
RESOLUTTON NO.  R -84 -  3

I , JHEREAS,  t he  c i t y  o f  conway  san i t a t i on  Depa r tmen t  1s  i n

need  o f  a  dump  t r uck  t o  be  used  a t  t he  Land f i l l ;  and

WHEREAS,  i t  has  been  d i scussed  and  dec ided  t o  pu rchase

a  used  dump  t r uck  f o r  use  aL  t he  Land f i l l ;  and

WHEREAS,  Lhe  dump  t r uck  t o  be  pu rchased  mus t  mee t  t he

fo l l ow ing  m in imum spec i f i ca t i ons :  no t  o rde r  t han  L975  Maek ,

tw in - sc rew ,  5  o r  6  speed ,  10  o r  12  yd  dump .

WHEREAS,  t he  coune i l  he reby  wa i ves  t he  eompe t i t i ve  b l d -

d i ng  p rocess  i n  o rde r  t o  pu rchase  sa id  veh i c l e .

No l i f ,  THEREFoRE,  BE  IT  RESoLVED By  THE CrTy  CoUNCTL OF THE

CITY  0F  CONWAY,  ARKANSAS:  Tha t  t he  b i d  p rocess  i s  he reby

wa i ved  1n  o rde r  t o  pu rchase  a  used  dump  t r uck  mee t l ng  t he

above  men t i oned  m in imum spee i f i ca t l ons  a t  wh i ch  t ime  f unds

w i l l  be  app rop r i a ted  f o r  sa id  pu rchase .

PASSED th i s  14 th  day  o f  Feb rua ry ,  1984 .

ATTEST :

APPROVED:



CIIY OF COIII{AY - WASTE I.{ANAGEMEM SII'DY

Introduct ion

Th is  s tudy  cons is ts  o f  th ree  par ts  -  san i ta ry  landf i l l  eva lua t ion ,  C i ty
col lect ion systen evaluat ion, and evaluat ion of energy product ion frorn
the sol id l rastestream of the area.

PART 1 - LANDFILL EVALUATION

1.0  I ' te thodoLogy

A weighing program was ueed to measure the amount of waste handled
over a period of t ime at the Conway landf i l l .  The wasteload was also
c lass i f ied  by  types  and aources  o f  was te .  Waste  types  used cor respond
general ly to those u5ed in a previous weighing Program conducted in
1982 by the Arkansas Energy Off ice (AEO). The categories include
res ident ia l  (R) ,  cormerc ia l  (C) ,  indus t r ia l -combust ib le  ( f -C) ,

industr ial-noncombust ible ( I-NC), and noncombust ible ( t lC).  The NC
category  inc ludes  mater ia ls  unsu i tab le  fo r  f i r ing  in  heat  recovery
sys tems and cons is ts  o f  was tes  f rom indus t ry ,  cons t ruc t ion /deuro l i t ion
operat ions, and loCal business. Loads of brush were not count.ed or
weighed. Personal cars and trucks were only counted.

Field Burvey cross sect ions l tere coordinated with the weighing
program. Ttr is nade possibLe measurement of the volume of space occupied
by  compacted  wastes  and cover  mater ia l .  F ie ld  sec t ions  were  a lso  used
to  es t imate  the  vo lume o f  cover  mater ia l  ava i lab le  a t  the  s i te 's  ma in
borrow erea.

Data from the weighing program rrere used in comparison to the data
co l lec ted  prev ious ly  by  the  AEO.  Fac tors  in f luenc ing  changes in  waste-
stream quant i t ies r i lere assessed using information. on City annexat ions,
industr ial  t rends, and pr ivate haulers.

Annual wasteload project ions rrere made using seasonal generat ion

trends observed in other urunicipal  weighing Programs. Annual f igures,
without regard to populat ion growth, were used atcing with landf i11
vo lume measurements  to  es t imate  I 'and f i l l  l i fe  expec tancy .

2.0 Weighing Program

Appendix A contains weight logs obtained during the veighing program.

Da i ly  nas te  de l i ver ies  a re  c lass i f ied  by  source  and type r tas te .  F igures

on pi ivate vehicles hrere also developed and are included in Appendix A.

Loads of brush lrere not weighed and were not included in vehicle counts
s ince  brush is  no t  taken to  the  s i te ts  p r imary  d isposa l  a rea .  Car  and
p ickup de l . i ver ies  a re  accounted  fo r  in  p ro jec t ion  o f  l i fe  exPectancy  fo r

the  pr imary  landf i l l  a rea .



The upper table on Page 3 shows waste del ivery totals by day of
the week for the recent weighing program and the 1982 AEO weighing
program. Ttr is table showg eignif icant increases in dai ly waste del iver ies
since the 1982 program. Sources for the increased wasteload were
examined by f i rst  conpi l ing dai ly l taste classi f icat ion data. These
data are shown in the lower table on Page 3.

ltre tables on Page 4 show weekly wasteload breakdowns by tyge of
waste for the 1982 AEO program and the 1983 program. Large increases can
be seen in the industr ial  and noncombugtible categories. Sma1ler,  but
substant ial ,  increases can also be seen in the resident ial  and corunercial
categories. Ttre increase in the nonconobust ible category is not s igni f i -
cant since the quant i t ies ehowrr include large amounts of earth, rubble,
and construct ion debris.

The average weekly figures short increases by main category as
fo l lows:

Res ident ia l :  116.4  Tons / t leek  to  160.8  Tons /Week
Conunercial  :  54.6 Tons/Heek to 89.4 Tons/Week
Industr ial  :  146.0 Tons/I{eek t 'o 270.0 Tons/t ' leek

l tre increase in the resident ial  category is due
annexations and growth which have added approximately
1982 and appearance of S & H Haul i t rg,  a comPany which
res ident ia l  accounts .

= 382 Increase
= 642 Increase
= 852 Increase

to  t$o  fac to rs  -  C i ty
192 accounts  s ince
services rural

Growth of the comnercial  part  of  the wasteload aPPears to be ent irely
due to  inc reased co l lec t ions  by  C i ty  veh ic les .  l t r i s  i s  e t t r ibu tab le  to
the higher level of  cormnercial  business act iv i ty dur ing the Christmas
season. Part  of  the corrnercial  increase is also probably due to the
generatty better economic cl imate than prevai led in the spr ing of 1982.

Genera t ion  o f  coumerc ia l  was tes  is  d i rec t l y  re la ted  to  leve l  o f  bus iness

act iv i ty,  and large var iat ions in this category can be expected both

seasonal ly and with respect to performance of the local '  economy.

Ttre largest category increase, exciuding noncombust ibles such as

cons t ruc t ion  debr is ,  iub t le ,  e tc . ,  i "  in  indus t r ia l  was tes .  The increase
is attr ibutable to both changes in local nanufactur ing processes and
produc t ion  inc reases  wh ich ,  as  w i th  conrnerc ia l  was tes ,  a lso  re f lec t
the general ly improved economic si tuat ion since spr ing of 1982.

The table on Page 5 ehows waste source del iver ies for one week of

the recent veighing program as oPPosed to one week of the 1982 AEO

program. f t ,e Uigge"t  i t t " t""ses in industr ial  wastes can be seen in

de l i ver ies  f rom V i rco  and Arkansas  Waste .  Lesser ,  bu t  s ign i f i can t ,

inc reases  are  a l .so  seen in  indus t r ia l  was tes  f rom Un ivera l  No l in ,  T i f fany ,

V idare ,  Cas t le  K ing ,  Erby ,  and Las ley .



CITT OF CONI,IAY

I.ANDFILL AI{ALYSIS PROJECT

COMPARISON OF WASTE TOTALS BY DAY - AEO & HF DATA

Includes NC/Exclutles

Mon.

3129-413,  1982 (AEo) 62.0
415 -4 lLo,  1982 (AEO) 56.4

L l /28 -L213 ,  1983  (HF)  120 .6 *
t2 l 5  - t 2110 ,  1983  (HF)  133 .6
tz l t2- t2114,  1983 (HF) 107.7

*Denotes Estinated Quantity

Pickups

Tues.

62 .5
75 .3

103 .3
107  . 8
96 .3

& Brush

Ided.

70 .7
76 .7

r23.9
131  . 7
96  . 8

9I
20 .3  53 .8

t l  . 2  42 .8

10 .4  57  . 7

22 .0  58 .3

16 .0  42  . 3

4 .6  3 .4

20.2

t3.4

26.2

52.8

65 .1

65 .  5

16 .6  49  . 3

L3 .4  44  .7

4 .6  3 .4

F r i .  Sa t  .

38  . 8  11  . 0
28 .3  10 .5 *

95 .0 *  10 .0 *
99 .4  10 .0 *

Thurs.

104 .9
68 .4

112 .8
114  . 4

Weight in

ry
] - l l28* (Est imated)

t t l29

11 /30

L2IL

L2 l2*  (Es t ina ted)

]-2l3* (Est i rnated)

t2 l  s

tz l  6

12 l7

r2 l8

t2 l9

I2 l l0*  (Es t imated)

t2 l t2

L2l t3

L2 l t4

WASTE COMPOSITION - HF DATA

Tons - Includes NC/Exclui les Pickups

E
43 .3

43 .  1

40 .0

24.6

34 .  I

22 .4

19 .1

27 .2

34.4

33 .5

44 .6

20 .  0

32 .2

& Brush

NC

3 .2

6 .2

15  . 8

7 .9

2 .6

2 .0

38 .2

9 .2

l 2  . 8

14 .1

7 .8

2 .O

t2 .9

5 .9

4 .9

Total

10 .0

11 .1

18  . 8

40 .2

59 .3

40 .9

120 .6

103 .3

t23.9

112  . 8

95  . 0

10 .0

133 .6

107  . 8

131  . 7

114  . 4

99 .4

10 .0

107  . 7

96 .3

95  . 8



CIIY OF COM{AY

I.ANDFILL ANALYSIS PROJECT

WASTESTRSAI.{ COMPOSITION - AEO DATA
I{eight in Tons - rncrudes NC/Excludes pickups & Brush

l { e e k R C I N C
Toral titeieht/Z W"teftn weiet.tlL 

".:glZ
3 1 2 9 - 4 / 3 ,  1 9 8 2  3 4 9 . 8  r r 8 . 3 / 3 3 . 8  5 4 . 4 1 1 5 . 6  t 6 6 . 5 1 4 7 . 5  r o . 6 1 3 . O

415 -4 lLO,  tg82  301 .9  t t4 .5 /37 .s  54 .71L8 . r  t25 .614 t .6  7 . t t2 .4
Avg.  Tons / I {eek  116.4  54 .6  146.0  8 .g

A v g .  p e r c e n r  3 5 . 9  1 6 . g  4 4 . 6  2 . 7

WASTESTREAI'{ COMPOSITION - HF DATA

weight in Tons - rncludes NC/Excrudes pickups & Brush

W e e k R C I N C
Toral Weight/Z Weight/Z Weight/Z r t teieht/7"

t t l 2 8 - 1 2 1 3 ,  1 9 8 3  5 6 5 . 6  r 8 5 . L / 3 2 . 7  8 4 . 5 / t 4 . g  2 s 8 . 3 1 4 5 . 7  3 7 . 7 / 6 . 7

l 2 l 5  - t z l t o ,  1 9 8 3  5 9 6 . 9  t 3 6 . 6 / 2 2 . g  9 4 . 4 / r 5 . 8  2 8 L . 8 1 4 7 . 2  8 4 . r / 1 4 . L

Avg. Tons/I , feek 160. g gg .4 270 .O 60. 9

A v g .  p e r c e n t  2 7  . g  1 5 . 4  4 6 . 4  t o . 4



Source

CITY OF COMilAY

IAI{DFILL A}IALYSIS PROJECT

COMPARISON OF WASTES BY SOURCE

1982 AEO VS. 1983 HF DATA

t2 l5  -  1219 ,  r 83
LBS:(NOJ LOADS)

4 /5  -  4110 ,  ' 82
LBS.(NO. LOADS)

73 ,150  (12 )
30 ,850  (3 )
29,250 (6)
38 ,050  (8 )
50 ,625  (9 )
35 ,650  (4 )
1 ,500  ( l  )
2 ,500  (1 )
1 ,500  (1 )

54 ,300  (11 )
25 ,450  (10 )
10 ,0oo  (7 )
74 ,050  (7 )
12 ,600  (5 )
l , 4oo  (1 )

l l , 150  (4 )
6 ,450  (2 )

57 ,550  (8 )
14 ,900  (3 )
4 ,750  (2 )

11 ,850  (3 )

19 ,550  (5 )
1 ,200  (2 )
3 ,400  ( l )

20 ,100  (8 )
12 ,950  (6 )

s-120 (c i ty)
s - l21  (C i ty )
s -119 (c i ty )
s -117 (c i ty )
s- l16 (c i ty)
s-102 (c i ty)
s-103 (c i ty)
s - l l1  (c i t y )
s-104 (c i ty)

Vi rco
Universal Nol in
Polyvend
Arkansas l{aste
Tif fany
Vidare
u.  c .A.
Baldwin Piano
Roach
Cast le  K ing
Nabholtz
Erby
s&H
Las ley
Misc .  Const.  l laste
Hendrix
Mid-South
Miec. Individuals
Misc .  Bus iness  & Indus t ry

74 ,7O0
76,9O0
40 ,400
43,400
70 ,900
44,700
5,ooo
7  ,800
4 ,000

107 ,100
37 ,900
14 ,400

199 ,200
l9  ,8oo
14 ,200
l5  ,800
2 ,600

59 ,800
35 ,700
79 ,800
25 ,300
49,200
14 ,400
tt:130
4 ,700

29,200
15 ,800

(8 )
Q)
(8 )
Q)
(  10 )
(7 )
(4 )
( r )
( 1 )

( r7 )
( 11 )
(7 )
(26 )
(5 )
(4 )
(5 )
Q)
(1r)
( 7 )
(11  )
( 5 )
(8 )
(3 )
(13 )

(1 )
(e)
( 7 )

l



3.0 Annual l {asteload Project ions

- The figures shonn on Page 7 are derived fron past weighing programs
in Fort  Snith and Texarkana, Arkansas. Table values are ret ios of nonttr fy
weight totals to the mean monthly weight for each locat ion. These rat ios
are indications of how rraste generation varies from month to month through-
out a year.  The average values shown in this table were used to project
annual waste receipts at the Conway landf i l l .

Tno eets of base data were unsed in annual project ione - AEO data
co l lec ted  in  Apr i l ,  1982,  and da ta  co l lec ted  in  Decenber ,  1983.  ca lcu-
lat ions to arr ive at nonthly totals and mean monthly values for each eet
of data are shown below. Large amounts of NC mater ials such as rock,
earth, and debris are not included in the calculat ions.

3 . 1  A E O  D a t a .

Month  o f  Apr i l ,  1982
22 l{eekdays & 4 Saturdays in Apri l ,  1982
t{eighing Program Covered 7 l{eekdays & 2 Saturdays

v  448 .8  Tons'\ ffiffi;F'
.  4 Saturdavs

+'  
Apr i l . ,  1982

v  2 1 . 5  T o n s
2  Sa tu rdavs

1 , 4 5 3 . 5  T o n s ,  M o n t h  o f  A p r i l ,  1 9 8 2

ry = 1.03 (Month of Apri l )
Mean Monthly Value

Mean l lon th ly  VaLue =  11411.2  Tons

3.2  Hodges F i rn  Data .

Month of December, 1983
22 Weekdays & 5 Saturdays in Decenber,  1983
Weighing Program Covered l0 lleekdays & 2 Saturdays

22 Weekdays .,, 990.1 Tons + 5 Saturdays tr 3-010 Tons =
December, 1983 l0 Weekdays December, 1983 " 2 Saturdays

2,228.2  Tons ,  Month  o f  December ,  1983

December W"4*1"" = O.g75
@ 

u

Mean Monthly Value = 2,285.3 Tons

3.3  Data  Compar ison & Year ly  Pro jec t ions .

Mean monthly waste generat ion has increased from 1 1411 tons in
1982 to 2,285 tons in late 1983, an increase of approxirnately 627".  This
increase is due most ly to growth in industr ial  and couunercial  wasteloads.



Ttre table on page 9 ehows yearly waet]loa<t projections based on

the l9B2 AEO data and on [n" fggg data. Ttre projected yearly total  based

on the ,83 data is used in sect ions fol lowing to est imate remaining land-

f i l l  1 i fe.  The more current data represents-Present consumption rate of

the landf i l1.  should wasteloading rarr of f-due to econouic or other cir-

cumstances, then remaining landt i i l  l i fe wi l l  be longer than projected'

4 .0  Compact ive  Ef f i c iency ,  December ,  1983

Field survey cross sect ions of the pr imary work area show that

approximately 3,600 cuUic yards of landf i l l  volume rtere consumed by

pi""ur"rra of- gg4 tons of waste. Ttris waste tonnage excludes brush and

includes car and pickup del iver ies'

A 6 ' . l a y e r o f d a i l y c o v e r i s r e q u i r e d f o r e a c h 2 t ' - 3 ' l i f t o f l ' a s t e .
S ix  inches  per  3 ,  l i f t  i s  eguat  to  a  6 :1  waste- to -cover  ra t io '  Us ing  the

6:1 rat io,  the i reOO cubic yards of landf i l l  voLrmre consurned therefore con-

s i s t e d o f a p p r o x i m a t e l y 5 l 4 c u b i c y a r d s o f . e a r t h c o v e r a n d 3 , 0 S 5 c u b i c
yards of compacted waste. t tese f ig,rres yield an average in-place density

of approximately 639 pounds per cubic yard. The normal range of in-place

landf i l l  aensity is f rom 500 to 800 pounds Pel cubic yard'  Densit ies in

the range of 806 to 1200 pounds per cubic yard have, however,  been achieved

through use of 
"p"" i" i  "oip""t i . t l  

equipment such as a steel-wheeled rol ler '

5 .0 Volumetric Measurement s

5 .1  Bor row Area.

F i e l d c r o s s s e c t i o n s s h o w t h a t t h e r e i s a p p r o x i u r a t e l y T 9 ' 2 o 0
cubic yards of potent ial  cover mater ial  in the si tets pr imary borrow area'

Ttr is is an in-place measurement and does not al low for the presence of

large rock outcrop" or shr inkage. A shr inkage f igure of 207" should al low

f o r n o r m a l t r a n s i t l o s s e s , c o m P a c t i o n , a n d m i n o r a m o u n t s o f b o u l d e r s a n d
larger stones. I t  should be noted that existance of large rock outcrops at

deeper cur eleva; i" ; ;  is a-possibi l i ty and could ser iously reduce the

amount of cover available in trre prirnary-borrolt area' A 2O7" shrinkage

factor would provide approximatery or,3b0 cubic yards of dai ly and possi-

b ly  f ina l  cover  aPPl ica t ion .

The 53 ,360 ne t  cub ic  yards  o f  bor row ava i lab le ,  a t  a  6 :1  waste . to -

cover rat io,  ,o,r iJ-piovide-dai ly cover for-approximately 380,160 compacted

cubic yards of sol i i  r raste. Based on the in-place density of 538 pounds

per cubic yard achieved in oecetber,  1983, this would provide for disposal

of approximately L2Ir27O tons of t t" t" .  These f igures, however '  are without

regard to appl i l " i io i-of  
"  

Z'  f inal  cover layer,  the dir t  volume of which

.ooita be deplndent on the size area covered'

The large volume of cover avai lable in the pr imary borrow area plus

lesser amounts oi- iotro" avai lable in other locat ions on-si te suggest that

t h e p r e s e n t l a n d f i l l l i f e e x P e c t a n c y D a y b e m o r e d e p e n d e n t o n . t h e r e m a i n i n g
volume in the f i l l  area than on 

". ' . i1"bi1i ty 
of cover mater ial .



CITY OF CONT{AY

I"ANDFILL AI{ALYSIS PROJECT

YEARLY WASTELOAD PROJECTIONS
FOR

CI13 OF CONWAY

M e a n  =  1 ' 4 1 1 . 2  T o n s
MonthlY Weights

Based on  t82  Data

Uean =  2 ,285.3  Tons
Monthly Weights

Based on  '83  Data
Month

January

February

March

ApriL

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

1 ,284

1 ,242

1 ,468

11454

1  , 503

t , 496

1 ,418

I  , 531

1  ,383

1  ,359

1 ,397

L ;376

16 ,921  TonsYearly Totals

2  ,080

2  , 011

2 ,377

2 ,354

2 ,434

2 ,422

2 ,297

2 ,480

2 ,24O

2,2L7

2 1262

2 ,228

27 r402 Tons

522 (Seasonal ly  Adjusted)OveraLl tJastestream Increase



5.2  Pr inary  Landf i l l "Area .

Ttre drawing of Appendix B ehowe one possible set of finish
contours for the pr inary f i l l  area. These contours would urean raising
of the exist ing work area elevat ion by about 35'  at  the deepest point.

Volumetr ic calculat ions shown that the f in ish contours of
Appendix B would represent addit ional f i l l ing of approxirnately 180,830
cubic yards. At a 5: l  waste-to-dai ly cover rat io,  this f igure would
represent approximately 25r830 cubic yards of dai ly cover and 155,000
cubic yards of cornpacted waste. Using the in-place density achieved in
December, 1983, this l raste volume is eguivalent to roughly 49,445 tons
of sol id waste. Cover mater ial  requirement for this volume would include
the  25 ,830 cub ic  yards  o f  da i l y  cover  p lus  25 ,870 cub ic  yards  fo r  the
2 ' f ina l  cover  fo r  a  to ta l  o f  51 ,700 cub ic  yards  o f  bor row.  Th is  f igure
compares to the 63r360 net cubic yards of mater ial  which may be avai lable
in the pr imary borrow area.

6 .0  L i fe  Expec tancy  Pro jec t ion

Based on the f in ish contours of Appendix B, the pr imary work area
can accept approxiurately 491445 tons of eol id waste. Based on the observed
wasteloading of December, 1983, and annual project ions based thereon, the
landf i l l  can expect to receive roughly 27 1400 tons of waste per year,
exclusive of brush and addit ional populat ion growth. These f igures yield
a remaining l i fe expectancy of approximately 1.80 years or about 22 nonths.
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