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Opening 

Ruth Nicholson, Facilitator, welcomed meeting attendants. Since Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) 
members were in attendance, she noted that the day’s meeting was a public meeting rather than a formal 
HAB meeting. She noted that the meeting was being recorded.  

Gary Younger, US Department of Energy (DOE), introduced himself and welcomed the meeting 
attendants. He further elaborated on Ruth’s comment, stating that there would be no HAB business 
conducted. Instead, the meeting would consist of an overview of the Hanford 5-Year Plan, presented by 
Ben Harp and Brian Stickney of DOE. DOE would be taking feedback on the subject from multiple 
organizations, including the Tribes, the Tri-Party Agreement agencies, and the public.  

Ruth explained that the meeting would consist of two primary parts. First, Harp and Stickney would 
provide an overview of the 5-year plan, which would be followed by a check-in with regulators for their 
perspectives and an opportunity for meeting participants to ask clarifying questions on the plan. For the 
second half, the meeting participants would be provided the opportunity to speak their mind on the 
subject in a round-robin discussion. Participants would be selected to speak based on their placemat in the 
online meeting attendance listing, and every participant would be provided the opportunity to speak, 
regardless of affiliation. She stated that the meeting summary and meeting recording would be available 
on Hanford.gov, when available.  

Overview of the DOE Hanford 5-Year Plan  

Stickney introduced himself and the presentation subject. He explained he was there to discuss the 
Hanford 5-Year Plan, which was presently in draft form, in order to let the public know what DOE’s 
plans were. Though the 5-Year Plan was not developed in response to any specific requirements, DOE 
felt it was a good business practice to develop and share it.  

He noted that the DOE Environmental Management (DOE-EM) provided a strategic vision document that 
looked at the overall cleanup program over ten years at a high level. The 5-Year Plan was intended to 
serve as an accompanying document that provides more granularity than the EM Strategic Vision. The 
5-Year Plan was intended to be an “evolving” document that would be updated yearly.  

Brian explained how that some Hanford Site cleanup priorities were directed as a result of existing court 
judgements or legal requirements. He noted that the best area for public input would be three to five years 
out: fiscal years (FY) 2024, 2025, and 2026. He noted that FY22 and FY23 decisions were already made 
or were already underway, due to the federal budgeting process.  

Harp provided an overview of the budget process. He explained that DOE worked with the US 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) to 
determine priorities on the site as a whole. Those determinations, along with input provided by the public, 
are entered into the Hanford Integrated Priority List. He explained that within the federal government, 
three different budgets were being “run” at the same time. There was the execution budget would be the 
budget being acted upon in the present year. Currently, that is the FY22 budget, though it was presently 
under a continuing resolution. The FY23 budget was already submitted for review, and FY24 was in 
development, which was where public input started to become most valuable, as it could still be acted 
upon.  

Stickney showed the 5-Year Plan “placemat” diagram and highlighted the enabling assumptions used in 
its development. The first was that the budget would consist of $2.6 billion, with escalation applied, for 
each year. The second, DOE assumed that the planned items would be timely. It did not assume failure on 
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projects, which would have a cascading impact on subsequent projects. Finally, the potential effects of 
COVID-19 were not incorporated as they were not fully understood.  

He noted that the items listed were not a fully inclusive list; instead, they were highlights of major 
activities or major preparatory steps to milestone projects. Harp reviewed FY21 tank waste critical 
activities, noting major accomplishments completed, followed by Stickney reviewing Central Plateau and 
River Corridor cleanup accomplishments. Tank retrieval and ramping up to Waste Treatment Plant start 
were noted as a major themes in the presentation, along with capsule transfer to the Waste Encapsulation 
and Storage Facility (WESF) and infrastructure completion to support the Direct Feed Low Activity 
Waste (DFLAW) project.  

The two presenters continued to note activities on a FY basis. In FY22, major DFLAW activities 
emphasized included the loss of power testing, which would have a long-lasting impact on operations, 
and the phased melter heat up. On the Central Plateau, demolition of old ancillary facilities to the 
Plutonium Uranium Extraction Plant (PUREX) was noted.  

In FY23, the theme of readiness for hot commissioning for DFLAW continued up to initiation of hot 
commissioning. As a result, the Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF) operations would begin, which would 
serve as the final disposition site for secondary waste and Liquid Effluent Retention Facility (LERF) 
output. The resumption of 242-A Evaporator operations was also noted as a key milestone. On the Central 
Plateau, it would be critical that Central Plateau Cleanup Company (CPCCo) completed IDF upgrades in 
time for hot commissioning, as it was essential for site integration. Interim Safe Storage (ISS) efforts 
would continue for reactors, with FY23 seeing the completion of the 105KE Reactor steel shell.    

DFLAW operations would progress into FY24 while infrastructure upgrades continued in order to expand 
waste treatment capacity into the west area. In the Central Plateau, WESF modifications would be 
completed for capsule dry storage. Operations to drive activities off of Gable Mountain, a culturally 
sensitive area, would commence.  Preparations for demolition of K West Basin would be completed and 
demolition would be initiated.  

By FY25 DFLAW operations were expected to ramp up to approximately 75% operating efficiency. 
Much of the cross-site infrastructure related to DFLAW would be activated. The High-Level Waste 
(HLW) facility construction was expected to resume, which was considered to be a major milestone. 
Other site infrastructure would be altered in anticipation of reduced traffic in the River Corridor.  

In FY26, a new supercell was planned for the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) due to 
forecasting for needed disposal space. Stickney noted that this project could potentially be eligible for 
stimulus funding. Tank farm upgrades necessary to support HLW feed would be initiated. By this time, 
the River Corridor work was expected to be largely complete, pending remaining Records of Decision 
(ROD).  

Stickney introduced DOE’s feedback survey for the public to submit comment. He noted that comments 
related to FY24 onward would be the most impactful at that time, but comments on FY22 and FY23 were 
welcome as well.  

Regulatory Perspectives 

David Bowen, Ecology, explained that when it came to budget and planning, there was a disagreement 
between the agencies regarding the requirements defined in the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) in the areas 
of cost, schedule, scope, integration, planning, and reporting. He hoped a resolution would be found that 
was more productive for all three parties.   
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Bowen noted that, as Ecology had not received the funding targets, it was difficult to comment 
effectively. Regarding the presentation itself, he noted there were details lacking in areas such as remedial 
design and RODs and did not mention required aspects such as permitting.  

Bowen observed that there was no noted cost mechanism for unexpected or unplanned activates, using a 
previous PUREX tunnel collapse and wildfires as examples. He stated that such events require a diversion 
of funds from other projects to address and observed that such events seemed to be occurring with greater 
frequency. He felt that cost estimates should account for unexpected or unplanned events.  

Bowen stated that he was glad to hear news of HAB membership packet approval and appreciated the 
HAB’s continued participation and interest.   

David Einan, EPA, echoed Bowen’s sentiment, stating that it was great news on the HAB membership 
packet and that he appreciated the time the HAB devoted to Hanford. He thanked the new members for 
volunteering.  

Regarding the 5-Year Plan, Einan stated that the 5-Year Plan placemat was something they had discussed 
over the prior few years. He felt it was a good communication tool for plans on a large scale. However, he 
noted that EPA’s priorities were aligned with the milestones in the TPA and were not involved in 
development of DOE-EM’s strategic plan.  

He encouraged the HAB and other members of the public to engage, including looking at the materials 
and providing comments on their thoughts. He emphasized that public input was both important and 
valued.  

Clarifying Questions 

Bob Suyama, Benton County, provided a question about holistic negotiations, understanding that the 
status of the negotiations could not be shared. He asked if the 5-Year Plan incorporated potential 
outcomes of the holistic negotiations. Harp stated that he could not comment much on that subject, but the 
conversations were extended as they had proven beneficial to that point. However, the results of 
negotiations were not incorporated as the final proposals had not been put forth.  

Tom Sicilia, Oregon Department of Energy, noticed that there was no mention of WESF capsules in the 
FY23 summary and wanted to confirm that would be an ongoing project. Stickney confirmed that the 
project would be moving forward.  

Shelley Cimon, Columbia Riverkeeper, noted the mention of a new ERDF supercell in FY26 and asked if 
there were anticipated changes to the ERDF acceptance criteria. Stickney confirmed that there was not. 
Cimon followed up, noted concerns about funding targets and characterization efforts. She wanted to 
know when discussions of burial ground characterization and remediation might begin and how funds 
might be redirected, should DFLAW not start up as scheduled. Stickney explained that renegotiated M-
091 milestones would need to be accounted for, in that regard. The 5-Year plan highlighted big missions 
and projects going ahead five years; he expected that in the second half of the decade, though not 
highlighted, would be where a characterization effort would occur for the burial grounds. Stickney 
continued, explained that contingency reserves were always accounted for in the project management 
process, as projects often exceeded expected costs. This was a challenge in a fiscally constrained 
environment as prioritizing non-mission critical projects would not be well received. Harp clarified that 
assumed funding levels were based on historical funding, but DOE would request more.  

Tom Galioto, Tri-City Regional Development Council (TRIDEC), noted that the animation of the 
DFLAW project previously provided by DOE was very good and easily understandable. He asked about 
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the 324 Building remediation project, noting that excavation had been delayed to FY25, and no activity 
was shown in FY24. As the project was a priority identified by the HAB and others, he wanted to 
understand why there was no activity noted for FY24. Stickney reviewed the 324 Building project 
activities by year. Micropile installation would be completed in FY23, scoring the facility floor was 
planned for FY24, and retrievals would be completed in FY25. The FY24 activities were not highlighted, 
but they were planned to continue.  

Galioto also asked if budget priorities would shift as the site moved toward operations. He wondered if 
that would draw funds away from critical site projects. Harp stated that DFLAW operations were 
anticipated to cost close to $400 million per year, and DOE expected additional funding to support the 
HLW facility. He stated that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) was aware of the need.  

Pam Larsen, Benton County, asked what would still need to be done before IDF would be ready to begin 
operations. Stickney stated that construction of requirement upgrades and modernizations were complete. 
DOE was currently working with its regulatory partners for permitting, which would be followed by 
regulatory activities. DOE hoped for it to be ready in FY23. 

Max Woods, Oregon Department of Energy, asked the presenters to discuss more about what would be 
required to get the Waste Treatment Plant functioning by FY25. Harp stated that it would require “a slug 
of money.” He explained that there was funding for design activities in FY22, which would ramp up to 
allow construction activities to continue. He stated that much of the material procurement was already 
complete, so onboarding and ramp-up for construction were the primary tasks at hand. He stated that 90% 
design completion was required to start construction to provide high confidence.  

Chris Sutton, HAB Public at Large, stated that it seemed that initiation and completion dates for 
groundwater projects were slipping, noting it appeared that the presented dates were later than previously 
stated. Stickney stated that he was not aware of any deliberate strategy to push those back and suggested 
that it might be an artifact of how the data was developed or presented. He asked that Sutton submit that 
concern as a comment, and he would examine it further.  

Susan Leckband, Washington League of Women Voters, asked if there was anything in particular DOE 
hoped for public input to be focused on. Stickney stated that DOE hoped to make sure its priorities and 
decisions were aligned with the needs of the community, while still meeting TPA commitments. Harp 
stated that DOE would take input on budget aspects of the presentation, understanding that the 
presentation did not provide a depth of budget detail, but instead showed major milestones for what DOE 
hoped to accomplish. He stated it was best to get input on priorities early, as once a project is stated it is 
best to see it through to the end.  

Regarding IDF, Leckband asked if there would be an evaluation of the cumulative site waste load, 
considering that the logs from DFLAW would still be hot at time of disposal, and if site-wide risk 
assessments were occurring to account for the new waste. Additionally, she asked if there was a concern 
about groundwater in that regard. Stickney stated that the assumed that a site risk assessment was an 
ongoing effort. Regarding groundwater, he stated that leachate was collected and treated. He stated he 
would have to look into the question on waste load.  

Jan Catrell, Washington League of Women Voters, asked about a water treatment plant. She expected that 
would be an expensive project but noticed its mention in the presentation. Stickney stated that the project 
just broke ground and was ongoing. It was expected to be operational in FY24. Harp noted that it was 
included under the Tank Waste Treatment section on the 5-Year placemat.  
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Cimon provided an additional question, asking how the 5-Year Plan might be incorporated into the 10-
Year Strategic Vision. Harp reviewed the budget formulation slides of the presentation, explaining that 
the Hanford 5-Year Plan feeds into the larger DOE-EM 10-Year Strategic Vision. Stickney explained that 
it was an iterative process that involved quarterly and annual site briefings with DOE Headquarters, if not 
more frequently.  

Galioto asked for clarification on the feedback survey, wondering if it was intended for members of the 
public to submit as individuals, rather than as groups such as the HAB. Younger stated that input would 
be accepted individually or collectively; it was welcomed from any source. Carrie Meyer, DOE, agreed.  

Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest, asked why the survey responses were requested by November 
22nd if the HAB would not meet again by that deadline. Meyer stated that DOE’s intention was to 
establish what the public needs are. The date was initially set so that DOE could compile survey results 
and submit them with the EM Strategic Vision. However, it appeared that the comment input might be 
extended, so it was possible that the input period for 5-Year Plan feedback could be extended as well, if 
needed.  

Larsen noted that the survey DOE prepared might serve as a starting point for the HAB Budgets and 
Contracts Committee (BCC) to look at as a starting point for compiling HAB input.  

Liz Mattson, Hanford Challenge, wondered when the assumption of $2.6 billion in funding would start. 
Stickney stated that funding level was assumed to start in FY22 and represented a combined budget for 
DOE Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) and Office of River Protection (DOE-ORP). Escalation and 
inflation would be applied yearly. Mattson followed up asking how the plan might change if that funding 
level was not received. Stickney stated that it would be an iterative process. Should the resulting budget 
be different than anticipated, priorities would be adjusted, a process under which the public would be 
engaged in determining.  

Participant Comments on the DOE Hanford 5-Year Plan 

Nicholson explained that all participants, regardless of affiliation, in the meeting would be provided the 
opportunity to express their thoughts on the Hanford 5-Year Plan as part of a round robin discussion. She 
started asking individual participants if they had input to share. Some participants declined to share.  

Tom Rogers, Washington State Department of Health (DOH), introduced himself and explained his roles 
with the HAB and with the DOH. Regarding the 5-Year Plan, he stated that the placemat was provided to 
his group at the DOH so he had reviewed it. His comment, from the perspective as an “Army guy,” was 
that one should never plan for the best-case scenario.  

Laurene Contreras, Yakama Nation, thanked DOE for the presentation and noted that she was glad to see 
the community invited to provide input. She explained that the Yakama Nation always wishes for the best 
scenario in Hanford Site cleanup and hopes for the ceded lands to be returned to nature, or the best that 
could be achieved. She stated that Yakama Nation was engaged to provide input on its concerns as well 
and hoped for the high level of communication with stakeholders to continue. She hoped for an effective 
level of funding to continue to support cleanup efforts.  

Nicholson relayed a comment by Steve Anderson, Grant and Franklin Counties, that restated a concern 
relayed by Ecology and others. He wondered how to budget or account for unplanned events, as there was 
a historical record of such events occurring that made the subject relevant for planning.  

Suyama followed up on Anderson’s comment, stating that a plan is only as effective as the information 
known at the time. He was concerned about emerging issues. That same year, he noted, DOE announced a 
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new leaking single shell tank (SST), which resulted in concern over how that would affect ongoing work. 
The HAB Tank Waste Committee (TWC) developed draft advice on the subject, which had since been 
delayed, though if it were submitted, the key issues would be how DOE might take action on the tank 
leak, and if so, how it would affect other planned projects and how it would affect available funding. 
Suyama wondered, where there was an emerging issue, if DOE had the ability to move funding around 
and how DOE planned to respond to unplanned events.  

Sutton commented that it might be beneficial to see future 5-Year Plans formatted somewhat differently. 
He hoped that the plans would show some detail of the project breakdown structure (PBS) highlighted 
projects and major critical items planned for each PBS. Effectively, he hoped for the plan to be broken 
down to another level of detail.  

Pollet stated his objections to DOE not providing a comment submission email and instead developing its 
own survey for public comment. He urged DOE to take public comment and respond to the comments as 
well as make the comments available for others in the public to view, instead of the provided survey. He 
stated that he reviewed the survey content and found that there was no place provided for free-form 
comments. He felt that the survey was biased. Additionally, he noted that the survey form provided a 
question of what participants might defer were DOE to receive less funding, but no equivalent question 
for the scenario of DOE receiving additional funding. He felt that indicated that DOE’s plan might be 
developed based on failure to receive funding. He stated that there should be a formal public comment 
period for the 5-Year Plan that would be integrated with the HAB’s spring meeting and felt that the HAB 
should advise on the subject. He felt that 5-Year Plan overview meeting as it was being held was not a 
formal public process. Holding a morning meeting, he stated, was no different than holding no meeting at 
all as it hindered public participation. He stated that it was all very disturbing to him, and to Heart of 
America Northwest, and he would make that known, as it was not what DOE said would occur.  

Catrell followed on to Pollet’s statement. It was her understanding that the 5-Year Plan and placemat was 
really talking about proposals for work that needed to be done and what priorities were. She felt that 
nothing in the 5-Year Plan acknowledged the importance of public participation. She noted that she was 
glad to learn that the HAB membership packet had been approved and wondered if the agency was doing 
anything to try and mitigate the long processing time required for approval. She asked that DOE make 
public input as important as the HAB felt it to be, as some members had been waiting for nearly a year for 
the opportunity to talk in a way that reflected their position on the Board. She suggested that other boards 
were likely feeling the same way, so she though it was important to acknowledge the importance of public 
participation as part of the path forward.  

Denise Jones, Citizens for a Clean Eastern Washington, stated that in her review of a new member of the 
HAB, she did not identify an obvious place or resource to read about the projects highlighted more 
deeply. She hoped for a more text-heavy version or resource that could provide more information. 
Jennifer Colborn, HMIS, confirmed that it was supposed to be a high-level overview. Meyer asked Jones 
if she was hoping for more detail than what was provided on the 5-Year Plan webpage, and Jones 
confirmed that she was.  

Mattson noted that she agreed with many of the comments made up to that point. She noted that the TPA 
agencies could potentially work with the HAB to work out the public engagement process. She noted felt 
that the Hanford 5-Year Plan presentation was an improvement over the previous DOE-EM Strategic 
Vision public engagement effort. She noted that there was an email address provided alongside the survey 
link in the presentation and asked if public comments could be submitted to that email. Colburn clarified 
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that the 5-Year Plan presentation was not intended to function like a formal comment period. She stated 
that should there be question or comments to submit, they could be submitted to that email address.   

Mattson continued, recalling concern expressed over contingency funding for unplanned events. She felt 
that issue needed more development and might require and educational effort with Congress. She thought 
that might be a good public forum topic. She stated that, from Hanford Challenge’s perspective, the 
potential for failure of Hanford tanks needed to be considered. It was expected that they would fail and 
known that it would take a long time for tank waste to be removed and treated, even if everything 
proceeded as planned. She felt a funding stream should be found. Regarding funding information, 
Mattson felt there should be a greater effort to open that specific information to the public.  

Marissa Merker, Nez Perce Tribe, wanted to see more documentation and an emergency plan for leaking 
tanks, such as B-109. She stated that it was difficult to anticipate what the next leaking tank or issue 
might be and needed a plan, even if it did not fit in with the planned schedule.  

Larsen stated that she understood the participant’s desire for contingency and budget numbers. However, 
until Donovan Robinson retired, she expected that it would remain as it was. She stated that he does not 
budge on the matter. She said they could have backup plans, but they just could not be put froward as 
budget requests. Larsen stated that, from a local government perspective, projects such as WESF and the 
324 Building were identified as big risks and was glad to see the projects moving forward. She asked 
when the construction of the HLW facility was planned to continue. Meyer confirmed that was planned 
for FY25. Larsen stated that, regarding engagement on the budget, she felt DOE did a good job explaining 
where the public could participate and where public input could best be utilized.  

Shannon Cram, University of Washington, considered the broader public conversation. She stated that, 
thinking as an educator, she would love to see DOE articulate what the end goals of site cleanup might 
look like to them. As an example, she noted that five goals were noted on the placemat, such as ensuring 
long-term protection of human health and safety. She wanted such goals to be described in more specific 
terms, such as “what future are we trying to make possible on the site.” She felt such goals would make 
the conversation more legible or accessible to the broader public DOE hoped to involve, rather than 
describing cleanup in technical terms. She felt inclusion of such information would help the conversations 
feel more “grounded” to those that are not already technical experts or well versed in the cleanup process. 
Overall, she hoped for a broad overview of the future that the Hanford cleanup effort was working toward 
through the more detailed cleanup actions.  

Cimon stated that she was glad to hear that there was a 100-BC ROD and that she was hopeful for 
DFLAW going forward. She felt things were moving forward well and that it was a wonderful time for 
the Hanford Site. She noted a concern expressed several times about contingency funding. She felt that 
there needed to be an effort to determine how to deal with contingencies, as missteps and unexpected 
events were likely to occur. She like Sutton’s idea of looking at PBSs, as it provided a means to better 
examine what needed to be done and how it would be done. She noted concern that attention to the 
Hanford Site at a federal level might wane as other DOE sites closed across the nation and felt that it 
might require greater effort by individuals and organizations to lobby and champion for continued 
cleanup as there were fewer voices at a programmatic level. She noted that the HAB weighed in on the 
importance of the WESF project and though there should be a request to transfer funding to see if that 
project completion could be accelerated by a year. She did not feel that the schedule was aggressive 
enough.  

Sicilia felt that the 5-Year Plan overview would serve as an effective introduction to the Hanford Site and 
suggested that it become a HAB yearly event. He noted that he did not see anything about the 
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recommendations from the Representative Analogous Site Coordinating Agency Liaisons (RASCAL) 
Team investigation. He stated that he would like to see how those fit into the 5-Year Plan and how the 
work would be set up for success in the off-years. As an example, he noted the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
(WIPP) shipments were planned to start in the year 2028, which was out of the scope of the 5-Year Plan 
and expected to continue for decades. He wanted to know what needed to be done in the meantime to 
ensure that all transuranic waste to be sent to WIPP would be identified, characterized, planned, and 
excavated. He stated that was not a fast process, so it needed to be considered beyond the 5-year scope to 
ensure it is all sent to WIPP before WIPP is shut down.  

Galioto noted that he agreed with many of the topics discussed to that point. He noted that Pam 
mentioned budget input. He felt that might be an avenue for the HAB to provide input to DOE. He stated 
that, as BCC chair, he had done a lot to try and open means of providing meaningful input. He stated that 
there was presently a piece of draft advice being reviewed by DOE management to determine its 
feasibility. He agreed with Sutton’s idea of providing PBS details, as it would be beneficial to know what 
key activities were tied into major milestones. He agreed that contingencies needed to be mentioned as 
part of the 5-Year Plan. He stated that DOE took the position of no action on the B-109 tank leak, and as 
far as he was aware, had no plan or response to SST leaks. 

Galioto noted that the 5-Year Plan had many activities, and within those, there were many activities that 
led up to the identified priorities, such as permits or RODs. He felt it would be beneficial for the 5-Year 
Plan to provide some means of identification of what the listed priorities related to, such as infrastructure, 
critical milestones, or others. He suggested adding some sort of icon or identifier to the items.  

Emmitt Jackson, HAB Non-Union, Non-Management Employee, stated that he appreciated the 
conversations. He was glad to hear about the water treatment plant groundbreaking, noting that was a 
critical piece of infrastructure for the Vitrification Plant and that he previously heard of contracting 
challenges around the project. 

With the conclusion of the round robin discussion, Nicholson announced that DOE’s survey link would 
be provided in the HAB’s weekly update email. For those unfamiliar, she explained that the email 
provided a weekly snapshot of what was going on and what was upcoming for the HAB.  

Closing Remarks 

Meyer thanked the audience for attending and participating in the day’s meeting. She reiterated that the 
meeting was an evolution of process for DOE. The 5-Year Plan overview was not a requirement. Instead, 
it was developed as something to provide to the public as a means to communicate DOE’s plans and 
priorities.  

She reminded participants that the most constructive input would be that focused on the later years, where 
budgets had not yet been developed. She stated that DOE looked forward to the comments and that 
comments assist DOE in advancing its efforts.   
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Attachments 

Attachment 1: Meeting Agenda 

Attachment 2: Department of Energy Presentation 

Attachment 3: Draft 5-Year Plan Placemat 

Attendees 

Meeting Participants: 

Abigail Zilar, GSSC for DOE Bob Suyama, Benton County Cerise Peck, HMIS  

Chris Sutton, Public at Large Coleen Drinkard, HMIS Dan Solitz, Oregon Hanford 
Cleanup Board 

Dana Cowley, HMIS David Bowen, Ecology David Einan, EPA 

David Reeploeg, TRIDEC Debra Kelley, HMIS Denise Jones, Citizens for a 
Clean Eastern Washington  

Dieter Bohrmann, CPCCo Edward Holbrook, Ecology Emmitt Jackson, Non-Union, 
Non-Management Employees 

Erin Braich, Benton-Franklin 
Council of Governments Gabriel Bohnee, HMIS Gerry Pollet, Heart of America 

Northwest 

Ginger Wireman, Ecology Jan Catrell, Washington League 
of Women Voters Jennifer Colborn, HMIS 

John Price, Ecology John Stang (media) Joshua Patnaude, HAB 
Facilitation Team 

Kelsey Shank, theEDGE 
(media) 

Leslie Koenig, Non-Union, 
Non-Management Employees Liz Mattson, Hanford Challenge 

Laurene Contreras, Yakama 
Nation Maria Skorska, Ecology Marissa Merker, Nez Perce 

Tribe 
Maxwell Woods, Oregon 
Department of Energy 

Olivia Wilcox, HAB Facilitation 
Team  Paivi Nettamo 

Pam Larsen, Benton County Patrick Conrad, HMIS Phil Lemley, Benton-Franklin 
Council of Governments 

Roberto Armijo, EPA Ruth Nicholson, HAB 
Facilitation Team  Ryan Miller, Ecology 

Shannon Cram, University of 
Washington 

Shelley Cimon, Columbia 
Riverkeeper 

Simone Anter, Columbia 
Riverkeeper 

Stephanie Schleif, Ecology Steve Anderson, Grant and 
Franklin Counties Susan Coleman, Public at Large 

Susan Leckband, Washington 
League of Women Voters Tammy Monday Tom Galioto, TRIDEC 

Tom Rogers, DOH Tom Sicilia, Oregon 
Department of Energy  
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Department of Energy: 

Ben Harp, DOE  Brian Stickney, DOE Cameron Hardy, DOE 

Carrie Meyer, DOE Edward Dawson, GSSC for 
DOE Gary Younger, DOE 

Geoffrey Tyree, DOE  Rich Buel, DOE  
 

Note: Participants for this virtual meeting were asked to sign in with their name and affiliation in the chat 
box of Microsoft Teams. Not all attendees shared this information. The attendance list reflects what 
information was collected at the meeting. 

 
 
 
 


