






 
 
 
 
 
Comments by Jody Kablack 
Dir. of Planning and Community Development 
 
I have re-read the report, and have some comments on the section starting on page 20 entitled 
REVENUE RECOMMENDATIONS  
Commercial Development/Sewers  
Install a Route 20 sewer line, plant, leaching field and related facilities 
 
The BRTF recommends the appointment of an Interim Sewer Commission as a first step. I do not think this 
is necessary, since we currently have the Technical Advisory Committee (which they don’t mention at all).  
The TAC already “oversees the initial feasibility activities, followed by the coordination and facilitation of 
all activities necessary to implement the sewer project until such time as a Sewer Commission is appointed 
and operational”.  There is no need for another committee. The stronger recommendation is to hire a 
professional (once we have a suitable parcel identified) to go through the funding and permitting process.   
 
In the Update as of June 1, 2009 on page 24, the report states “The town is collecting the names of 
interested parties to form an interim sewer commission to oversee and develop the initial stages of the 
process.”  I am not sure where this came from, but we aren’t and this will lead people to believe we are.  
What we might want to add here is that once feasibility of construction is determined, the Town will open 
discussions with the Sudbury Water District about forming a joint Water/Sewer District and Commission. 
 
 
Comments of Ken MacLean 
Fire Chief 
 
In December, I supplied a response to the Budget Review Task Force preliminary report.  A copy is 
attached.  I don’t see that the final report deviates much from the original, at least as regards the fire 
department.  The basic proposal from BRTF is to regionalize fire (and police) administration with 
neighboring towns, anticipating a savings of $570,000.  While the section title on page 18 says 
“Regionalize Public Safety Administration” the body seems to suggest regionalizing the entire 
departments.  As I noted in my December response, a review of Prince George’s County Fire Department 
in Maryland shows that administrative staff is not reduced by merger, nor is much money saved, but a 
robust, concentrated staff allows the larger district to offer more services than can the stand alone 
departments individually. 
 
Yesterday, I had the opportunity to attend the “Regionalization Tool Kit” conference held at Holy Cross 
College in Worcester.  Tom Dubas was the presenter in the morning breakout session called “Police and 
Fire Consolidation.”  Tom is Chief of the Lackawanna County PA Department of Emergency Services and 
has also been the principal consultant to the Essex County regional emergency dispatch initiative over the 
last year.  He is an undeniable expert on merging services in communities of like interests, demographics, 
and similar needs and desires.  It is Tom’s contention that creating such regions is rational when driven by 
some compelling reason, such as proximity of facilities, contemporaneous departure of department heads, 
inability of a community to provide for its own needs, and so on.  He stressed that the pursuit of savings as 
the prime motive will result in failure. 
 



I am in favor of regions.  We belong to several, such as District 14, the Central Middlesex Emergency 
Services Collaborative (CMEMSC), the Northeast Regional Advisory Council (NERAC), and others.  Each 
of the regions came about to address a common concern among its members.  Each region serves those 
needs well, and in doing so each produces savings for the town.  For instance, District 14 provides a 
Technical Rescue Team so that we don’t need one.  CMEMSC is busily involved in trying to solve the ALS 
dilemma which may also produce savings for Sudbury.  NERAC acquires, stores, and deploys disaster 
mitigation and recovery assets we can call upon and don’t need to acquire ourselves.  None of these regions 
came about solely for the purpose of saving money, and, if they had, would likely have lost their way 
searching for a purpose. 
 
As noted at the end of my attached December BRTF response, I think there may be an opportunity to 
investigate regionalized dispatch following the model in Essex County.  Doing so could improve our 
service by establishing a modern facility with sufficient personnel to adequately field anticipated call 
volume.  Presently, our one dispatcher can be overwhelmed when multiple calls are received.  A 
regionalized dispatch center, while not immune from extreme call volume, will have extra personnel to help 
buffer the spikes.  Release of personnel from desk duty to attend training in a combined facility is much 
easier than in a one-person operation.  Numerous advantages can be identified to regionalizing dispatch, 
while at the same time possibly providing some savings.   
 
The BRTF report does not articulate a purpose for regionalizing other than to save money.  In this sense, I 
see any initiative coming forth aimed at fulfilling this stated cost saving goal as ill-directed.  On the other 
hand, if someone can find a “compelling reason” to regionalize, success is far more likely.  I recommend 
that any future work on these goals focus on finding common ground with our neighbors, what problems 
we can solve better together than individually, how we can improve our services, and how our citizens are 
better served through regionalization in the absence of any pre-conceived reduction in cost.   
 
 
Comments by Wayne R. Walker 
Assistant Town Manager/Human Resources Director 
 
The principle recommendation of the BRTF concerning health insurance is that the Town joins the State 
Group Insurance Commission.  They estimate that the savings realized by such a change could be as much 
as $3,000,000.  While it is certainly easy to articulate a recommendation which may seem simple and 
straightforward and sensible to taxpayers who read it, this is as you know about as far from simple as you 
can get.  Aside from the inaccurate analysis of potential cost savings our own comprehensive analysis has 
identified several reasons why this is not a cost effective or logical step for the Town at this time.  These 
reasons are not mentioned or explained and/or are barely referenced in the BRTF report: 
 
             The GIC legislation requires the adoption of Section 19 of Chapter 32B of the General Laws, 
 which stipulates that we must bargain with a public employee committee comprised  by 
 proportionate representation of members of each collective bargaining unit, plus retirees (by the 
 statute assigned 10% of the vote), and achieve a vote of 70% of this committee to join the GIC.   
 
This “coalition bargaining” process heavily favors school employees being the group(s) which determines 
the Town’s course of action and in fact gives the teacher’s union a virtual veto proof majority if they do not 
wish to join, as they would have well more than 30% of the vote (49.1% for the teachers union) and a total 
of 69.5% for all school bargaining units.  With the Town bargaining units having 20.5% and Town and 
school retirees 10% of the vote, it is clear that the school personnel would have virtually absolute control 
over joining or not joining the GIC;      

 



The GIC legislation requires that the Town must contribute to retiree plans at a percentage no 
lower than the lowest contribution made to active employee plans (i.e. the retiree contribution 
would automatically have to be increased).  Further, while there may be different contribution rates 
for different type plans (i.e. for HMO’s vs. PPO’s) all subscribers, active or retiree alike, must be 
required to pay the same contribution rate; 
 
Although the GIC has a wider variety of plan offerings and carriers, it does not currently offer any 
Blue Cross/Blue Shield products (even more relevant now as we have eliminated our Harvard 
Pilgrim Health Care plan and all active employees are on a BCBS plan); 
 

             The statute requires a minimum three-year commitment to the GIC, and also requires that the 
 terms and conditions for terminating participation in the GIC must also be negotiated with the
 coalition bargaining public employee committee; 

 
A vote to join the GIC must be taken prior to October 1 for membership beginning the following  
July 1, a deadline and time lag that gives even more control over this possibility to the unions; 
 
By joining the GIC, the Town would lose virtually all administrative oversight and control over our  
employee’s health insurance coverage and over our expenditures for this budget item.  While it is  
true the recent history of the GIC with respect to control of cost increases is positive, we have other  
experiences with State control over local expenditures that are not as positive; and they have been  
known on far too many occasions to change the rules in the middle of the game. 

 
With respect to their analysis of potential cost savings, it must be pointed out that their assumptions are in 
some instances very questionable (speaking about the Town and SPS potential savings only).  Our own 
analysis has revealed a potential savings in the range of $1,300,959, once you consider the actual current 
cost split between the Town and employees, assume that comparable plans are in fact different from the 
plans they identify as comparable, and calculate an offset of savings for the requirement to increase the 
retiree cost split to 75%Town and 25% retiree.   
 
It should also be noted, however, that we agree in concept with several of their recommendations and have 
initiated action to implement them, with some measure of success.  The new collective bargaining 
agreements for all school collective bargaining units (word received yesterday that nurses group and 
custodians group have settled with teacher’s health insurance model in place) reflect substantial savings by 
making both plan design and contribution percentage split changes.  Also, the Harvard Pilgrim Health Care 
plan has in fact been eliminated and all HPHC members enrolled in BCBS plans effective October 1.  
 
 
 
 
 


