
November 12, 2017 
 
 
Authority Staff 
South Lake Tahoe Basin Waste Management Authority 
1901 Airport Road 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
 
Subject: Base Year 2018 Rate Analysis of South Tahoe Refuse Company 
 
Crowe Horwath (Crowe) has completed its analysis of South Tahoe Refuse Company’s (STR’s) Base 
Year 2018 Rate Application (Application). The South Lake Tahoe Basin Waste Management Authority 
(JPA) contracted with Crowe to conduct an analysis of the Application, and to provide potential refuse 
collection rate changes for the JPA to consider effective January 1, 2018. This letter report documents 
results of our analysis, and is organized as follows: 

1. Purpose of Analysis 
2. Summary 
3. Background of Analysis 
4. Scope of Analysis 
5. Rate Setting Adjustments 
6. Results of Analysis. 

 
1. Purpose of Analysis 

 
The purpose of the 2018 Base Year Rate Analysis of South Tahoe Refuse Company (Analysis) is to 
assist the South Lake Tahoe Basin Waste Management Authority (JPA), and each respective JPA 
jurisdiction including the City of South Lake Tahoe, Douglas County, and El Dorado County (Specified 
Parties), with their establishing solid waste collection rates charged by South Tahoe Refuse Company 
Inc. (STR). The analysis was conducted in accordance with JPA’s 2012 Solid Waste Rate Setting Policies 
and Procedures Manual (Manual).  
 
The information in this Analysis is based on estimates, assumptions and other data developed by Crowe 
Horwath LLP (“Crowe”) from information provided by STR, knowledge of and participation in other 
studies, data supplied by the JPA, and other sources deemed to be reliable. 
 
In the course of preparing this Analysis, we have not conducted an audit, review, or compilation of any 
financial or supplemental data used in the accompanying Analysis.  We have made certain projections of 
revenues and expenses which may vary from actual results because events and circumstances 
frequently do not occur as expected and such variances may be material. We have no responsibility to 
update this Analysis for events or circumstances occurring after the date above. 
 
Our procedures and work product are intended for the benefit and use of the Specified Parties.  This 
engagement was not planned or conducted in contemplation of reliance by any other party or with respect 
to any specific transaction and is not intended to benefit or influence any other party. Therefore, items of 
possible interest to a third party may not be specifically addressed or matters may exist that could be 
assessed differently by a third party. 
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2. Summary 
 
The analysis of the 2018 rate application and supporting documentation indicates a rate increase of 8.81 
percent for the City of South Lake Tahoe, 6.81 percent for Douglas County and 9.34 percent for El 
Dorado County, effective January 1, 2018. This compares to STR’s requested calendar year 2017 rate 
increase of 9.59 percent for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County and 10.19 percent for El 
Dorado County. Current and proposed residential rates are shown in Table 1 below: 
 
Table 1 
South Tahoe Refuse 
Residential Rates with 8.81 Percent Rate Increase for the City of South Lake Tahoe, 6.81 Percent 
Rate Increase for Douglas County and 9.34 Percent Rate Increase for El Dorado County 
(Base Year 2018) 

Service Level 

Current Rate (Per 
Customer, Per 

Month) 
Proposed Rate (Per 

Customer, Per Month 

Proposed Rate Increase 
(Per Customer, Per 

Month) 
City of South Lake Tahoe    
Unlimited service $ 26.55 $28.89 $2.34 
Douglas County    
1, 32-gallon can $17.72 $18.93 $1.21 
El Dorado County    
Unlimited service $30.47 $33.32 $2.85 

 
 
3. Background of Analysis 
 
The joint powers authority (JPA) is comprised of the City of South Lake Tahoe, California; Douglas 
County, Nevada; and El Dorado County, California (Member Agencies). The JPA is responsible for 
overseeing regional cooperation regarding solid waste, and coordinating solid waste program planning 
and reporting for these Member Agencies. 
 
The franchise hauler for the three (3) jurisdictions is STR. Each Member Agency has an exclusive 
franchise agreement with STR for collection and disposal of refuse. STR provides exclusive refuse 
collection, recycling, and transfer station operations to Member Agencies in accordance with terms 
specified in separate franchise agreements. 
 
JPA rate setting follows the JPA’s 2012 Solid Waste Rate Setting Policies and Procedures Manual, 
Volume 2 (Manual). The Manual allows STR to submit a base year rate application for the rate year 2018. 
Our analysis was conducted in accordance with Steps 2, 3, 4, and 5 in Section 2 of the Manual.1 
 
Rate setting has generally followed an approximately three-year cycle with the prior base year rate 
analysis conducted for rate year 2015. There was no rate change in 2016. The JPA and STR followed the 
Interim Year Rate Setting Process in Section 3 of the Manual for interim rate year 2017. Recently 
approved rate changes granted to STR include: 

 2012 – 4.97 percent rate increase (City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County) and 4.48 
percent rate increase (El Dorado County) – base year 

1 The JPA allows for the franchise hauler to submit an interim year rate application in each of the “interim” two (2) years between 
“base” years, should the franchised hauler want to request an increase rates. 
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 2013 – 1.57 percent rate increase (City of South Lake Tahoe),1.53 percent rate increase 
(Douglas County), and 1.58 percent rate increase (El Dorado County) – interim year 

 2014 – 2.78 percent rate increase (City of South Lake Tahoe and El Dorado County) and 2.73 
percent rate increase (Douglas County) – interim year 

 2015 – 2.88 percent rate increase (City of South Lake Tahoe and El Dorado County) and 2.66 
percent rate increase (Douglas County) – base year 

 2016 – No rate change – interim year 
 2017 – 1.62 percent rate increase (City of South Lake Tahoe and El Dorado County) and 1.59 

percent rate increase (Douglas County) – interim year. 
 
In Table 2, we summarize residential rates since 2015. 
 
Table 2 
South Tahoe Refuse 
Selected Residential Rates 
(2015 to 2017) 

Service Level 2015 2016 2017 
City of South Lake Tahoe    
Unlimited service $26.13 $26.13 $26.55 
Douglas County    
1, 32-gallon can $17.44 $17.44 $17.72 
El Dorado County    
Unlimited service $29.98 $29.98 $30.47 

 
 
On May 31, 2017, STR submitted its base year rate application to the JPA for rate year 2018 (hereafter 
referred to as the Application). We enclose a copy of this Application as Attachment A. The JPA requires 
the franchise hauler to submit a base year rate application once every three (3) years. In accordance with 
the Manual, rate year 2018 is a base year. 
 
STR’s Application to the JPA projected a rate increase was needed to cover a combined $1,552,766 
estimated net shortfall, including franchise fees, for fiscal year 2018. STR requested an increase of 9.59 
percent ($1,218,133 projected total revenue shortfall) for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas 
County and a 10.19 percent ($334,633 projected total revenue shortfall) for El Dorado County. 
 
We relied on STR audited financial statements, internally prepared financial information, and operational 
data for our analysis. STR provided audited financial statements for rate year 2016, prepared by VT 
Williams & Associates. STR also provided internally prepared financial information and operational data 
for rate years 2017 (estimated) and 2018 (projected), and additional information and data requested by 
Crowe. 
 
4. Scope of Analysis 
 
Our scope of services included the following tasks: 
 

1. Verify the completeness of STR’s Base Year 2018 Application 
2. Analyze the Base Year 2018 Application and prepare responses 
3. Identify rate adjustments, by line item, and rate adjustment tables 
4. Analyze proposed adjustments with JPA and STR representatives, and clarify outstanding issues 
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5. Determine the revenue requirement and associated rate adjustments 
6. Prepare a draft report 
7. Prepare a final report 
8. Participate in JPA meeting. 

 
For this analysis, we performed the following tasks: 
 

 Assessed if the Application was mathematically accurately and logically consistent 
 Verified that the Application complied with the terms and conditions of the Manual 
 Reconciled the Application to STR’s Rate Year 2016 audited financial statements 
 Analyzed STR financial information, operational data, and projections for reasonableness 
 Assessed supporting data, worksheets, and documentation 
 Analyzed historical actual, estimated, and projected revenues and expenses 
 Analyzed cost allocation methods for reasonableness 
 Analyzed the assignment of revenues and expenses to each Member Agency 
 Obtained and analyzed support for the assumptions used to project Rate Year 2017 and 2018 

revenues and expenses 
 Confirmed the use of the allowed operating ratio 
 Confirmed the franchise fee calculation 
 Confirmed the accuracy of STR’s calculated revenue requirement and associated rate adjustment 
 Performed facility and operations site visit 
 Prepare draft and final reports 
 Participate in JPA and Member Agency preparation and meeting(s). 

The JPA entered into a contract with Crowe on August 4, 2017 to provide these services. We submitted a 
detailed data request to STR on September 5, 2017. We also performed an on-site visit of STR facilities 
on October 6, 2017.  
 
5.  Rate Setting Adjustments 
 
In this section, we identify adjustments to the STR rate application for calendar year 2018. Total 
adjustments result in a projected 2018 revenue shortfall of $1,370,489 combined for the three JPA 
Member Agencies. The revenue shortfall includes a Base Year 2018 revenue shortfall of $1,063,749 for 
the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County combined; and a projected Base Year 2018 revenue 
shortfall of $306,739 for El Dorado County. Attachment B includes the rate model with Crowe’s rate 
adjustments summarized. 
 
Adjustments are organized to generally match the organization provided in STR’s rate application. The 
STR rate application is organized consistent with the guidance provided in the Base Year Rate Setting 
Process for allowable revenue and expense categories contained in the Manual, using the template 
located in Appendix A (Exhibit A-1) of the Manual. The remainder of this subsection is organized as 
follows: 

 Revenues 
● Residential Collection Revenues 
● Commercial Collection Revenues 
● Forestry, Federal, and State Contracts 

 
● Non-Collection Revenue Allocation 
● Transfer Station and RRF Revenues 
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 Recycled Material Sales (MRF and Recycling Sales) 

 Operating Expenses 
● Operating Expense Allocation 
● Expense Escalation 
● Direct Labor 
● Equipment Costs and Facility Costs 
● Landfill Disposal Costs 
● Office Salaries  

 
● General and Administrative Costs 
● MRF Principal and Interest Costs  

(El Dorado County) 
● RRF Principal and Interest Payments  

(El Dorado County) 
● Other Interest Expenses 

 Operating Profit  

 Pass-Through Costs 
● MRF Principal Payments  

(City and Douglas) 
● RRF Principal Payments  

(City and Douglas) 
● MRF and RRF Interest Expenses  

(City and Douglas). 

 
● Other Interest Expenses 
● RRF Fund Credit 
● Recycling Revenue Bonus 
● Franchise Fees 
 

 
Revenues 
 

Residential Collection Revenues 
 
STR estimated residential collection revenues to increase by $37,647, or 0.52 percent, between 2016 and 
2017. STR estimated residential collection revenues to increase by $124,939 or 1.72 percent, between 
2017 and 2018. This increase reflects the 2017 year-to-date trend, resulting in residential collection 
increases of $80,345 for the City of South Lake Tahoe, $44,918 for El Dorado County, and $323 for 
Douglas County. 
 
STR projected residential uncollectible revenues of $6,100 for Base Year 2018. This projected residential 
uncollectible revenue amount represents 0.08 percent of projected Base Year 2018 residential revenues. 
This comparatively low uncollectible revenue level results from the ability for STR to use a liens process 
whereby unpaid amounts are included on the tax role, as leverage to collect on unpaid accounts. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No change to Residential Collection Revenues in 2018. 
 
Commercial Collection Revenues 
 
STR estimated commercial collection revenues to increase by $347,051 or 6.14 percent, between 2016 
and 2017. STR applied approximately the same percent (6.18 percent) increase to 2018 commercial 
revenues. 
 
STR based projections of 2018 commercial revenues for each of the Member Agencies on historical 
trends between 2016 and 2017. The resulting 2018 projected commercial revenue increases were 7.0, 
14.0 and 3.0 percent respectively for the City of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, and Douglas 
County. 
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STR projected commercial uncollectible revenues of $1,524 for Base Year 2018. This projected 
commercial uncollectible revenue amount represents 0.02 percent of projected Base Year 2018 
commercial revenues. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No change to Commercial Collection Revenues in 2018. 
 
Non-Collection Revenues Allocation 
 
For 2018, STR allocated non-collection revenues, including: (1) transfer station and RRF revenues, (2) 
forestry, federal, and state contracts revenues; and (3) recycled materials sales, between (1) the City of 
South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County, and (2) El Dorado County. The non-collection revenue allocation 
is based on 2016 residential and commercial collection revenues. 
 
Revenue allocation percentages were 79.19 percent and 20.81 percent, respectively, for the City of South 
Lake Tahoe and Douglas County combined, and El Dorado County. We verified this allocation calculation 
was supported and correct. This allocation method was applied to (1) transfer station and RRF revenues; 
and (2) forestry, federal, and state contracts revenues, and (3) recycled materials sales revenues. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
Transfer Station and RRF Revenues 
 
STR estimated transfer station revenues to increase by $133,953 or 10.0 percent, between 2016 and 
2017. For 2018, STR projected transfer station revenues to increase at the same 10.0 percent increase 
as for 2016 to 2017. STR calculated an increase of $147,348 in 2018, totaling $1,620,829 in projected 
transfer station revenues.  
 
STR estimated RRF revenues to decrease by $6,331 or 23 percent, between 2016 and 2017. This 
increase is based on the year-to-date 2017 trend. STR projected transfer station and RRF revenues to 
increase in 2018, by $27,430, or 127 percent, largely as a result of now taking wood chips to the Bently 
facility. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
Forestry, Federal, and State Contracts 
 
STR estimated forestry, federal, and State contract revenues to increase by approximately $126,047, or 
28.2 percent, between 2016 and 2017, largely driven by a new large commercial contract. STR projected 
no further change in forestry, federal, and State contract revenues for Base Year 2018. 
 

Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
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Recycled Material Sales (Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and Recycling Sales) 
 
STR estimated revenues associated with the MRF sale of recyclables to decrease by approximately 
$8,869, or 2.82 percent, between 2016 and 2017, largely driven by lower commodity prices for aluminum, 
plastic, and glass. This estimated decrease is based on the year-to-date 2017 trend. STR projected this 
decreasing trend in MRF recycled material sales revenues for 2018 (i.e., another 2.82 percent reduction). 
 
STR estimated revenues associated with the recycling sales to decrease by approximately $54,532, or 
4.59 percent, between 2016 and 2017. This estimated decrease is based on the year-to-date 2017 trend. 
STR projected an additional 4.59 percent reduction in revenue for recycling sales for 2018 based on 
projected challenges with the overseas marketplace. 
 

Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
Operating Expenses 
 
Operating Expense Allocation 
 
For 2018, STR allocated operating expenses between (1) the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas 
County, and (2) El Dorado County, based on Rate Year 2016 residential and commercial collection 
revenues. Revenue allocation percentages were 79.19 percent and 20.81 percent, respectively, for the 
City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County together, and El Dorado County.2 We verified that the 
allocation calculation was supportable and correct. 
 
Impact(s): 

 Used collection revenue allocation percentages for operating expense allocations. 
 
Expense Escalation 
 
Per the Rate Manual, the CPI we used in this analysis should be based on the most current actual 
information for the U.S. City Average Garbage and Trash Collection CPI (CPI).  For purposes of 
projecting inflationary costs, as shown in Table 3, we used a 2.12 percent CPI equal to the percent 
change from the March 2016 to the March 2017 index. We rounded the CPI increase to the nearest 
hundredth given its material effect on the projections and for consistency with prior assessments.  
 
Table 3 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
Used by Crowe for Rate Setting Purposes 

Description Index 
March 2016 437.699 
March 2017 446.987 
Percent Change 2.12% 

 
STR escalated certain general and administrative expenses for Base Year 2018, including advertising, 
utilities, and licenses and fees, using this escalation rate. 

2 For comparison purposes, for the 2015 Base Year Rate analysis, STR allocated operating expenses between (1) the City of South 
Lake Tahoe and Douglas County, and (2) El Dorado County, based on Rate Year 2013 residential and commercial collection 
revenues. Revenue allocation percentages were 80.39 percent and 19.61 percent, respectively, for the City of South Lake Tahoe 
and Douglas County together, and El Dorado County. 
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Impact(s): 

 Used an escalation factor of 2.12 percent for selected inflationary costs.  
 
Direct Labor 
 
STR estimated wages and payroll to increase by approximately $168,044, or 2.56 percent, from 2016 to 
2017. STR projected total direct labor expenses of $387,411, or 5.77 percent increase from 2017 to 2018. 
This projected direct labor increase reflects various wage and benefit increases and decreases, including: 
 

 Cost of living adjustment of 3.40 percent applied to wages and salaries, payroll taxes, and 
employee benefits (based on increases to reflect 30 percent of the STR workforce is subject to 
new California minimum wage increases) 

 Officer salary increases to equal 6 percent of net revenue estimations for 2017 and 2018 
 Health insurance expense increase of 6.97 percent from 2017 to 2018; supported by estimates 

provided by the benefit plan administrator 
 Workers’ compensation expense increase of 19.40 percent from 2017 to 2018 
 Pension expense increase, based on 7.0 percent of labor costs for qualifying employees (where 

qualifying employees must work at least 1,000 hours). 
 

We noted that there was an approximately $65,000 labor savings resulting from the shorter travel 
distances experienced by STR with taking material to Carson City Landfill as opposed to Lockwood 
Landfill. This was however offset by an increase of three new employees needed for transfer hauling/end 
dump hauling resulting from growing volumes of both MSW and C&D material. 
 
We calculated the two-year average of worker’s compensation expenses (estimated 2017 and projected 
2018) to normalize the large fluctuations in this cost and reflective of recent steps the company is 
undergoing to reduce the number of worker’s compensation incidents and resulting claims. Worker’s 
compensation costs for the past year (2017) were anomalous in terms of the large number of smaller 
claims which significantly increased the experience “mod rate: and the resulting amount paid. This 
reduced worker’s compensation costs by $28,006. 
 
Impact(s): 

 Decrease in Direct Labor expenses by $28,006 for 2018.  
 

Equipment Costs and Facility Costs 
 
STR estimated equipment costs and facility costs to decrease by approximately $92,972, or 6.30 percent, 
between 2016 and 2017. STR projected equipment costs and facility costs to increase by $58,365 or 4.22 
percent, between 2017 and 2018. This projected 2018 increase accounts for the following: 
 

 STR estimated depreciation costs to remain relatively flat over the 2016 to 2018 period, at $1.2M. 
The current depreciation for 2018 accounts for retirement of certain assets and additions of two 
new Peterbilt front loader collection trucks and two new Ford fork trucks needed to maintain 
compliance with California Air Resources Board (CARB) requirements. 

 STR estimated 2017 rent costs based on the year-to-date 2017 trend and projected 2018 rent 
costs set equal to Rate Year 2017 rent costs. 

 STR estimated 2017 repairs and maintenance costs based on the year-to-date 2017 trend. STR 
projected 2018 repairs and maintenance costs to decrease at the same percentage as did 
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between 2016 and 2017. This decrease was driven by replacement of older trucks required to 
maintain CARB engine compliance. 
 

Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
Landfill Disposal Costs 
 
STR estimated landfill disposal costs to increase by approximately $212,448, or 21 percent, between 
2016 and 2017. STR projected landfill disposal costs of $1,510,900 for 2018, representing a 22 percent 
increase from 2017. Landfill disposal costs include Lockwood landfill and Carson City landfill dump fees; 
disposal costs related to e-waste, tire, asphalt, and food waste recycling; and alternative daily cover 
(ADC) dump fees.  
 
Tables 4 and 5, below, provides a summary of the dump fees for Lockwood landfill and Carson City 
landfill, for FY 2016 and FY2017. Per STR’s contract with Lockwood landfill, the rate per ton of MSW/C&D 
increases each April, based on an index. The landfill disposal costs and tonnage do not include disposal 
costs and tonnages for other “dump fee” services, such as for e-Waste, Freon, tires, tire recycling, and 
other materials processing and disposal. 
 
Table 4 
FY 2016 Actual Landfill Disposal Costs and Tonnage 

Landfill 
ADC  

Cost / 
Ton 

ADC 
Tons 

ADC 
Costs 

C&D / 
Cost / 
Ton 

C&D / 
Tons 

C&D / 
Costs 

MSW / 
Cost / 
Ton 

MSW / 
Tonnagea 

MSW / 
Costs 

Lockwood $11.42 3,037.38 $34,155 $22.55 269.10 $6,068 $17.15b 42,733.90 $732,959.54 
Carson 
City 

0.00 10,911.97 0.00 24.00 1,417.29 34,015 24.00 2,248.25 53,958.00 

Total  13,949.35 $34,155  1,686.39 $40,083  44,982.15 $786,917.54 
 Tons: 60,617.89     Costs: $861,155  

a STR disposes of MSW and C&D (as Alternative Daily Cover, or ADC) at Lockwood Landfill and MSW and C&D at Carson City 
landfill. 
b Per STR’s contract with Lockwood landfill, the annual tipping fee increased to $17.15 in April 2016. 
 
Table 5 
FY 2017 Estimated Landfill Disposal Costs and Tonnage 

Landfill 
ADC  

Cost / 
Ton 

ADC 
Tons 

ADC 
Costs 

C&D / 
Cost / 
Ton 

C&D / 
Tons C&D / Costs 

MSW / 
Cost / 
Ton 

MSW / 
Tonnagea 

MSW / 
Costs 

Lockwood $11.42 0 $0.00 $22.55 1,029.75 $22,221 $17.71b 36,214.76 $641,350.63 
Carson 
City 

0.00 15,531.06 0.00 24.00 1,867.94 44,831 24.00 12,879.50 309,935.99 

Total  15,531.06 $0.00  2,897.67 $67,052  49,094.26 $951,286.62 
 Tons: 67,523.01     Costs: $1,019.938  

a STR disposes of MSW and C&D (as Alternative Daily Cover, or ADC) at Lockwood Landfill and MSW and C&D at Carson City 
landfill. 
b Per STR’s contract with Lockwood landfill, the annual tipping fee increased to $17.71 in April 2017. 
 
In projecting landfill dump fees, STR accounted for changes in both tonnage and tipping fees. STR 
provided documentation from landfills to support the tipping fees they used in their projections. STR has 
made an operational change to employ a greater use of Carson City Landfill, and is currently managing 
the flow of materials to both Lockwood and Carson City Landfills depending on the material type, fee, 
trucking staff availability, time of year, and the ultimate disposition (e.g., disposal versus diversion). Below 
we summarize STR landfill disposal cost assumptions for 2016 and 2017. 
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2016 
• In May of 2016, Carson City Landfill added a long-haul trailer tipper so STR began taking some 

MSW loads from Lockwood Landfill to the Carson City Landfill beginning on 5/10/16 to minimize 
trucking time due to shorter travel distances. At that time, the tip fee rate was $24.00 per ton for 
MSW and C&D; and ADC material was accepted at Carson City Landfill at no charge.  
 

• STR sent approximately 24% of its MSW loads (based on tonnage) to Carson City Landfill in 
2016. 
 

• FY 2016 included ADC “dirty” dirt and a tip fee per yard which varied based on the rate 
determined by Waste Management and the weekly fuel and environmental surcharge fees. 
Starting in FY 2017, ADC dirty dirt was redirected to the Carson City Landfill where it is accepted 
as ADC with no tip fee. 

 
2017 

• In 2017, STR redirected some of the C&D loads that had been going to the Carson City Landfill to 
Lockwood Landfill after the Lockwood Landfill began accepting these C&D loads as ADC. C&D 
material that had been dumped at the Carson City Landfill for $24.00 per ton is now being 
redirected to Lockwood for $22.55 per ton where in can be used as ADC and can be counted as 
diversion instead of disposal. These C&D loads cannot be counted as ADC if taken to the Carson 
City Landfill. 
 

• In 2017, STR experienced an increase of over 6,900 tons for disposal, and 11 percent overall 
increase. 
 

• STR sent approximately 45% of its MSW loads (based on tonnage) to Carson City Landfill in 
2017, almost double the amount from 2016.  

 
Other Disposal Items (which represent primary drivers for the Landfill Disposal Cost increase): 
 

• STR had paid Tahoe Asphalt (not a related party) a processing fee of $1.50 per ton to recycle 
asphalt and concrete. As a result of new facility permitting requirements, Tahoe Asphalt raised 
their fee for the first time to $2.50 per ton effective 5/1/17. This accounted for $50,003 of the 2016 
to 2017 Disposal Cost increase. 

 
• STR uses Full Circle Compost for food waste and green waste composting. In 2016, the tip fee 

for food waste was $30.00 per yard with a 30-yard minimum charge. Full Circle increased the rate 
to $36.00 per yard effective 5/1/17 but the 30-yard load minimum requirement was removed. Full 
Circle also charges a fee to open pine needle bags and process the material; this rate was $5.00 
per yard in 2016, but due to contamination in the loads Full Circle increased the rate to $6.50 per 
yard effective 5/1/17. This accounted for $93,273 of the 2016 to 2017 Disposal Cost increase. 
 

STR has made efforts to employ the two landfills to optimize its disposal/ADC mix. These year-over-year 
disposal cost increases are supported by increases in Landfill disposal volumes as well as increase in 
tipping fee rates charged by third-parties (e.g., for composting and asphalt recycling). Note that for the 
Landfill to Carson City shift, STR realized offsetting cost savings which are captured in the Direct Labor 
cost category. 
 
Within the category of the other materials disposal (other than Landfill Disposal items discussed above, 
including Freon, asphalt, tire recycling, composting), to normalize the wide fluctuations and the 
uncertainty for trends in this cost category, for 2018 we used the average of the Application’s 2017 
estimated and 2018 projection for the project year. STR amounts for 2016, 2017, and 2018 were 
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$260,609, $284,465 and $412,033. The large 2018 increase reflected projected increases in tonnages. 
This reduced this portion of the projection by $63,784. 
 
Impact(s): 

  Decrease in Disposal costs by $63,784 in 2018. 
 

Office Salaries 
 
STR estimated office salaries to increase by $43,895, or 3.87 percent, between 2016 and 2017. STR 
projected office salary expenses of $1,248,396 for 2018, representing a 5.94 percent increase for 2014. 
This projected increase accounts for projected wage and benefit changes as follows: 
 

 COLA of 3.40 percent for wages and salaries, payroll taxes, and employee benefits 
 Health insurance expense increase of 6.97 percent from 2017 to 2018 
 Workers’ compensation expense increase of 19.40 percent from 2017 to 2018 
 Pension expense increase, based on 7.0 percent of labor costs for qualifying employees (where 

qualifying employees must work at least 1,000 hours). 
 

Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
General and Administrative Costs 
 
Cost of Goods Sold  
 
STR estimated cost of goods sold to decrease by approximately $33,314, or 5 percent, between 2017 
and 2018. This estimated decrease is based on the year-to-date 2017 trend. This reduction results from 
across the board reductions in COGS paid for materials due to declining recycling market prices. 
 
Advertising, Postage, Utilities, Licenses and Fees 
 
STR escalated advertising, postage, utilities, and licenses and fees using year-to-date 2017 trends. STR 
projected 2018 costs based on applying the 2.12 CPI percent increase to estimated 2017 costs. 
 
Professional Fees 
 
STR estimated professional fees to increase by 15.1 percent, between 2017 and 2018, based on year-to-
date expenditures. We projected professional fees for 2018 based on annualizing the three-year amount 
for 2016 through 2018. This adjustment reduced projected professional fee expenses by approximately 
$26,667 in 2018 to $365,786. 
 
Bad Debts 
 
STR projected bad debts of $7,624 for 2018. STR also included projected 2018 bad debt costs of $7,624 
within the allowance for uncollectible residential accounts and commercial accounts, within Section V 
Revenues without Rate Change in Base Year of the application. We reduced General and Administrative 
Costs for the double counting of bad debt of $7,624 for 2018.  
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General Insurance 
 
STR estimated general insurance expenses to increase by $42,853, or 21.70 percent, between 2017 and 
2018. STR provided general insurance documentation pertaining to the increased costs. In total, general 
insurance is expected to increase by 21.70 percent for STR and related parties. We did not make 
adjustments to STR’s projection of 2018 general insurance costs. 
 
Gain (loss) Sale of Equipment 
 
STR’s actual gain (loss) sale of equipment in 2016 equaled $80,505, primarily as a result of the sale of a 
fully depreciated Peterbilt front loader. STR projected no sale of equipment in 2017 and 2018, therefore 
$0 in gains/(losses).  
 
We calculated projected 2018 sale of equipment using a three-year average, incorporating sales for 2016, 
2017, and 2018. We calculated the three-year average at ($26,835), which reduced the sale of equipment 
expense by $26,835 for 2018. 
 
Fuel 
 
STR estimated a fuel increase of $8,717, or 2.0 percent, between 2016 and 2017. This increase is based 
on the year-to-date 2017 trend. STR estimated a fuel increase of $31,879, or 7.00 percent, based on 
published projections of fuel price escalations. We used a fuel price escalation in 2018 of 2.12 percent 
(equal to the CPI) and in line with the actual change from 2016 to 2017. This adjustment decreased fuel 
costs by $22,224. 
 
Hazardous Materials 
 
STR projected hazardous materials costs to increase by the annual CPI change of 2.12 percent, as 
described expense escalation subsection, above. We accept this projection. 
 
Impact(s): 

 Decrease in general and administrative costs by $83,350 in 2018. 
 
MRF Principal and Interest Payments (El Dorado County) 
 
STR projected El Dorado County’s portion of MRF principal and interest payments of $6,672 for 2018. 
The MRF debt financing is through a Union Bank term loan of $2 million. STR estimated that 
approximately 38.3 percent of the term loan is related to the MRF. STR allocated 38.3 percent of 
financing costs, to MRF principal and interest payments. STR then determined El Dorado County’s 
portion of MRF principal and interest payments, based on the 2016 collection revenue allocation 
percentage (20.81 percent). We found this approach to determining the MRF principal and interest cost 
for El Dorado County reasonable. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 

RRF Principal and Interest Payments (El Dorado County) 
 
STR projected El Dorado County’s portion of 2018 RRF principal and interest payments to equal 
$190,085. The RRF debt financing is through a California Pollution Control Financing Authority (CPCFA) 
2008 Bond of $16.615 million. STR determined El Dorado County’s portion of RRF principal and interest 
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payments, based on the 2016 total collection revenue allocation percentage (20.81 percent). We found 
this approach to determining the MRF principal and interest cost for El Dorado County reasonable. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
Other Interest Expenses 
 
Other interest expenses include interest on debt used to finance STR operations, excluding the MRF/RRF 
building financing. STR projected other interest expenses of $65,908 for 2018. STR then determined El 
Dorado County’s portion of other interest expenses, based on the 2016 total collection revenue allocation 
percentage (20.81 percent). STR included other interest expenses of $13,715 for El Dorado County’s 
portion, under allowable operating costs. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 

Operating Profit 
 
In accordance with the Manual, for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County, a profit is allowed 
based on a sliding scale which varies with STR’s recovery percentage; and for El Dorado County, a profit 
is allowed, based on a targeted operating ratio ranging between 87 and 91 percent. In a base year, if 
rates change, STR applies an 89 percent operating ratio for base year calculation.  
 
In the Application, STR used an 87 percent operating ratio for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas 
County, and an 89 percent operating ratio for El Dorado County. STR provided Waste Facility Diversion 
Summary Reports, which included monthly tons diverted through six (6) operations: (1) MRF floor sort, (2) 
MRF line sort, (3) RRF, (4) alternate daily cover (ADC), (5) recycle center, and (6) direct export. Based on 
its diversion reports, STR’s recovery rate was 65 percent for 2016 and 2017. 
 
We calculated operating profit, based on our adjustments to the estimated 2017 and projected 2018 
allowable operating costs. We decreased operating profits by $25,229 in 2018. 
 

Impact(s): 

 Decrease in Operating Profits by $25,229 in 2018. 
 
Pass-Through Costs 
 
MRF Principal Payments (City and Douglas) 
 
STR projected the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County’s portion of MRF principal payments of 
$20,954 for 2018. The MRF debt financing was through a Union Bank term loan of $2 million (which was 
subsequently refinanced to a Bank of America loan in FY15). STR estimated that approximately 38.3 
percent of the term loan is related to the MRF. For the Union Bank term loan, STR projected principal 
payments based on loan balances. STR allocated 38.3 percent of financing costs, to MRF principal 
payments. STR then determined the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County’s portion of MRF 
principal payments, based on the 2016 collection revenue allocation percentage (79.19 percent). 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
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RRF Principal Payments (City and Douglas) 
 
STR projected the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County’s portion of RRF principal payments of 
$577,238 in 2018. The RRF debt financing is through a CPCFA 2008 Bond of $16.615 million. For the 
bond financing, STR projected principal payments based on bond balances. STR allocated 100 percent of 
financing costs, to RRF principal payments. STR then determined the City of South Lake Tahoe and 
Douglas County’s portion of RRF principal payments, based on the 2016 total collection revenue 
allocation percentage (79.19 percent). 
 

Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
MRF and RRF Interest Expenses (City and Douglas) 
 
STR projected the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County’s portion of MRF and RRF interest 
payments of $150,904 for 2018. The MRF debt financing was through a Union Bank term loan of $2 
million (which was subsequently refinanced to a Bank of America loan in FY15). STR estimated that 
approximately 38.3 percent of the term loan is related to the MRF. The RRF debt financing is through a 
CPCFA 2008 Bond of $16.615 million.  
 
For the MRF and RRF debt financing, STR projected principal payments based on debt balances, and 
interest payment based on general ledgers. STR then determined the City of South Lake Tahoe and 
Douglas County’s portion of MRF and RRF interest payments, based on the 2013 collection revenue 
allocation percentage (79.19 percent). 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
Other Interest Expenses 
 
Other interest expenses are interest on debt used to finance STR operations, excluding the MRF/RRF 
building financing. Recently financed assets include several new trucks. STR projected other interest 
expenses of $65,908 for 2018. STR then determined the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County’s 
portion of other interest expenses, based on the 2013 total collection revenue allocation percentage 
(79.19 percent). STR included other interest expenses of $52,194, for the City of South Lake Tahoe and 
Douglas County’s portion, under pass-through costs. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
RRF Fund Credit 
 
STR removed the RRF fund credit which had been paid to JPA jurisdiction ratepayers, to account for 
excess rate revenues collected during the construction of the RRF. On March 2, 2012, the JPA approved 
a RRF fund credit of $4,722,285, with a six (6) year payback period, applied in base years, beginning in 
2012. The credit amount was determined by dividing the credit of $4,722,285 by six years, resulting in 
fund credit amounts of $787,048. 
 
Collection rates in the previous six (6) years had included a total annual RRF fund credit of $787,047, 
based on a total RRF revenue balance and the six (6) year payback period. As 2017 represents the final 

12-1460 5E 14 of 24



year, STR removed the RRF Fund Credit from the rate base. This is the most significant factor in causing 
rates to increase for 2018, and effectively represents approximately 50% of the requested rate increase. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No adjustment. 
 
Recycling Revenue Bonus 
 
In accordance with the Manual, STR is allowed a recycling revenue bonus, which is tied to STR’s 
diversion levels. For 2018, STR is allowed a 50 percent recycling revenue share, by exceeding the 
minimum diversion rate of 47 percent. STR projected a recycling revenue bonus of $343,269 for 2018. 
This calculation is based on: (total recycling revenues less cost of goods sold) x 0.50, or ($1,379,595-
$693,058) x 0.50, or $343,269. This $343,269 share amount is included as a pass through cost in the rate 
model. 
 
Impact(s): 

 No change in Recycling Revenue Bonus. 
 
Franchise Fees 
 
STR calculated and allocated projected franchise fees, based on 2015 projected collection revenues and 
transfer fees, multiplied by franchise fee rates. The Manual allocates franchise fees based on gross 
residential, commercial, and recycling revenues. The City of South Lake Tahoe and El Dorado County 
receive five (5) percent of gross revenues and Douglas County receives three (3) percent. Below, we list 
the revenue sources used for Member Agency franchise fee calculations: 
 

 City of South Lake Tahoe, 5 percent of the following: 
● City residential collection revenues 
● City commercial collection revenues 
● Transfer station and RRF revenues 

 
 El Dorado County, 5 percent of the following: 

● County residential collection revenues 
● County commercial collection revenues 

 
 Douglas County, 3 percent of the following: 

● County residential collection revenues 
● County commercial collection revenues. 

Recycling material sales revenues, which includes MRF and recycling sales revenues, are not included in 
franchise fee calculations. STR projected franchise fees of $716,264 for 2018, including franchise fees of 
$575,361 for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County, and franchise fees of $140,903 for El 
Dorado County. 
 
We projected franchise fees of $734,352 for 2018, including franchise fees of $580,394 for the City of 
South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County, and franchise fees of $153,958 for El Dorado County. The larger 
franchise fee number is the result of the calculation being applied to revenues which have been increased 
to reflect the proposed rate change. STR had applied the franchise fee to revenues prior to the proposed 
rate change. 
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Impact(s): 

 Increase in franchise fee costs by $18,088 in 2018. 
 
6. Results of Analysis 
 
Crowe’s Analysis of the Application, and as shown in Attachment B, results in an 8.37 percent combined 
rate increase for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County; and a 9.34 percent rate increase for 
El Dorado County, assuming an implementation date of January 1, 2018. These rate increases will cover 
the following revenue shortfalls: 
 

 $877,600 revenue shortfall for the City of South Lake Tahoe, 8.81 percent rate increase for Base 
Year 2018 (difference from Douglas County is due to franchise fee differences (5% of gross 
revenues for SLT and 3% of gross revenues for Douglas County)) 

 $186,149 revenue shortfall for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County, 6.81 percent 
rate increase for Base Year 2018 

 $306,739 revenue shortfall for El Dorado County, a 9.34 percent rate increase for Base Year 
2018. 

 
Accounting for the aforementioned adjustments results in the rate increases shown in Table 6 on the 
following page. 
 
Option to Spread Rate Increase 
 
The JPA requested that we calculate the impact of spreading the 2018 base year rate change across both 
2018 and 2019 in the following fashion: 
 

 67 percent of the 2018 rate increase effective on January 1, 2018 
 33 percent of the 2018 rate increase effective on January 1, 2019 

 
Results of this analysis are shown in Table 7 below: 
 
 
Table 7 
Optional 2018 Base Year Rate Increase 
Spread Over Two Rate Years (2018 and 2019) 

Date of Rate 
Change 

Percent of 
Rate Change 

Applied 

City of 
South Lake 

Tahoe 
Douglas 
County 

El Dorado 
County 

January 1, 2018 67% 5.90% 4.56% 6.26% 
January 1, 20193 33% 2.91% 2.25% 3.08% 
Total 100% 8.81% 6.81% 9.34% 

 
 
This Analysis is substantially different from an audit, examination, or review in accordance with Generally 
Accepted Auditing Standards, the objective of which is to express an opinion regarding STR financial 
statements. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  
 

3 Does not include the impact of a potential interim year rate change that STR may apply for which would become 
effective January 1, 2019. 

12-1460 5E 16 of 24



Table 6 
Proposed Residential Rate Structure 
Base Year 2018 (January 1, 2018) 

 
 
 
 
  

Service
Current Rate 

(Per Customer, 
Per Month)

Recommended 
Rate (Per 

Customer, Per 
Month, with the 
Recommended 

Increase)

Rate Increase 
(Per 

Customer, Per 
Month)

City of South Lake Tahoe 8.81%
Unlimited service $26.55 $28.89 $2.34
Mandated pickup per 32-gallon can/bag                  5.67                   6.17                0.50 
Mandated pickup per cubic yard                37.96                 41.30                3.34 
Qualified senior rate                22.20                 24.15                1.95 
House service – 1 can                30.41                 33.09                2.68 
House service – 2 cans                34.28                 37.30                3.02 
House service – 3 cans                38.14                 41.50                3.36 
Residential – All other services                     -                        -                     -   
Douglas County 6.81%
1, 32-gallon can $17.72 $18.93 $1.21 
2, 32-gallon cans                34.11                 36.43                2.32 
3, 32-gallon cans                52.02                 55.56                3.54 
4, 32-gallon cans                68.42                 73.08                4.66 
One extra 32-gallon can                  4.45                   4.75                0.30 
On-call 32-gallon can billed monthly/arrears                     -                        -                     -   
Per cubic yard                28.63                 30.58                1.95 
1, 45-gallon can                21.49                 22.95                1.46 
2, 45-gallon can                41.31                 44.12                2.81 
3, 45-gallon can                62.95                 67.23                4.28 
One extra 45-gallon can                  5.41                   5.78                0.37 
On-call 45-gallon can billed monthly/arrears                     -                        -                     -   
Residential – All other services                84.03                 89.75                5.72 
El Dorado County 9.34%
Unlimited service $30.47 $33.32 $2.85
Mandated pickup per 32-gallon can/bag                  6.38                   6.98                0.60 
Mandated pickup per cubic yard                36.53                 39.94                3.41 
Qualified senior rate                26.58                 29.06                2.48 
House service per can                  3.86                   4.22                0.36 
Residential – All other services                16.71                 18.27                1.56 
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The consulting services did not contemplate obtaining the understanding of STR internal controls or 
assessing control risk, tests of accounting records and responses to inquiries by obtaining corroborating 
evidential matter, and certain other procedures ordinarily performed during an audit or examination. Thus, 
this engagement was not intended to provide assurance that we would become aware of significant 
matters that would be disclosed in an audit or examination. 
 
As part of this Analysis, the JPA agreed to be responsible to: make all management decisions and 
perform all management functions; designate an individual who possesses suitable skill, knowledge, 
and/or experience, preferably within senior management to oversee our services; evaluate the 
adequacy and results of the services performed; accept responsibility for the results of the services; 
and establish and maintain internal controls, including monitoring ongoing activities. The JPA has 
authority for recommending rate changes to each JPA jurisdiction, and each JPA jurisdiction has the 
ultimate authority to approve rate changes. 

Crowe‘s fees are not dependent upon the outcome of this report and Crowe is independent with 
respect to any other economic interests. 

 

* * * * * 

We appreciate the contribution of JPA management and your input and direction on this project. We also 
thank STR management for its timely responses to our data requests. If you have any questions 
regarding this report, please call Erik Nylund at (415) 230-4963, or email erik.nylund@crowhorwath.com. 

 

Very truly yours, 
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Attachment A: 2018 Base Year Rate Application 
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,4 Crowe Horwath. 

Base Year Rate Application 

Summary 

Rat& Chango 

'· Percent Rate Change Requested (City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County} 

Percent Rate Change Requested (EI Dorado County) 

®Piffliiffll;idl:!iffifitiM!: 

10.19')1.11 

Rate Schedule 
(pEW" OJstomer. pef rnonln) Cllrranl Rale Rate Mjus1ment ·~ew Rate 

J. 

4. 

Crty of South l,a kll'l Ya1M 

2.1. Ufllimited sewice 
2.2. f\4and.at.KJ picku~l pAr J2~oa lon r:MibarJ 
2.3. ManOOie~ pickw' per Cl.tbic y::u'd 
2.4. Qu:Jiified senior rate 
2.5. House service - 1 can 

2.6. Houoo seno"ice - 2 cans 

2. 7. House :.enl1oe - 3 cans 

2.8. Residential - All other Mrvice& 

Douglas CcJnty 

3. l. 1, 32-gallon can 
3. 2. 2. 32-gallon cans 

3.3. 3. 32-galloo cans 

3.4. 4, 32-galloo cans 

3.5. Or e e~tra 3211allon can (also tha sBasonal &ttrwice ral~~t) 

3.6. Or.<an 32-gallon can t:·illed monthly/arrears. 

3. 7. Per cubic ya rd 

3. 8. 1. 45-gallon can 

3.::1. 2. 115 -u:;lllon c:.:'lns 

3. 10 3, 45-ry:~llon cans 

3. '1. One e>tra ~5..giillon can (also the &e.uona servi<:.e rate) 

J. 72. Or • ..cal45"1:1!1llon can t:illftd mo,thlyfatrears 

3.1:i. Re!.idential· All oltler services 

El Dorado Coun:y 

4.1. Ur•limit~ gc-rvicc 
4. 2. 1\.tlJrldaiC~I oi(:kup per 32· {}Htlc n Q'l n,.'blij) 

4.3. M:·tndate d pickup per cub c ~·.:m1 

4.4. Qu~tified senior m te 
4.5. House :;ervicc per can 
4. 15. Residenti~t • t Jt oth cr services (/.rca B • rormcr1y ARD) 

(11 
26.55 5 

5.67 
37.95 
22.20 
30.41 
34.28 
3 8. i 4 

17.72 
)4. i 1 

52.02 
68.42 

4.46 

nta 
2a.oJ 
2 1.49 
41.31 

62.95 
5.'1 1 

"'" 61.03 

$ )0.47 
6.38 

:!6.53 
26.58 

3.86 
16.71 

To me b est of m~· knowledge the d am ~nd information in thn:. np-plic.alion is complete , accurate s nd 

ccnststent lli~h tie lnstruc't1c1s provided by t"'e Sooth Lake Tahoe Sas.ln Waste Manageme1lAutho•it)•. 

TiUe: PrM td&nt 

Date May J 1. 2017 

(1) 

2.92 . 33.33 

3.27 • :.;,; 37.38 
4.99 ;;; • 57.01 

0 43 ' 4.88 

2.01) , 23.66 
3.96 · , · m 46.27 

0 . 52 ~~· 6.93 

3. 72 \1, : ~ '40.26 

1.70 ~·""'' 18.41' 

Fiscal Year: 2018 Page 1 of:J 
See summanes of stgn1i1canf assumpbons and accounting pohc1es and accompany1ng .ndependent accountantS' report 
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~ Crowe Horwath. 

Base Year Rate Application 
Flnenclt>llnfom•ation fO¥ Al/7hrec Jurlsdlcllon& 

O"t:tl.At~Gt 

!(~IP.f•II C(Ib 110"-~'I'C(I:st!o 

L .. ~ Dl\~~ Costs 
Offlg;. S.hul~ .. 
('ll'ftl!l'll "nu .".lh th.butholl.::t:n:.bi: 

!il .. ~; Prlnd;'lftl Ani'IINHM! P~ts (EI D:w.fb Ct•Unl'/) 
If H.-11 t'M,~IfWIIM I~'flrri~I PR1',1",ll(EI Dr.ra:o Counlyl 

OU'IIM' Iallt fet\ l:x)d-Uo!ll 

11 Totll ""'ewa.bh 0P«IUftQI CO,I!J. 

fl. ~~DIIMIO 

1<1. A owa~t ~-~ ProM 

u MRf' FMdpll ~.-.....~: .eM)' ud Cougla) 
,, AAf'~~·anp,_.C~NiJJE~ 

I I, Met MIHtd IIIMHoM:OJIHSo!S(CII III".d~ 

OfwW.ul~l 
Jl. JIIN .. "J :..-
t i. ~1',..,.-:lurM 

1'? 'f"lrLltl'lu:!IT!t- shCc-m 

AdNII ... ..W. .... 
:lriwY._,._ 
J4 1ll ... 

L ;-. 

'"'"'""'"'-

"-o.oK~ 

IJI!,MYiNI 

c,..,~arau BDetli:to 

~~_.!~C<i!'~""~'!L-

~-~·~~--"'+---.··~~'"":~ ~----~·~·"'"~'"+-----~~'·'~"! 
I ~:::: ~!::: ··:*:~ :~:~: 
'"'·"-' '~'~""' ""'·'"' 

:l>J110 

• 
""·'· 

11!0}J'JO_ 

~;:;:·i-=1 === .. _..,..,,.,. 
,,, -'· -··· ~'"'-"'-

11 :~:~=;~,~~~Col;ls(lnt 12JJh."""...ablltOpetJ!I.-1QP~t(I.IM"H) ph .. , let•! Pus J, .17'~a1,Q6(J I 5 u.n~ 1-n j' 
·f!mti$b!I!IQiig;t.Mif#itJM.j.hlr!jC1!@§4 

""'"" rl61(1(MII,ftr'wlrtii N;t~ RelerMtW'I 
~l'fr)l (i()lj:h lJikf\ f"'II'>-A 

" linlilf'lltM ~f'ltlll I ' ,.. rJIR "o1~11'd fidel " N'r :'!1~-n.!IIIIVI CM!bll[l f---- H I 

" rAt'Of~ fl(t.! ·Of"tt f'J •ric~'rl noe 

" Qd!llltd .. r OttJit :> ;.(\ .. ~ ... !'1. 0.•1 CMII '\.HI 

>1. t-X.W MI\':ll •2c:wtll ,.,. ,.. t,:,v;;roa -.i;lt; ·- , .... ,. .......... 'IIW•tmW... 

nt"l(lill\0..., .. l, zt.,.. ... (M 11/l .. 2,2201111 >'\C.. S4 ' I 

·~ 
~.:p ... ...,, .... ~~ ... ... :P"'" "'o,Mft_, 

1----
81.42 .. Ott• V-1'1 ) :iloft!lal'l Cal t•t.:: :r! ~as:M"'a Mr:II=41 11M) ... 

•• On~l 3~"0flbi (I, Ollled monthl}·!.t""'l!..., ""' "· Ptrt~tiCyll"'l 78,111 

" 1, 4.'*"G'IIIl'I1M n 21.<4t 
>a li,4~111on~ll~t ~ ... ], -4~11on ttr• ., .. 
·~ Orwwcll11 •45~11 1..::n um(al!o0 11e seasooai ~I\'•Ge f~le) :;..,, 
"- <::111..-..1 ~S ;,w kin cat• u 1-.llln:.t~llllv'anea.-, ... 
" lb.r.<IIOII•IIui~MIIIllilil•tl\'l<:.fi ..... 
E DorliCioCOL.fll' 
41 .liii1 ~M1¥1C4' 30.4'1' 
« YJI!II*"').J~~flllll 3:z...tabledl".'nlf,l .... ... l,f.....,...,.l*ifl,..~,--aro -~, .. ~tt-., r..w.o -" ttc.M~PHCMI •• .. ftlillok.,. . .... _....,.... •• ,~C·~"'r.D) IAfl 

" A-'CII' • .JI RI-.tn..u~ .. Ltu:AfCIW-M«<kt~ «:WMRI'~Il t~rlll 

" l w.- ~~~r ' liM RNI"III.II!~ ('¥!1\nout R:U Ch:lrc;~ In ll&.a Yn n 

$' c ....... ,,., .. wlllt•~ 
:;, Lt n :A C¥O!I'IC(Itcrltll:'nllr !!1•1'1~C.,·n,.,.!lfl:!::l.'\::cnuMS 

l .t, Tallll COil'trntrcl_, Rn•rW5 (\lliltll.d Ril!tl Clli1Qe ll t!IW You) 

66. T(~tf' ~~~IMAM~ r.r Rl'l~"'r .Je:l (.\NO FORe&TA'r, fED, S'TIITI! C:llnRM:T:il) 
loti. fl :~~;~ ul Wuh•I~IS3M 

U.nt~s 

" " " " " " ., 
' 2 

·z 
u 
12 

IZ 

" " " " 12 ,, 
" 12 

" 
" " " " I> .. 

, .. ,18:! 

• • 
" 

""' 

7:1 

• . .. 

t~,U'7 

'"" • 

-------~~f'--!JJt 
-~ 

1: 1 .21• ~( ti t;/S11101 I 

~.O!.>:J,.!l 1Y :1i OJIOI.I l iU 

1,814;4~7 2,_0U .J!!._ 
1,.'10!! t-46 1,4-40,2.(.8 

S 1111, 18~.117 I ' It lb 

~."U%0 1 
11. 142) 

: l5M1t'tll $ • 
t 'PO:ll-4 
1,ua.2a 
1 .e~o. 

Mii!Hft14hf!tGihlftiffll!1 

FL~cM Year: 2018 

h f'll'-"~ ls. 6M,1ss U 

h U ?2 Mi)J t JOlt~h 

,. 
!7USi i l 

1 2UrtJ'3 I' 

. us 
"' . 
47'UOO 

'''" -4Tl,!'IS 
..C:-6 7".a 
2~11 ,323 

3.53$ 193 

1~ 1~1· 

t~.c:cs l! 

~.es, J 

).212itl 
P<tg() 1ct.1 
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,4 Crowe Horwath. 

Base Year Rate Application 

Operating Information 
Prior Year Curr&nt Year Base Year 
Aucite::t Estimated Per<:el'lt Projected Perce:r~t 

lnformatJon Information Chengo Information Chango 

All Three AII Th"'e ~·.·ofSt.T incl t;~OOrado 

Juri5dicticrn~ Jurisdictions Douglas; Colll'lty 

63. Res dcntlal Accounts. 

64. Multi-femily /\CC()uots 

tiS. Con,merc •al AccotJ nt:; 

66. Totf.l Accounts 

67 Reside-ntJal Refuse ions 
60 Residential Recyclirlg Tons 
69. ResldentJal Yam Waste Tons 
10. Comme:e!al Retuse Tons, 
7"1. Commercial Rec)'\:li1g Ten::;~ 

Commercial Ytm:! \ll;a,."itf: Tons 

72.. "Free .. Drop Boxe3 Provided {A.10fll!Jty} 

n. "Free" Bins Pro\lldod 

74. 2 Yard Sin-Once per 't~eek 

75. 3 Ya.r·::t nin-Once per Week 

76. 4 Yard Gin-One& per V\leek 
n. 5 Yam Oln-Once per Week 
7S. G Yard Bin-Once per Vu'eek 

Cil'l - per rub1c 'iilrd 

OCl Jgla£ - po!!ir wbic yard 

e1 Oorad< • per oublc yard 

Ch~1 - c.ompac:~d per cubic yard 

Dcugl.as • compacted per U,Jbi<;. yan1 

El Oorado . compacted pat culllc yard 

CiiV • per 32 gill canlbag 

Oougtu ·par 32 g.ll can/bag 

e1 Corado · per J2 gal can/bag 

(1) Amounts m~ b<:lsed on mar'la!)en'lf!nl's e~ti l'rlate. 

Fiscal Year: 2018 

/ 1) 
ffi¢.Nillef§ftiffffli•M6 

18.936 19.007 0.06'1\ 12,617 
3,616 3 516 0,00% 3 504 

954 9&7 .,. 0.31% 823 
<' 23 "4S5 ~ ~ ... 23,47~ 0.06% ., . 1~,944' 

22.652 22.480 
40.014 37.574 

3.957 4.175 
23.202 25.657 
40,988 42,884 

4,054 4,765 

5~ I sn ~I 57 

@tm¢!!H,bl,l.i§ii.l9•!,,1,1419€11dfil¥ 

. ' '· . ,. 
30.20 30.69 i.: .. t;;d~.G2% 
25.61 26.02 :.J:~i'1.1l0"i'o 
35.9!· 36.53 ,;:;..)'~10~.$1% 0.00 

42.37 43.06 ,h;'?'.t :63% .-.?. HI 

33.09 33.62 . .. ~:i'I .OO% 36.&1 

46.13 48.91 ' "; '!.>;I 1.62% 0.00 

4.16 4.23 i.90'X. 4.64 

4.02 4.08 ·.· 1 .• 9% 4.47 
6.28 ~.38 ,,.. · .59% 0.00 

CO!Sity 

13B 01! 0.42% 

53.90 li 10.1 

0.00 :ill'.1f'l'g,59' 
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Attachment B, Adjustments to Fiscal Year 2018 Rate Application 
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