
1 
 

CDBG Grant Agreement Attachment A Feedback 
 
1. Clarify that the Town is sponsoring planning, not guaranteeing development 

• Right now, portions could be interpreted as the Town implicitly endorsing or 
guaranteeing the feasibility of the housing expansion. 

• Consider revising: “will identify opportunities for housing expansion, delivering shovel-
ready projects…”  to something more cautious:  “will identify and evaluate opportunities 
for potential housing expansion, with the goal of advancing projects toward shovel-
ready status where feasible.” 

• This protects the Town if studies ultimately determine constraints or reduced 
development capacity. 

 
 2. Add language preserving municipal discretion and permitting authority 

• The draft could unintentionally imply the Town is pre-committing to approvals. 
• Add a sentence such as: “Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as committing 

the Town or any municipal regulatory body to approve future land use applications, 
permits, zoning amendments, or implementation activities arising from the planning 
work.”  This is very important legally and politically. 

 
3. Clarify ownership and use of work products 

• Currently the agreement requires filing work products with the Agency, but does not 
clearly establish ownership/use rights. 

• Recommend adding:  “All work products generated under this Agreement shall remain 
available for public and municipal planning purposes.” 

• Potentially also:  “The Town shall retain the right to use and share planning materials 
generated through this project for future grant applications, resilience planning, housing 
initiatives, and infrastructure coordination.” 

 
4. Refine references to “innovative” infrastructure systems 

• The phrase: “innovative water and wastewater systems” could create expectations 
around untested systems or future approvals. 

• Safer wording:  “resilient, cost-effective, and environmentally appropriate water and 
wastewater systems.” 

• That language aligns better with municipal infrastructure review standards. 
 
5. Clarify Town liability around surrounding parcels 

• The phrase: “paired with a high-level assessment of surrounding parcels” could create 
concerns among neighboring landowners. 

• Recommend: “paired with a high-level, non-binding assessment of surrounding parcels 
for conceptual planning purposes only.” This reduces perceived municipal overreach. 
 

6. Strengthen language tying the project to flood resilience and regional housing recovery 
• This helps politically and aligns strongly with CDBG-DR intent. 
• Add language emphasizing:  disaster recovery, resilience, housing stabilization, 

workforce housing, protection of village centers and floodplain transition. 
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• For example:  “The project supports long-term flood recovery, housing resilience, and 
regional capacity to accommodate residents displaced or impacted by recurring climate-
related disasters.”  That framing strengthens future implementation funding 
opportunities. 

 
7. Clarify operational responsibility for public facilities 

• The current description includes: commercial kitchen, food-processing area, café, 
gardens. That is broad and potentially outside core municipal functions. 

• Recommend clarifying: “The study may evaluate opportunities for complementary 
community-serving facilities…” and: “…subject to future operational, financial, and 
governance feasibility.” Otherwise, it can sound like the Town is endorsing or operating 
these facilities. 

 
8. Add stronger language around community engagement 

• Given likely sensitivity around housing scale and land use, I would recommend explicitly 
requiring public engagement. 

• Possible addition: “Planning activities shall include meaningful community engagement 
and opportunities for public input throughout the feasibility process.” This protects the 
Town politically. 

 
9. Tighten implementation timing language 

• This section is slightly confusing: “Implementation activities that fall within the scope of 
planning…” 

• You may want clearer separation between: planning, preliminary engineering, 
implementation, construction. 

• Otherwise, there could be disputes about what activities are permissible before 
environmental clearance. 

 
10. Minor Consistent capitalization issues. 
 
Overall, the biggest municipal protection items are: 

1. preserving permitting discretion, 
2. avoiding implied guarantees of development, 
3. limiting liability regarding surrounding parcels and future facilities, 
4. clarifying the Town’s role as planning sponsor rather than project developer. 

 


