1984 

Town of Hanover Municipal 
Services 130 1761 

Trumbull Nelson 
Construction Co. Construction 120 -- 

Hanover Inn Lodging 112 1780 

Creare Research & 
Development 83 1969 

 
The demand for housing is also evident in the vacancy rates in New Hampshire. 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, New Hampshire had the lowest vacancy rates in 
the Nation from 1998 to 2005.14 In 2006, the vacancy rate increased from 3.7 percent to 
4.2 percent. However, New Hampshire is still below the 5 percent rate that is commonly 
accepted as a “normal” market. Furthermore, New Hampshire is far below the national 
vacancy rate for rental housing, which is estimated at 10.1 percent for the first quarter of 
2007.15 Figure 1 illustrates vacancy rate trends in New Hampshire. 
 
 
Figure 1: Vacancy Rates and Rental Costs in New Hampshire16
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In New Hampshire, working families with children present the fastest growing segment 
of the housing population. With the median rent in New Hampshire being $774 per 
month, almost half of New Hampshire’s renters were not able to afford the Fair Market 
Rent standard for a two-bedroom apartment in 1999.17 Estimates in the Upper Valley 
have found that due to the housing market imbalance, approximately 4,800 households in 
the Hartford-Lebanon-Hanover labor market area and 1,900 in the Claremont labor 
market area are currently unable to afford the median cost of a two-bedroom rental unit.18 
In 1990, over 69,000 families in New Hampshire relied on the income of a single wage 
earner.19 This statistic is particularly significant when compared to the average annual 
income of various occupations and the median purchase price for homes in Hanover and 
the rest of the Upper Valley. (Refer to Tables 3 and 4). 
 
 
Table 3: Affordable Home Price Based on Occupational Income20

 
 
 
Table 4: Median Home Price Based on Municipality21

 
 
 
In the 1995 Fair Share Housing Analysis, the Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional 
Planning Commission found that approximately 31 percent of renters and 14 percent of 
owners of lower income households are spending more than 30 percent of their income 
for housing. Approximately one in five households in the region pay more than 30 
percent for housing.22 Table 5 provides a breakdown of costs of living in Hanover 
compared to other areas in New Hampshire and Vermont.  
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Table 5: Cost of Living Based on Location23

 
Cost of living per area as compared to the US average (set at 100). For areas such as 

Portsmouth and Hanover, the cost of living is uniformly higher. 
 
In an economic forecast conducted by Vermont’s Economic and Policy Resources Inc., 
the Upper Valley would need to provide approximately 9,700 additional residential units 
to the current housing stock if the community’s goal is to support the highest potential 
job growth over the next decade. Russ Thibeault, President of Applied Economic 
Research, predicts that in order to bring the market back into balance, one-third of these 
additional residential units are needed.24 The Upper Valley Housing Need Analysis, 
reported that there is currently a shortage of 3,100 housing units and that by the end of 
the decade, that number is expected to triple if patterns continue unchanged.25

 
 
3. PAST AND PRESENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING INITIATIVES 
 
3.1 Gile Hill Development 
 
The most recent large affordable housing initiative in Hanover has been the Gile Hill 
development. In 2003, The Town of Hanover voted to donate a 21 acre, wooded tract of 
land to the nonprofit Twin Pine Housing Trust in order to address the need for affordable 
housing in Hanover. This development, located close to downtown Hanover, Centerra 
Business Park and DHMC is environmentally responsible, energy efficient, and 
affordable to moderate and lower income Hanover employees. As of February 2008, most 
utilities (such as water, sewer, electricity, and roads) were complete. Four buildings are 
scheduled to be completed early in the summer of 2008, with the remaining buildings to 



Rockefeller Center at Dartmouth College                              Policy Research Shop 
A Center for Public Policy and the Social Sciences  
  

 

 7 
 
 

be completed in 2009. This potentially successful affordable housing development was 
made possible through nonprofit and town collaboration.26   
 
3.2 Stakeholder: Twin Pine Housing Trust 
 
The Twin Pine Housing Trust manages about 200 affordable housing units in the Upper 
Valley. The Gile Hill tract is its most recent project and was made possible through a 
generous donation of land from the Town of Hanover. The Twin Pine Housing Trust 
starts such projects by studying zoning and density regulations on land deemed suitable 
for development. According to the Housing Trust, strict zoning regulations and density 
issues were some of the biggest identified challenges to creating affordable housing. The 
nonprofit has also renovated older buildings, converting them into affordable apartments 
or single family homes.27  
 
3.3 Stakeholder: Dartmouth College 
 
In 2001, Dartmouth College pledged to house more students who traditionally lived “off 
campus” by building more dorms over the next decade. Since then, new dorm clusters 
have been built, and multiple dorms have been renovated to provide incentives for 
students to live on campus. As more students shift onto campus, more low-priced rental 
housing units are freed up for lower income college employees. While the College 
provides mortgage assistance to higher-end faculty and staff, low-income employees do 
not receive this same financial help.   
 

 3.3.1 Rivercrest and Sachem Village  
 
Dartmouth College has also proposed 360 rental units between the Rivercrest and 
Sachem Village developments in Hanover and Lebanon, respectively. The Sachem 
Village development predominantly houses Dartmouth graduate students and their 
families. The Rivercrest development, a joint venture between Dartmouth College and 
DHMC, will replace its existing 61 rental housing units with a total of 273 housing units 
in a mix of single-family, duplex, townhouse and multi-family buildings. These units, 
sold at affordable prices, will provide eligible Dartmouth College and DHMC employees 
an opportunity to live in Hanover. It is hoped that this will eliminate the waiting list of 
employees who seek affordable housing. Though Rivercrest housing is limited to 
employees of the College and DHMC, it will also allow other housing in the Upper 
Valley to be more readily available. 28

 
 3.3.2 Grasse Road 

 
Dartmouth’s units at Grasse Road start at approximately $200,000, with the majority of 
the newer units selling between $250,000 and $340,000. Such prices are not affordable 
for households making less than $78,000 a year.29  In May 2008, the residents of 
Hanover accepted a land exchange in which Dartmouth will give 10.2 acres of land 
located near Grasse Road for “recreational fields or affordable housing.” According to 
Paul Olsen, Dartmouth’s director of Real Estate, “The subdivision was done in order to 
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create a place for housing for faculty. Housing is a typical recruitment issue, and Hanover 
housing is expensive – the College has done this over the years to provide more 
affordable options for employees.” 30

 
3.4 Upper Valley Housing Coalition 
 
The Upper Valley Housing Coalition seeks to promote balanced communities by 
increasing affordable, market-rate, and mixed-income housing. As a partnership of 
businesses, communities, and non-profit organizations, the coalition also provides 
information and resources through education and awareness campaigns for those 
interested in learning more about affordable housing options available in the area. The 
Housing Coalition also created four action groups to better advocate and promote 
affordable housing – Community Outreach (COAG), Local Zoning and Land Use 
(LZLUAG), Public/Private Partnership (P/PPAG), and Legislative. In addition, the 
coalition also operates under three committees – the Public Outreach and Education, the 
Regional Housing Fund and the Housing Development and Policy Committee. 31

 
4. INCLUSIONARY ZONING 
 
4.1 Benefits of Inclusionary Zoning 
 
Inclusionary zoning can be used to mix affordable housing units with market priced 
housing units and can prevent isolating lower and middle class families into economically 
segregated neighborhoods. This integration provides these families not only with a 
housing unit, but also with the opportunities and security that arises from living in a 
mixed class neighborhood. Mixed-class housing can be particularly beneficial to the poor 
in four ways: First, it will help in creating a social network and building social capital for 
low-income residents to help them find jobs. Second, it will lead to higher levels of 
accountability to norms and rules through increased informal and formal interaction with 
higher-income residents. This leads to increased order and safety for all residents. Third, 
the “Culture of Poverty” will be challenged in an environment in which low-income 
residents adapt more socially acceptable and constructive behavior. Finally, because 
external political and economic actors are more likely to respond due to the influence of 
higher-income residents, it will result in higher-quality goods and services available to all 
residents within the community.32

 
Inclusionary zoning works by modifying zoning regulations – the developer is allowed to 
build houses at a higher density if a certain percentage of the built houses are below 
market price. The town essentially offers the developer “free land” in exchange for 
affordable housing units. A sliding scale may be used to link land bonuses with the 
percentage of affordable housing units built.33 Inclusionary zoning can either be 
mandatory or voluntary.  Mandatory inclusionary zoning requires developers to build a 
certain percentage of affordable housing units in exchange for the building permits 
necessary to build. Voluntary inclusionary zoning encourages inclusion of affordable 
housing through incentives.34 Various inclusionary zoning programs are described in 
Table 6. 
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Table 6: Distinguishing Features of Inclusionary Zoning35

        
Feature Description 

Size and types of developments subject to 
inclusionary requirements 

Some programs are voluntary. Some 
impose inclusionary requirements only on 
large single-family projects. Some impose 
inclusionary requirements on all types of 
all sizes. 

Percent of units that must be affordable 
Some programs require only five percent of 
new units to be sold at a discount, others 
require percentages as high as 30 percent. 

Depth and duration of price discounts 

The depth of price discounts often varies 
by the target population. For example, 
many require that units must be made 
affordable to those at 80 percent of median 
household incomes. The period of 
affordability varies from 10 to 99 years. 

Incentives or allowances offered in 
compensation 

Most programs offer some form of 
incentives or compensation for providing 
affordable units. Incentives and 
compensation often include density 
bonuses, waivers of subdivision 
requirements, or fee reduction. Some 
programs permit payments in lieu of 
inclusionary units. 

 
 
Under inclusionary zoning, housing units are only available to families making less than 
a certain percentage of the median income and are subject to regulation. Typically, they 
are required to stay affordable for a certain period of time. If the units were at below 
market prices for too long, purchasers would not be able to realize a good return on their 
investment, but the time period should not be too short or the units will disappear from 
the affordable housing pool too quickly. To address this concern, regulations are often 
imposed to prevent owners from selling the house for more than they originally paid (plus 
cost adjustments based on the Customer Price Index) for 10 years, assuring that the units 
remain affordable for at least that time. Despite these measures, local public housing 
agencies and nonprofits often buy up to 40 percent of the units to guarantee long term 
availability of affordable housing.   
 
Many university towns (such as Chapel Hill, North Carolina and Amherst, 
Massachusetts) use inclusionary zoning to meet their affordable housing needs. Chapel 
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Hill encourages developers to either provide 15 percent of their houses at affordable 
prices if they build 5 or more units, pay a fee, or propose alternative measures to create 
affordable units equivalent to 15 percent of housing units built.36 Amherst, Massachusetts 
ensures higher density developments if the developer devotes a minimum of 10 percent 
of the development to affordable units.37 In California, 64 jurisdictions had adopted 
inclusionary zoning by 1994 and had produced over 25,000 affordable housing units.38 
Many communities have implemented a variety of inclusionary zoning ordinances that 
utilize a number of different incentives. Table 7 provides a deeper look into the types of 
economic incentives offered by inclusionary zoning.  
 
 
Table 7: Economic Incentives Offered by Inclusionary Zoning Ordinances39

 Public Sector Advantages Public Sector Disadvantages 

Density Bonuses 

• Minimal direct cost 
• Increases housing supply 
• Encourages compact 

development 

• Less valuable in weak 
markets 
• Increases demand for public 

infrastructure 

Expedited Permitting 

• Minimal direct cost 
• Reduces private sector 

exposure 
• Increases housing supply 

• Limited value in markets 
with few regulatory barriers 

Fee Waivers 
• Valuable in markets with 

exactions 
• Politically attractive 

• Reduces public sector 
revenue 
• Limited value in markets 

with minimal development 
fees 

Alternative Design 
Standards 

• Minimal direct cost 
• Increase private sector 

flexibility 

• May reduce housing quality 
• Market forces may require 

higher design standards 

Cash Subsidies 
• Efficient and easy to 

administer 
• Preferred by developers 

• High direct cost 
• Requires funding source 
• Political opposition 

Property Tax Abatement 

• Efficient and easy to 
administer 
• Cost spread over multiple 

years 

• Reduces public sector 
revenue 
• May diminish infrastructure 

quality 
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4.1.2 Montgomery County, Maryland as a Case Study 
 
Montgomery County, Maryland is heralded as the most successful in terms of 
inclusionary zoning practices. Since 1974, the county has created nearly 10,000 
affordable housing units under the “Moderately-Priced Dwelling Units” (MPDU) law. 
Montgomery County provides developers with a “density bonus,” which allows the 
builder to construct 22 percent more units in the subdivision than what would typically be 
allowed, all within local planning constraints. For the construction of 50 units or more, 
the law mandates that the developer must set aside 12.5 to 15 percent of the units as 
affordable housing. While not penalizing private developers from building moderately 
priced housing units, the density bonus becomes an incentive in realizing the profit in 
constructing more affordable housing. Also, resale prices are controlled for 10 years 
while rent levels are controlled for 20 years.40  
 
4. 2 Disadvantages of Inclusionary Zoning 
 
Critics of inclusionary zoning question whether or not developers should assume the 
burden and cost of providing affordable housing. Developers equate inclusionary 
mandates with a tax on new developments, especially considering that there are no 
compensating benefits for developers to construct and maintain affordable housing. The 
constitutionality of inclusionary zoning has been questioned in the courts over three main 
provisions: 1) the Fifth Amendment prohibits taking without just compensation; 2) the 
due process clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment holds substantive and procedural 
protections; 3) the Fourteenth Amendment’s equal protection clause.41

  
The use of density bonuses as an incentive for the construction of more affordable 
housing is reliant on a market-supply paradigm, which is based on the developer’s ability 
to sell market-level units.42 A density bonus may fail to encourage the development of 
affordable units if consumers interested in market rate housing are unwilling to purchase 
projects with a high concentration of low or moderate-income families. Moreover, 
density bonuses may fail to achieve the prescribed goals if consumers prefer low-density 
housing.43 
 
While inclusionary zoning has the potential to create many affordable units, in practice it 
has created fewer units than expected. This may be because the current high-density 
incentives aren’t enough to prompt developers to build affordable housing. Inclusionary 
zoning may be viable if a town is actively developing, but in a town with low residential 
construction due to limited land availability, inclusionary zoning may not be a primary 
avenue for creating affordable units. As mentioned earlier, the viability of the long-term 
stock of affordable units using current inclusionary zoning regulations is questionable 
because after the set number of years, the affordable housing unit may be sold at market 
price instead of the affordable price.  
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5. EMPLOYER ASSISTED HOUSING (EAH) 
  
Lack of affordable housing negatively affects employers due to high recruitment costs 
and salaries to promote both recruitment and retention. These factors, in addition to 
potentially improving community-university relations, provide incentives for a university 
or medical center to assist in making housing affordable.44 The following three models of 
EAH may be applicable to Hanover. 
 
5.1 Financial Partner EAH Model 
 
In this model, the university directly provides financial support to its employees through 
a reduction in the cost of purchasing a home. This can occur through low interest loans or 
cash given toward the down payment or a second mortgage. Some universities also 
reduce the transaction costs of mortgage fees or closing costs. While most universities 
offer support for purchasing a home, others also provide support for paying rents. These 
universities often partner with Fannie Mae, which offers products tailored to this EAH 
model. Financial support is a large incentive for the recruitment of potential employees 
and retention of existing employees.45   
 
Universities that use this model include:46

 
• Harvard University: offers low interest mortgages 

• Miami University: provides forgivable loans up to $10,000 

• University of California system: offers secondary loans and longer terms loans 

• Yale University: provides loan payment assistance 

 
5.2 Service Provider EAH Model 
 
In the service provider EAH model, the university provides services that assist employees 
with the home buying process. This model is often used in conjunction with the financial 
partner model: employees that participate in these services are eligible for direct financial 
support. Services include homebuyer education programs, help with mortgage 
applications, and credit counseling. The university typically partners with a provider that 
already supplies these services and usually pays a fee to extend the services to university 
employees. This model, like the financial partner model, improves employee recruitment 
and retention.47

 
Universities that use this model:48

 
• Niagara University and St. Louis University: offer counseling and education 

services   

• University of Kentucky: offers counseling, education and housing information 
services 
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5.3 Developer EAH Model 
 
In this model, universities direct their efforts toward actually building housing for their 
employees. The building of these new housing units may be coupled with financial 
assistance and/or with homebuyer education services to create a hybrid EAH model. Due 
to the costs and difficulties of entering the real estate market, this model is the least 
common. Some barriers include limited access to land, high costs of development, and 
challenges with community partnership and cooperation. The financial partner model is 
more cost effective in the short run.49   
 
6. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
6.1 Policy Options for the Town of Hanover  
 
Inclusionary zoning may be an option to increase affordable housing in the Hanover area.  
Mandating zoning ordinances with few exceptions can be more effective in increasing 
affordable housing stock compared to voluntary programs. “Mandatory with exceptions” 
allows a developer to avoid inclusionary requirements under certain conditions (specified 
by the Town) such as small project size or lack of funding. Moreover, having incentives 
for developers can help to improve the success of the program. Consulting with 
developers about how to structure density bonuses and other requirements can make 
incentives more meaningful and beneficial for both parties involved. “The most important 
practical consideration, because it is so often overlooked, is how inclusionary housing 
programs are implemented. Carefully drafted local decisions, effective monitoring 
systems, and the legal documentation to support long-term affordability are key elements 
of a program’s success.”50 Both the Town of Hanover and Dartmouth College should 
support each other in substantially increasing the density throughout the community, 
especially in areas that will be developed. 
 
6.2 Policy options for Dartmouth College 
 
As a major employer in the area, Dartmouth College is a large stakeholder in the 
affordable housing issue. Some policy options that the College might pursue include:  
 

1. Reevaluate the housing policy. In the current transitional housing policy, most of 
the College’s housing units are transitional, meaning that a ten percent surcharge 
is added each year after three years to discourage lengthy to permanent 
residency. However, many residents remain in such housing because it is 
cheaper and allows the tenant to remain in Hanover instead of relocating.  

2. Use the developer EAH model to develop on suitable properties owned by the 
college such as the Sullivan/Gibson tracts. 

3. Continue to build more dorms and on-campus housing to meet the needs of 
undergraduates and graduate students. This will allow for more housing 
availability in the Hanover and Upper Valley area. 
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4. Using the Financial Partner EAH Model, the College could expand its financial 
benefits to low-income staff. Also, the college could increase the number of 
homes and rental units that are affordable to the income spectrum of faculty and 
staff. 

 
7.  CONCLUSION 
 
While Dartmouth College, DHMC and other businesses contribute to the Upper Valley 
economy by providing a wide range of job opportunities, many lower income employees 
are not able to live in Hanover due to high housing prices. As a result, surrounding towns 
must bear the burden of providing affordable housing to Hanover’s employees. In order 
to maintain its commitment to its employees and to the region, Hanover, Dartmouth 
College and DHMC should work together to formulate policy aimed at increasing the 
availability of affordable housing units.   
 
While the Town of Hanover and Dartmouth College are working to address this growing 
need through the Rivercrest and Grasse Road developments, other options such as 
inclusionary zoning and employer assisted housing (EAH) may help to create more 
affordable housing units in Hanover.  
 
Inclusionary zoning can help increase the affordable housing stock by modifying zoning 
regulations. Developers are provided with a high density development incentive if a 
certain percent of built houses are below the market price. The mixed class housing 
resulting from inclusionary zoning provides an opportunity for lower income residents to 
build social capital and expand their social networks. It may also challenge the “Culture 
of Poverty” by allowing low-income residents to adapt more socially acceptable and 
constructive behavior. Conversely, the idea of a mixed neighborhood may provide a 
disincentive for some consumers due to a close proximity to high concentrations of low 
or moderate-income families. In this case, the density bonus may fail to encourage the 
development of affordable units due to lack of demand. Inclusionary zoning may be 
viable if a town is actively developing, but in a town with low residential construction 
due to limited land availability, inclusionary zoning may not be a primary avenue for 
creating affordable units.   
 
The Financial Partner, Service Provider and Developer Employer Assisted Housing 
(EAH) models can help regional employers such as Dartmouth College and DHMC assist 
their employees in finding affordable housing in Hanover. In the Financial Partner model, 
the university directly provides financial support to its employees through a reduction in 
the cost of purchasing a home. In the service provider EAH model, the university 
provides services that assist employers with the home buying process. This model is often 
used in conjunction with the financial partner model: employees that participate in these 
services are eligible for direct financial support. In the developer EAH model, 
universities direct their efforts toward actually building housing for their employees.  
This model is displayed through Dartmouth College’s efforts in the Sachem Village, 
Rivercrest and Grasse Road developments. The building of these new housing units may 
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be coupled with financial assistance and/or with homebuyer education services to create a 
hybrid EAH model.   
 
As modeled by other towns, the most effective and viable policy option for Hanover may 
be partnering with the College, other businesses and not-for-profit stakeholders, such as 
the Twin Pine Housing Trust, to increase the affordable housing stock. The town can 
continue to support the College in setting goals for affordable housing and identifying 
viable College-owned lands for development. The Town may also continue partnering 
with the Twin Pine Housing Trust to support developments such as Gile Hill. While the 
Town of Hanover is not actively developing compared to other areas, it can use density 
bonuses and zoning changes to increase the stock of affordable housing through 
inclusionary zoning. These measures, when implemented appropriately, may help local 
employees by providing them with housing they can afford. 
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