COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Strengths

Policy Statement

Unlike many rural counties in New York, Lewis County is serviced by
regionally significant agencies and organizations that can act as a model
for regional coordination. The Tug Hill Commission (THC), which serves
the western portion of the county, provides technical assistance to local
governments, economic development organizations, and other local
groups in the areas of land use planning, community economic
development, and natural resource management. THC also provides skill
development and information for local officials through workshops and
documents on various topics. The Annual Local Government Conference
facilitated by the THC brings area municipalities together to discuss and
learn about land use and natural resource issues that pertain to the
specific needs of Tug Hill communities. Embedded in THC’s model is
the promotion of local coordination through joint planning or zoning
boards and other land use planning initiatives. Currently THC is
facilitating a four-town comprehensive plan involving Pinckney,
Harrisburg, Martinsburg, and Montague.

Lewis County will be a leader in Upstate New York for inter-governmental
cooperation and strategic partnerships. The county has a large geographic
area with low population densities and some communities lack the critical
mass to support all the desired services of its residents. Therefore, we
must leverage our collective assets rather than compete or exist
independent of one another. We recognize that constrained budgets at
every level of government require us to make difficult choices. As such,
we will engage in meaningful dialogue across municipal boundaries, and
continue to engage entities with regional significance, such as the Tug Hill
Commission, Adirondack Park Agency and Fort Drum. These efforts, both
formal and informal, will result in increased efficiencies, improved health
and well-being, and benefits that are irrespective of physical boundaries.
Overview
Similar to most counties in New York State and elsewhere, Lewis County
faces the challenge of providing a sustained level of services to its
residents in an era of diminishing and scarce resources. For decades,
adjacent municipalities have been able to exist in near isolation from one
another, and have had a limited impetus to coordinate services and
activities ranging from the maintenance of roadways to land use planning.
However, governments are increasingly confronted with calls to maintain
or reduce taxes, while maintaining or improving services. In Lewis
County, the pressure to lower taxes is coupled with a low density
development pattern throughout 26 separate municipalities, further
impacting the ability of these municipalities and the county to provide
efficient and cost-effective services.
In the past 10 to 15 years, shared services agreements between
municipalities and counties have begun to leverage regional efficiencies
in areas such as highway maintenance and equipment purchasing
programs. Lewis County municipalities have developed similar
agreements, as seen on the following page. Regional coordination efforts
must continue to become part of the normal mode of operations for
municipalities as they attempt to maintain or raise service levels while
they face rising operational costs. As well, communities should consider
the benefits of coordinated, shared, and consolidated service delivery
arrangements between public works departments and develop additional
agreements for administrative services such as finance, law, information
technology, and planning.

The Development Authority of the North Country (DANC), which
services Lewis, St. Lawrence, and Jefferson Counties, provides technical
assistance in areas such as economic development and finance to
businesses, municipalities, and organizations. DANC also provides
regional services including water, sewer, solid waste, and
telecommunications.
Serving the eastern portion of the county, the Adirondack Park Agency
(APA) provides a framework for local governments that seek to preserve
the unique natural resources within the Park boundary. The APA aids
communities with local planning initiatives, encourages coordinated
zoning regulations, and provides education related to land use issues in
the region.
Lewis County also benefits from the presence of the Fort Drum Regional
Liaison Organization (FDRLO). This entity was established as a point of
contact between the military base at Fort Drum and civilian interests in
the surrounding towns. The FDRLO promotes integration between the
fort and adjacent communities, studies and advises on economic policy
in the region, and addresses other issues such as housing and airport
usage.
Together, these organizations provide extensive services and resources to
much of Lewis County. They have laid a foundation for regional
coordination, leveraging the collective resources of small communities
throughout the county. However, each of the towns and villages must
continue and expand beyond that foundation, constantly strengthening
relationships with neighboring communities and looking for new
opportunities for efficiency and collaboration.
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Regional Coordination Options for Land Use & Development
Given the extremely low populations of some towns and villages in
Lewis County, it is often difficult for communities to adequately address
land use and development issues. They lack the critical mass to have
sophisticated municipal planning departments and often have difficulty
finding dependable volunteers for planning or zoning boards.
One of the Tug Hill Commission’s (THC) initiatives is to aid local
governments dealing with these issues by providing education and
resources for establishing joint boards or coordinated land use plans.
THC also has a Councils of Government and Circuit Rider program
whereby multiple communities pool resources and work with the THC
to deal with land use issues, pursue grants, and receive technical
assistance. This model should be expanded upon within Lewis County,
beyond the jurisdiction of the THC. Options for greater collaboration
include:
Joint Planning Boards
Joint Zoning Board of Appeals
Joint Comprehensive Plans
Joint Farmland Protection Plans, including Purchase of Development
Rights programs
Coordinated zoning districts
Consistent Design Standards for development
Corridor studies that cross municipal boundaries
County-wide or multi-town real property assessment departments
Adoption of elements of a County-wide Comprehensive Plan

Challenges
Low Population Densities
The most significant challenge facing regional coordination efforts in Lewis
County is its low population density spread across a large number of
municipalities. Having a small population within a vast geographic area
makes it difficult to achieve viable economies of scale for service delivery.
On average, there are just over one thousand persons per government
entity, and the county as a whole has a population density of 21 persons
per square mile, well below the population density of New York State (409
persons/sq. mi.) and the Nation (86 persons/sq. mi.).
Furthermore, relatively small municipal budgets are strained to provide
services to a small population over a large area at a reasonable cost. As
mentioned previously in the Infrastructure and Transportation Policy Area,
the public pressure for lower taxes and greater services places Lewis
County’s municipalities in a difficult position in the face of scarce
resources and rising costs. Finding the balance between an acceptable
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Municipal Service Reorganization Options
Municipal reorganization deals with consolidation of some or all
services offered by multiple jurisdictions using a number of mechanisms.
Lewis County should participate in, when applicable, and support efforts
of local governments to explore reorganization initiatives. The
following provides a summary of available options:
Mutual Aid
Enhances service delivery through the use of mutual aid agreements in
areas such as fire/rescue, law enforcement, water/waste water
emergencies, and weather emergencies.
Exchange of Services
Exchange of in-kind services between two or more entities. For
example, one municipality plows snow in the winter while the other
maintains right-of-ways in the summer.
Intergovernmental Cooperative Agreements
Agreements or contracts between municipalities or other entities to
provide a specific service.
Often limited to specific services
(municipalities contracting with the county for road maintenance, snow
plowing, waste water treatment, public safety communications, etc.).
See page 93 for more on Intergovernmental Cooperative Agreements.
Functional Consolidation
Involves the merger of service delivery between two or more
communities at either the service level (snow plowing) or at the
departmental level (recreation).
Special District
Creates a new entity to handle the delivery of specific services, such as
fire, water, sewer, and drainage districts.
Municipal Consolidation
Restructures multiple municipalities into a new single entity, completely
eliminating multiple jurisdictions.
Example Evaluation Criteria
Cost effectiveness
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Existing efforts at regional service delivery
Service improvements
Legal feasibility of the regional alternative
Community support
Enhancement of regional competitiveness
Adapted from Summary of Municipal Service Alternatives: Villages of Carthage and West Carthage,
New York, by DMG-MAXIMUS, Framingham, MA, July 1999.

level of service and an acceptable cost to residents remains one of the
largest challenges to the coordination, sharing, and/or consolidation of
municipal services.

Table 1: Listing of existing service agreements in Lewis County

Need for Training and Education
There is a general lack of knowledge and awareness on the part of local
municipal officials of the options available for the coordination, sharing,
or consolidation of services. Many of the small municipal governments
within Lewis County lack the experience and staff necessary to develop
and manage multi-party agreements. In other instances, the sometimes
complex arrangements needed may be perceived as intimidating and
overly sophisticated for their community.
Perceived Loss of Local Identity
A significant hurdle to overcome in discussions regarding coordinated,
shared, or consolidated services is the perceived loss of local identity.
Common sources of community identity include: school districts and
their athletics; public spaces, such as parks; core development areas,
such as village centers; police and fire departments, and; municipal
departments, such as public works.
While many sources of community identity are linked to a specific place
or physical location, many more are connected with organizations or the
services they deliver to the community. The delivery of these services is
often carried out by local residents with offices or facilities located within
the community. As well, many of these organizations and services have
been in place for multiple generations, further solidifying their role in
shaping the identity of the community. It is a common concern that a
community’s identity will be weakened when services are shared or
consolidated among municipalities and counties, resulting in a centralized
location or organization for service delivery.
Perceived Loss of Power and Control
An additional barrier to overcome regarding coordinated, shared, or
consolidated services is the perceived loss of local power and control.
Similar to a perceived loss of identity, if services and organizations are
physically redistributed throughout a region, often in centralized
locations, the surrounding communities may feel a loss of influence. A
pivotal obstacle to coordinating, sharing, or consolidating services is the
development of an agreed upon structure that retains a satisfactory level
of influence and control at the individual local level, while achieving
enhanced efficiencies and coordination.
In addition to the shared or coordinated provision of services, the
development of local land use, infrastructure, and resource policies are
also considered a sacred right due to New York’s Municipal Home Rule
Law. The development and application of regionally coordinated plans
and policies needs to be cognizant of the powers relinquished by the
Source: Lewis County Department of Economic Development and Planning
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Two Types: Service and Joint Agreements

The use of cooperative agreements to provide services is one of the most useful alternatives available to local governments. As is stated in New York State
Law, governments may perform any function or service jointly which they may perform individually. In addition, Article 12-C of the General Municipal Law
authorizes governments to form joint survey committees to study and plan cooperative measures to ensure the legal, financial, and logistical results are
beneficial to all parties involved.

Service Agreement
A formal written agreement between governments in which one local
government contracts with another to provide a service at a stated
price.

Intergovernmental cooperation may be defined as an arrangement between two or more governments for accomplishing common goals, providing a service
or solving a mutual problem. Examples of cooperation range from informal undertakings and/or the exchange of information or equipment, to more formal
arrangements, including binding legal agreements. Several basic considerations for municipalities that enter into agreements include:

Intermunicipal service agreements may be more appropriate where
the participants are substantially different in size or capability, or
where other elements of mutuality are absent. The contractual form
is better suited where a readily definable “commodity” is being
provided, such as data processing, water supply, sanitary sewer
service, or refuse disposal.

Economies of scale
Numerous public-sector supplied services lend themselves to attaining economies of scale, whereby unit costs decrease as the volume increases. These
services most often present opportunities for cooperation in areas such as public works.
Convenience
Cooperation is often sought when one government can more easily perform a task, with the common example being town highway departments contracted
to plow county roads. The proximity and familiarity of town highway departments with local road systems can sometimes yield more efficient performance.
Unequal distribution of natural resources
Natural resources such as water, sand, and gravel are not equally available in every jurisdiction, yet are required by governments to fulfill the needs of their
communities. Contracting for water service between municipalities is the most common example of this type of agreement.
Surplus facilities
Population decline, a shift in local priorities, or other changes may leave municipalities with surplus physical facilities. Contracting for or sharing facilities such
as office space often yields savings. Village and town governments in some instances share single municipal buildings to house the administrative operations of
both municipalities.
Duplication of services
Where neighboring municipalities provide like facilities or services, combined or consolidated operations may be of significant benefit. Certain police and fire
services, for example, can be shared by establishing single dispatching centers, combined investigative teams or coordinated road patrols.

state to local municipalities, and requires a framework for incorporation
and adoption at the local level.

consolidated services. Consideration should be given to developing such
a resource in partnership with regional and state agencies such as the Tug
Hill Commission and the New York State Department of State.

Opportunities
Improved Education and Outreach
A primary objective of Lewis County should be to raise awareness at the
local level of opportunities for coordinated, shared, or consolidated
services. An education and outreach program could be developed that
includes the creation of an educational series by topic, with live
presentations, videos, webinars, tutorials, and/or pamphlets that provide
information to officials. Examples of topics could be public works,
finance, information technology, assessment, land use planning, or any
other topic of interest. The educational series should explain the benefits
and efficiencies gained from each opportunity for coordinated, shared, or

As an example, an educational series surrounding land use planning
could provide an introductory presentation on the roles of various
appointed boards, the differences between land use and zoning, and an
understanding of the benefits of land use planning. This educational
series could also include guidance to municipalities on navigating the
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) process as well as
adherence with review procedures under General Municipal Laws 239-L,
239-M, and 239-N. In addition, the series could include information on
the benefits and drawbacks of joint/intermunicipal zoning and planning
boards.

Joint Agreement
A formal written agreement in which participating governments agree
to share in the performance of a function or the construction and
operation of a facility; usually provides for significant participation by
each of the local governments.
Joint agreements typically require a similar level of contribution from
each participant, and usually imply a rough equality among the
participants with regard to capabilities, resources, and facilities. For
example, joint provision of fire service by a large city and a few small
suburban towns might be difficult to implement, whereas
development of joint water supply by two neighboring villages of
similar size would be more feasible.
Adapted from Intergovernmental Cooperation, part of the NYS Department of State James A.
Coon Local Government Technical Series, revised January, 2008.

The culmination of these efforts could include individual or group
sessions sponsored by Lewis County to bring municipalities together with
legal and financial experts to discuss options for coordinating, sharing or
consolidating services.
Models and Best-Practices
In coordination with an improvement of education and outreach, the
county should consider the development of models and best practices
that can provide a framework or starting point for municipal agreements.
This could include model language for shared services agreements,
statutes, resolutions, or other legal declarations required to enact or
approve intermunicipal agreements. This Comprehensive Plan includes
substantial guidance to towns or villages for adopting a Future Land Use
Plan, including an approach which encourages coordinated and
consistent policies across the entire county (see Chapter 4). In addition,
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model zoning code language could be developed to deal with common
issues such as resource extraction, outdoor furnaces, and residential/
agricultural conflicts. Having a coordinated tool for these types of
nuisance issues would be beneficial for the equitable protection of all
county residents.
Lewis County could also identify best-practices and ‘how-to’ tools for
issues such as the development of a comprehensive plan, zoning
ordinance, or a form-based code for villages. The county should
continue to coordinate with the Tug Hill Commission on leveraging the
planning and natural resource tools it has created for its municipalities,
including its recent work on low-volume and seasonal roads.
In addition to existing and recommended tools and model programs,
numerous case studies have been completed under the New York State
Shared Municipal Services Incentive Program that highlight the myriad of
agreements currently underway. These reports can be accessed at the
New York State Department of State’s (DOS) website.
Partnerships and Municipal Coordination
Lewis County should continue to pursue partnerships with the Tug Hill
Commission, the Development Authority of the North Country, the Fort
Drum Regional Liaison Organization, and the Adirondack Park Agency to
leverage the efforts of each of these regional organizations. The county
should consider sponsoring the creation of a commission comprised of
these organizations to coordinate activities within Lewis County at semior tri-annual meetings. Additionally, the county should consider the
formation of task forces on specific topics that include state agencies such
as the DEC, DOS, DOT, Agriculture and Markets, along with local
organizations such as the Adirondack North Country Association or the
Lewis County Maple Syrup Producers Association. These task forces
should be formed for a limited duration and with a specific scope to
identify particular issues, solutions, or opportunities pertaining to
economic development, agriculture, forestry, transportation, land use
planning, and other topics within Lewis County.

ensure all properties in Lewis County are evaluated in an equitable
manner. Three of the five alternatives created municipal service
agreements, a fourth called for the complete consolidation of assessment
services at the county level, and the final alternative made modest
improvements to the current structure. While the study did not conclude
with specific recommendations, it provides the information necessary for
municipal official to determine an appropriate course of action regarding
municipal coordination for real property assessment services.
Lewis County is currently applying for a grant to undertake a Joint
Highway Management Initiative (JHMI) between five municipalities to
collectively maintain an inventory of pavement conditions and other
municipal infrastructure. This initiative includes the development and
utilization of software and hardware for each municipality, and a joint
contract with consultants to collect the data. This project will require an
intermunicipal agreement between the five municipalities and the
county.
Additional studies such as the RPTAIS and JMHI should be conducted on
various opportunities for the coordination of services between
municipalities. These investigations should include the completion of a
cost of services analysis by municipality that will benchmark service
delivery costs for the region, and compare municipalities across the
county. Additionally, case studies of best practices by service type should
be completed that will further inform the development of model
frameworks and agreements as mentioned above. With the results of
these investigations in hand, the county should encourage municipalities
to consider the coordination, sharing, or consolidation of services where
appropriate, and offer to educate participants and guide the process.

In addition to partnerships amongst existing organizations and agencies,
the county should investigate opportunities for municipal partnerships
and coordination efforts that will improve service delivery, cut costs, and
improve efficiency.
This could include coordination, sharing, or
consolidation of public works responsibilities, real property assessment,
or land use planning and zoning functions.

Municipal Consolidation
Municipal consolidation, such as the dissolution of a village into a town or
the merger of two adjacent towns, is one of the more ambitious options
available for achieving sustainable local government operations.
Numerous communities in New York have explored consolidation or
dissolution, with some proceeding with the proposal and others opting to
remain separate entities. While these proposals are often met with
opposition, Lewis County should support localities who wish to explore
the option. However, it should be noted that the first steps towards the
consolidation of municipalities should likely be a phased approach to the
sharing of services. This will help ease the transition, and assist
communities in determining if a full consolidation is necessary.

For example, the county recently commissioned a Real Property Tax
Administration Improvement Study (RPTAIS) to investigate reform
opportunities for local property tax systems. The study, funded by the
New York State Office of Real Property Services, provides the county and
municipalities with five options for assessment structures that would

The county has an extremely low population density, demonstrated by
the fact that 14 of the 26 municipalities have less than 1,000 people.
Seven of those communities have less than 500 people. Villages in
particular face substantial challenges, as most lack the critical mass to
support multiple businesses on their Main Street. Lowville and Croghan

Regional Coordination: Key Points
The county should actively support municipalities and other entities
investigating the benefits of shared or consolidated services. While
not all arrangements are expected to be beneficial, they should at
least be explored.
Opportunities exist for the county to play a lead role in facilitating
regional coordination. From workshops to informational resources,
the county should assist in the advancement of regional goals at the
local level.
The county should provide models and best practices for use by
municipalities to improve the level of consistency throughout the
county regarding land use, zoning, and development policies.
The development of regional partnerships with organizations and
municipalities will reduce the level of redundancy and improve cost
efficiencies through the regionalization of service delivery.

have somewhat established central business districts, but most other
villages have lost most of their goods and services offerings over time.
New York State, given its current fiscal constraints, has thrown substantial
support behind consolidation efforts in the interest of government
efficiency. It is recommended that the county adopt a similar policy,
providing resources for interested communities and encouraging those
seeking greater efficiency. While it is not certain that every consolidation
scenario would result in greater efficiency, let alone acceptable levels of
service or local representation, the majority of case studies suggest that
the option is worth exploring. Therefore, the county should support
feasibility studies or similar initiatives that aim to achieve efficiency and
improve the effectiveness of local governance, especially those related to
land use regulations and delivery of services.
Each town and village in the county is faced with the challenge of
delivering a myriad of services to its residents while performing the day-to
-day operations required of a local government entity. Some nonrequired functions, such as having a planning board or code enforcement
staff, are either performed at very low levels or are non-existent. A large
number of states in the U.S. with similarly rural counties address this issue
by simplifying local government structures. Local governments in
Maryland, for example, consist of city and county entities. City
governments are in place for the larger established localities such as
Annapolis or Baltimore, while the “spaces in between” that are not part
of an incorporated city are, by default, under a county’s jurisdiction.

COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The Center for Governmental Research (CGR) has conducted eight Shared
Municipal Services Incentives studies over the past two years. As a result of
these studies and in addition to previous research, CGR has developed general
guiding principles that apply to municipal shared service agreements and
consolidation initiatives. The following five key findings can be applied in most
instances when undertaking shared services/consolidation studies:
1.

2.

Shared services fiscal savings are typically between two and five percent
for combined functions. The joint management of common functions
creates opportunities to achieve personnel, purchasing, and/or operational
efficiencies.
Consolidating governments typically saves more money than shared
services agreements.
A. Consolidation eliminates overhead costs associated with a
second, potentially redundant level of government.
B.

New York State government’s Aid and Incentives to
Municipalities provides significant funding boosts to those
governments that decide to consolidate services. As long as this
funding stream is maintained, municipalities will receive significant
increases in aid from the state.

In two recent studies, CGR stated that efficiency savings from
consolidation would achieve a reduction in overall property tax levies
between seven and 11 percent. State aid increases permit governments to
reduce overall property tax levies further, potentially 11 to 26 percent
lower than pre-consolidation.
3.

Consolidating governments offers long term cost and efficiency
improvements that a single government is unlikely to achieve for services
better supplied on a regional level.

4.

In many instances where consolidation is considered, the municipalities
lack well-defined physical boundaries, and often share or cross-utilize
services, such as schools, utilities, and identities.

5.

Key community leaders and elected officials often support consolidation, a
key determining factor in gaining the momentum and buy-in from the
remainder of the community.

While potential savings quoted above are based on findings from municipal
consolidation studies, there remains a lack of historic data from actual
consolidations. Long term solutions for fiscal savings to municipalities must be
determined on a case-by-case basis. From a land use and comprehensive
planning perspective, the consolidation of adjacent or coterminous
municipalities raises distinct issues, including appropriate land use patterns,
development standards, and the potential loss of a sense of place. These issues
should be discussed openly and continuously throughout all consolidation
investigations.
†Adapted from a memorandum on the consolidation study for the Town and City of Batavia, New
York, by the Center for Governmental Research, December, 2008.

In addition to the efficiencies created by this approach, there is a more
consistent set of policies related to land use and development. This is in
contrast to New York State, where these policies are established by
numerous independent municipalities with competing interests. A classic
example in New York is the competing interests of a village’s central
business district versus the surrounding town’s commercial strip. This
approach is especially problematic in sparsely populated areas, where
communities lack the critical mass to adequately provide services or
address development pressures.
Lewis County is a prime example of where the interests of adjacent
municipalities, such as a town and a village, are better served by
coordinated, rather than competing, models. For example, the Town and
Village of Lowville provide coordinated recreational programming for
area residents. Recreational programming may be fiscally out of reach for
many individual municipalities, yet coordination can make these services
a reality in Lewis County. Furthermore, the successful application for
funding assistance through grants and loans will be greatly improved by
the presence of these types of agreements.
The concept of municipal consolidation has been garnering much
support from the New York State Attorney General. However, as the
example of the Town and Village of Lowville indicates, municipal
consolidation is not the only solution. Greater coordination between
towns, villages, the county, and regional agencies will increase the
likelihood of achieving a set of goals that are otherwise unattainable
when a community lacks a critical mass. In times of scarcity, sparsely
populated regions must leverage their assets together in order to be more
sustainable.
Objectives and Measures
Objective A: Investigate the benefits of shared and/or consolidated
municipal services.
Measures:
Number of shared service agreements
Number of municipalities seeking help and applying for Local
Government Efficiency grants
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Objective B: Improve education and outreach programming regarding
municipal options for cooperation, consolidation, and shared services.
Measures: Number of attendees at educational programs
Number of trips to Albany to lobby for regulatory changes
Number of joint coordination meetings with experts
Number of consolidations and dissolutions
Objective C: Develop partnerships and agreements to leverage the efforts
of county-wide agencies and organizations.
Measures:
Dollars invested locally associated with Fort Drum activity
Number of trail and byway interconnections established
Number of shared service agreements created
Number of partnerships created
Number of hours dedicated to regional coordination efforts
Objective D: Provide models, best-practices and improved education and
outreach on issues pertaining to land use planning and zoning.
Measures:
Number of municipalities adopting model code language
Number of municipalities with zoning codes
Number of training session and attendance levels by local municipal
officials
Number of awareness and educational literature pieces developed
Number of municipalities seeking help with county-239 reviews
Objective E: Investigate opportunities for regionally applied planning
efficiencies and improvements.
Measures:
Number of new roads and upgrades made to improve connectivity
Number of new shared circuit riders among neighboring municipalities
Number of combined planning and zoning boards
Number of façade improvement programs with a shared/coordinated
administration
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and Municipal Consolidation Initiatives
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Consolidation Example: Cherry Creek, NY
In 1995, the Town and Village of Cherry Creek, Chautauqua County, conducted a feasibility analysis for the dissolution of the village and the formation of a merged
government. The study found that the services of the two separate entities could be merged at no additional cost to taxpayers in the aggregate. Tax rates, however, did
not become equalized throughout the town after dissolution. Property tax rates for those individuals residing outside the former village boundaries increased 11.6
percent as a result of the merger. Property tax rates for those within the former village boundaries decreased 18.9 percent, yet remained higher than those outside. This
is a result of Village Law, 19-1914, which states that a town must take over and continue to provide all former village functions and services, which then must become a
charge upon the taxable real property of the former village. Thus, services such as sidewalks, street lighting, fire protection, and other infrastructure must continue to be
provided. The town, prior to dissolution of the village, established garbage, sidewalk, and street lighting districts encompassing the former village, and was therefore able
to develop separate taxation rates to charge for those services.
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REGIONAL COORDINATION IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

* Key:
Comp Plan = Lewis County Comprehensive Plan
CEDS = Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, Project Priority List
Blue = Blueway Trail Development Plan for the Black River
Black = Black River Scenic Byway Corridor Management Plan
Maple = Maple Traditions Scenic Byway Corridor Management Plan
Potential partners in bold are lead entities
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