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Status Quo (9 Large
1 Collection Events) 3 1 1 5 3 2 1 6 1 3 5 9 20 6 $1.4M $1.8M
One Permanent Depot with
2 - 2 4 1 7 4 3 1 8
Smaller (Limited) Events 5 12 3 4 27 5 $2.2M $4M
One Permanent Depot and
% |2 Toxic Taxis 3 5 S 13 4 4 5 13 3 4 ! 8 34 2 | $23M  $4.3M
4 [Two Permanent Depots 4 5 1 10 5 2 5 12 4 4 1 9 31 4 $2.8M $6M
Two Permanent Depots with
5 2 Toxic Taxis 4.5 5 S 14.5 5 4 5 14 4 4 1 ° 37.5 1 $3.7M $7.3M
5 |Smallr (Lmied) Events. 4 5 3 12 5 4 1 8
5 14 3 4 34 2 $3.6M $7M
Note:
» Depots costs include construction of facility, up-front equipment requirements but not land acquisition or preparation
costs as existing City properties would be prioritized for these locations
r Toxic taxis could only be implemented with permanent depot(s) in place to reduce HHW collected under these options,
ps well as to allow for storage of these materials until collection by the waste hauler
» The smaller collection events would limit the materials accepted (i.e., limited quantities allowed per resident) and allow
for the events to be held at smaller sites given the reduced footprint for the acceptance and storage of materials when
combined with permanent depot(s).
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