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Memorandum

Honorable Doug McKay, Mayor, 
and Members, Southwest Ranches TownXouncil

To:

From: John W. Scott, Inspector General

September 20, 2018Date:

Subject: OIG Closing Memorandum Re: Current Errors in Billing Under Town of 
Southwest Ranches Franchise Agreement for Waste Collection and Disposal, 
Ref OIG 18-016

In August 2018, while engaged in the review of a past contract for solid waste services and 
disposal with the Town of Southwest Ranches, the Broward Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) performed a limited review of billings from the town’s current vendor for such services 
(the Vendor). The instant review did not reveal any evidence of misconduct or gross 
mismanagement; however, it did identify potential overbillings and cost savings totaling 
$48,844.86. Specifically, the OIG precipitated the discovery of at least $8,140.81 in potential 
overbillings to commercial users and, if the town and Vendor correct the identified errors, cost 
savings to commercial users of an estimated $40,704.05 over the remaining life of the contract. i

The Vendor Contracts

The Town of Southwest Ranches competitively solicited solid waste, recyclables, and bulk waste 
collection and disposal services through Request for Proposal (RFP) 17-003 and entered into a 
contract with the Vendor in April 2017 (the Collection and Hauling Contract). The term of the 
contract was five years, commencing on October 1,2017, and terminating on September 30, 
2022. Because the town’s agreement for solid waste disposal and recyclables processing was 
about to expire, the town also negotiated with the Vendor to provide those services. This 
separate contract (the Disposal Contract), became effective in April 2018 instead of October 1, 
2017, as the town’s contract with its former disposal vendor was in effect through March 2018.

The Collection and Hauling Contract established monthly prices that the Vendor charged to 
collect residential and commercial solid waste. The Disposal Contract established the tipping

1 Cost savings were estimated by dividing the overbillings by 10, the number of months over which the overbillings 
occurred, and multiplying the result by 50, which was the number of months remaining on the contract.

John W. Scott, Inspector General
One North University Drive, Suite 111* Plantation, Florida 33324 • (954) 357-7873 • Fax (954) 357-7857

www.browardig.org • (954) 357-TIPS

http://www.browardig.org


fee2 that the Vendor used to calculate the disposal fee on its invoices to the town (for residential 
users) and to commercial users. The Disposal Contract established a tipping fee of $44.

The Collection and Hauling Contract based the commercial collection and disposal rates on a 
combination of factors, including the size of the dumpster and the number of pickups that the 
commercial user selected. The total rate that the Vendor charged to commercial users consisted 
of a collection element and a disposal element. For example, two pickups per week of a three 
cubic yard dumpster would cost a total of $193.68, of which $157.44 would be for collection and 
$36.24 would be for disposal. The contract contained language that required the commercial 
collection and disposal elements to adjust every year starting in October but contained a 
provision that required the Vendor to always base the disposal element upon the actual disposal 
fee it paid to the designated disposal facility. Essentially, the commercial collection rate was 
firm for the first year of the contract, but the commercial disposal rate could change if the 
Vendor paid a lower disposal fee than it bid.

Finally, the Collection and Hauling Contract specified rates for roll-off containers and compactor 
containers.3 Most relevant here, the contract stated that “Disposal fees for Roll-Off Container 
and Compactor service will be charged based on actual weight and the Town’s Solid Waste 
disposal fee of Bulk Waste disposal fee in effect at the time.” According to the contract, the 
town’s bulk waste disposal fee in effect during the first year of the contract was $39.

The OIG’s Review and Findings

The OIG reviewed records to determine whether the Vendor charged accurate rates to the town 
and commercial users for the first seven months of the Collection and Hauling Contract. To do 
this, the OIG reviewed seven invoices where the Vendor billed the town for residential solid 
waste services and compared the rates on the invoices to the contract. The OIG did not identify 
any errors in the residential billings in this limited review.

To verify commercial billings, the OIG obtained franchise fee remittance spreadsheets that the 
Vendor provided to the town. These spreadsheets identified the specific amounts that the Vendor 
charged commercial customers without a roll-off container or compactor container. The OIG 
randomly selected five customers per month for each of the seven months under review and 
verified whether the rate that the Vendor charged to the commercial customer matched the rate in 
the contract. The OIG did not identify any errors in this part of the commercial billings, either.

The OIG then obtained franchise fee remittance spreadsheets that the Vendor provided to the 
town for customers with a roll-off container or a compactor container. These spreadsheets 
identified the total amounts the Vendor charged to these commercial users for collection and 
disposal of solid waste and the number of tons disposed, but the spreadsheets did not identify the 
rates that the vendor used to compute the total charge for disposal. The OIG computed these 
rates and compared them to the contracted bulk waste rate of $39.

2 Generally, a tipping fee is a fee paid by anyone disposing of waste at a waste processing facility, based on the weight of 
the waste per ton.
3 The contract defines a roll-off container as any top container of a capacity of ten cubic yards or more and defines a 
compactor as any container that has a compaction mechanism, whether stationary or mobile.
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The OIG found that the Vendor never used the $39 rate. Instead, for the seven months reviewed, 
the vendor generally charged either $44.69—the town’s solid waste disposal fee from October 1, 
2017, to March 2018—or $82.15.4 The OIG determined that the Vendor’s use of these rates 
instead of $39 led to potential overbillings to commercial customers in the total amount of 
$10,775.26. However, the OIG noted that there may have been an error in the contract; the solid 
waste disposal fee of $44.69 was the most logical fee that should have been charged, not the bulk 
waste rate of $39. If the solid waste disposal fee of $44.69 is used, then the potential amount 
overbilled by the Vendor for the seven-month period reviewed decreases to $8,304.29.

Finally, the OIG found that the Vendor disposal contract became effective in April 2018 with an 
established disposal fee of $44. This new disposal fee is $0.69 less than the disposal fee that was 
in effect when the Vendor’s collection contract became effective. The OIG noted that in April 
2018, invoices to the town correctly changed from utilizing $44.69 to utilizing $44 for disposal 
charges. However, the rates the Vendor charged to commercial customers did not change to 
reflect this new disposal fee. This led to the Vendor potentially charging commercial users 
slightly more per month that they should have.

In August 2018, the OIG reviewed both issues with town officials, who agreed that they would 
reach out to the Vendor to resolve these issues and inform the OIG as to the solution.

A Resolution

On August 31, 2018, the town and the Vendor met and came to a resolution regarding these 
overbillings. They agreed that the Collection and Hauling Contract referenced the bulk waste 
rate of $39 in error. They settled on using $44.69 as the commercial disposal rate through the 
end of the fiscal year (September 30, 2018) instead of $39 or $82.15 and agreed that the town 
council would make the decision whether to ratify this rate at an upcoming meeting. They also 
agreed to modify the way the commercial rate is billed in the future, whereby the Vendor will 
inform the town the rate the designated disposal facility is charging it for such disposal prior to 
October 1, and it will directly pass on that rate to the commercial customers for that fiscal year, 
with a maximum increase of 4% per year. They agreed that this, too, would be subject to an 
upcoming town council vote. Finally, the parties agreed that the Vendor would issue a credit to 
the commercial users for the difference between what they paid and what they should have paid, 
and the town will credit the Vendor for franchise fees it erroneously overpaid to the town as a 
result of the Vendor’s overbilling.

In September 2018, the town provided the OIG with an analysis of roll-off and compactor disposal 
billings from October 1, 2017, to July 31, 2018. This analysis, which finance staff at the Vendor 
confirmed, showed that the total refund due to commercial customers through July 31,2018 was 
$8,140.81.5 ' '

4 The Vendor later acknowledged that it was its own error to bill at $82.15, which error an employee caused by inserting 
a contractual rate and actual disposal costs from its contract with Pembroke Pines instead of its contract with Southwest 
Ranches.
5 The small decrease from the OIG’s analysis is mostly due to credits issued to larger commercial customers in the 
months subsequent to the scope of our analysis.
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Conclusions

The OIG found potential overbillings to commercial users in a limited review of the town’s 
current solid waste contract. Thereafter, the Vendor and the town acknowledged that from 
October 1, 2017, to July 31, 2018, the Vendor overbilled the town’s commercial customers by at 
least $8,140.81. If the town and Vendor correct the identified errors as they have agreed to do, 
the OIG estimates that the cost savings to commercial users will be $40,704.05 over the 
remaining life of the contract.

The OIG is pleased that the Vendor and the town quickly came to a viable solution on these 
issues. Although we remain concerned about the town’s vigilance in contract management, we 
are aware that it is currently engaged in sincere efforts to improve controls.

The OIG appreciates the cooperation of the town and its staff during this review. OIG staff are 
available to discuss our findings and to continue to work with town officials as the town 
addresses the concerns raised here. We also remain available to assist in reviewing any contracts 
where the town may be concerned about possible overbillings.

Andrew Berns, Town Administratorcc:
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