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The Lowville Academy and Central School District in conjunction with the Village of Lowville, the Town 
of Lowville and the County of Lewis agreed to explore the potential cost saving and viability of a shared 
regional transportation facility. The New York State Department of Transportation participated as a 
consulting party and provided input but was not part of the agreement.

Two types of group meetings were scheduled, steering group and working group meeting. The steering 
group involved the land and facility analysis and needs assessment. The working group examined the 
staffing requirements and potential to share services between agencies.

Each agency was interviewed individually to allow for a candid conversation to take place regarding 
any current interaction between agencies and the state of their facilities. Mosaic toured all of the 
facilities and discussed the current and future needs of the municipality. 

Building sites of municipally and privately owned land in the immediate area were identified in our 
steering group meeting for the landscape architects to investigate.  The report served several purposes, 
to determine if any of the identified sites would be appropriate for the new facility, to determine some 
preliminary cost estimates associates with site work and to form optimal site characteristics, to enable 
the identification of other potential sites. The sites reported were a representative selection of large sites 
available at the time of the report. Other sites may be identified and selected for implementation.

The team traveled to examine a shared maintenance facility operated by the Indian River Central 
School district. While walking the facility, the team was able to review how the groups were able to 
interact and how the shared building environment was implemented.

Out of the committee meetings, a concept program was developed for the facility, incorporating 
the shared needs of the participating municipalities. Additionally, a timeline of next steps has been 
developed to illustrate the requirements to complete the built project. This new facility would serve as 
the maintenance and central staffing location for all municipalities. Only the school district may be 
using the site for long-term vehicle storage. 
 
The New York State Education Department was contacted to discuss the project and the potential for 
state aid eligibility. The following correspondence find that the District owned building would be a fully 
aidable project at the School District’s building aid ratio.
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Goals
The primary goal of the study is to examine the feasibility of a new joint transportation facility. Further, 
we set out to find what that facility would look like, what type of site was appropriate, what the 
financial implications of such a project would be, and what are the prospects for cost savings for the 
municipalities.

Funding
Large questions for the group are what would the project cost and what would be the financial impact 
to individuals and municipalities. The only construction cost for the project will be to the local taxpayers 
of the Lowville Central School District and not to the other municipalities. The School District will receive 
NYS Building Aid on the project, approximately 97%, and the remaining 3% would be the responsibility of 
the District taxpayers. This percentage would then be amortized over 15 to 30 years. 

Facility Analysis
Each of the municipalities’ existing facilities have been reviewed for location, space, equipment, 
services, storage and fleet. In addition, data was gathered on their additional current and future needs, 
staffing and fleet. 

Programming
A schematic design and rendering were generated based on the shared needs expressed by the 
group. The various types of service, vehicles, staffing and individual needs were incorporated into the 
design. 

Site Analysis
Several local sites, both private and municipally owned, were selected to better understand the 
constraints of the project. Site costs both general for the project and specific to each site were 
developed.

Cost Savings
The areas of largest savings can be realized through the extended life of the fleets of all the 
municipalities. Services that are currently being outsourced and/or not done regularly provide 
opportunities to have a longer useful life and to keep the service local. Each of the four existing 
buildings requires or will require construction projects to provide these services and to maintain 
compliance with environmental and building codes. Building one facility for everyone to share avoids 
many of the future construction projects and upgrades.

Next Steps
Three options exist for the community to consider. The first is to do nothing and keep running the facilities 
and agreements the way they currently exist. The second is to build a new facility owned by the School 
District that provides the ability to service all the needs of the participating entities. The third option is a 
hybrid approach, in which the new facility is built and both the new and existing buildings of the groups 
are examined together and become a shared resource for storage, equipment, etc. This would cost the 
same as the second option, and would have to be better defined as the group pursues this option.

Executive Summary
Lowville Regional Transportation Facility
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Existing Facilities



Cost avoidance was a topic of discussion as all municipal facilities are in need of repair. Each facility 
requires upgrades to comply with DEC (washing of vehicles, painting of signs, run-off from site) and DOL 
(clearances around lifts, repair bays without lifts, exhaust requirements). 

While all municipalities are expected to keep their existing buildings, the anticipated use of each of 
the buildings will change. The buildings will typically shift to cold storage. The impact of this change 
will be two, first the utility and maintenance for the running of the facility will be reduced. Without the 
maintenance component being performed at each building, the hours of operation and need for heat 
will be all but eliminated. In addition, the gained indoor space at the existing maintenance areas will 
allow more vehicles to be stored indoors and assist in extending the life of the vehicle.

Following is a survey of the existing facilities of each municipality with a brief description of their 
buildings, comments from facilities, constraints and uses.
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Lowville Academy and Central School District
Lowville, NY

Bus Garage
LACS  has an inadequate existing facility that cannot support the 
needs of the bus fleet either for storage of the buses and other 
smaller school vehicles that transport students or the maintenance 
of the vehicles requiring repairs. In addition, the uninsulated building 
has no land to park the buses or the vehicles of the drivers. Also, the 
two old in-ground lifts that predate the current larger vehicles are 
on the verge of failure, and when buses are on these, DOT cannot 
walk around the vehicles to inspect them as required. Each of the 
overhead doors is not high enough to allow easy access for buses 
with roof hatches, and using each bay for two buses bumper to 
bumper in a single entry requires backing out of vehicles onto a 
nearby road and no room to walk through the building. 
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Village of Lowville
Lowville, NY

Garage
The Village of Lowville’s facility is iron truss, wood deck, and 
masonry bearing walls of similar vintage as Lewis County’s. An 
EIFS system and new metal roof were installed 7-8 years ago. 
The existing heating system is inadequate. The break room 
and bathroom are in the same room and are inadequate and 
inaccessible. The facility has no vehicle lifts.
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Town of Lowville
Lowville, NY

Garage
Town of Lowville uses a converted wood-framed barn dating back 
to the 1800s that has a 1973 masonry addition. The older building 
cannot be structurally modified easily and it is very difficult to store 
large equipment in older building. The facility is landlocked and has 
no drive thru ability. The newer addition heating system is effective

Town currently uses county sign shop.

Town hand washes trucks for visual inspection.
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Lewis County
Lowville, NY

Garage
Lewis County has a 1930s un-insulated maintenance garage with 
inadequate bay doors. On site is a sign shop and paint building. 
There is a fueling depot is across the street.

Facilities cannot maintain large vehicles. the building does 
not have a truck lift for large snowplows an overhead door to 
accommodate bucket truck.

Currently provides fuel depot for School and Town on an adjacent 
site
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New York State Department of Transportation
Lowville, NY

Maintenance Complex
1960s garage facility with additions, single large vehicle lift. Multiple 
outbuildings in need of repair, new salt storage shed.

DOT has shared services agreement with County to provide county 
with salt in exchange for sign shop and equipment usage.

DOT uses County fuel depot under another shared service 
agreement.
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Indian River Shared Transportation Facility
Philadelphia, NY

Transportation Facility
The committee visited this facility to view a shared maintenance 
facility in use.

This completed shared facility is owned by the Indian River Central 
school District. The facility featured physically separated bay area 
used by each agency, drive through wash bay for buses, training 
rooms and central offices. A multi vehicle fueling depot was 
adjacent to the facility.
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Site Analysis
Consultant  Appel Osborne Landscape Architects



Appel Osborne was charged with analyzing the area to identify privately held sites that might be 
appropriate for the new facility and at the same was given information by the municipalities regarding 
sites that they each held that could be used as well. Initially six sites were reviewed. It should be noted 
that these sites are not the only sites that could be considered nor is it assumed that these sties will still 
be available when the time comes to acquire land. 

Along with the site analysis, cost estimates were developed in two respects. First, a generic site cost to 
develop the land to accommodate the new building, required parking, sidewalk roadways, utilities, etc. 
based on a schematic site plan. This estimate did not account for any of the features unique to each 
site. 

The second set of costs reflected the unique aspects such as, cost of the land, SHPO studies, specific 
site requirements (access road, bridges, etc.). The last implication that is not developed at this time is 
any roadway upgrades that could be required to access a site that is located on a road that is not 
designed for heavy vehicle traffic. NYSDOT shared that this cost can range from $2 Million to $6 Million 
dollars per centerline mile. The State Education Department will not fund construction off-site, i.e. 
roadway upgrades.

The variation in total project cost, exclusive of roadway improvements, varied by only 4% from site to 
site, public to private. This does not seem to have a large impact on the total project cost. It should 
be noted that this analysis only covers the site construction and features and does not account for 
additional mileage, tax implications, etc.

The question of moving the existing fueling station was discussed. It was concluded that the existing 
county facility, which is currently used by all municipalities, is in good condition. Of the sites reviewed to 
date, many of them did not have enough acreage to accommodate both the transportation facility 
and a new fueling station. The existing station is centrally located and an analysis of any additional 
mileage that might be incurred by the relocation would have to performed. 

The next step in this process is to have an Environmental Impact Study performed which would directly 
investigate some of the questions posed by the committee.
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During the initial meeting with the various parties of interest (School, Village, Town, County 
and State) numerous sites were identified as those of interest. These were based on size, avail-
ability, ownership, and proximity to similar land use types. Four of these identified properties 
are residential/agricultural and privately owned. The other two sites are County owned and Vil-
lage owned. 

The existing facilities of the various municipalities within the Town/Village of Lowville are 
spread throughout the area, many of which have separate administration buildings from ga-
rages. One of the goals for this project is to create a sole source location for much of the trans-
portation related maintenance that these agencies deal with on a day-to-day basis.

The map to the right illustrates 
how the existing transportation 
facilities from the various agen-
cies are dispersed throughout the 
area.

It is important to note that these 
facilities are not scheduled to be 
abandoned; but utilized more for 
storage, simple repairs and con-
tinued administration. With that 
being the case it was important 
to locate potential sites that are 
close to the existing facilities to 
remain active.  

The existing sites are in moder-
ate shape with adequate drainage 
and circulation. However, these 
sites lack space for onsite storage 
of vehicles and equipment and 
have pavement deterioration at 
all levels. These are items that 
may all be addressed through 
smaller projects taken on by the 
individual owners. 

As noted above two of these 
properties out of the six potential 
sites are presently owned by a 
municipality, either the County 
or the Village. Locations of these 
sites are show outlined in orange 
on the map at the top right of 
page 2. 

A. Lewis County Facilities 
B. State of New York Facilities 
C. Town of Lowville Facilities 
D. School District Facilities 
E. Village of Lowville Facilities 

Map Illustration #1: Existing Transportation Facilities 
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The currently owned and avail-
able Village and County prop-
erties are located at the south 
end of the Village of Lowville 
and not close in proximity to 
the current facilities. When per-
forming basic environmental 
analysis of both sites the fol-
lowing constraints were ob-
served:

Location 1: Village Owned 
Property:
1. Poorly drained soils 
2. Occasional to frequent 

flooding
3. Partially within a Flood-

plain
4. Significant portion of prop-

erty would require stream 
crossing or re-routing to 
access

5. Proximity to other facilities 

Location 2: County Owned 
Property:
1. Significant portion of prop-

erty would require stream 
crossing or re-routing to access 

2. Proximity to other facilities 
3. Within an area designated by the State Historic Preservation Office as being Archeo-

Sensitive. Preliminary feedback from SHPO indicated that a Phase 1a/1b Archeology Study 
would be probable for this area. Approximate cost $10,000. 

Included in the project location site evaluation are also four privately owned properties within 
the Village/Town of Lowville. These properties are shown outlined and number on the map at 
the top of page 3. Three of these sites are located in close proximately to the existing facility. 
When performing basic environmental analysis of the sites the following constraints were ob-
served:

Property 3: Number 4 Road: 
1. Moderate to poorly drained soils 
2. Adjacent to residential area 
3. Proximity to other facilities 

Property 4: Across from Bostwick Fields: 
1. Adjacent to residential area 

Existing Municipal Facilities 
Village Owned Property 
County Owned Property 

Map Illustration #2: Municipality Owned Properties 

1

2

1
2
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Property 5: Behind Town Ad-
ministration Building: 
1. Partially within an area des-

ignated by the State His-
toric Preservation Office as 
being Archeo-Sensitive. 
Preliminary feedback from 
SHPO indicated that a 
Phase 1a/1b Archeology 
Study would be probable 
for this area. Approximate 
cost $10,000 

2. Small lot size 

Property 6: Behind NYSDOT: 
1. Partially within an area des-

ignated by the State His-
toric Preservation Office as 
being Archeo-Sensitive. 
Preliminary feedback from 
SHPO indicated that a 
Phase 1a/1b Archeology 
Study would be probable 
for this area. Approximate 
cost $10,000 

Potential private sites numbers 
3 and 4 abut up to existing 
transportation facilities owned by the Town and State Department of Transportation which 
makes them ideal choices for sharing of facilities. Location 2 is close to these other parcels but 
is nestled into a residential area making it less desirable for the type of operations that this facil-
ity would be utilized for. 

A comparison of the six sites has been prepared for the environmental aspects and is found on 
the next page. Once a final site is determined a more extensive Environmental Impact Statement 
will be required. This would include any additional information required by interested agencies, 
including traffic studies, archaeology studies, etc. 

The page following the comparison chart contains an overall map showing the locations of all 
existing facilities, available municipal facilities and privately owned land that were considered 
for this study. 

Existing Municipal Facilities 
Privately Owned Land 

Map Illustration #3: Privately Owned Properties 

3

5

4

6
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page 5 
Map Illustration #4: Available Properties 

Existing Municipal Facilities 
Privately Owned Property 
Municipality Owned Property 
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All of these site were chosen to be evaluated for the proposed project and taken to a schematic 
site plan level. These plans are found on the next few pages followed by an estimate of proba-
bly construction costs for the site work. The result of this further study indicated that due to size 
constraints of the property the area behind the Town Administration Building should not be 
considered as a sole property. It is of inadequate size to house the main building alone and 
would not allow for parking or growth potential. However, due to its location abutting to other 
municipal properties it may be of some interest to pursue for other uses in the future. Another 
option to consider would be the joining of the Town Administration parcel with this privately 
owned parcel . If this was done then the current plan could fit, but would not allow space for 
future growth. Before we began with locating site features it was necessary to come up with a 
scope and a basic footprint of the elements to use on the sites, with the understanding that slight 
modifications to locations of these features would be required dependant on the site chosen. We 
also designed a template with minimum parking stall size, drive lane widths, etc. The scoping 
items are illustrated below, and the Design Template is illustrated on the next page. Following 
the Design Template are case studies for the six (6) locations. 

Site Scoping Items: 
1. Stormwater Management and Treatment Facility as required by NYSDEC 
2. Parking for Municipal Vehicles (60 cars minimum) 
3. Parking for Administration and Visitors, including handicap spaces 
4. Snow Storage 
5. Oversize Vehicle Storage/Part Storage 
6. Security Fence and Slide Gate 
7. Wide Drive Lanes and Turns 
8. Heavy Duty Concrete Aprons at Overhead Doors 
9. Metal Bollard for Building Protection at Overhead Doors 



ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE PROJECT:  SHARED REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION FACILITY, LOWVILLE
CONSTRUCTION COSTS BASED ON DRAWINGS: SK-L1, SK-L2 and SK-L3

DATE OF DRAWINGS: 1.14.2009 DATE OF ESTIMATE: 1.15.2009
BASED ON 2009 COSTS PREPARED BY: CJ CHECKED BY: BA

No. Item Description Quantity Unit Cost Subtotal

1 BOND, MOBILIZATION, TESTING AND LAYOUT  (7%) 1 LS 7.00% $179,068

2 STAGING
A GRAVEL STAGING AREA IN FUTURE PARKING LOCATION 1 LS 10,000.00$ $10,000
B TEMPORARY FENCE 2930 LF 5.00$ $14,650
C TEMPORARY GATES 5 EA 750.00$ $3,750

3 EROSION CONTROL
A SILT FENCE 2930 LF 1.50$ $4,395
B STORM STRUCTURE PROTECTION UNITS 12 EA 125.00$ $1,500
C OFFSITE TRACKING CONTROLS 2 EA 5,000.00$ $10,000
D SEDIMENT FILTER BAGS 2 EA 750.00$ $1,500
E TRIANGULAR SILT DIKES 50 EA 50.00$ $2,500
F CONCRETE WASHOUT FACILITY 2 EA 5,000.00$ $10,000
G SPILL PREVENTION 1 EA 6,000.00$ $6,000
H VEGETATION PROTECTION UNITS 1 LS 2,500.00$ $2,500
I SUMP PIT 1 EA 800.00$ $800
J TRENCHDRAIN PROTECTION (FRONT OF CONCRETE APRON) 500 LF 2.50$ $1,250

4 SITE PREPARATION WORK
A SAWCUT PAVEMENT 100 LF 2.50$ $250
B MISCELLANEOUS REMOVALS 1 LS 5,000.00$ $5,000

5 SITE EARTHWORK 
A STRIP AND STOCKPILE TOPSOIL, 4" DEPTH 6400 CY 5.25$                $33,600
B CUT AND FILL ONSITE (ASSUME 1.5' AVERAGE, BALANCE ON SITE) 29050 CY 16.00$              $464,800
C ROCK EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL OFFSITE 100 CY 225.00$            $22,500

6 STORM DRAINAGE 
A TRENCH DRAIN (FRONT OF CONCRETE APRONS) 500 LF 60.00$              $30,000
B TRENCH DRAIN CATCH BASIN 6 EA 200.00$            $1,200
C STORM INLET 10 EA 1,600.00$         $16,000
D MANHOLES 2 EA 2,500.00$         $5,000
E CONTROL STRUCTURE WITH BORED OUTLET OPENING 1 EA 3,500.00$         $3,500
F TIE INTO EXISTING STORM SYSTEM 1 EA 750.00$ $750
G PVC STORM - VARIABLE SIZES 1950 LF 35.00$ $68,250
H STORMWATER MANAGEMENT/TREATMENT FACILITY (WETLAND OR POND) 1 LS 350,000.00$ $350,000
I PVC STORM OUTLET PIPE FROM STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITY 190 LF 35.00$ $6,650

7 SITE SANITARY
A MANHOLES 3 EA 2,500.00$         $7,500
B TIE INTO EXISTING SANITARY SYSTEM 1 EA 750.00$ $750
C PVC SANITARY - 8" ASSUMED 800 LF 30.00$ $24,000

8 WATER SERVICE
A WATER VALVES 5 EA 1,000.00$ $5,000
B FIRE HYDRANT 1 EA 3,500.00$ $3,500
C 8" PVC WATER PIPE 800 LF 65.00$ $52,000
D TIE INTO EXISTING WATER SERVICE/ TESTING AND STERILIZATION 1 LS 2,500.00$ $2,500
E POST INDICATOR VALVE 1 EA 1,600.00$ $1,600

9 SITE CONCRETE
A CONC. SIDEWALK (4" ROB, 4" CONC. W/ MESH) 2950 SF 8.50$ $25,075
B HEAVY DUTY CONCRETE APRONS 20180 SF 10.50$ $211,890

10 PAVEMENTS
A HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT (SSF, 12" R.O.B., 6" ASPHALT) 13500 SY 60.00$ $810,000

11 SITE IMPROVEMENTS
A 12' C.L. FENCE 1950 LF 42.00$ $81,900
B 3' WIDE, 12' HT. C.L. FENCE GATES 2 EA 360.00$ $720
C 36' WIDE, 12' HT. MOTORIZED CANTILEVER GATE 1 EA 20,000.00$ $20,000
D TRAFFIC AND DIRECTIONAL SIGNAGE 15 EA 125.00$ $1,875
E METAL BOLLARDS 32 EA 525.00$            $16,800
F PAVEMENT MARKINGS 1 LS 20,000.00$       $20,000
G BOX BEAM GUIDERAIL AT EDGE OF PAVEMENT/DRIVE 160 LF 125.00$            $20,000

BY STORMWATER FACILITY
H GRANITE CURB 315 LF 30.00$              $9,450
I FLAG POLES 2 EA 3,000.00$         $6,000
J ENTRANCE SIGN WALL 50 LF 650.00$            $32,500
K ENTRANCE SIGN COLUMNS 4 EA 1,200.00$         $4,800
L ENTRANCE SIGN LETTERING 1 LS 8,000.00$         $8,000

12 LAWNS
A SPREAD STOCKPILED ONSITE TOPSOIL 6400 CY 5.25$                $33,600
B FINE GRADE AND SEED GRASS 32150 SY 2.25$                $72,338
C ROUGH GRADE AND SEED WETLAND MIX 6396 SY 6.00$                $38,376

13 SUBTOTAL $2,765,587
14 CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY (15%) 1 LS 15% $414,838
15 TOTAL ROUNDED UP TO NEAREST $1000 $3,181,000

THIS ESTIMATE DOES NOT INCLUDE COSTS FOR DESIGN AND OTHER PROFESSIONAL FEES. THIS ESTIMATE DOES NOT INCLUDE SITE LIGHTING, NEW BUILDING CONSTRUCTION, ELECTRICAL, 
GAS, COMMUNICATIONS. 
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Facility Programming



After a thorough discussion of all of the individual requirements of each agency, these requirements 
were analyzed to identify any overlaps of the needs that could make the facility more efficient. The 
building will have universal sized bays and be able to accommodate the variety of vehicle sizes and 
maintenance requirements unique to each agency.

The following components were identified to be incorporated into the proposed design:
•	 Bus Wash
•	 Sign Shop
•	 Lifts, multiple and several sizes
•	 Universally trained staff
•	 Communications center
•	 Central dispatch different bands, radio tower
•	 Backup generator
•	 Two classrooms with a movable partition
•	 Cafeteria/breakroom
•	 Lockers/toilets/showers
•	 Ability to have future expansion

Preliminary costs were demonstrated on a spreadsheet to show the possible costs of a new facility. The 
sheet shows several different size buildings and two different costs per square foot. After the state aid 
was accounted for, it projected the annual dollar amount of shared services required for each agency 
based on arbitrary percent usages of the building.

The preliminary concept of the transportation facility has been designed around the guidelines of new 
York State Education Department (NYSED), in order to maximize state aid for the school district to fund 
the project. The number of bays shown represents NYSED’s guideline of 60% of the fleet housed indoors 
with a maximum of three lifts. It has been noted that any customizing of the design that is not required 
by the school district will be ineligible for state aid and will have to be funded fully by the individual 
municipality.

The facility has 16 bays total. Two bays are a drive through vehicle wash system, one bay is dedicated 
to welding and another to painting. The remaining twelve bays would be open for storage and work, 
with lifts as required by the district and municipalities. Separating the bays are storage areas, one for 
each participating municipality for their individual needs.

The personnel/administrative end of the building has shared areas for drivers, staff, parts storage, and 
training.

The building has been designed in a modular fashion to allow for future expansion. 

During the implementation phase, more specific individual needs can be defined by each participating 
group.

Included in this section are sample facility costs and preliminary layouts. See Section 4 for a final report 
on projected costs and Section 6 for final layouts and conceptual renderings.
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Staffing was researched through the working group meetings. After looking at their current staffing 
and pay structure, the committee outlined two alternatives for staffing a shared facility. No immediate 
decision on staffing could be reached because future savings cannot be determined until a shared 
model is implemented. One possible benefit of shared staffing is a central office staff. Currently all 
employees answer phones, handle dispatch, etc.

Option #1: Combined Shared Staffing.
•	 All entities drawing from a central staffing unit.
•	 Garage supervisor
•	 Heavy Equipment mechanics
•	 Automotive mechanics
•	 Other staff (Wash shop, paint shop, etc)
•	 Dispatch and Administrative staff

Option #2: Individual Operations with Central Mechanical staff.
•	 Each entity keeps its own garage/mechanical staff
•	 Transportation Center would add certain specialty staff
•	 Diagnostic mechanic
•	 Miscellaneous wash staff, paint staff

Outsourcing Mechanical Work

•	 All entities outsource certain mechanical work.
•	 LACS: Major repair work on buses.
•	 County: Major repair work on trucks, plows including heavy diesel work, transmissions, transfer 

cases, etc. Also, most automobile repairs are outsourced.
•	 Village: Major truck and equipment repairs.
•	 Town:
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 








 





 

 
       





       










      





       

        





       

 
       

 
       
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Cost Analysis



The first and most obvious component of savings is through envelope upgrades and cost avoidance. 
All agencies have aging facilities that do not meet their current or future needs. Several agencies have 
no capacity for expansion. A new facility would allow for all the involved groups to perform services to 
their fleet that they cannot do now. This shared maintenance would enable the agencies to reuse their 
existing building in a different way, expanding their capabilities and prolonging the life of their vehicles 
as well as saving energy.

As the use of each existing facility shifts away from maintenance and towards vehicle storage, the 
temperatures required for repairs would not have to be maintained thereby reducing the energy 
required. In addition, the use of the building would be less, reducing heat, electricity and water 
consumption.

Each municipality has its own purchasing and—despite an overlap in similar inventory—has not been 
able to realize the purchasing power of a shared purchase and central storage. This central storage 
would be able to manage the inventory in such a manner that the current method of purchasing from 
a variety of local places, with differing pricing, based on availability would be eliminated.

There was also a discussion of getting proposals from outside vendors to perform the central storage 
management to avoid conflicts in pay scales between agencies.

The current buildings do not allow for major repairs to be performed in house. Vehicles, including large 
maintenance vehicles, are trucked to Watertown, NY, 30 miles away for repairs.

No agency has a wash bay currently. All groups must contract out for service or use municipal water 
system and discharge back into storm/sanitary. The new facility would have recycled water and 
treatment system to reduce water usage, eliminate outside contracts, and prevent contaminents from 
entering the environment.

No current facility contains a paint bay. The savings would be realized by not having to contract out 
to perform work, higher quality job could be done compared to the in-house roller technique currently 
employed. This leads to prolonged life of vehicles and accessories. 

No current facility contains a suitable welding bay. All major repairs are sent out. 
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Facility Savings



Current Costs

Item Lowville ACS Town of Lowville Village of Lowville Lewis County Total

Fleet Cost 2,825,000$               1,280,376$               945,000$                 4,591,252$               9,641,628$            

Outsourced repairs 5,000$                      5,000$                      5,000$                     100,000$                  115,000$               

Parts Budget 52,000$                    73,000$                    41,000$                   90,000$                    256,000$               

Oil 4,500$                      2,500$                      2,000$                    10,000$                    19,000$                 

Tires 8,000$                      3,500$                      2,500$                    12,000$                    26,000$                 
Annual Repairs (Estimate 3% of 
Fleet Value) 80,000$                   35,000$                   27,000$                  130,000$                  272,000$               

Existing Facilitiy (s.f) 13,595 10,000 5,000 20,820 49,415

Ultility Costs (Heat & Power 
$2.50/s.f.) 33,988$                    10,000$                    11,000$                   68,000$                    122,988$               

Staffing Costs 104,000$                  37,700$                    63,500$                   228,000$                  433,200$               

Maintenance Costs (1% per year of 
Building value) 13,595$                    10,000$                    5,000$                     20,820$                    49,415$                 

Savings

Cooperative Parts savings (5%) 2,600$                      3,650$                      2,050$                     4,500$                      12,800$                 

In-House Repair Savings (5%) 250$                         250$                         250$                        5,000$                      5,750$                   

Existing Utility Reduction (20%) 6,798$                      2,000$                      2,200$                     13,600$                    24,598$                 

Existing Staffing Change -$                              -$                              -$                             -$                           

Storage Facility Rental 5,000$                      -$                              -$                             -$                              5,000$                   

Vehicle Replacement Savings 
(1%/year) 28,250$                    12,804$                    9,450$                     45,913$                    96,416$                 

Future Costs

New Building Ultility ($1.50/s.f.) 52,500$                    52,500$                 

New Building Staffing -$                              -$                              -$                             -$                              -$                           

Municipality
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Next Steps
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Proposed Implementation

Since the School District will own the building, it will be the lead agency for the project. The project will 
come into being after the interested parties commit to the process with the Lowville Central School 
District. The group will also start to determine the shared approach and which model they will pursue. 

The group will select several sites that will be analyzed in the FEIS (Final Environmental Impact 
Statement) study as part of the SEQRA (New York’s State Environmental Quality Review Act) process. In 
the study, each site will be evaluated in depth to determine the most appropriate site for the project. 
Traffic, existing roadways and the individual characteristics of each site will be reviewed. 

Some sites have been selected for examination in this report to demonstrate a range of possibilities and 
help the group identify some preliminary data for site consideration. It has not been determined if these 
sites will be reviewed in the FEIS report or if all new sites will be included. 

Concurrent with the study, each participating municipality will apply for the New York State, 
Department of State, implementation grant. This grant pays up to $200,000 per participating 
municipality and can be used for individual, specific equipment in the facility. 

After the report has been completed, a DEIS (Draft Environmental Impact Statement) will be published 
followed by a 30-day waiting period and 30-day comment period. After comments are received and 
incorporated, the Final Report will be issued. 

Out of the report, the site will be selected and the District will enter into negotiation with the owner 
(public or private) for the purchase. When an agreement is reached, which is contingent upon 
voter approval, the Board of education would set a vote date for the purchase of the land and the 
construction of a new facility. This process requires a minimum of 45 days before the vote.

Upon voter approval, the construction documents would begin and would be developed for 
nine month before submission to the State Education Department for approval. After review and 
approval, the project would be put out for public bid and then move into construction upon award 
of construction contracts. The construction of the new facility would take approximately a year to 18 
months. 

Current projections of the timeline show the completion in 2013 based on a start of the SEQRA process in 
the first quarter of 2010. 



Project Options for Lowville Academy and Central School

1.	 Continue current model. Each municipality proceeds on their own to meet their individual needs.
No agreements
No buying power or consolidation
No implementation grant
Greatest cost to local taxpayers
State aid to only LACS facilities

2.	 Construction of a new Regional Transportation Facility with shared service agreements with the four 
other municipalities. All municipalities would keep their existing facilities.

State aid available
Grant money available
Most opportunity for shared service and savings through consolidation
Most opportunity for varied service/facilities
Highest initial cost, but funded up to 98% by New York State; local costs to LACS taxpayers is 2% 

over 20-30 years.
LACS owns, maintains, operates, etc. Municipalities use and compensate through a shared 

service agreement.

3.	 Hybrid of options (1) and (2). Construction of new building and also retain some current uses of 
existing facilities, services, parts, etc.
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Project Option Analysis



Conclusion
Through the study Mosaic has discovered a great need for all of the involved parties to realize a shared 
facility. From the reduction of outsourcing work, to centralized staff and inventory to increased purchasing 
power and energy performance the new facility would save each of the municipalities annually.

The New York State Education Department, upon preliminary review, indicates that the project would be 
eligible for state building aid. The provisions are that the building is owned and operated by the Lowville 
Academy and Central School District, the other agencies have right to use the facility but no exclusive rights, 
and reimbursement for this use would be an in-kind shared service agreement. The implementation grant, 
if successfully secured, would be used to address any individual agency’s specific needs, i.e. diagnostic 
equipment or special vehicle lift.

Tax impact as benefit- since the school district would own and provide services for payment, there is no tax 
implication for the municipalities to bear for the construction of the new facility.

Recommendations
Today, based on the information provided to us by Lewis County, the Town of Lowville, the Village of Lowville, 
the Lowville Academy and Central School, and the New York State Department of Transportation we 
conclude the following:

The LACS facility is inadequate for its needs and cannot be expanded or developed on the current site. The 
project that will be taking place to renovate the existing facility will serve to address immediate needs only 
but not provide for the long term. The life of the building will be extended but its maintenance capabilities 
have only been modestly improved. The existing building remains valuable to LACS which has an ongoing 
need for additional District storage.

Given that the State Education Department will fund the cost of the land (if any), the cost of site 
development and the cost of construction up to 97%, we conclude that it is in the best interest of LACS to 
move forward with the project to ensure the future needs of the school district and servicing its vehicle fleet. 
The current building could then be converted to cold storage reducing the operating costs.

We also find that with the involvement of other municipal entities in the project, additional cost savings will 
be found through cooperative purchasing, expanded local maintenance service and vehicle wash. The 
reciprocal shared services agreements would allow for all participating parties to mutually benefit from each 
others’ resources. The additional service facility will allow all parties to have additional space in their current 
facilities and create a new model for the usage of these buildings.

In the current fiscally challenging times, any opportunity for municipalities to share services, to eliminate 
duplication, to save taxpayers money and to create a model of cooperation among municipal entities 
would be most welcome locally and in the State. It is apparent in our study that several avenues are and 
will be available for the shared transportation facility to save money for each participating municipal entity. 
In addition, the new facility will meet the current environmentally friendly requirements for transportation 
facilities.
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Summary
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Appendix 1
•  Communication



From: Martin Weber 
To: Carl Thurnau 
Date: 02/03/2009
Subject: Lowville - Bus Garage

Carl, 

The School District, in conjunction with three other municipalities, Town,  Village, and County, is studying 
the feasibility and efficiency of developing a bus garage facility. When you and I discussed this matter 
several months ago, you indicated that on a shared facility, each entity must carry its own burden for all 
costs, and that portion that’s allocated for Lowville will receive building aid. 
 
The purpose of this email is to elicit your reaction to a different approach that our study is taking. 
 
The District has a woefully inadequate existing facility that cannot support the needs of the bus 
fleet either for storage of the buses and other smaller school vehicles that transport students or the 
maintenance of the vehicles requiring repairs. In addition, the uninsulated building has no land to 
park the buses or the vehicles of the drivers. If it wasn’t for the Town garage that’s next door and the 
agreement between the two municipalities to use Town land to enter and exit the facility, the District 
could not even get its buses into its own building. And, behind both facilities is an historical plot of land 
that houses the Fairgrounds with an old horse track that’s used every year for successful fairs. Also, the 
two old in-ground lifts that predate the current larger vehicles are on the verge of failure, and when 
buses are on these, DOT cannot walk around the vehicles to inspect them as required. Each of the 
overhead doors is not high enough to allow easy access for buses with roof hatches, and using each 
bay for two buses bumper to bumper in a single entry requires backing out of vehicles onto a nearby 
road and no room to walk through the building. 
 
The list of deficiencies in this building is much longer than the short version I’ve offered above. 

Absent the current shared municipal grant study funds, the District could easily and legitimately have 
promoted the concept of a new facility for its own use to house most of its buses indoors. Winter 
weather almost requires buses to be stored indoors or at least be plugged into electrical block heaters 
to allow buses to start. Needless to say due to site constraints, those buses of the fleet that must be 
parked outdoors are placed against the only entry to each bay, and are plugged into the heaters. The 
buses take a long time to clear of snow before any of the buses housed inside can be rolling to pick up 
students. Some of the buses that are outdoors are completely unsecured and are only a few feet away 
from a main road. Again, because of the proximity to the Town garage, the assistance from the town 
to expedite clearing the roadway has allowed the District’s fleet to function to the minimal levels that it 
has. 
 
For the twenty-six to thirty buses that the District has, we recommend a facility that allows buses to drive 
through each bay, that can house sixteen of the buses indoors with ample room to walk within the 
building when the buses are parked, that has three lifts (two in-ground, and one movable) that can 
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readily accommodate the largest vehicles for repairs and which permit adequate inspection space 
for DOT staff, that has a training facility for drivers and separately for mechanics, that has accessible 
and adequate support spaces such as lockers and bathrooms, tire and other consumable storage, 
that will have a recycling wash bay, that has an environmentally-sound paint bay, and that will suit the 
important function that a bus garage must provide to transport students. 

Rather than considering dedicated bays for the other municipalities, we recommend that the District 
provide a shared service rather than a shared building. What I mean by that is akin to what several 
other school district clients offer in their facilities when they service vehicles for other municipalities. 
Shenendehowa comes to mind since they run their facility in two or three shifts and service vehicles for 
the Town or State Police. 

On a typical day, the District would use the entire facility for its own buses, either for servicing or for 
storage. When any other municipality needs service, they would use one of the school’s service bays. In 
return for the use of the school’s facilities, the municipality would offer comparably-valued services such 
as snow plowing, sanding and salting, asphalt patching, or gasoline and diesel for all school facilities. 
This arrangement already happens, but it would be greatly enhanced with a new bus garage. 

Because the Department of State Efficiency Study could provide implementation funds of about 
$200,000 per municipality, including for the District, if additional lifts or other permanent improvements 
were required in the school’s bus garage, then that grant would fund that expense, and the District 
would not pay for these or request building aid for those expenses. That grant would be more than 
sufficient to completely fund lifts, overhead air and oil services, or any other improvements each 
municipality may request for its own purposes if the bays are not in use by the school. 

Mr. McAuliffe, the school’s Superintendent, would prefer to discuss this personally with you because of 
the unique nature of the offering by the Department of State. Even Sean McGuire, the administrator 
of the grant for the study at the DOS, would be willing to meet with you to explain the possibilities to 
improve the efficiency of services for several municipalities at a savings to NYS. 

If I haven’t explained the concept well enough, please allow Mr. McAuliffe and Mr. McGuire to meet 
with you to discuss this further. Each of the municipalities that have signed on for the study have 
endorsed the concept of shared services which are already happening in many respects. The benefits 
to each entity could be enormous as the study will explain. Even the use of shared manpower to save 
money has bee studied and is under consideration. The concept of common staff being paid for by 
each municipality would even out the different salaries and benefits each is paying now for some of 
the service functions. Joint purchase of consumables, like gasoline, oil, tires, and others would also 
contribute to the efficiencies and cost savings. 

Your assistance in making this concept viable is required and anticipated.  



From: Carl Thurnau 
To: Martin Weber, Curt Miller
Sent: Wed, 04 Feb 2009 
Subject: Re: Lowville - Bus Garage 

I agree with Curt, except that I would be happy to meet because I would like more information on the 
DOS piece for future reference. 

I don’t have any immediate issues with the district proposal.  I am happy to see that there is no 
suggestion to place all busses inside.  Marty for you information, we are taking a much harder line 
on that issue.  At this point we suggest 50 % of busses under cover may be reasonable, but we may 
well decrease that in the future.  That would impact your proposal for 16 busses inside (I am assuming 
these bays are 1 deep not 2, for a total storage of 32 busses) if you have 26 busses, but close to the 
mark if there are in fact 30 busses.  Busses have been outside for ages.  We don’t think it is necessary 
or reasonable to put all busses inside.  Block heaters work fine, and snow can be swept off with a little 
effort.  For security purposes, fencing and lights work just fine, and are much cheaper than capital 
improvements that need to be heated and maintained.  We also do not accept the oft used argument 
that its too cold for the kids on the bus unless they are stored inside.  It’s winter in NY and winter hats, 
coats, gloves and boots have worked just fine for generations. 

So in a nutshell, the district would own it on some new parcel of land, we would aid what we felt 
was necessary for district transportation purposes, and if they can reach some arrangement for 
municipalities to use the facility, we have no issue with that.  I will need some information about 
potential fleet sizes of the other municipalities, etc.  I don’t want a situation where due to competition 
for space, the district can’t use their space during the day, etc.  Would the agreement allow others in 
during the 1st shift? or only 2rd or 3rd shift? etc.
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From: Martin Weber 
To: Carl Thurnau, Curt Miller 
Date: 02/10/2009
Subject: Re: Lowville - Bus Garage

Carl and Curt, 

Thank you both for your quick and favorable response. The District and Sean Maguire from DOS would 
like to meet with you before we finalize our report and submit to DOS for an implementation grant of 
$200K per municipality. 

Let me respond to some of your comments: 

The District does not intend to build a facility to house all of its buses indoors. It isn’t what they are doing 
today nor what they intend to do in the future. The District would like to have an adequate parcel of 
land and a facility large enough to house about half of their fleet indoors inclusive of the work bays, 
the wash bay and the body/fender/paint bay. Eight double deep bays plus an administrative area 
are in the proposal that we’ve recommended. This should be in keeping with the guidelines that you 
anticipate SED will establish for future facilities. 

With regard to the snow, I was not suggesting that the buses needed to be housed indoors to avoid 
being uncovered from snow. The current situation has the District’s building without any of its own land 
to park its buses outdoors. The buses are parked up against the single-sided building bays on land that 
actually belongs to the Town. Some of the buses are within mere feet of a major route through town. 
In order for the outdoor buses to allow the indoor buses to exit the building, the District must clear them 
of snow, and if one of them fails to start, the two buses that are indoors cannot exit that bay until the 
outdoor disabled bus is moved. I’ve not seen such a situation before. Usually, the outdoor buses are 
plugged into heaters that are remote from the building. There is no land available adjacent to this 
facility to allow for such a situation. We are not proposing to avoid clearing buses of snow. 

The logistics for the use of the building have not been worked out, but when the buses are not needed 
to be stored indoors, other municipalities would have access to work bays which they have outfitted 
with their own lifts or other equipment at their own costs. Obviously, when buses are on the road to 
convey children, other municipalities would use work bays. We anticipate that sufficient land would be 
available to provide outdoor electrical plug-ins for two-thirds of the fleet in case another municipality’s 
vehicle is stuck on one half of one bay. Use of the work bays on other than first shift would displace one 
bus in any case since we intend for all bays to store buses, even the work bays. Whether indoor storage 
of buses is required when the weather permits for them to be outdoors will be up to the District. 

Whatever guidance you would recommend for the appropriate use of the facility when we meet will be 
incorporated by the District in its arrangement with the other entities. 
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The goal of this facility is to first and foremost take complete care of the District’s vehicle needs. To the 
extent that sharing work bays with other municipalities would formalize savings to the District and to the 
other municipalities, the District is willing to consider it with your guidance. As I indicated before, sharing 
of services already occurs with plowing, salting and sanding, paving, striping, oil and gasoline, but it’s 
been informal. 

In order to qualify for implementation funds, we must show savings to the taxpayers of all entities. What 
has been going on for years will quantified and formalized. 
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Meeting with the Office of Facility Planning at the State Education Department
Lowville Regional Shared Transportation Facility
April 3, 2009

Carl Thurnau (CT), Director, and Curt Miller (CM), Project Manager, from State Ed sat down with Lowville 
Superintendent, Ken McAuliffe (KM), Mosaic Associates, Marty Weber (MW) and John Onderdonk (JO) 
and Sean Maguire from the Department of State to discuss the transportation facility.

After MW briefly indicated the purpose of the meeting, KM started out by presenting the history of the 
current bond issue.  Included were the existing bus garage and the potential project for reconstruction 
approved by the voters. The draft report from the shared transportation facility was reviewed. CM 
indicated that MOSAIC had already reviewed with him the proposed scope for a new bus garage 
facility with shared services for three other municipalities, and he endorsed the concept and approved 
the scope for full building aid.

Three options for moving forward with the project were described. 

•	Option 1 was to move forward as initially conceived and build a shared transportation facility and 
LACS would perform the reconstruction work to the existing facility as planned. 

•	Option 2 involved LACS building a new transportation building and selling the existing garage to the 
other municipalities for $1 to be renovated by the other for their own particular uses. 

•	Option 3 was for LACS to build a new facility for themselves and reconstruct the existing bus garage, 
retain ownership, and share the renovated existing facility with the other municipalities.

The Department of State noted that they were excited about the Lowville project because they have 
not had other projects with as much shared use and consolidation submitted to date. They felt the 
project had a very good chance at securing the Implementation Grant funds. DOS informed us that 
the $200,000 grant money needs to have a 10% local share match, $20,000 to receive the money 
and would confirm that it can be the same funds that represent the local share for State Education 
purposes. The funding also has a $1,000,000 cap if there are more that five entities applying for a single 
facility.

The State Education Department had the following comments:

•	That if the District chooses to move forward with fully reconstructing the existing bus garage, it will not 
be receptive to aiding a new bus garage in the near future.

•	If the District chooses to sell the existing bus garage, it must be sold for fair market value. This value 
could vary widely depending on condition, repairs required or hazardous materials.

•	State aid could be available on both facilities depending on size and scope. LACS through Mosaic 
would work with the SED Project Manager to come to an agreement on size and scope for state 
aid purposes. As shown on the initial drawings, the proposed garage appears to be fully aided as it 
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represents storage of only 50-60% of the district bus fleet.

•	There will be no aid unless the District owns the building.

•	If the District decides to build additional space for other municipalities, it will be non-aided and they 
can lease this space to cover the additional costs.

•	SED did not take issue with others installing specialized equipment in the District owned building.

•	The number of bays that would receive aid would be a judgment of a reasonable percentage 
of the fleet combined with an appropriate number of lifts compared to the number of mechanics. 
Support spaces, i.e. training rooms, locker room, administration etc. are also fully aided. The District was 
encouraged to find shared support space with other District services to maximize this opportunity.
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






























































































































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Steering Committee Meeting  
Lowville Regional Shared Transportation Facility 
June 9, 2009 

Present: 
Ken McAuliffe  LACS 
Allen Matuszczak LACS 
Mike Young  LACS BOE 
Matt Bush  NYSDOT 
Eric Virkler  Village of Lowville 
Mary Youngs  Village of Lowville 
Dave Pendergast Lewis County 
Pat Wallace  Lewis County 
Jack Bush  Lewis County 
Marty Weber  Mosaic Associates 
John Onderdonk Mosaic Associates 

KM brought the committee up to date with a summary report of the status of the study. 

KM presented a revised timeline for the study, ending in November in order to have all the information 
completed. The revised timeline was agreed upon. 

Mosaic has met with the Lowville Board of Education to present the study and answer question and 
engage support for the project. It was emphasized that they meet with the other boards for similar 
presentations. Upcoming meetings with Lewis County and the Village of Lowville were scheduled. 

Mosaic stated that both the Department of State and the State Education Department are very 
exciting about this unique project model. This type of shared facility has never been done before in 
New York State and both groups endorse and look forward to the development of the project. 

The group needs the DOS to comment on the local share and how it is contributed, and how savings 
may or may not need to be demonstrated.  

A review of the study was given by Mosaic, noting that the incomplete sections were the staffing, cost 
savings and recommendation (options). Mosaic suggested that the staffing saving might be difficult to 
complete as well as being unpopular in the eyes of the public when trying to gain support for the 
project. Mosaic presented area of cost savings to focus on for the study. These areas were annual 
repairs, outsourced services, parts inventory and fleet replacement.  Mosaic requested information in all 
of these areas to begin to quantify savings. The Working Group will meet again to address the staffing 
issues. 

MY (LACS BOE) suggested looking into servicing additional surrounding municipalities to help to finance 
the project. MW reminded the group that the School District could not profit from any agreements and 
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could only charge cost. It was also stated that this did not need to be determined at this time and 
could be pursued by entities after the development of the project. 

Lewis County proposed that the savings by not building a new facility or bringing existing building up to 
code was enough to justify the project. Mosaic provided comment made by the NYSDOS regarding 
non-primary savings, which includes cost avoidance for facilities, and suggested that the saving shown 
by working together and finding shared opportunities was going to be more advantageous in the next 
round for the implementation money. 

Lewis County asked about the cost variations in developing each of the sites. The landscape architects 
will be contacted to comment on the cost of each. 

Lewis County has offered their 19 acres site for the project. They have anticipated developing this site 
and know that there will be implications regarding the roadway(s) that access it. 

Mosaic was asked for some additional projected costs for the total package of the project. Lewis 
County noted that their board will want to know where its going and how much it will cost. 

The next meeting was not yet scheduled. 
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Appendix 2
•  Conceptual Rendering and Plan
•  Site Drawings
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