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:

Purpose of Analysis
Summary

Background of Analysis
Scope of Analysis

Rate Setting Adjustments
Results of Analysis.
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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)

Current Rate (Per Proposed Rate Increase
Customer, Per Proposed Rate (Per (Per Customer, Per
Service Level Month) Customer, Per Month 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.?

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

! 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 EI 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:

Verify the completeness of STR’s Base Year 2018 Application

Analyze the Base Year 2018 Application and prepare responses

Identify rate adjustments, by line item, and rate adjustment tables

Analyze proposed adjustments with JPA and STR representatives, and clarify outstanding issues

A
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Determine the revenue requirement and associated rate adjustments
Prepare a draft report

Prepare a final report

Participate in JPA meeting.

© N o v

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 Non-Collection Revenue Allocation
Commercial Collection Revenues Transfer Station and RRF Revenues

Forestry, Federal, and State Contracts
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Recycled Material Sales (MRF and Recycling Sales)

Operating Expenses

Operating Expense Allocation General and Administrative Costs
Expense Escalation MRF Principal and Interest Costs
Direct Labor (El Dorado County)

Equipment Costs and Facility Costs RRF Principal and Interest Payments

(El Dorado County)
Other Interest Expenses

Landfill Disposal Costs
Office Salaries

Operating Profit

Pass-Through Costs

MREF Principal Payments Other Interest Expenses
(City and Douglas) RRF Fund Credit

RRF Principal Payments

(City and Douglas)

MRF and RRF Interest Expenses
(City and Douglas).

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 commaodity 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.? 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
. ADC ADC ADC C&D/ 1 cgpy cap/ | MSWI mswy MSW /
Landfill Cost/ Cost/ Cost/ a
Tons Costs Tons Costs Tonnage Costs
Ton Ton Ton
Lockwood $11.42 3,037.38 $34,155 $22.55 269.10 $6,068 | $17.15° | 42,733.90 $732,959.54
Carson 0.00 | 10,911.97 0.00 24.00 | 1,417.29 34,015 24.00 2,248.25 53,958.00
City
Total 13,949.35 $34,155 1,686.39 $40,083 44,982.15 | $786,917.54
Tons:  60,617.89 Costs: $861,155

2 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
ADC C&D/ MSW /
Landfill Cost/ ADC ADC Cost/ C&D/ C&D/Costs| Cost/ MSW / a MSW /
Tons Costs Tons Tonnage Costs
Ton Ton Ton
Lockwood $11.42 0 $0.00 | $22.55 | 1,029.75 $22,221 | $17.71° 36,214.76 | $641,350.63
Carson 0.00 | 15,531.06 0.00 24.00 | 1,867.94 44,831 24.00 12,879.50 309,935.99
City
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

2 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

2017

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.

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
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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 EI 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)

Percent of City of
Date of Rate Rate Change | South Lake Douglas El Dorado
Change Applied Tahoe County 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.
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Table 6
Proposed Residential Rate Structure
Base Year 2018 (January 1, 2018)

Current Rate

Recommended
Rate (Per
Customer, Per

Rate Increase
(Per

Service (Pli;rckjﬂitr?tr;)er’ Month, with the |Customer, Per
Recommended Month)
Increase)

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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Crowe Horwath.

Base Year Rate Application

Summary

Rate Change

Percent Rate Change Requested (City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County)

Percent Rate Change Requested (El Derade County)

Resldential Rate Schadula

=

Rate Schadule
[par customer, par monthy

Currznt Rale

Rzke Adjusiment

New Sata

City of Souin Lake Taws
21, Unlimited service
22 Mandaked pickun per 32-galion candbag
23 Mandsted pickun per cubic yard
24 Dualified senicr rate
25 rouseservice- | can
26 House service - 2 cang
27 House service - 3 cans
28 Resdantial- Allcthar sarvicas
Douglas Caunty
3.1, 1, 32-gallen can
32 2, 32-galor cans
33 3. 32-gallor cans
34 4, 32-gallon cans
35  Ore exra 3Z-gallon can (also the seasonal sarvice rale)
26 Or-call 52-gallon can billed menthlyfarrears
3.7, Percukic yard
llon can

15, 46-gallor cans
311, Ore exira E-gallon can [also the seasona service rate)
312 Or-call £5-galien can tilled menthlyfasrears
313, Residental - Al other services
El Dorado County
4. Unlimitad service
4.2 Mandeted oickup oer 32-gallen canbag
4.3 Mandated pickep ner oube yard
4.4 Chalified senior rate
4.5 Housesovice per can
4.6, Residential - Al other services (Area B - formerly ARD)

i

(1

_

26.55

5 2.55

5.67

3706

2220

30.41

3628

38,14

17.72

301

52.02

58.42

448

20.53

21.49

41.31

8295

841

nfa

B4.03

30,47

3 3.11

638

36,53

26.58

271

.86

0.39

168.71

1.70

15.417

To tne best of my knowdedge the data and information in this applicalion is complete, accurate end
congistent with the Instructicas provided by the South Lake Tahoe Basin Weste Management Authe ity

Name: Jeffery Tilman

Sigrature:

Title: Prasidant

Date: May 31, 2017

(1) Raje dies not nchide the street sweeping (50.28), Ihe noisanee shatebatment ($0.25), or the dean community surcharges (50.40).
Vd

Fiscal Year:

2018

Page1of 3

See summares of signilcanl assumplions and accounting pelicics and accompanying ndependent accodntants' repert
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Crowe Horwath.

Base Year Rate Application
Financial Information for AN Three Jurisdietlons

Projscied

Bass Year
Crty of SLT anet £l Dermda
Daegin oty Ceunty
Enfirg &30

5 DrestLabor s assiTeals  ar
4 Eclprwl Coils 473 Feclity Sosts E47e T8
T Lmd Dispasal Cusls 1628473
4 Oflie: Balur e 1134479
L] Curmnen! it Sl bt Socs 3,786,353
T WS Srinednn and interas Pawnents (E| Dorado Cournty) 1E.0E2
1 KAR Frneipaland nnees PRymes (31 Corsne Gounly) 233,507
Olner lorost Licoetsas. L

12, Total Aflowakle Operatirg Costs
Sectlon ll--Alovwnbis Operating

11 Opeenbinn fimio
M. Aowasis Opereting Frotl

Epcton 11| -Pa

Throwyh Costs wallout Franzhiss Fese

5 MRF Fracpel Sayeccs iCly evd Cougle) i g2l
W R Priesna Payments iy and Dosgies) 1304 835
14, N and HEY insevest Expeases (CRy 570 Doegias 113838

Ottven inbare sl Dpenses 2870

15 AR fund Sl
15 Meoycing Rovenee Bome
Toial Pass Through Costa

Fotnl Allwbils Sposling Gosts (Livee 12) phs Allowabie Spaceiing Prolil Live 14) pls Tetal Pass
Thirewii Costs (Line $0)

e certiin Revenin
ity 0! Eiosth | nke Tesen

s Lt anrien g 12 14,183

¥1 EANANed pick S 2ar SEgalion cantbeg e 12 [

B4 Matasied pickun parfibic g iH L

25 Cadlled sanar raty 2 73

20 Fouke sin ce- 1 can \Fd 2

T Fouse w3 e \F 4 [

28 Foaesvice e 2 C

20 Ruchlesllsl - All ol o services 12 [

o s Comamity

3 LBy on 5 2 1 140

ar 2,2 peos cane 2 Eid

32X 0, Wgaan cana 12 F2)

31 4, Wgaa cans 12 [

d4 One arin Jdpalion can (alss e ssasang seedies me] (& 8 a

468 Owcall 3-gslon cat billed monthly /s ears 12 3 |9 piokugs

d4 Pwrcutioynd 1 ]

Q% Afepaling aan T 12 SEh

b @ Awgalien cans 12 52

a0, 2, dSgallen cars 12 2

AC Diw wsklre 80w 20 can (also L1e seasonal S2rvice 18] 12 1]

At Dl 45 gukin can b ed ool faneans 132 o |# plekips =
A3 Fesalonblal - AN ollwe govicas i [T "° 1 1k
E' Dorado iy —=

43 Jwimted service s 3047 — san

A Vondabod powp pe 22 gallon Carlbsc ] [

45 Vendetod pluenp gen cubis gaod 0.5 o

4 Duslihes somar B 1 ] xr

€7, rioms vevice pav can L am; 4

TE Fusicorhal - AT other serwces (Area I - formerly APC) (LR 136

49 Resicarial Rryenues Sutbotst

Lo Leas: Allowar o for Unen Sofifle Rosienin Assors

ST T Hesidrdind Brecnoes (minoo Rate Chargs i Bese Yean 214 25 P AN B
B2 Cunnniciel Revenues

5 Lesa: Arowencn fer Lnenliratibie Cammmmia Ascounts

&4 Taml Commarchol Ruyenues bithout Rele Change o Bise Yaar) E N
55 Tranatee H1tion and RF Revardes (AND FORSETRY, FED, BTATE CONTRACTS) 2068, 68 1,778,314
S8 Fauyulil Mokl 54 lm [RFEFIE]
&7, Taml Reverwns (e 57 + 54 + S5+ 5) EX

B8 Dl She Wall [Sisplest withowl Franchise Fees [LSe 21 - Line &4}

CIPRIERE o a'g.‘:.m
T T

S8 Hrsisentie end Chmmnms Fancise Faes

B M Shoifell (Surghes) wiih Freacise Fees [ines 55 4 55

A1, Toust Fnskieninl, Semmerciel, Trafes S o 2 RRF Tuvenues Priorto Race Change [Line 51 4 56 + 55)
82 Peorerr Shange v Exisling FzcidenBal/Z crrmarsisl Tranafer Slalicon i fben L ins 87 & Line §1)

Fiscal Yoar: 2018
Spa sumimanes of sgnificant SEsumpions anc accouring aclicies anc accomEanying Tndnar dont accoinks [
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Crowe Horwath.

Base Year Rate Application

Operating Information

Prior Year  Current Year Base Year
Aucited Estimated Percarit Projected Percert
Infarmatdon  Information Changa Information Change
All Three All Three City of SLT and Bl Derada
Jurizdictions  Jurisdictions Douglas Sounty County
(1)

€3 Resdental Accountz 18,936 12617
&4 Muli-Tamily Accounls 2,615 3,504
&5 Commercal Acoounts 954 823
66 Totzl Accounts Loasdss ! 6944 |
67  Resdental Refuse Tons 22,652 22,487 3,509
60  Resdental Recycling Tons 40,014 37,574 5864 |
62 Resdental Yard Waste Tons 3,987 4,175 652
70, Commercial Refuse Tons 23.202 26,657 4 004
71 Commercial Reoycling Tens 40,988 42,384 8803

Commercial Yard Waste Tans 4,064 4 766 744 |
72 "Free” Drop Boxes Provided (tonthy) Il 5] % 5 |
73 “Free’ Bins Provided I 57 | | 51|
74 2 Yard Bin-Oroe per Week |
/5 3 Yard Bin=Orce per Week
76 4 Yard Bin-Once per \Week e
77, 5 Yard Bin~Once per eek
78 6 'Yard Bin—-Once per Week

ity - per eubis yard 30.20 30,58 32,62

Dauglas - par eabic yard 25.61 26.02 28.52

El Dorads - per cublc yard 35.95 36,53 0.00

City - compacizd per cubic yard 42.37 4306 A7 18

Douglas - compacted per cubwe yarnd 3508 S3.52 36,84

El Dorado - compacted par cubic yard 4813 48.91) 0.00]

Cily - per %2 gal can'bag 4,16 4.23 4.64

Deuglas - par 32 gal canfbag 4.02 4,030 4.47

El Corade - per 32 gal can'bag 6.28 5.28) 0,00

{1) Amounts are based on maragemant's eslimata.

Fiscal Year: 2078 Page 3 of 3

See summaries of significent assurnplions and accounting policies and actompanying indepandent accountants' report
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Attachment B: Crowe Rate Model with Adjustments
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Attachment B, Adjustments to Fiscal Year 2018 Rate Application

%LG'8 %VE'6 %LE'S %GT'T- 998°0- %ETT- %IL'6 %6T°0T %656
188'786'ST $ T1.82782't $ 0T0T0L2T $ €09'208'ST $ L/6'vST'E $ 929'/vSTT $ 088'Y86'ST $ 0/8'782°€ $ 0T0T0LZT $
687'0LE'T $ 6€L'90€ $ 6v.€0T  $ (8/2728T) $ (¥68°L2) $ (S8EST) $ /9/79ST $ €€9veE  § VETBIZT  $
2SEVEL $ 896'€ST $ v6£083 $ 880°8T $ SS0°ET $ €209 $ v9Z9TL  $ €060vT  $ T9£'G.S $
LET'9E9 $ T18LZST $ gse'esy $ (99€'002) $ (0s6°01) $ (8Tr'6ST) $ €05'0€8 $ O0EL'€6T $ L €129 $
9.7 ¥9E'LT $ V6I¥ESE $ ¢BCO0E8ET  $ ¢ $ 1 s - $ G/WYIELT $ €6LVESE $ ¢8COE8El  $
G6G'6LET €2€'TSC 2IT8eT T - - - G6S'6LET €215 228 T
rv6'zre'e $  0£L'99v $ vIZou'T  $ T $ T $ - $ evezve'c $ 62L'99r  $ YICOLLT $
L6T'TLE'Y $ 8IS'ELY $ 892685 $ 1 $ - $ - $ O6T'TLE'9 $ 8IS'E $ 8/97268S
(r2sT) (c8e) [@Z80) - - - (resT) (e8e) (erTT)
12L'2LE'9 $ 006°€LY $ 0¢8'868'Ss $ T $ - $ - $ OzL'z/e'9  $ 006'€ly  $ 028'868'S  $
TYL'0LE'L $ €co'zvez  $ 8IT'8OS $ - $ - $ - $ TrL'0LEL $ €2Z9'TVE'T $ 8IT'80S  $
(00T9) (0esT) (025%) - - - (00T9) (0esT) (0257)
Tr8'9LE"L $ €ST'vvEC  $ 889'T€E0S 0§ - $ - $ - $ TY8'9LE’L $ EST'vYET $ 889°TE0'S  $
0T9°000°8T $ 7.6'989'C $ LE9EIEWT $ (89€°00C) $ (1s6°07) $ (8T¥'6ST) $ 8.600c8T $ €c6l2L€ $ SSOELVYT $
66T TYT T $ 6vSeS $ 059060T $ T $ - $ 1 $ 86IWYTT $ 6vSeS  $ 6v9060T  $
692°EVE 6v5'€S 02,682 - - - 692°EVE 6V5€S 02,682
Y6128 - ¥6T'2S T - T €6T'2S - €6T'2S
706°05T - ¥06°0ST - - - 706°0ST - 706°0ST
8€C'LLS - 8€C'LLS - - - 8€CLLS - 8€C'LLS
76502 $ - $ 16502 $ - $ - $ - $ 6502 $ - $ 6502 $
G99°8TT'C $ 1,9'66€ $ 88681LT $ (6cc'sd) $ (r0s'y) $ (SeL'02) $ veseylc $ T18TvOr $ ETL6ELT  $
%68 %L.8 %68 %L.8 %68 %L.8
ovL*LELYT $ ovs'eec’e  $ 000%0STT  $ (OVT'SLT) $ (rr'oe) $ (€69°8eT) $ 988TI6VT $ €610.2€ $ €69TYITT  $
GTLET GTLET - - - - GTLET STLET -
G80°06T G80'06T - - - - G80°'06T G80°06T -
2.9'9 2.9'9 - - - - 2.9'9 2.9'9 -
80v'0TE'E T81'689 122'129'C (0ge'e8) (sve'LT) (500°'99) 85.'€6E'E 925'90L 2€2'189'C
96£'8r2'T 911'652 029'886 - - - 96€'8r2'T 911652 029'886
9TT'L¥¥'T 12T'10€8 066'SPT'T (¥82'€9) (eL2'eT) (0T5°08) 006'0TS'T 007'¥TE 005'96T'T
rTZrr'T €60'00€ 150°ZVT'T - - - rTZrr'T €60°00€ 150°2vT'T
0T2'6L0'L $ 860'ELF'T $ 2TT'909'S $ (900'82) $ (8e8's) (8.1'22) 9TZ'/0T'. $ 926'8/¥'T $ 062'829's  $
sa1ouaby Auno) Auno) sebnog sa1ouaby Auno) Auno) sebnog sa1ouaby Auno) Auno) sebnog
JBWBIN IV opeioq 13 pue 1S jo A1D JaqUIBN IV opelod |3 pue 11540 1D Jaquisn IV opeiod @ Pue L1S jo AID

nowy paisnipy

sjuaWISNIPY YIeMIoH amMoId

CO_HUm.—Ohn_ Jea ased 8T0Z A4

sarey Jyd/uonels

Jajsue ] /ferdIaWwwoD/enuapisay Bunsixg ul abueyd usdsed
afuey) arey 01 J0lid Sanuanay

44y pue ‘UuoIIeIS J9jSuRIL ‘120D ‘[e1IUSPISAY [e10L

S99 asiyouelq yum (snjding) |fej11oys 18N
S99 asIydue .S [BIDJSWIWIOD PUE [eljuapIsay
S99 asIyduel4 Inoyum (snjdins) |ej1ioys 18N
Sanuanay [eloL
sofes [eLslep pajokaay
(SLOVHINOD FLVIS
‘a3 ‘AYLSTHOL ANY) SenusAsy Y pue uopels Jajsuell
(reaA aseg ul abuey) arey INOYIM) SSNUBASY [e12J8WW0D [eloL

SIUNOJ2Y [E12IBWILLIOD J|GRIS|0UN 10§ SIUBMO|IY :SSIT
SaNUBNSY [RIDIBWILLOD

(Jea A aseg Ul aBueyD S1eY INOYIM) SONUSASY [BRUSPISSY [eloL
SIUN0D2Y [2RUSPISSY B|GRIB|IOIUN 10} SIUBMO|Y :SS3]
[el0IgNS Senuanay [enuapIsay
sanuanay

S99 3SIYdURIS INOYNM JuSWaIINbay anuanay
sasuadx3 ybnouyp-ssed [e1oL

snuog anuanay Buljokoay
1PaID pund
sasuadx3 1saau| JaYI0
(seibno@ pue A1D) sasuadx3 1salaiu| 44y pue 44N
(seibnoq pue A1D) siuswhed fedioutd Juy
(seibnoq pue A1D) siuswhed fediounid 4N

S99 asIyaueIS INOYNIM S1S0D ybnouyl-ssed

0.1 Bunesado ajqemoly
oney Bunesado
woid Buiesado ajgemoly

sesuadx3 Bunelsdo feol
sasuadx3 1salau| JBYIO
(Auno) opeloq [3) sluswAed 1sa19)u| pue [edidulld 444
(Auno opeloq [3) sluswAed 1saiau| pue edioulld 44N
SIS0D SANRJASIUILPY PUe [BISUSD
salefes 92110
SIS0 [esodsiq [jypue]
S1s0D Ajjioe4 pue s)so) juawdinbg
loge 10a1@
sasuadx3g Buiresado ajgqemo|y

12-1460 5E 24 of 24





