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Foreword 

 
For at least 10 years the management of the Wellesley Department of Public Works, 
with strong encouragement of its changing Board members, has attempted to 
complete a benchmarking study that would compare our performance in the many 
DPW service areas to those of comparable towns. These attempts have fallen short 
because comparable data were difficult to capture and personnel in surrounding 
towns were often too busy to focus on the required data collection process and the 
efforts lost momentum. 
 
In June 2016 Mike Pakstis and Dave Cohen, Director and Assistant Director of the 
Wellesley DPW, invited their counterparts from Needham and Natick to a working 
lunch in our conference room. I had the good fortune to attend and to encourage the 
three towns to work together to develop a definitive benchmarking study not only to 
learn and compare the performance metrics of each town but also to capture best 
practices and find ways to collaborate on shared needs in the future. We all agreed 
that those should be our objectives and that we needed to dedicate ourselves to 
completing the study. It could easily become a model for other towns. 
 
We all recognized that it would be an enormous task and, to get it off to a good 
start, required the services of a few dedicated persons to develop the data collection 
framework and begin collecting the data. To make early progress the three towns 
agreed to retain the services of two recently retired Wellesley DPW managers, Judy 
Curby and Gordon Martin, to begin work that summer. Thereafter the three town 
DPW Directors and their staff worked many hours collecting and analyzing data and 
then met monthly to review and analyze one major service area each month. The 
meetings will not end with this report - they have agreed to continue meeting on a 
periodic basis in the future. 
  
I think that you will find the results to be illuminating and, in some areas, surprising. 
The three towns are learning from each other, finding ways to collaborate, and will 
continue to communicate on regular basis.  It is an excellent and perhaps unique 
example of town government entities coming together to enhance their performance 
and share best practices.  
 
David A T Donohue 
Chair, Board of Public Works 
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Apples to Apples - A Three Town Public Works Benchmarking Journey 
 
Executive Summary 
 
While the work of the study group is substantially complete, we are still receiving updates from 
both Natick and Needham as they make their final reviews and edits to the many data points 
collected for the study.  We don’t expect any new information received to materially change the 
results or conclusions but we will incorporate any new information received so that the study 
data represents the best information possible.  In the meantime, this report provides the details 
and summaries of the comparisons that we have made so far and also includes a listing of 
findings and recommendations for next steps and areas for further study. 
 
The study group has continued to meet, most likely on a quarterly basis, and we expect to 
continue to update this study with more current fiscal year information as it becomes available.  
 
The information included in this report includes a Municipal Comparison Overview, a 
Benchmarking Summary, and division specific benchmarking sheets showing the highlights of 
inputs, outputs, and key statistics for each operation.  The information contained on these 
sheets represents hundreds of data points collected, reviewed, and analyzed to achieve the 
most meaningful and closest ‘apples to apples’ comparison that the group could make.  At the 
end of the Executive Summary we have included a section to highlight our findings & 
recommendations which highlights our key takeaways from the work done so far and lays out 
a framework for future study. 
 
Overall, we were pleased that the study group was eagerly engaged in the process, however, 
realities of staffing limitations and other business cycle priorities such as budget presentations 
and fiscal year end activities disrupted or delayed the project at times.  For example, Natick’s 
data analyst was not on staff when the project started and Needham’s chief administrative 
analyst was serving double duty as their facilities maintenance manager during the study 
period. Despite these speed-bumps, the group collectively found value in the study, was 
committed to completing the work and has now proposed to continue collaborating beyond the 
scope of the initial study. 
 
The relationships created and strengthened during this study may prove to be the most lasting 
benefit of the whole process.  As an example and a direct result of this benchmarking study, 
Needham developed a creative solution to offer vehicle preventative maintenance services to 
address any backlog we may have while we work to fill long vacant mechanic positions.  
 
The attached Benchmarking Scorecard, Table 1, shows 15 benchmarks that were identified for 
each of 8 public works operational areas.  These benchmarks provide a valuable, high level 
comparison, and the study group found these benchmarks to really be the start of the 
conversation rather than a conclusion.  
 
Table 1provides an ‘at-a-glance’ overview of the results and shows the three-year average for 
each benchmark.  Also included is a symbol to show which town led, trailed, or was in the 
middle of the benchmark group. 
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Highest benchmark performer ✓     Lowest benchmark performer ✕      Middle benchmark performer ☐  

Division Benchmark Wellesley Natick Needham

Snow & Ice Cost per Mile 7,183$           ☐ 6,312$           ✓ 10,172$          ✕

Trash & Recycling Total Cost Per Ton 98$                ✓ 118$              ☐ 137$               ✕

Trash & Recycling Net Cost Per Ton 64$                ☐ 31$                ✓ 114$               ✕

Total Highway Maintenance Total Cost Per Mile 10,452$         ✕ 7,689$           ✓ 9,807$            ☐

Highway Street Resurfacing - Cost Per Mile 148,159$       ✓ 498,643$       ✕ 222,562$        ☐

Park & Tree Maintenance Total Cost Per Acre 7,118$           ✓ 10,666$         ☐ 14,509$          ✕

Fleet Cost per Unit 9,373$           ✕ 3,294$           ✓ 5,017$            ☐

Engineering Cost per Capita 29$                ✕ 14$                ✓ 25$                 ☐

Administration Cost per Capita 23$                ✕ 7$                  ✓ 17$                 ☐

Administration Cost per DPW Employee 5,531$           ☐ 3,092$           ✓ 5,953$            ✕

Water & Sewer Water - Cost Per Mile 46,966$         ✕ 14,961$         ✓ 34,554$          ☐

Water & Sewer Sewer - Cost Per Mile 55,887$         ☐ 58,546$         ✓ 60,518$          ✕

Water & Sewer Water Rates - Residential Inside Only 446$              ☐ 335$              ✓ 479$               ✕

Water & Sewer Water Rates - Residential w/Outside 972$              ✕ 875$              ✓ 944$               ☐

Water & Sewer Sewer Rates - Average Residential 1,012$           ☐ 1,009$           ✓ 1,058$            ✕  
Table 1: Three Towns Benchmark Scorecard 

 
Of the 15 benchmarks, Wellesley was the leader for 4, in the middle of the pack for 5, and 
trailed the group for 6.  Natick lead the group in 11 benchmarks, was in the middle for 3, and 
trailed for 1.  Needham was not the leader in any benchmark, was in the middle for 7 and 
trailed the group in 8.  
 
Natick’s performance metrics seem to dominate the scoreboard.  This occurs because   it has  
the fewest resources available and, at the same time, has the largest Town (i.e., most road 
miles, most water & sewer line miles, largest population). During our discussions, Natick team 
members expressed their frustration that they simply don’t have enough resources to do much 
of the work that they feel should be done.  In fact, they are using their results of this study to 
request additional staffing resources.   
 
As the study group analyzed these results, it was obvious that these benchmarks should be 
viewed as a jumping-off point for more in-depth discussion.  The outcome of these discussion 
were incorporated into the various benchmark sheets that are attached and summarized 
below. 
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Municipal Statistics Comparison 
 
Table 2 below shows demographic data for each town and serves as a helpful reference and 
backdrop for the benchmark data that follows.   

 
In general, this data show that Wellesley has fewer people, smaller land area, and fewer public 
roads than our peer communities.  Wellesley has a larger income per capita, property value 
per capita and a larger average tax bill.  Another interesting note is that Needham has a split 
tax rate for commercial properties.  Table 3 below shows the DPW staffing count by division 
for the three towns. Note that Wellesley has the highest head count including four night 
watchmen. 
 
 

Wellesley Natick Needham
Population (2013) 29,090 35,214 29,736

Registered Voters (2012) 18,897 24,206 21,307

School Enrollment (2015) 5,098 5,546 5,443

County Norfolk Middlesex Norfolk

Square Miles 10.18 15.08 12.61

Public Road Miles 129.97 155.92 138.14

Income per Capita (2013) $154,864 $49,772 $93,395

EQV per Capita (2014) $351,082 $197,692 $278,902

Avg. Tax Bill (fiscal 2016) $13,326 $6,630 $9,240

Tax rate (fiscal 2016) $11.56 $13.82 $11.29

Commercial Tax Rate (fis 2016) None None $22.43

Operating Budget (fis 2016) $165,160,098 $147,026,413 $156,155,833  
Table 2: Three Towns Demographic Data 

 
Source: Massachusetts Municipal Directory 2016-2017 

 
 
 

 

DPW FY16 Budgeted Staffing 

 

Wellesley Natick Needham
Administration 9.0                      4.0                      8.0                      

Engineering 10.0                    5.5                      10.0                    

Highway 23.0                    13.5                    12.0                    

Night Watchmen 4.0                      -                      -                      

Park & Tree 20.0                    8.5                      16.0                    

Fleet Maintenance 9.0                      9.0                      5.0                      

Solid Waste 14.0                    13.5                    10.0                    

Water & Sewer 29.0                    29.1                    26.0                    

Total 118.0                  83.1                    87.0                     
Table 3: Three Towns Budgeted Staffing 
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Division Benchmark Narrative 
 
The narrative below identifies the division, the specific benchmark(s), and a brief discussion of 
the result and findings. 
 

 

Division:  Snow & Ice  
 

Benchmarks:  Cost per Mile; Cost per Inch; Cost per Response 
 
Wellesley’s three-year average cost per mile for snow and ice operations is $7,183 compared 
with $6,312 for Natick and $10,172 for Needham.  Equipment costs have been adjusted out of 
the total cost because each town handles these charges differently.  For reference purposes, 
two additional benchmark ratios are shown: cost per inch of snow and cost per response.  
Overall, Wellesley compares favorably with the group but keep in mind that equipment costs 
are not included in the total. 
    
One key driver for the ‘cost per mile’ is the miles of road that each town plows.  Wellesley has 
about 20% fewer road miles than Natick and about 5% fewer miles than Needham.  The effect 
of this is that Wellesley’s cost per mile ratio will be higher.  When looking at cost per inch or 
cost per response, Wellesley’s ratio is lower, primarily because we do most plowing with in-
house staff rather than contractors.  On the flip side, our vehicle maintenance costs are higher 
because we use many more pieces of Town-owned equipment during plow operations. 
 
Another operational difference that was discovered is that Wellesley plows and treats 
sidewalks in commercial districts while Natick and Needham do not provide this service. 
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Division: Solid Waste (Trash, Recycling, Earth Products) 
 

Benchmarks: Total Cost per Ton, Net Cost per Ton 
 
Wellesley’s three-year average cost per ton for solid waste operations is $98 compared with 
$118 for Natick and $106 for Needham.  When looking at net cost per ton, which includes 
revenue from operations, Wellesley is at $64/ton compared to Natick at $31 and Needham at 
$114.  Natick’s net figure includes the revenue from the sale of ‘pay as you throw’ bags and 
the group discussed whether or not it was appropriate to include this revenue in the calculation 
since homeowners pay for the bags.  In the end, we decided to include this revenue as a 
helpful discussion item. 
 
The major difference in operations is that Natick has a combined Highway & Sanitation 
Division and provides ‘pay as you throw’ curbside pickup.  Both Wellesley and Needham have 
transfer stations and provide no residential pickup.  Needham has a ‘pay as you throw’ system 
as well but finds that it is difficult to enforce at their facility.  Wellesley devotes more attention 
to recycling operations and the sale and marketing of household recyclable materials while 
Needham puts more focus on earth products and the marketing of compost.  
 
Both Needham and Natick haul trash to nearby disposal sites while Wellesley’s tipping fee 
reflects hauling by the vendor to an out-of-state facility [Note: starting in FY18, Wellesley 
changed vendors and trash is now hauled by the vendor to a facility in Massachusetts].   
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Division: Highway 
 

Benchmarks: Roads – Cost per Mile; Street Resurfacing Cost per Mile 

 
Wellesley’s three-year average cost per mile for all Highway operations is $10,452, compared 
to $7,689 in Natick and $9,807 in Needham.  The obvious drivers of this data are that 
Wellesley’s Highway Division has more staff than both comparison communities and both 
Natick and Needham have about 30 more miles of road which improves their cost per mile 
ratio.  As we explored staffing differences, we found that Wellesley has 4 Watchman staff to 
provide after-hours and weekend phone coverage and security services.  Also, both Wellesley 
and Natick’s staffs include storm drain maintenance related functions while Needham provides 
those services through its Sewer Division. The other major finding was revealed in the next 
measure, Street Resurfacing Cost per Mile. 
 
Wellesley’s three-year average Street Resurfacing cost per mile is $148,159 compared to 
$498,643 for Natick and $222,562 for Needham [Note: Needham is still calculating their cost 
information for FY14 and the three-year average may change].  The reason for the wide gap is 
that Wellesley and Needham perform much of the preparation work, such as structure raising 
and driveway apron clean up, with in-house staff while Natick contracts out their entire street 
resurfacing program.   
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Division: Park & Tree 
 

Benchmarks: Parks – Total Cost per Acre 
 
Wellesley’s three-year average cost per acre is $7,118 compared to $10,666 for Natick and 
$14,509 for Needham.  Natick and Needham both contract out more park maintenance work 
than Wellesley, while Wellesley performs some services that are not done in the other towns 
such as pond weed harvesting.  Natick does not provide any traffic island maintenance while 
Needham performs this service for 19 islands and Wellesley has over 70. 
 
The most significant driver of this benchmark is the number of acres maintained.  Wellesley’s 
maintained acres is much higher than the other two towns and has the effect of lowering the 
cost per acre calculation. In general, Wellesley was found to have many more facilities and 
areas and provides a higher level of service (frequency and scope) than both Needham and 
Natick, especially related to passive recreation and conservation areas. 
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Division: Fleet Maintenance 
 

Benchmarks: Cost per Unit 
 
Wellesley’s cost per unit is $9,373 compared to Natick at $3,488 and Needham at $5,017.  
Needham and Wellesley’s Fleet operations are more similar where both towns are responsible 
for repairing mostly DPW Vehicles. Natick, on the other hand, has a consolidated Equipment 
Maintenance Operation and is responsible for procuring and repairing vehicles for all town 
departments.  As a result, Natick’s number of vehicles maintained is much higher and results 
in a lower cost per vehicle calculation.   
 
Natick and Needham do not currently have any type of reliable fleet maintenance data 
collection system so we were not able to make any comparisons of vehicle down-time, 
preventative maintenance compliance, or vehicle class analysis to better understand why our 
costs were so much higher than our peers.  One assumption is that our reliance on in-house 
staff for snow plowing, rather than contractors, has a significant impact on the cost-per-unit 
calculation since winter equipment tends to be more expensive to maintain and repair.  Winter 
Maintenance repairs are about one-third of the total repair costs. 
 
The other part of the large discrepancy is that for the purposes of this calculation, we decided 
to include only ‘powered and plated’ equipment for the count of vehicles.  Wellesley has well 
over 100 other distinct repair units, such as trailers, plow blades and sidewalk tractor 
attachments, that impact our overall cost but are not included in our count of ‘vehicles’.    
 
Although we do not currently have other views of this data for Natick and Needham, we have 
run a variety of analyses using Wellesley’s information to help make more sense of this data.  
We took a look at the subset group of powered & plated equipment and found that the total 
cost per unit for just those items was about $6,700.   And for reference, we also show the total 
fleet maintenance cost divided by all 260 of our vehicles and supporting units. This is an area 
that the group will need to study in more depth to arrive at a more meaningful benchmark 
measure and to better understand why Wellesley’s costs are higher. 

 
 

 
 

 

Total Cost for all 
fleet maintenance  
($1.2M) divided by 

134 powered & 
plated vehicles 

Cost per unit for only  
‘Powered & Plated’ equipment.  

($900K divided by 134 Vehicles) 
 

Cost per unit for all units. 
($1.2M divided by 260 units) 
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Division: Engineering 
 

Benchmarks: Cost per Capita 
 
Wellesley’s three-year average engineering services cost per capita for Wellesley is $29 
compared to $14 for Natick and $25 for Needham.  While this benchmark does not tie to any 
specific service or output, it gives a general sense of the value of the service compared with 
population.  The nature of the work for the 3 towns is similar, though Natick expressed that 
they are frustrated that they are severely understaffed and are not able to meet all of their 
obligations.   
 
Some output indicators shown on the division sheets that follow give a sense of the workload 
for each town.  These statistics include street occupancy permits issued, utility markouts, and 
other permit reviews.  Needham’s Engineering Division does not provide utility markouts (they 
are handled by the utilities) but both Needham and Natick also provide engineering review of 
building permit applications.  Further, Natick provides little construction oversight and instead 
contracts out that work while Needham and Wellesley both provide extensive contract and 
project management.  
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Division: Administration 
 

Benchmarks: Cost per Capita; Cost per DPW Employee 
 
Wellesley’s three-year average DPW Administration cost per capita is $23, compared to Natick 
at $14 and Needham at $17 and Wellesley’s three-year average cost per DPW employee is 
$5,531 compared to Natick at $3,092 and Needham at $5,953.  While many of the same 
functions are performed in each of the towns, some interesting differences were noted.  
Needham’s Administration handles their own Water & Sewer Billing (quarterly) while in 
Wellesley that service is performed by the MLP.  Wellesley and Natick handle their own 
enterprise fund accounting while in Needham those functions are handled by finance.  
Wellesley and Needham both have Assistant Directors while in Natick that role is filled by 
another division superintendent.  Wellesley has a dedicated Safety Coordinator while Natick 
and Needham do not have a formal safety program.  Wellesley also has a dedicated DPW 
Applications & Database Manager and the other Towns rely on other staff to perform those 
functions or they go without those types of services.  
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Division: Water & Sewer 
 

Benchmarks: Water Cost per Mile; Sewer Cost per Mile; Water Rates; Sewer Rates 

 
Wellesley’s three-year average water rates for an average household user (120 ccf per year) is 
$446 compared to $335 for Natick and $479 for Needham.  The average sewer rates in 
Wellesley is $972 compared to $875 in Natick and $944 in Needham.  We see that Natick’s 
water rates are noticeably lower than both Wellesley and Needham and this is primarily due to 
Natick providing all of their own water as they are not an MWRA water community while both 
Needham and Wellesley rely on MWRA to supplement their own sources. 
 
Sewer rates are much closer and for each town is mostly a reflection of the MWRA sewer 
charges paid by each community. 
 
When looking at cost per mile for water infrastructure, we see that Wellesley’s three-year 
average is $46,966 compared to Natick at $14,961 and Needham at $34,554.  Natick’s lower 
amount is again due to the ability to meet demands with local water in addition to a larger pipe 
network. 
 
Wellesley’s three-year average for sewer system cost per mile is $55,887 compared to 
$58,546 for Natick and $60,518 for Needham.  The primary driver for these figures is MWRA 
sewer charges. 
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Benchmark Summary and Division Benchmark Sheets 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 

Staffing   
 
1. Finding: Wellesley’s overall staffing is significantly higher than both Needham 

and Natick despite having a smaller land area, smaller population, and fewer 
miles of roads.  The most obvious differences are within the Highway Division 
and the fact that Wellesley has four permanent staff serve as night and 
weekend watchpersons.  Highway’s staffing level is also higher due to wider 
scope of services provided in-house such as raising structures during street 
resurfacing and other capital maintenance.  Wellesley’s benchmarks for these 
items are favorable and appear to provide balance to the staffing levels.  
Wellesley’s Highway Division also handles storm water maintenance issues 
and this function is provided in Needham by a four-person crew in its Sewer 
Division. 

 
2. Finding: As an outcome of our monthly meetings, Natick DPW has identified a 

severe staffing shortage and is making a pitch for ten additional positions 
across the department to fill voids in services that they simply cannot complete 
with existing staff.   

 
3. Recommendation: Conduct further study specific to the Highway operation in 

terms of level of service provided, operating procedures, and employee 
productivity to determine if further efficiencies and best practices can be 
identified.  Specific operations to review include Street Sweeping, Catch Basin 
Cleaning, and Pot Hole Patching. 

 
Snow & Ice 

 
4. Finding: Wellesley’s use of primarily in-house staff leads to a favorable cost per 

mile, lower cost per response, and lower cost per inch than our peer 
communities.  This is primarily due to our use of in-house staff from other 
divisions rather than the much more expensive contractors.  The one obvious 
trade-off is that our equipment roster level is higher and that also comes with a 
higher level of equipment maintenance spending. 

 
5. Finding: Sidewalk plowing is a particularly expensive operation because of the 

equipment used.  Wellesley and Needham have comparable sidewalk plowing 
miles though Wellesley plows sidewalks in commercial areas while Needham 
does not.  Natick has significantly fewer sidewalk miles overall to plow. 

 
6. Recommendation: Evaluate the equipment fleet for dedicated winter vehicles 

and determine if any can be replaced with multi-purpose, year-round 
equipment. 
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Highway 
 
7. Finding: Wellesley’s Highway Division operating total cost per mile is the 

highest of the three towns while our cost per mile for resurfacing is the lowest.  
The lower cost is due to our use of in-house staff for structure raising rather 
than contracting out this service.  Natick contracts out the entire resurfacing 
operation and their per-mile cost is dramatically higher. Needham performs 
most of the same work as Wellesley but contracts out their structure raising.  
The result is that their cost is about 50% higher than Wellesley.  

 
8. Recommendation: Work with peer towns to further develop Highway 

maintenance asset inventories and work outputs to provide a more detailed 
comparison.  Miles of road is a good starting point for the discussion but it does 
not capture the full scope of services provided such as drainage, sign 
maintenance, guardrail, curbing, pavement marking, snow plow damage repair, 
and materials management.  We have heard anecdotally that Wellesley 
provides a broader and higher level of service but we need more data to test 
this assumption. 

 
9. Recommendation: Obtain pavement condition ratings and other asset inventory 

condition ratings from each town to include on benchmark sheets.  These 
‘quality’ ratings will help provide some context to the benchmarks. 

 
Park & Forestry 
 
10. Finding: Wellesley has higher staffing levels and  higher service level 

requirements.  Overall cost per acre is favorable due to significantly greater 
areas to maintain in Wellesley. Some examples of services provided in 
Wellesley that are not performed or not performed to the same level in 
Needham and Natick are pond weed harvesting, traffic island maintenance, 
and parking lot maintenance. 

 
11. Recommendation: Investigate use of remote controlled irrigation systems to 

better monitor and control field watering. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
12. Finding: Wellesley’s Total Cost Per Ton is most favorable among the three 

towns while Natick’s Net Cost Per Ton is leading benchmark.  This is because 
Natick’s revenue includes the sale of ‘pay as you throw’ bags. 

 
13. Finding: Natick provides curbside pickup, while Needham and Wellesley only 

provide drop off for trash and recycling.  
 
14. Finding: Needham focuses on their processing of earth products such as 

leaves and grass, while Wellesley puts more attention to the collection and 
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processing of residential recycling which leads to higher levels of revenue to 
the town. 

 
15. Finding: Needham and Natick both have ‘pay as you throw’ models, though 

Needham has difficulty enforcing their program. 
 
 
Fleet Maintenance 
 
16. Finding: The selected benchmark of cost per unit is imperfect and of limited 

utility since not all equipment is included in the divisor.    
 
17. Finding: Wellesley’s budgeted staffing level is higher, but because of significant 

turnover and the difficulty in hiring qualified mechanics, Wellesley’s Fleet 
Maintenance currently has five vacant positions and has been outsourcing 
most repairs and maintenance over the past year. We sense that these 
conditions are beginning to change.  

 
18. Finding: Needham and Natick had no readily available repair history 

information so more detailed comparisons could not be made.  Both 
communities are working on new systems to better capture fleet maintenance 
repair work. 

 
19. Finding: As a result of this benchmarking study, Needham offered to provide 

repair services to Wellesley to help address staff shortages.  Pilot test was 
conducted in August paving the way for future resource sharing. 

 
20. Finding: Natick has developed an Equipment Procurement revolving fund to 

offset vehicle replacement capital costs.  Funds are received from the 
proceeds from the sale of surplus equipment.  Wellesley’s Finance Director has 
indicated support for such a fund. 

 
21. Recommendation: To help create a better benchmark, we should refine the list 

of vehicles to include more units.  Consider using Vehicle Equivalent method 
versus including only ‘Powered & Plated’ so that benchmark will be more 
meaningful. 

 
22. Recommendation: Update and perform annually a fleet utilization review to 

identify low use vehicles, identify functions that could be combined into a 
multipurpose vehicle, and potential vehicles to be phased out of the fleet. 

 
23. Recommendation: Complete further study on fleet operations to identify levels 

of service, cost drivers, vehicle downtime, and vehicle replacement policies. 
 
24. Recommendation: Create a surplus equipment revolving fund to maximize the 

benefit from the sale of surplus equipment and offset the recurring capital cost 
of equipment replacement. 
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Water & Sewer 

 
25. Finding: Average residential water & sewer rates are comparable among the 

three towns.   
 

Other 
 
26. Finding: One key finding from the study was that meeting on a regular basis, 

with a defined scope was a very helpful to each community.  Partners were 
thoroughly engaged in the process and found benefit in continued meetings 
and operations review. 

 
27. Recommendation: Continue benchmarking study, update with FY17 

information, and look for additional communities to join in. 
 

28. Finding: Quality of Service is difficult to measure and very few measure exist 
that can be used to compare each town.  The group discussed this topic and 
decided to leave the discussion of ‘quality’ for future review 

 
29. Recommendation: Develop quality measures or reasonable proxies such as a 

pavement condition index or other condition assessments and add them to the 
appropriate benchmarking sheets. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




