
Chapter 13: Summary 

Phase I of the Missouri Wmte Composition Study examined municipal solid waste (MSW) during 

three seasonal waste sorts at ten landfills and transfer stations throughout the state of Missouri. 

The summary findings of these waste sorts are reported below. 

Sampling information 

Samples of MSW were taken from licensed waste haulers at ten landfills and transfer stations 

throughout Missouri. These samples consisted of 20-25 bags of residential and light commercial 

"trash". The waste haulers were selected at random and served only residential and commercial 

accounts. The waste haulers estimated the commerciaVresidential mix of their load and the 

percentage of each was entered onto the sample data sheet. No construction and demolition 

wastes, sewage sludge, combustion ash, or industrial process waste was sampled. 

During Phase I, 350 samples were selected and the materials sorted into 26 sub-categories. These 

categories are defined in Chapter 2. M e r  the sample was completely sorted and placed into the 

appropriate containers they were weighed, volumes estimated, and the data recorded. 

The average sample size was 219 pounds by weight and 48 cubic feet by volume. The total 

weight of the samples was 76,750 pounds, and the volume was 16,728 cubic feet. 

Table 13-1 indicates the number of samples examined at each location, the weight and volume of 

those samples, and an estimated composition of the sample. 



Location 

Springf?eld 
Reeds Spring 
Pemiscot County 
St. Francois County 
St. Louis 
Macon 
Maryville 
Lee's Summit 
Clinton 
Lamar 

Total 
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Number of 
Samples 

Sample Size 
Weight Volume 

Composition 
Residential Commercial 

TABLE 13-1 



Results by weight 

Table 13-2 shows the percentage of materials, by weight, found in the MSW during the three 

I seasonal sorts. The average is based on the total weight of that material for all three sorts, 

divided by the total weight sorted. A description of each category is listed in Chapter 2. Chart 

I 
13-1 represents the same Momation in four pie charts. 

The results were fairy consistent from one round to the next. Small fluctuations are mentioned in 

1 each location chapter (3-12). There were only two major changes from one seasonal sort to the 

next. 

One change was in the %es" category (small items too small to be separated ef6ciently). A 

change in sorting procedure at the end of the first round of sorts resulted in better accuracy during 

the second and third round of sorts. This resulted in a lower percentage of "fines" during the 

second and third sorts. About half of the material counted as "finesn during the first round of 

sorts was counted as food waste in the second and third rounds of sorts. 

The second change was the increase in the "organics" category throughout the year. This was a 

result of additional fnrit and melon rinds in the food waste, and increased yard waste and corn 

shucks m the "other organics" sub-category. Watermelon rinds were present from mid May 

through September. Yard waste is officially banned from Missouri laadtills and transfer stations 

but small quantities of grass clippings and leaves were occasionally "smuggled in" and found in 

sealed bags. Corn shucks increased significantly during the summer months. Both yard waste and 

corn shucks were put into the "other organics" sub-category. 

'lBg 



PHASE I SUMMARY RESULTS BY WEIGHT 
SORT # 1 

2/51964/10196 
CATEGORY WT. 
Cardboard 6.6% 

Newsprint 7.6% 
hwgazines 3.2% 

High Grade 2.1% 
Mixed 18.1% 
PAPER TOTALS 37.6% 

SORT # 2 
511 3196-7/17/96 

WT. 
6.2% 
7.6% 

3.4% 
3.2% 

16.3% 
36.6% 

SORT #3 

91-6-1 1M 3/96 

WT. 
6.5% 
8.3% 

3.8% 

3.6% 
14.0% 
36.1% 

Clear 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 
Bmm 1.6% 1.6% 1.8% 
Green 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 
Other 0.5% 0.8% 0.7% 
GLASS TOTALS 6.1% 6.00Jo 6.1% 

Alum. Cans 1.2% 1.7% 1.7% 
Other Alum 0.6% 0.9% 0.9% 
Nonferrous 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 
Food Cans 3.2% 2.7% 3.4% 
Ferrous 1.1% 1.1% 1.3% 
Oil Filters 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 
METAL TOTALS 6.5% 6.8% 7.6% 

PET #l 1.5% 1.8% I .9% 
HDPE # 2 I .9% 2.0% 2.5% 
Film 3.8% 3.6% 3.1% 
Other P W c  6.1% 7.6% 7.3% 
PLASTIC TOTALS 13.3% 14.9% 14.9% 

Food waste 
Wood Waste 
Textiles 

Diapers 5.1% 3.9% 3.7% 

Other Otganics 2.4% 3.5% 4.1% 
ORGANIC TOTALS 28.7Yo 31.4% 32.0% 

AVERAGE 
2/5196-11113196 

WT. 
6.4% 
7.8% 
3.8% 
2.9% 

16.2% 
36.8% 

Fines 6.1% 2.6% 2.0% 3.6% 
Other Inorganics 1.9% 1.7% 1.2% 1.6% 
INORGANIC TOTALS 7.9% 4.3% 3.2% 5.2% 

SORT TOTALS 100% 100% 100% 100% 

TABLE 13-2 



PHASE I SUMMARY RESULTS BY WEIGHT 

- CHART % 

SORT #I 

INORGANICS 
8% 

ORGANICS 
29% 

METALS 6% 
13% 6% 

SORT #3 

INORGANICS 
3% 

8% 

SORT #2 

INORGANICS 
4% 

15% METALS 
7% 

SORT AVERAGE 

INORGANICS 
5% 

METALS 6% 
14% 7% 



Comparison of waste composition among locations 

Table 13-3 lists the average composition of waste at each location. Chart 13-2 represents this 

information graphically for the six major categories (paper, glass, metals, plastics, organics, and 

inorganics). The following observations were noted during the waste sorts which may explain 

some of the obvious differences between sorting locations: 

Paper 

Reeds Spring was higher in paper waste due to the promotional literature discarded by the 
Branson tourists. 

St. Louis and Lee's Summit had higher percentages of newsprint due to the presence of 
voluminous daily newspapers (the Kansas City Star and the St. Louis Post Dispatch). 

Maryvllle had the lowest percentage of paper due to their aggressive recycling program. The 
high tipping fee at the Maryvllle landfill ($56.00 per ton at the landfill but no charge to drop 
off recyclables at the material recovery facility) seems to be an economic incentive for waste 
haulers to offer curbside recycling and encourage their customers to recycle. 

Pemiscot County had higher amounts of mixed paper at each of the seasonal sorts. Large 
amounts of paper food plates were particularly noticeable. One local waste hauler thought 
this was a result of lower income homes without running water to wash dishes. 

Glass 
Maryville had the lowest percentage of glass probably due to their recycling program. 

Metals 

Maryville had the lowest percentage of aluminum and steel cans probably due to recycling. 

Clinton had the highest percentage of aluminum cans. Many of these cans came from tourist 
areas around the Quad lakes area during the July waste sort. 


















































