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24) The individuals executing this Amendment on behalf of Waste Management 
represent that they have full authority to execute this document on behalf of the entity for whom 
they are acting herein. 
 
 25) All conditions precedent to the execution of this Amendment have been fully 
satisfied by the respective signatories to this Amendment. 
 
 26) The parties to this Amendment agree that any action regarding the application, 
interpretation or enforcement of this agreement shall be in the courts of the 17th Judicial Circuit 
in and for Broward County, Florida. 
 
 27) The Participating Municipalities of the Broward Solid Waste Disposal District are 
hereby agreed to be third party beneficiaries to this Amendment.  
 
 28) Waste Management recognizes and agrees that County, District and all 
Participating Municipalities shall have all remedies allowable by law upon breach of this 
contract and in addition to all remedies provided by Paragraph 10 of  “Memorandum of 
Understanding For Materials Recovery Facility” dated October 21, 2003 between Waste 
Management and County and District. 
 
 29) The parties to this Amendment agree that should it be necessary for either County, 
District, or Participating Municipalities to enforce this Agreement, each shall be entitled to 
Attorney’s fees and court costs for such enforcement unless it is determined that enforcement 
action was not warranted.  
 

30) Except as modified herein, all terms and conditions of the Agreements shall 
remain in full force and effect. 
 

31) The Agreements, as amended, are hereby ratified and confirmed. 
 

32) This Amendment may be executed in up to four (4) counterparts, each of which 
shall be deemed to be an original. 
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EXHIBIT "A-1" 
 

BROWARD COUNTY REVENUE SHARE CALCULATION 
 
 

COMMINGLED CONTAINERS 
 
Rigid 
 
Inbound Tons    x   Residue Allow. x Avg. Price x Revenue Share % = Revenue Share 
 
100% Inbound Tons x     95.00%      x         $/ton         x      80% 
 
 
 
 
PAPER (SEE NOTE) 
 
ONP 
 
(.97) Inbound Tons x Residue Allow. x Avg. Price x Revenue Share % = Revenue Share 
 
97% Inbound Tons x     95.00%       x        $/ton         x      80% 
 
 
 
 
RMP – Residential Mixed Paper 
 
(.03) Inbound Tons x Residue Allow. x Avg. Price x Revenue Share % = Revenue Share 
 
3% Inbound Tons x     95.00%        x       $/ton         x      80% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Note: RMP and ONP percentages will be adjusted semiannually based on latest waste 
composition analysis of Program Recyclables. 
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Exhibit "B" 
 

START-UP AND DEMONSTRATION TESTING PROCEDURES 
 

1.0 Start-Up Operation 
 
 

MRF as described in this Exhibit "B" refers to the Waste Management Facility at            20701 

Pembroke Rd., Pembroke Pines. For MRF start-up and Demonstration Testing, Waste 

Management shall be responsible to deliver or cause to be delivered to the MRF Program 

Recyclables in such amounts and at such times as required for equipment testing.  Waste 

Management shall provide all labor, materials, fuel, etc. that are needed to conduct the 

Demonstration Test.  

 

Revenue Share, Residue and other related provisions from the current MRF Agreement shall be 

applicable for any Program Recyclable used in the Demonstration Testing or any pre-tests 

undertaken by Waste Management. 

 

Waste Management shall give the County forty-five (45) days prior written notice of the 

approximate start-up date in preparation for processing of Program Recyclables, which notice 

shall include projected delivery schedules and approximate Program Recyclables quantities 

necessary for start-up operations. 

 

Waste Management shall provide the County with immediate notification of any subsequent 

material change in such quantity or schedule requested by Waste Management at least two (2) 

days prior to the effective date of any such change.   

 

2.0 Demonstration Test Plan 
 
 

At least 60 days prior to beginning the Demonstration Testing, Waste Management shall submit 

to the County a detailed Test Plan defining the test program as related to each specified 

objective.  The Test Plan shall define the procedures to be used, the specific measurements to be 

made, the proposed usage of permanent and temporary instrumentation, the organization of the 
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test team, the testing schedule, and the operating and maintenance schedule during testing.  The 

Test Plan shall specify the contents of the Demonstration Test report.  The Test Plan shall 

include specific, detailed sampling protocols and procedures to be utilized in conducting the 

MRF Throughput Test, Residue Generation Test, and Product Specification Test 

The County shall comment on, or approve the Test Plan within thirty (15) days of receipt.  

However, the Test Plan shall not be considered complete and approved until all County 

comments are resolved.  The County approval shall not be unreasonably withheld provided that 

Waste Management makes every effort to provide expeditious response to all comments.  The 

parties shall make a joint effort to resolve and finalize the Test Plan within forty-five (45) days 

from Waste Management’s Test Plan submittal. 

 

3.0 Demonstration Test Notice 
 
 

Waste Management shall give at least thirty (30) days prior written notice of the schedule for 

Demonstration Testing, the date and time of the Demonstration Tests, and the total Program 

Recyclables quantities and the delivery schedule necessary for the performance of the 

Demonstration Test.  All additional Demonstration Testing shall be subject to the requirements 

of the original Demonstration Test and shall also be at Waste Management’s cost and expense. 

 

4.0 Inspections 
 
 

The County and the County’s designated representative(s) shall have the right, at the County’s 

expense, to verify the preparation for, and the conduct of, Demonstration Testing pursuant to the 

Test Plan for the purpose of verifying compliance with the approved Test Plan and verifying the 

integrity of the results of the Demonstration Test.  Waste Management shall cooperate fully with 

the County and the County’s designated representative(s) in this regard. 
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5.0 Test Results and Certification 
 
 

Waste Management, upon completion of the Demonstration Test, shall furnish the County with 

five (5) copies of a written report, within twenty (20) days following the conclusion of the 

Demonstration Test.  The report shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• a certification that testing was conducted in accordance with the approved Test Plan; 

• a certification of the Demonstration Test results including a determination of the extent to 

which the MRF complies with the applicable Performance Standards(s); 

• a description of the Demonstration Tests conducted; 

• all data measured and recorded during the Demonstration Test period which shall 

include, at a minimum, quantities of Program Recyclables received, Recovered Materials 

processed and Residue generated; 

• all calculations used in determining test results; 

• any other data reasonably requested by the County to be included in such reports. 

 

Within thirty (30) days of the County’s receipt of Waste Management’s final Demonstration Test 

report and certification as to such results, the County shall determine whether Waste 

Management correctly certified such results.  During such thirty (30) day period the County and 

the County’s designated representative(s) shall work to correct any discrepancies in Waste 

Management’s certification to the extent feasible.  If the County rejects Waste Management’s 

certification of the results of the Demonstration Test, the County shall describe in reasonable 

detail the basis of the County’s rejection and shall attach a certification of the County setting 

forth the basis of such rejection. 

 

If Waste Management correctly certifies that i) the testing was conducted in accordance with the 

approved Test Plan and ii) the results of the testing include a determination of the extent to 

which the MRF complies with the applicable Performance Guarantee(s), the County shall 

approve Demonstration of the MRF in writing to Waste Management.  The County requires that 

the Demonstration of the MRF occurs within ninety (90) days of the Substantial Completion of 

the Waste Management MRF located at the former Rueters Facility in Pembroke Pines. 
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6.0 Demonstration Test Procedures 
 
 

The Demonstration Test shall be comprised of the following components: 

1. MRF Throughput Test 

2. Residue Generation Test 

3. Product Specification Test 

Should Waste Management fail any component of the Demonstration Test, the County shall have 

a right in its sole discretion to permit Waste Management to adjust, repair, or replace the 

equipment, or procedures causing such failure and reconvene the Demonstration Test(s) within 

seven (7) days notice by the County. 

 

7.0 MRF Throughput Test 
 
 

The MRF Throughput Test shall be conducted during a six (6) day period from Monday through 

Saturday during which all systems shall be operating simultaneously. 

 

The Program Recyclables may be delivered in part to the MRF in advance of the Demonstration 

Test and will be tipped in the appropriate section(s) of the tipping floor.  The quantity of the 

materials delivered will be measured by the truck scales at the entrance to the MRF for use in 

calculating the results of the Throughput Test. 

 

Each open-top trailer and tractor to be used during the testing will be weighed at the MRF scale 

prior to the commencement of the Demonstration Test to determine its tare weight, and will be 

marked for its designated load-out bay.  Trucks entering the MRF from off-site shall be weighed 

upon entering the Facility Site on the MRF truck scales.  The weight of all materials on the 

Facility Site shall be estimated after shakedown activities and prior to commencing the MRF 

Throughput Test.  The estimating procedure shall be specified in the Test Plan to be approved by 

the County and the County’s designated representative. 
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At the specified time, Waste Management shall commence normal operations, and loading and 

processing of the Program Recyclables.  All Program Recyclables for the purposes of the test 

will be processed.  The time required to process the material will be recorded by Waste 

Management, County, and/or the County’s designated representative(s).  Throughput 

determinations will be made based on the average of the time measurements recorded by all 

representatives. 

 

The following data will be recorded, as a minimum, during the MRF Throughput Test: 

• The total time used to process the total quantities of Program Recyclables. 

• The recordings will be made separately for each process line and for each test period.  

• The total tonnage processed as recorded by the truck scales and delivered to the tipping 

floor. 

• Logs of all clean-up, maintenance, and repair operations performed by Waste 

Management during the six (6) day testing period. 

• Weight measurements at the MRF truck scales for each of the Program Recyclables; 

Recovered Products, Rejects, and Bypass Material, if any was produced at the MRF 

during the Demonstration Test. 

• All other test data and information required for other miscellaneous tests being conducted 

throughout the testing period. 

 

8.0 Residue Generation Test 
 
 

The Residue Generation Test shall be scheduled to coincide with the MRF Throughput Test.  

Waste Management will provide a clean container with an established tare weight for both the 

fiber and commingled processing lines.  Waste Management will direct the placement of the roll-

off boxes according to the Test Plan. Waste Management will determine the percentage of 

Program Recyclables in this residue will be determine and compared to the 2005 Residue 

Analysis performed by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. 
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9.0 Product Specification Test 
 
 

The Product Specification Test shall be designed to determine whether the Recovered Products 

produced during the test meet the specifications defined in the 2006 Guide for Nonferrous scrap, 

Ferrous Scrap, Glass Cullet, Paper Stock, Plastic Scrap, Electronics Scrap, and Tire Scrap; 

Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc. (ISRI Standards)  

In performing the Product Specification Test, the following conditions shall be satisfied: 

• Sampling protocol(s) submitted with the Test Plan and approved by the County and the 

County’s designated representatives shall be followed; 

• The Product Specification Test shall be conducted each day of the Demonstration Test on 

each of the Recovered Products produced that day. 

The Product Specification Test shall be considered to have been satisfactorily completed if all 

Recovered Products are demonstrated to have been processed as specified in the ISRI Standards. 

 

10.0 Demonstration of the MRF 
 
 

Upon completion of the Demonstration Test, the Demonstration of the MRF shall be approved 

by the County if all of the following criteria are satisfied, as certified by the Demonstration Test 

report and concurred with by the County’s designated representative(s): 

• A minimum of twice the Minimum Tonnage Commitment of Program Recyclables for 

three (3) consecutive days. and the Recovered Materials produced satisfy the product 

specifications given in Appendix C as determined by the Product Specification Test.  

• All recovered products shall meet the Product Specification standards.  Products not 

meeting their respective Product Specification Standards shall be considered Residue for 

the purpose of this Demonstration Test. 

• Residue produced contains less Program Materials than percentages documented by MPI 

in the 2005 Residue Analysis for the WM MRF located in Davie, Florida., as determined 

during the Residue Generation Test. 

• Environmental Compliance Test is satisfactorily completed, and all test parameters are 

determined to be within the limitations of all applicable permits, rules, regulations, laws, 

codes, and ordinances. 
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11.0 Additional Information 
 
 

 

In the event that any of the Demonstration Test criteria outlined in Section 10.0 of this Exhibit B 

are not satisfied, the County, in its sole discretion may permit the deficient portions of the 

Demonstration Test to be repeated the at Waste Management’s sole cost and expense, or 

proportionally adjust processing costs or rescind the 5th Amendment to the MRF Agreement in 

it’s entirely. 
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Exhibit "C" 
 

MRF Performance and Operational Standards 
 

1.0 PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS 
Upon commencement of operations by Waste Management, subject to Article 20 of this 
Agreement, Waste Management shall meet the following performance requirements: 
 
 1)  Daily Throughput 
 2)  Odor Standards 
 3)  Noise standards 
 4)  Traffic Flow/Queuing 

5)  Product Market Specification 
 
1.1 Daily Throughput  
 
Waste Management shall receive all acceptable deliveries, and process up to 93,600 tons per year 
of County Program Recyclables.  Program Recyclables delivered to the Transfer Stations or 
MRF shall not be bypassed for disposal without processing and marketing for any reason other 
than a Force Majeure.  Specifically, no Program Recyclables shall be bypassed due to processing 
of non-Program Recyclables.  
 
1.2 Odor Nuisance 
Waste Management shall maintain the Facility in such a manner that odor shall not be a nuisance 
as required by all applicable local, state, and Federal laws.  
 
1.3 Noise Nuisance  
Waste Management shall operate the Facility in a manner that at all times, the sound level shall 
not exceed either the L50 sound level limit of 65 decibels or the Lmax sound level limit of 75 
decibels as set forth by Broward County Municipal Code 27-235, when measured at or within the 
real property line.   
 
1.4 Traffic Flow/Queuing 
Waste Management shall provide sufficient queuing space at the Facility for all delivery vehicle 
types such that delivery vehicles will not exceed a queuing time of 15 minutes. No queuing of 
delivery vehicles on public streets shall be allowed. Should Waste Management experience an 
unusual circumstance that results in a violation of the maximum queuing time, Waste 
Management shall promptly notify the County.  Waste Management’s delivery site shall have the 
indoor capacity to accommodate, with adequate headroom and volume, the expeditious 
automatic unloading of delivery vehicles and subsequent containers.  
 
1.5 Product Material Specification 
 
Waste Management shall meet the market specifications for each Recovered Material as 
specified below.  The County reserves the right to sample Recovered Material product and 
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review Mill Reports to ensure outgoing product meets the market specifications described herein 
at a minimum.  These standards are paraphrased from the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, 
Inc., Scrap Specification Circular 2006, GC-2006. These standards, as may be revised, will 
remain unless otherwise agreed in writing by the County and Waste Management. 
 

Glass 
The glass product(s) shall be comprised of crushed or whole-scrap soda-lime silica 
container glass. Cullet shall conform to specifications prepared by the Institute of Scrap 
Recycling Industries, Inc., Scrap Specification Circular 2006, GC-2006.  

 
Aluminum 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, NF-2006, Baled Aluminum Used Beverage Can 
(UBC) Scrap. 
 
Steel Cans 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, FS-2006 (Code 213). 

 
PET Plastic Containers 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, P-2006, Standard P-110. 

 
HDPE Natural Plastic Containers 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, P-2006, Standard P-201. 

 
HDPE Colored Plastic Containers 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, P-2006, Standard P-202. 

 
Mixed Plastic Containers 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, P-2006, Standard P-000, with the exception of not 
being limited to bottles. 

 
Aseptic Packages & Gables-Topped Containers 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications.  
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ONP 
(8) Special News, De-ink Quality (#8 ONP) 
Consists of sorted, fresh newspapers, not sunburned, free from magazines, white blank, 
pressroom over-issues, and paper other than news, containing not more than the normal 
percentage of rotogravure and colored sections. This grade must be tare-free. 

 
Prohibitive Materials: None permitted 
Total Outthrows may not exceed 1/4 of 1% 
 
OCC 
(11) Corrugated Containers (OCC) 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, PS-2006. 
 
Prohibited Materials may not exceed 1% 
Total Outthrows may not exceed 5% 
 
Mixed Paper 
(2) Mixed Paper, (10) Magazines (OMG), (14) Fiber Cores, (23) Telephone 
Directories, (37) Sorted Office Paper 
 
Waste Management shall produce a product that meets or exceeds secondary material 
market specifications as defined by the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc., 
Scrap Specification Circular 2006, PS-2006. 
 

2.0 OPERATIONAL STANDARDS 
Waste Management shall maintain the following operational standards while providing for the 
operation of the Facility: 
 
• Provide an ongoing system of preventive maintenance to keep non-scheduled breakdowns to 

a minimum. 
 
• Have written and practiced procedures as well as back-up plans for certain contingencies 

such as equipment failure, injury, fire, and hazardous contamination. 
 
• Operate the Facility in an environmentally sound manner consistent with applicable local, 

State, or Federal regulations and County requirements 
 
• Accept, handle, and transport all recyclables in a safe manner and conduct all services in 

accordance with all applicable laws and regulations.  
 
• Maintain an adequate supply of spare parts inventory. 
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2.1 Program Material Storage 
 
Program Materials should be stored in either covered containers, trailers or within the Facility.  
In the event Waste Management elects to store Program Materials outside the building, or in an 
unsheltered state, any adverse financial impacts resulting from such storage shall be considered a 
violation of the terms of this Agreement.  Upon notice by the County, with corroborative data 
showing such financial impact, Waste Management shall cease such outside storage.  
 
2.2 Housekeeping Standards 
Waste Management shall be responsible for maintaining the neat and orderly appearance of the 
MRF. Waste Management shall keep the Facility and grounds free from accumulation of waste 
and rubbish (except in appropriate locations) caused by the operation of the Facility and shall 
maintain and operate the Facility so as to prevent the site from becoming unsightly or a nuisance 
under applicable law.   
 
For Buildings and Structures 
Waste Management shall maintain the exterior and interior structures as well as other equipment, 
in good condition and make timely repairs and replacements to insure satisfactory performance.  
Such standards apply, for example, to: 
 
Exterior Structures 
• All exit doors; 
• Fire sprinkler system; 
• Access roads; 
• Truck loading dock; 
• Product load out; 
• Fuel area; and 
• Exterior signs. 
 
Interior Structures 
• All roll up doors; 
• Interior walls/structure; 
• Dock levelers; 
• Maintenance area; 
• Signage, this includes equipment identification, emergency, instruction, and safety signs; 
• Electric room; 
• Visitors gallery; 
• Restrooms; 
• Stairways; 
• Protective Rails; 
• Emergency lighting; 
• Office and break areas; 
• Scales; and 
• Portable hoppers. 
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2.3 Preventive Maintenance for Operating Equipment 
Waste Management shall utilize a computerized maintenance management system (CMMS) to 
schedule and track maintenance activities.  Waste Management shall maintain all equipment at 
the Facility in accordance with the Equipment manufacturers recommended maintenance 
interval.  At the County’s request, Waste Management shall provide all equipment specifications 
and service requirements.  In addition, Waste Management shall provide monthly maintenance 
logs as applicable. 







EXHIBIT "F" 

SBDD Compliance Form 2004-3 

          M/WBE 
                         UNAVAILABILITY REPORT 
  
RLI/BID NO. _______________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
(NAME OF PRIME CONTRACTOR)   (ADDRESS)  (TELEPHONE NO.) 
 
The undersigned representative of the Prime Contractor personally appeared before the 
undersigned officer authorized to administer oaths who after being duly sworn states that the 
undersigned has contacted the M/WBEs listed below and that said M/WBEs are unavailable to 
perform or submit a bid which was not the low acceptable bid set forth and that the following 
information regarding M/WBE subcontractors is true and correct to the best of his/her knowledge: 
 
1. The following M/WBE contractors were invited to bid subcontract work, but were not 

available to work.  (Attach list if necessary.) 
 

Name      M/WBE Group 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. The following M/WBE contractors were invited to bid subcontract work, but did not 

respond to the invitation.  (Attach list if necessary.) 
 

Name      M/WBE Group 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. The following M/WBE contractors submitted bids which were not the low acceptable 

bids.  (Attach list if necessary.) 
 

Name      M/WBE Group 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
If you did not get any responses to your solicitation of M/WBE contractors, please detail your 
efforts to recruit eligible firms, i.e., advertising, personal calls, mailing lists, etc.  Information 
provided will be verified.  Attach all supporting documents such as newspaper ads, phone lists, 
mailing lists, etc. 
 

 Signature: ____________________________ 
 
 Title:    _______________________________ 

Date: ________________________________ 



M/WBE PARTICIPATION PERFORMANCE REPORT EXHIBIT " G"

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT Report No. Date: BC Project No.

Contract Title: Prime Contractor Name: Broward County Project No.: 
Vendor Contact Person: Phone No. No. of Amendments/
Contract No. Base Bid/Contract Award Amt. $          Revised Contract Amt.       $
Amount Paid To Date Consultant/Contractor  $________________________________ Percentage of Work Completed for the Contract %
(Goal committed at time of award) (M/WBE Contractual Amt. to include all revisions to the orig. contract) (Amount paid to date to subs)

Total Committed M/WBE Goal   _______%   $ Total M/WBE Contract Amount     $ Total M/WBE Paid to Date   $
  African Amer. %                $   African Amer. %   $ $
  Hispanic %                $     Hispanic %   $ $
  Asian %                $     Asian %   $ $
  Amer. Indian %                $    Ameri. Indian %   $ $
  Women %                $    Women %   $ $

Name Phone

Name Phone Date Approved Signature

  State of Florida, County of ________________________________

________________
Date

Signature of Notary
Signature

(AA ______% H ______% 
Asian ______% Al ______%)

_________% (Overall)
MBE ______%  WBE ______%

County Established Goals

Revised Agreed 
Price

% of Work 
Completed

Amt. Invoiced 
This PeriodType of Work

Total Amount 
Paid To Date 
(Do Not include 

inv. Amt.)

  Reason for Change

Name & Phone No. of M/WBE 
Firm as Submitted in the 
Contract (Please Print)

Type of  Firm 
(B,H,A,W,Al) Type of Work Original      Agreed 

Price

Revised Agreed 
Price (C/O's, 

Amend.)

(Name of Notary, printed or typed)

Personally known, or produced identification.   Type of 
identification _______________________.

[Seal of Notary]

Amer. Indian 
Women

Hispanic
Asian

African Amer.

Total Amount 
Paid To Date 
(Do Not include 

inv. Amt.)

Amt. Invoiced 
This Period

% of Work 
Completed

By signature, I attest that the information submitted for this Contract is, in fact, true and correct to the
best of my knowledge.   The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _________ day of 

__________________ (month) , _________(year) , by ____________________________ (name of person 
acknowledging) .__________________________

Type of  Firm 
(B,H,A,W,Al)

Original          
Agreed Price

Change Orders:

Comments 

Title
______________________________________________

Name

Bid Submittal Changes:

PWD/BJB/june06

Contract Administrator's Initials and Date

_________________________________
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Exhibit "H" 
 

 
Delta Pompano (Transfer)    Delta Davie (Transfer) 
 
Deerfield      Pembroke Park 
Coral Springs      Portions of Fort Lauderdale 
Coconut Creek     Portions of Unincorporated Broward County 
North Lauderdale  
Lauderdale by the Sea 
Lighthouse Point 
Hillsboro Beach 
Lauderdale Lakes      
Lazy Lake 
Lauderhill 
Oakland Park 
Margate 
Sea Ranch Lakes 
Tamarac 
Wilton Manors 
Portions of Fort Lauderdale 
Portions of Unincorporated Broward County 
 
Reuter (MRF) 
 
Cooper City 
Davie 
Hollywood 
Miramar 
Plantation 
Southwest Ranches 
Sunrise 
West Park 
Weston 
Portions of Unincorporated Broward County 

 









Comparison South Florida and Broward ( WMI-RAA) MRF Contracts 
South Florida - Palm Beach (SWA), Miami Dade and Lee Counties
Revised 1/12/2007

       FY 2006 $/ton (Projected)

S Fla Existing County Existing WMI-RAA (4) Pre-Negotiation (5) County Offer (6) WM Final (7) WM latest(8)

Processing (1) $49.79 $29.40 $39.25 $39.25 $49.00 $64.00 $44.00

Residue (2) $5.64 $4.46 $4.46 $4.46 $4.46 $4.46 $4.46

Costs (subtotal) $55.43 $33.86 $43.71 $43.71 $53.46 $68.46 $48.46

Revenue (3) $84.81 $83.80 $68.09 $73.33 $83.80 $83.80 $62.85

Net $29.38 $49.94 $24.38 $29.62 $30.34 $15.34 $14.39

Notes:  (1) Contract processing cost plus debit service factor (Solid Waste Authority capital investment) as applicable
            (2) Assumed $89.18/ton tipping fee for both counties; total SWA actual is higher
            (3) FY 05 revenues - South Florida Counties retain weighted average 80.92% revenue;  Broward County and WMI-RAA split revenues 80/20
            (4) September 8, 2005 proposal $39.25 proc fee,  65/35 split, add materials 
            (5) July 28, 2006 WM Prenegotiation Offer 70/30 split, add fiber materials
            (6) County Offer 80/20 split, add fiber materials; 
                 MRF processing at $43/ton plus transfer station costs ($10/ton) for 60% of materials delivered to transfer stations or net $49/ton. 
            (7) WM "Best and Final" Offer 80/20 split, add fiber materials 
                 MRF processing at $58/ton plus $10/ton for transfer charge; assuming 60% transfer net processing $64/ton.
            (8) WM 1/11/2007 Offer 60/40 split, add fiber materials 
                 MRF processing at $44/ton no additional transfer charge;

1/12/2007
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MINUTES 

RRB TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Sunset Lakes Community Center 

City of Miramar 
Friday, December 8, 2006 

 
 
MEMBERS 
PRESENT: Tom Good, Chair, City of Miramar  
  Richard Michaud, City of Coral Springs 

Susan Dean, Town of Davie  
Mario Reboa, City of Deerfield Beach  
Greg Slagle, City of Fort Lauderdale 
Casey Eckels, City of Fort Lauderdale  
Chris Van Vliet, City of Lauderdale Lakes 

  Lurleen Evans, City of Lauderhill  
Reddy Chitepu, City of Margate    
Tom Richter, City of Oakland Park 
Troy Gies, City of Tamarac 
Brad Kaine, City of Weston  
Bob Taylor, City of Wilton Manors  
John Benton, Unincorporated Broward County  
John Albert, Waste Management, Inc. 
Robert Jindracek, Broward County School Board  
Rhonda Calhoun, Broward League of Cities  
Hunter Varnedoe, All Service Refuse 
 

MEMBERS 
ABSENT: Richard Salamon, Vice Chair, City of Sunrise  

Raj Verma, City of Coconut Creek  
Carl Miller, Cooper City  

   Diane Patanelli, Cooper City  
  Cheryl Miller, City of Deerfield Beach  

Vacant, Town of Hillsboro Beach  
Floyd Pittman, City of Hollywood 

  Bill Mason, Town of Lauderdale-By-The-Sea 
Manny Diez, City of Lauderdale Lakes  
Vacant, Village of Lazy Lake  

  Art Graham, City of Lighthouse Point  
  Mary Pryde, City of Lighthouse Point 

Mike Shields, City of North Lauderdale  
Vacant, City of Plantation  
Todd Larson, Town of Pembroke Park   

  Kenneth Kohl, Village of Sea Ranch Lakes 
  Malini Siew-Narine, Town of Southwest Ranches 

Diane Phillips, City of Tamarac 
Vacant, City of West Park  
David Archacki, City of Wilton Manors  
Michael Savino, Eco Waste/Public Waste 
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ALSO 
PRESENT: Ron Greenstein, Executive Director, RRB 
  Eugene Steinfeld, Legal Counsel, RRB 
  Jean DuPuis, City of Coconut Creek* 
  Dave Rivera, City of Coconut Creek 
  Oscar Petty, City of Hollywood* 
  Tracy Tinker, Ace Waste Services   
  Sandy Gutner, Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. (MPI) 
  Leah Richter, MPI 
  Tony Spadaccia, Waste Management, Inc.   
  Larry Dalla Betta, WMRA 
  Mike Heimbach 
  Mary Beth Busutil, WRS Director  
  Jeff Turpin, WRS Assistant Director 
  Ram Tewari, WRS/SWOD Director     
  Notosha Austin, WRS/RCAD  
  Phil Bresee, WRS/RCAD 
  Jeanne Clinton, WRS/ADMIN 
  Steve Kasselakis, WRS/RCAD 
  D. J. McPherson, WRS/ADMIN  
  Rich Meyers, WRS/SWOD 
  Odette Reza-Brown, WRS/ADMIN   
  Ketie St. Louis, WRS/ADMIN 
  Jim Willard, WRS/SWOD 
  Eliner Ciccone, WRS/ADMIN, Recorder 
 
  *Represented their Cities as voting members 
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I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The meeting of the Resource Recovery Board Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was called to 
order by Tom Good, Chair, at 9:50 a.m., December 8, 2006, at Sunset Lakes Community Center, 
in the City of Miramar. Roll call was taken and a quorum was present.  

II.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Motion was made, seconded, and unanimously carried to accept the minutes of the TAC Meeting of 
September 15, 2006, as submitted.    

Motion was made, seconded, and unanimously carried to accept the minutes of the Joint RRB/TAC 
Meeting of October 18, 2006, as submitted.   

 

III. STATEMENT OF MEETING OBJECTIVES 

Mr. Good welcomed the members to Miramar and introduced new TAC member Rhonda Calhoun, the 
Executive Director of the Broward League of Cities, who was appointed at the October 19, 2006 Resource 
Recovery Board meeting.  

Mr. Good told the members that the primary objectives of this day’s meeting would be: 

• Unfinished business regarding the MRF and  

• Follow-up of the RRB/TAC Joint Meeting. 

  

IV. RRB EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT 

Mr. Greenstein told the members that the University of Florida’s new population statistics were out and that the 
City of Oakland Park had replaced North Lauderdale as a city nearest to the median in size based on 
population.  The other two cities in that category are Coconut Creek and Margate. 

As provided by the Tenth Amendment to the Interlocal Agreement, effective April 7, 2007, the Resource 
Recovery Board will consist of members from the three median-sized cities above, the three large cities of Fort 
Lauderdale, Hollywood, and Coral Springs, two members to be appointed by the Broward League of Cities, 
and one member to be appointed by the Broward County Commission for a total of nine members.  All 
members will be appointed to serve terms of two years. 

Mr. Greenstein suggested that the next RRB/TAC Joint Meeting take place in June 2007 after the new RRB 
members were in place and the RRB budget was completed in May.  

Mr. Greenstein up-dated the members on the SuperBowl XLI Anti-litter Campaign.  He informed them that 
Broward County’s contributions included a Broward Beautiful grant for the entrance way and the availability of 
the Broward paint program. 

He briefly discussed the Plan of Operations and told them the approval of the revised Plan of Operations 
would be on the December 21, 2006 RRB agenda. 

He explained that the Business Plan would encompass the Strategic Plan and contain the good points that 
had come out of the Trash Summit.  He said it was his intention to contract someone to write the plan within 30 
days and to have a draft within 60 days of that. 

Eugene Steinfeld, RRB Legal Counsel, told the members that the District received a public records request 
from the central Florida law firm of Lowndes, Drosdic, Doster, Kantor & Reed. They are representing SWS 
who is in litigation with one or two of the Cities concerning construction and demolition debris.  He explained 
the nature of the litigation and he and Mr. Greenstein provided some history on similar suits in Florida. Mr. 
Steinfeld and Mr. Greenstein took questions from the members regarding the suits and agreed to provide 
additional information about them to the members. 
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V.  STRATEGIC PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 

 

   Infrastructure Subcommittee 

 
Brad Kaine, City of Weston TAC Member and Infrastructure Subcommittee Chair, discussed the Ash Monofill. 
He told the members that its life expectancy is approximately until the end of December 2010 or possibly a few 
months into 2011, but that the system has an obligation through August 2011. He said the Ash Monofill is a 
system asset and is best utilized if it can be expanded.  If an expansion is approved by the Resource 
Recovery Board, it will cost approximately ten and a half to eleven and a half million dollars. This would allow 
for seven to nine more years of life to deal with all the issues in the County relating to ash. However, if the 
RRB does not approve expansion, the system is faced with a critical liability of approximately twenty seven 
and a half million dollars. There was a discussion among the members and Waste and Recycling Services 
staff.  

Motion was made by Brad Kaine to move forward with the expansion of the Ash Monofill. The motion 
passed unanimously by a show of hands.   

Mr. Kaine explained the function of and the future plans for Broward County's North Trash Transfer Station 
(NTTS) and the necessity of retrofitting it.  He said half a million dollars of system money has been earmarked 
for this project but cost estimates have risen in the meantime.   

Motion was made by Brad Kaine that TAC support the retro-fitting of the North Trash Transfer Station 
which will cost approximately $1.2 - $1.4 million dollars.   

Discussion followed regarding the current condition of the NTTS, reasons for the increased costs, budgeting, 
etc. It was clarified that there would be a change order to an earlier contract.  

Motion was made by John Benton, Unincorporated Area, to recommend that the RRB approve the 
retro-fitting of the North Trash Transfer Station and accept the report of a not to exceed $1.4 million. 
This was seconded by Brad Kaine and passed unanimously.  

There was also discussion on the following issues: 

• A multi-functional, centrally located site in the future and a possible location for it   

• Amendments to the Malcolm Pirnie contract and changes in the scope of services 

• The Beach Glass Renourishment Project 

 

 

   Programs Subcommittee 

 

Troy Gies, City of Tamarac TAC Member Alternate, and Program Subcommittee Chair, referred the members 
to the subcommittee minutes attached to the September 8, 2006 TAC Agenda. (pages 30 - 31)  He said the 
Programs Subcommittee meeting that took place on Tuesday, September 26, 2006, was largely in preparation 
for the RRB/TAC Joint Meeting that took place on October 19, 2006. He told them that additional issues such 
as the Beach Glass Renourishment Project would be discussed at future meetings and brought before TAC. 
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VI. AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 

 

  TAC-MRF Ad hoc Subcommittee 

 

John Benton, Unincorporated Area TAC Member and TAC-MRF Ad hoc Subcommittee Chair, told the 
committee that their last meeting was held on September 1, 2007 (see minutes - page 32 of December 8, 
2006 TAC Agenda). He pointed out that the MRF issues would be discussed on this day under "Old Business". 

 

Joint Meeting Agenda Ad hoc Subcommittee 

 

Casey Eckels, City of Fort Lauderdale TAC Member Alternate and Joint Meeting Agenda Ad hoc 
Subcommittee Chair, told the members that their meeting held on October 10, 2006, was in preparation for the 
RRB/TAC Joint Meeting.  She then requested the members review the minutes (page 33 of December 8, 2006 
TAC Agenda) and confirm the accuracy of the attendance list. 

 

   

VII. OLD BUSINESS 

 

  MRF 5th Amendment 

 

Mr. Greenstein updated the members on the status of the MRF contract negotiations telling them they had 
come to an agreement subject to Waste Management's approval, on the move document, but they were at an 
impasse on the extension document. He said this would be put before the RRB at their December 21, 2006 
meeting. 

There was discussion and it was clarified that RRB could approve the move without dealing with any of the 
issues related to the extension of the agreement.  Mr. Greenstein explained that he was told at prior RRB 
meetings to separate the two agreements and bring it back.  At the most recent RRB meeting, he was told to 
give it 30 days to work out issues and then bring it back to the RRB. It will be on the December 18, 2006 
agenda. If approved, it would still have to go before the County Commission and that even if it is denied, it 
could still be referred to the County Commission.  

The members expressed opinions, made suggestions, and discussed options and possible outcomes. 

The possibility of procuring a lease extension from the property owner so the MRF would not have to move 
was brought up. Mr. Greenstein offered that this had occurred to him in consideration of the time period after 
2011 - 2012, but that he could not be involved in contract interference, and would require instruction from the 
RRB.   

(Rhonda Calhoun left the meeting) 

Mr. Good said there were two very important facts before them: 

1. The negotiation team is at an impasse 

2. TAC's position is to not approve the move absent an extension agreement 

Mr. Good asked if there were any motions. 

For the purpose of discussion, Troy Gies made a motion that TAC endorse its current position of not 
supporting the MRF move absent an extension agreement. There was no second and the motion failed.  
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John Benton made a motion to recommend to the RRB to allow the move of the MRF to the Pembroke 
Pines location without the extension of the contract. The motion was seconded and Mr. Good called 
the question. A roll call vote was taken with the following results: 
        

 

 
 
       

        
Community Member Approved Not Approved Abstained Unavailable   
        
              

Coconut Creek Jean Dupuis*   Not approved       
              
Coral Springs Richard Michaud Approved         
              
Davie Susan Dean   Not approved       
              
Deerfield Beach Mario Reboa    Not approved       
              
Fort Lauderdale Greg Slagle   Not approved       
              
Hollywood Oscar Petty* Approved         
              
Lauderdale 
Lakes Chris Van Vliet   Not approved       
              
Lauderhill Lurleen Evans Approved         
              
Margate Reddy Chitepu Approved         
              
Miramar Tom Good   Not approved       
              
Oakland Park Tom Richter Approved         
              
Tamarac Troy Gies   Not approved       
              
Weston Brad Kaine   Not approved       
              
Wilton Manors Bob Taylor Approved         
              
Unincorporated  John Benton Approved         
              
Non-municipal John Albert     Abstained     
              
Non-municipal Rhonda Calhoun       Unavailable   
              
Non-Municipal Rob Jindracek Approved         
              
Non-Municipal Hunter Varnedoe     Abstained     

*Not an appointed member or alternate.  Ineligible vote 
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 RRB-TAC Joint Meeting Follow Up 

 
Mr. Good expressed his opinion that the RRB/TAC Joint Meeting was a success. He said the topics discussed 
were those listed on this day's TAC agenda:  
 

• Transition Plan 
• Storm Debris Collection – Reserves 
• Recycled Paper/Pencil for Schools 
• Single & Multifamily Recycling 
• Project List – Priority Request 

There was discussion regarding the actions to be taken on the issues, Mr. Greenstein took questions from the 
members, and several of the issues were referred to TAC subcommittees for further investigation and 
evaluation. 
 

  TAC Meeting Dates for Calendar Year 2007 

 

Mr. Good suggested that TAC meetings be held on the second Friday of each month to ensure that the 
meetings were one week prior to RRB meetings. 

Motion to move TAC meetings to the second Friday of each month was made by Richard Michaud, City 
of Coral Springs, seconded by Tom Richter, City of Oakland Park. 

However, Mr. Greenstein said TAC meetings occurring one week before RRB meetings would not allow time 
for TAC recommendation to be put on the regular RRB agendas, although they could be addendums 
presented at the meetings. 

Mr. Good requested that the motions to move the TAC meetings to the second Friday of each month be 
withdrawn.  The motions were withdrawn and a new motion was made. 

Motion to move TAC meetings to the first Friday of each month at 9:30 a.m. was made by Mr. Michaud 
and seconded by Mr. Richter and unanimously carried. 

 

 

VIII. NEW BUSINESS 

 

Mr. Good thanked Mr. Richter for chairing the Administration Subcommittee for the last couple of years and 
explained that Mr. Richter’s new responsibilities did not allow him to continue as chair.  Mr. Good then 
announced that a new chair would be appointed by the next TAC meeting. 

There was no additional new business for discussion. 
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IX. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

 

Staff Reports 

 

Mr. Good asked if there were any information items the members would like to have presented at future TAC 
meetings. Ms. Eckels requested that Waste and Recycling Services Public Education staff present all the 
latest in their educational and promotional materials and a review of where the funding comes from. 

Mr. Good then asked Odette Reza-Brown, WRS Public Education Coordinator to make her announcement and 
she told the committee they were invited review the educational and promotional materials that she and her 
staff had placed on display in the lobby.  

    

The following staff reports may be found as attachments to the December 8, 2006 TAC agenda: 

 
• HHW Program Report – FY 2006 
• Annual MRF Report 
• Beach Glass Report 
• Electronics Recycling Annual Report 
• Waste Tires Annual Report 
• Parks Recycling Annual Report  
 

There were no requests for additional information or explanations regarding the reports. 
 
       
 

 Next TAC Meeting:  January 5, 2007   
 

Next RRB Meeting:  December 21, 2006  
 

 
X. ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the committee at this time, the meeting adjourned at 
11:40 a.m. 

 



 

 
Public Works and Transportation 
Waste and Recycling Services  
1 North University Drive, Suite 400 • Plantation, Florida 33324 
954-765-4202 • FAX 954-765-2391 
 
 

 
 

Broward County Board of County Commissioners 
Josephus Eggelletion, Jr. • Sue Gunzburger • Kristin D. Jacobs • Ken Keechl • Ilene Lieberman • Stacy Ritter • John E. Rodstrom, Jr. • Diana Wasserman-Rubin • Lois Wexler 

www.broward.org 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  January 16, 2007 
 
 
To:  Ron Greenstein, Executive Director 
  Resource Recovery Board 
 
From:  Mary Beth Busutil, Director 
 
Subject: Fiscal Year 2006 – Budget Variance Report  
 
 
Attached is the Variance Report Summary for the Resource Recovery System (Fund 4880) for Fiscal 
Year 2006. Budget figures for both revenues and expenditures reflect modifications approved during the 
fiscal year.  
 
Overall, revenues were higher than anticipated and expenditures slightly lower. 
 
Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) revenues were higher due to a large increase in participation by 
non-ILA cities’ residents. In addition, more waste was delivered to the BIC Landfill primarily as a result of 
the last two hurricane events.  
 
The favorable variance in interest revenues is due to more invested funds and higher interest rates 
throughout the year than expected. 
 
The figures for waste deliveries to the waste-to-energy plants indicate that RRS deliveries to the plants 
were approximately 1,274,810 tons or (99.33%) of the expected tonnage. 
 
 
 

 








