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DEVELOPMENT OF WASTE CHARGEBACK SYSTEMS 
AT THE IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING LABORATORY (INEL)1 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Chargeback systems have been discussed (and cussed), tried, modified, and in some 
cases, successfully implemented in the DOE complex over the years. With the current emphasis 
on "Doing business like a private company," there has been renewed interest at the Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) in implementing chargeback systems for waste 
management activities. The most recent activities relating to chargeback at the INEL started the 
summer of 1995 with direction from waste operations management to develop and pilot test a 
chargeback system. This paper presents the results of this effort to date. 

II. DEFINITION OF CHARGEBACK AND REASONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

The first activity in setting up a chargeback system is to define what is meant by the term. 
For the purpose of the activities at the INEL, chargeback is defined as: 

A charging system where the waste generator is either partially or totally billed for waste 
management activities that are related to the waste the generator produces 

This definition allows a chargeback system that is not "full cost recovery." This flexibility is 
needed for situations where legacy wastes remain and the original generator is no longer in 
existence. 

There are two primary reasons for implementing chargeback systems at the INEL. These 
are: 

To give waste generators a strong economic incentive to reduce the amount of waste that 
they generate, and 

To give INEL treatment, storage and disposal (TSD) facilities a strong incentive to be 
competitive with comparable private business and other Department of Energy (DOE) 
laboratories. 

With the implementation of a chargeback system that satisfies both reasons given above, waste 
management operations would come closer to those in the private sector. 

Work supported by the U.S. Department of Energy, Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), under 
DOE Idaho Operations Office Contract DE-AC07-94ID13223. 
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III. CURRENT AND PROPOSED CHARGEBACK SYSTEMS AT THE INEL 

Figure 1 shows the current method of funding most waste management activities at the 
INEL. Waste management TSD facilities receive their operating budget through direct 
programmatic funding. Waste generators do not receive any direct programmatic funds to 
manage their waste beyond the point of shipment to the TSD facility. 

There are many problems associated with this type of funding process. The generators do 
not have any economic incentive to minimize their waste streams. How this affects waste 
management activities can be seen by lookingat a typical decontamination and decommissioning 
(D&D) project activity. Many times concrete slabs are contaminated only on the surface. This 
layer is often less than a few centimeters thick and can be removed by a process called scabbling. 
Low-level waste (LLW) generated from the scabbling process is a small fraction of the original 
concrete slab volume. However, it does require some additional time and equipment to complete 
this operation. If disposal of LLW is essentially free to the generator, as exists under the current 
system, there is no incentive to scabble and the whole concrete slab ends up in boxes disposed in 
the LLW disposal pit. This is a problem at the INEL because the Radioactive Waste 
Management Complex (RWMC) LLW disposal pit is limited in volume, and additional disposal 
capacity at the INEL will be difficult and expensive to acquire. 

The current system also does not set up a customer/supplier relationship comparable to 
what exists in the private sector. In this type of relationship, the customer needs a service that he 
is willing to pay for and the supplier furnishes that service for at an agreed-upon cost. Since the 
customer must pay, the service becomes a cost of doing business and comes under close scrutiny. 
Since the generator currently does not have an incentive to pay close attention to waste 
generated, waste forecasts are not accurate. Without accurate forecasting, TSD facility plans for 
manpower, non-labor costs and future capacity are ineffective. 

Figure 2 shows how the proposed chargeback system would work at the INEL. TSD 
facilities would still receive direct programmatic funding but the total would be a fraction of that 
received in the current system. This funding would handle legacy wastes and would be restricted 
to activities such as post-closure capping of disposal facilities. Waste generators would receive 
direct programmatic funding to process, store and dispose of the waste that they generate. This 
funding would be used to pay for waste management services that the TSD facilities supplied. 
Waste from the generators would be sent to the most cost-effective facility for processing, 
storage or disposal. Facilities at other DOE laboratories and in the private sector would be 
considered as well as those available at the INEL. 

Chargeback systems, implemented in this fashion, could be expected to give a strong 
economic incentive to minimize the generation of waste at its source. Focused attention on waste 
generation would yield innovative ideas on waste minimization and better projections of the 
waste to be generated. Better projections would, in turn, allow the optimization of future waste 
management activities. 
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Figure 1: CURRENT INEL WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

• No economic incentive to minimize waste. 
• Easier to dispose than minimize waste. 
• Disposal capacity fills faster than necessary. 
• Customer/Supplier relationship does not exist. 
• Ineffective planning and use of resources. 



Figure 2: PROPOSED INEL CHARGEBACK SYSTEM 

ADVANTAGES 

• Strong economic incentive to minimize waste. 
• Conserve disposal space. 
• Close Customer/Supplier relationship. 
• Effective planning and use of resources. 
• Conscious of TSD activities. 



IV. WASTE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES CONSIDERED FOR CHARGEBACK 

All waste management activities at the INEL were reviewed for their applicability to a 
chargeback system and the following four were selected for a pilot program: 

LLW Processing 

LLW Disposal 

Industrial/Commercial Waste Collection and Disposal 

Mixed Low-Level Waste Received from Off-INEL for Treatment 

To illustrate the chargeback process that is being developed, LLW disposal will be discussed 
below. This process is shown in Figure 3. 

LLW disposal will be partially funded through programmatic funds and partially funded 
through a chargeback to the waste generator. As a general guide, the following questions will be 
asked: "If no additional waste was disposed at the facility, would you have to spend the money?" 
and "Is legacy LLW being disposed?" A "yes" to these questions funds the activity through 
programmatic funds. A "no" places the activity in the chargeback category. This type of split 
funding is similar to the process used at Hanford and at the Nevada Test Site (NTS). 
Programmatic activities are approved and funded by EM-30 through the normal DOE budget 
cycle. These activities are completed through the year as scheduled in related Control Accounts 
and Work Packages. 

LLW is handled and disposed of differently based on the concentration of radionuclides 
present. For this reason different disposal rates were established for Contact Handled (CH) LLW 
and Remote Handled (RH) LLW. 

Waste Generator Interface (GI) personnel will act as "waste brokers" and determine the 
most cost-effective method of LLW disposal. These options will include the private sector and 
other DOE facilities as they become available. Flexibility with offsite LLW disposal is 
emphasized to extend the lifetime of the active LLW disposal pit at the RWMC and to identify 
LLW disposal capacity as a contingency if RWMC disposal is terminated prior to active pit ' 
filling. 

Shipping projections will be made for both LLW categories every quarter (i.e., every 3 
months) during the year by the GIs and waste generators. These projections will be determined 
in a meeting, chaired by the GI, two weeks prior to the end of the quarter. A three-month 
projection window should allow adequate visibility to make the projections reasonably accurate. 

Based on the quarterly projection, RWMC will plan for labor and equipment to dispose of 
LLW. During the quarter, LLW is then received and disposed at the RWMC. 
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Figure 3: LLW DISPOSAL CHARGEBACK- PROCESS FLOWSHEET 
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If the actual waste received equals the projected waste, the costs recovered equal the 
expended costs and the books balance. The process is repeated for the next quarter. If the waste 
received is less than projected, labor and equipment resources are utilized elsewhere on the 
RWMC. If the waste received is greater than projected, RWMC will try to accommodate the 
increase in workload. However, if this is not possible, the generator may be required to store the 
waste and include it in next quarter's projections. 

V. ISSUES AND CHARGEBACK SCHEDULE 

Implementation of a chargeback system for waste management activities at the INEL is 
proving to be a difficult task. Issues that are currently being worked include: 

Development of accounting practices that will be acceptable to both the Department of 
Energy and the operating contractor, 

Gaining agreement from all waste generators at the INEL to accept a chargeback system, 
and 

Development of waste tracking and account systems that are timely and cost-effective. 

The current schedule for implementation of a chargeback system calls for development 
and pilot testing of the system in FY-96 and FY-97, and full implementation of the system by 
FY-99 

VI. CONCLUSIONS 

Chargeback systems have the potential to motivate waste generators to minimize their 
waste and to make the TSD operations conducted within the DOE complex more competitive 
with private industry. The establishment of these systems within the DOE framework still 
presents a challenge to the paradigms of the past and the inventiveness of the future. 

Ongoing chargeback efforts at the INEL are being developed and these processes are 
being piloted to optimize their operations. The goal is to have a fully functional chargeback 
system operational by FY-99. 
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