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Opening 

Lacey Mansius, HAB Facilitation Support, welcomed participants to the meeting, discussed meeting 

logistics, and notified participants that the meeting was being recorded.  

Mike Berkenbile, US Department of Energy (DOE), announced that this meeting was being held in 

accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). He stated that the HAB’s role was to 

provide policy-level advice and recommendations regarding DOE Environmental Management (DOE-

EM) site-specific issues.  

Jan Catrell, League of Women Voters and HAB chair, provided opening statements. She notified 

participants of the meeting ground rules.  

Ruth Nicholson, HAB Facilitator, reviewed the meeting agenda. She provided a review of administrative 

items, such as how to queue up for questions.  

Meeting Minute Adoption 

Susan Coleman, Public at Large and HAB vice chair, suggested that adoption of the draft June Board 

meeting minutes be deferred, allowing new HAB members the opportunity to review the document. Jan 

agreed.  

Alfonso Contreras, Heart of America Northwest, referencing the deferral of meeting minutes, asked how 

many new members were in attendance and if other items would be deferred as well. Jan asked new 

members in attendance to raise their hands to demonstrate how many new members were in attendance. 

Ryan Miller, Washington State Department of Ecology, explained that there was only one other action 

item on the agenda, adoption of the draft fiscal year (FY) 2023 HAB work plan and calendar. Otherwise, 

every item on the agenda was only informational  

Announcements 

Jan invited announcements from among the participants. 

Rob Davis, City of Pasco, thanked everyone involved for their support in the previous day’s HAB 

member orientation. He thought that the presentation and tour were excellent.  

Introductions 

Ruth Nicholson explained that the participants were invited to introduce themselves, as there were several 

new members in attendance. 

Jan Catrell invited the present representatives of the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 

introduce themselves, followed by those by the other Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) agencies.  

Roberto Armijo, EPA, introduced himself as a remedial project manager with EPA’s Hanford office.  

Ryan Miller introduced himself as the communications manager for the nuclear waste program at 

Ecology. He noted that Ginger Wireman, also with Ecology, was present in the back of the room.  

Mike Berkenbile introduce himself as the DDFO and a representative of DOE. He also introduced Gary 

Younger as the HAB federal coordinator. 

Lacey Mansius introduced herself and other members of the facilitation support staff, as well as the 

present communications support staff in the room.    
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Jan proceeded to introduce the HAB’s committee leaders. She noted that Tom Sicilia, Oregon Department 

of Energy (ODOE) and River and Plateau Committee (RAP) chair, was not present in the room, but 

another representative of ODOE was: Max Woods.  

Max introduced himself as the assistant director for nuclear safety and emergency preparedness at ODOE. 

He introduced Matt Hendrickson, also with ODOE.  

Chris Sutton introduced himself as a representative of the Public at Large and the chair of the Budgets and 

Contracts Committee (BCC). He noted that the committee did not have a vice chair at that time, inviting 

those that might be interested in the position.  

Rebecca Holland explained that she represented the Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Commission 

(HAMTC) and chaired the Health, Safety, and Environmental Protection (HSEP) committee. Richard 

Bloom, City of West Richland, served as HSEP vice chair. She noted that HSEP was planning a tour of 

the 324 Building mockup facility for the following month.  

Dan Solitz, Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board, introduced himself as chair of the Public Involvement and 

Communications Committee (PIC) and invited any interested members to join the committee.  

Rob Davis introduced himself as a representative of the City of Pasco and chair of the Tank Waste 

Committee (TWC).  

Jan introduced the national liaison, Pam Larsen, representative of Benton County. Pam explained that 

HAB had the position of national liaison for a number of years in recognition that Hanford was part of the 

national DOE Environmental Management (EM) program. She explained that there was opportunity to 

move waste and share technologies within the complex and that Hanford hoped to one day be able to send 

its transuranic (TRU) waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico. Further, these sites 

compete for funding at a national level. Pam noted that she attended a national cleanup workshop 

recently, which she found to be very informative.  

The remaining participants in the room provided brief introductions in a round robin format. Those 

included:  

• Robert Thompson, City of Richland  

• Tom Galioto, Tri-City Development Council (TRIDEC)  

• David Reeploeg, TRIDEC 

• Jeff Wyatt, Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board  

• Steve Anderson, Grant and Franklin Counties 

• Tracie Arnold, Non-Union, Non-Management Employees 

• Laurene Contreras, Yakama Nation 

• Alfonso Contreras, Heart of America Northwest 

• Rom Parmelee, Non-Union, Non-Management Employees 

• Rebecca Holland, HAMTC 

• Denise Jones, Citizens for a Clean Eastern Washington 

• Susan Coleman, Public at Large 

• Miya Burke, Hanford Challenge  

• Michelle Holt, Benton-Franklin Council of Governments 

• Tim Kovis, Public at Large 

• Todd Myers, Washington Policy Center  
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Those participating or attending the meeting online or by phone were invited to introduce themselves. 

Those included:  

• Simone Anter, Columbia Riverkeeper  

• Jacob Reynolds, Non-Union, Non-Management Employees 

• Jessica Black, Columbia Riverkeeper 

• Dieter Bohrmann, Central Plateau Cleanup Company  

• Charles Lopresti, Public  

• David Einan, EPA 

• Earl Fordham, Washington Department of Health (WADOH) 

• Matthew Fountain, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) 

• John Stang, Weapons Complex Monitor  

• Kristie Baptiste-Eke, Nex Perce Tribe  

• Li Wang, Yakama Nation 

• LoAnne Ayers, Public at Large, representing local business as part of the Columbia Rotary Club  

• Marissa Merker, Nez Perce Tribe 

• Michael Mays, Washington State University  

• Rose Ferri, Yakama Nation 

• Shannon Cram, University of Washington  

Fiscal Year 2023 Work Plan and Calendar 

The group elected to discuss the FY23 work plan and calendar.  

Rob Davis asked if the Board would be voting to approve the document. Jan Catrell explained that was 

uncertain, as the HAB membership packet had not yet been approved, meaning that many of the present 

participants were had not received official membership status. In order for the Board to vote on anything, 

at the very least, it needed a quorum to reach consensus. Thought she personally wanted the work plan 

approved as soon as possible, she stated that she was okay with waiting to ensure every on the Board had 

their voices heard in that process.  

Rob Davis noted that the work plan provided an outline for TPA agency presentations and provided 

certainty for those agencies to prepare those for the Board. He hoped that some level of approval could be 

achieved so that presentations throughout the year would not be delayed. Jan recalled the provisional 

approval process that the Board utilized at its June meeting. While she did not want the Board’s work to 

be impacted, she felt it was important for the Board to follow procedure. She asked that Susan Coleman 

weigh in on the topic.  

Susan contributed, explained that there were new members had not been given the opportunity to review 

the work plan and understand its purpose. Further, there was concern that those new members, were not 

approved by the Secretary of Energy, and were not able to contribute towards consensus. The Board was 

trying to balance the concerns, while being respectful to all parties and moving the Board’s work forward.  

Ruth Nicholson explained that, at its June Board meeting, the Board provisionally adopted the document 

in its current form to address the concerns that Rob Davis had stated. It provided the level of certainty that 

the TPA agencies needed to begin preparing for meetings and presentations.   

Todd Meyers asked if a quorum had been achieved with those members that were approved. Jan stated 

that there was a number of ways the Board could reach quorum, but the overriding issue was related to the 

approval of new members and those members participating in the process. Todd felt that, at that time, he 

was not familiar enough with the subject matter to make an informed decision, and even if it was 
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postponed enough, that would still be the case. New members would likely be voting in line with the 

group as a result. He did not feel that the new members’ ability to vote should be a deciding factor. Jan 

reiterated that the HAB was a consensus Board, in which strived for agreement among all members.  

Rob Parmelee asked how he, as a new member, would know once he has been approved. Gary Younger 

discussed the membership packet process in further detail. He explained that, once it was approved, he 

would inform the other TPA agency representatives and HAB leadership as soon as possible. A letter to 

members would follow shortly after. He noted that, in recognition of the impacts caused by the delay in 

membership approval, DOE was working with the other TPA agencies to reduce the chance of a similar 

issue occurring in the future.  

Dan Solitz noted that there seemed to be little indication of disagreement on the content, and therefore it 

was unlikely that anyone involved would block consensus, regardless of membership status.  

Steve Anderson agreed with Todd’s earlier comment, acknowledging that there was a lot of information 

to take in. He also agreed with Rob Davis’s concerns on allowing the TPA agencies to move forward with 

their work. He suggested discussing the FY23 work plan and calendar and should there be an issue 

brought up by new members, listening to those concerns.  

Tom Galioto noted that should the Board not approve the document, it would not have another 

opportunity to do so until its January meeting, at which time nearly a third of the FY would have passed. 

He felt it was reasonable to approve the document as it stood.  

Jan noted that there would be a Committee of the Whole meeting in November, however, those meetings 

were not designed for consensus building. Susan explained that, in recognition of additional Board 

decisions that needed to be made, such as leadership elections, the COTW had been designated as a 

public meeting with federal register notice in place, in alignment with FACA, allowing Board business to 

occur.  

Gary Younger reviewed the content of the work plan. He noted that this was not the first instance that the 

Board did not approve its work plan, as it was presently provisionally approved. That provisional 

approval, as well as other actions such as interim approval for returning HAB members, was part of 

DOE’s commitment to maintaining forward momentum for the Board.  

He reviewed notable changes from the previous year’s work plan. He noted that one of those was the 

timing and format of the meetings. Like the present meeting, the first day of the meeting would run from 

the afternoon through the evening, with TPA agency presentations in the evening portion. The goal of that 

change was to encourage members of the public to attend at least parts of the meeting, where otherwise 

obligations such as work or school could prevent attendance.  

Gary reviewed the information provided within the document, including definitions of various meetings, 

committees, and Issue Manager (IM) teams. He stated that the dates listed for meetings and presentations 

were solid, though they could be flexible to change as needed. Change would only occur with the 

concurrence of all parties involved. Those dates were used for the Board and the TPA agencies to use as 

guidance in planning. As he reviewed the content of the meetings as listed, explained that the meeting 

topic listed were on a general level, rather than focusing on specific items within those categories. 

Further, it allowed flexibility to support emerging topics and items of importance to the committees.  

Gary moved on to discuss the calendar, explaining how the meeting dates shown aligned with the dates 

and topics listed in the work plan. He noted that there were placeholders for committee calls, which were 

utilized primarily for meeting planning far in advance.   
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Following review, Pam Larsen noted that no one was questioning the content or expressing reservations. 

She suggested that the Board move forward and approve the document. Chris Sutton agreed.  

Ruth explained how quorum had historically been counted on the HAB, noting that there were alternate 

views on how it should be counted. She asked Mike Berkenbile for his determination as DDFO. Mike 

stated that he felt that there was an understanding on that from previous discussions within the Executive 

Issues Committee (EIC). If there was not an understanding, he suggested that issue be taken back before 

proceeding.  

Having been asked to discuss the process of Board product development, Jan explained how topics 

identified for the committees within the work plan could potentially result in advice. She discussed how 

committees could identify topics for further investigation, which would be assigned to an IM team, and 

how that IM team could develop initial ideas or drafts for advice based on its findings. She explained how 

the process of topic hand-off to an IM team, draft advice consideration in committee, and eventual 

presentation of a draft to the Board for review and approval by consensus demonstrated the importance of 

having certainty in meeting dates, impressing the importance of the Board having an approved work plan 

and calendar.  

Referencing the assigned committee topics within the work plan, Tom Galioto suggested a topic on the 

status of the indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity (ID/IQ) contracting process be added as a topic for the 

BCC. Chris Sutton explained that the topic could be incorporated into the high-level Prime Contracts 101 

topic by submitting appropriate framing questions.  

Steve Anderson asked about the number having historically 19 being used as the means of counting 

quorum towards consensus, given the present disqualifications and vacancies on the Board. Ruth 

suggested that the EIC could discuss the matter over the next break in the meeting to determine the path 

forward, following questions on the work plan and calendar.  

Dan Solitz asked how IM teams assembled and how it was represented on the calendar. Gary explained 

that the IM teams were not scheduled on the yearly calendar, as they served at the needs of the 

committees. He noted that a FACA-trained, DOE federal employee needed to be present at those 

meetings or calls when they were scheduled.  

Gary stated that, during the aforementioned break, DOE hoped to take a group photo of the HAB. He 

noted that there was also a hope to do individual photos at some point for use on a potential upgrade to 

the HAB’s website.  

Chris stated that approval of the work plan and calendar would be beneficial to the Board. If not 

approved, the Board would have to dedicate additional time for it at a future meeting, which would 

otherwise be available for presentations or topics of interest. 

Following a break, Jan provided a summary of the path forward for the work plan. The plan was to 

discuss the document again the following day with the intention of approval. She asked that members be 

ready with questions and concerns so they could be addressed as part of that conversation.  

The Board continued discussion of the FY23 HAB Work Plan and Calendar on the second day of the 

Board meeting.  

Rob Davis asked about future updates on the leaking tanks agreed order being entered into the work plan 

for the TWC. Ryan Miller noted that the work plan was defined as being flexible for addition of emerging 

topics, noting that the agenda item on that topic (see Hanford Agreed Order on Tank Leaks) was not in 
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the work plan. Rob Davis was satisfied with the expectation that item could request more information and 

status updates on that topic for TWC meetings.  

Following a check on the number of members present that counted towards quorum, David Einan asked if 

the number of people needed to reach quorum was explained. Mike Berkenbile confirmed a count of 15 

present seats were needed for quorum. He read the related statement from the HAB’s Operating Ground 

Rules: “The Board may not hold a full Board meeting either in the absence of a quorum, which is at least 

half of the members or their alternates… is not present.” It was clarified that those members were 

qualified by seat, rather than individual. Jan noted that the HAB’s governing documents were due to be 

updated, as the listed members (seats) on the Board in those documents were fewer than presently on the 

Board.  

Dave clarified that he wanted to be careful in setting a precedent, as the Board’s entire history was based 

on a quorum of seats, in place or not. He stated that the quorum should be 19 seats present based on that. 

He wanted to balance that with the sentiment that the work plan was well received and should not be held 

up, nor should the time of those present be wasted. He reiterated that he wanted everyone to be careful 

about setting a precedent.  

Tom Sicilia agreed and was worried about a precedent being set. He stated that, should the document be 

approved with a different definition of quorum, it should be explicitly stated in the related approval 

document that there were seats without representation on the Board, and there should be a dissenting 

statement for those on the Board that agree with the work plan but not the process used to approve it.  

Ruth reminded everyone that the work plan and calendar were provisionally approved in June and were 

used in planning of that meeting.  

Mike provided a follow-on comment to his earlier explanation. He explained that as DDFO, he was 

responsible for the HAB’s day-to-day operations. He stated that, were a more conservative approach 

taken in quorum count, it could result in a negative outcome. He did not want to propose that DOE was 

taking an approach that made it more difficult to achieve a work plan. He reiterated sentiments from the 

previous day where it was expected that, were the work plan not approved in a timely manner, there 

would be negative consequences in regard to the Board’s operations. He preferred to take the route that 

would be least likely to impact the Board’s work. He would “own” the consequence of moving forward 

with DOE’s interpretation of quorum, should they move forward with that.  

Max Woods asked how many seats were on the Board at that time. Gary confirmed that there were 28 

appointments with a primary or alternate presently on the Board.  

Rob Parmelee noted that the Operating Ground Rules listed information and requirements for the Board, 

while the Process Manual appeared to contain some overlapping and some different requirements. Jan 

explained that some of the documents that the Board was working with were last approved in 2008, while 

some aspects of the Board’s operations had changed since then. She explained that there was a working 

group within the Board that was working toward governance and guiding document alignment and 

hierarchy.  

Denise Jones noted that she did not have issue with the work plan or calendar but did not want to create a 

precedent that would change things going forward.  

Robert Thompson suggested provisionally approving the work plan.  

Loraine Contreras requested that tribal holidays be added to the HAB’s calendar. She stated those would 

not impact HAB operations but asked that those be recognized. Gary asked that she forward that list of 
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holidays. Ruth suggested gathering input from the Nez Perce Tribe and the Confederated Tribes of the 

Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) as well.  

Tom Sicilia asked to enter a dissenting opinion, but not block consensus, as he disagreed with the process 

being used to approve the document. He provided the following statement for use in the approval 

document: “The following Board members do not oppose the content of this advice, but chose to abstain 

from voting because they objected to the process used to determine quorum for this work plan and 

calendar:”  

Chris Sutton asked if a formal approval or vote would be required. Ruth explained that there was not, and 

it was each seats’ responsibility to put forth objections.  

Max supported inclusion of the HAB calendar, with the requested inclusion of the tribal holidays.  

Rebecca Holland asked for clarification, noting she did not hear clear agreement from Gary on the 

subject. Gary stated that if that change was the will of the Board, he would make that change.  

Hearing no further concerns or questions, Jan confirmed that consensus had been reached and the 

document would be adopted.  

Tri Party Agreement (TPA) Agency Updates 

US Department of Energy Update 

Brian Vance, DOE, provided a Hanford Site update. He prefaced his presentation with a safety message, 

explaining that the health and safety of the Site’s workforce was part of all the things he would be 

speaking about and was an important aspect of the Site’s culture.  

He explained that there was a lot of progress to talk about that night, and for that progress he appreciated 

the work accomplished not only by DOE and its contractor team, but by the Pacific Northwest community 

as well, for delivering that progress during times of change and challenges. The team continued to 

perform well in that environment and was bringing about positive outcomes. He appreciated the 

opportunity to speak in the evening about the Site progress, as the opportunity to reach new audiences 

was important.  

Reviewing the first slide of the presentation, he provided an overview of the Hanford Site mission, 

including the key Site activities and focuses of its leadership and workforce. He explained that the term 

“enterprise” and the “One Hanford” logo were important focuses that led to the successes seen on site. He 

explained the two offices of DOE and the multiple contractors that supported the efforts. The Site 

operated on a budget of approximately $2.7 billion and was supported by upwards of 10,000 employees. 

He explained the regions of the site, who managed each portion, and where the significant work being 

performed was.  

Brian explained that the Site’s successes and progress created support among the workforce and 

community, which in turn created support at a federal level, which resulted in funding for the Site to 

further the work. He called that the “virtuous cycle.” DOE’s goal was to remain a fair and demanding 

customer to its contractors while creating stakeholder and tribal support and awareness.  

He provided an overview of the Direct-Feed Low-Activity Waste (DFLAW) operations, explaining that 

the associated diagram was one routinely used to discuss the Site’s top cleanup priority: tank waste 

disposition. He discussed the need to unity and teamwork as the Site transitioned toward continuous 

operations, which would continue all day, every day, for decades to come. He referred the operations as 

they were shown a “Site-wide machine.” 
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He reviewed the diagram, explaining the waste treatment process as it went from the tank through final 

disposition. He emphasized that, once operations started, there could be no interruption, meaning that the 

Site infrastructure needed to be capable of supporting those operations. Additionally, trained personnel, 

operational procedures, storage of spare parts, and many other aspects needed to be in place. He explained 

that the Tank-Side Cesium Removal (TSCR) system had treated two batches of waste in preparation for 

treatment at that time, with the goal of having 1 million gallons ready for treatment on DFLAW startup. 

He expected that, once Site operations began in earnest, the team would have that process well optimized 

in order to maximize the waste that could be moved through the process.  

He discussed photos within the slides, showing DFLAW related equipment and facilities, discussing their 

status. The bubblers, a component within the DFLAW melters, had undergone testing and final upgrades 

were being performed at the Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF). He noted that the team at Ecology was 

working closely with its construction contractor, Bechtel, to ensure the permitting process went smoothly 

and that permits were in place in time.  

He explained that initial heatup of the first melter had commenced. He explained the processes in place to 

allow safe thermal expansion as the melter contents heated up. As the heatup progressed, the operations 

team made an evening discovery upon seeing abnormal indicators in power delivery and decided to take 

the plant to stable condition. At that point in time, it went into troubleshooting mode. That process was 

presently being worked through, which Brian stated that it was a very rigorous process. Once that was 

complete, heatup could resume, as the actions taken resulted in no damage to the melter. He explained 

that the response was exactly was the team had been trained to do over the last few years, demonstrating 

the culture and teamwork the Site had been working towards. He noted that everything the Site was doing 

was a first, and there would be discoveries to be made that process.  

Brian proceeded to discuss the progress of other risk reduction projects across the Site. Sorting and 

disposition of debris was underway at the K-West Bain, which represented a big risk reduction due to its 

proximity to the Columbia River. An interim safe storage enclosure was being built around the K-East 

Reactor, which would remain as the radioactivity had decayed to a level sufficient for safe demolition. He 

discussed the 324 Building, where stabilization activities continued in order to allow the soil beneath to 

be safely remediated. Preparations were being made at the Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility 

(WESF) to move capsules from wet storage to dry storage, with transfer expected to begin in 2025.  

He explained that the Site maintained a robust tank integrity program in order to ensure its waste storage 

tanks remained viable for the length of the program. Additionally, the Site maintained a groundwater 

treatment program, which achieved its eighth consecutive year in a row of treating 2 billion gallons. 

Reviewing infrastructure upgrades, he explained that the infrastructure was responsible for operations 

across the entire site. Each aspect of it needed to be optimized to support the mission in a cost-effective 

manner. He explained that the electrical infrastructure upgrades needed to be coordinated with the 

Bonneville Power Administration and Energy Northwest, as it could only be done in conjunction with 

Columbia Generating Station refueling outages. The Central Plateau Water Treatment Facility was under 

construction with the intention of replacing a 40-year-old facility. Further, there were numerous smaller 

projects across the Site. He noted that there were several other groups and facilities that were essential to 

the site, such as the Hanford Patrol, fire response teams, medical provider, and many others. He was 

proud that infrastructure was keeping up with the Site’s needs.  

He provided a review of the Justice40 Initiative, which set a goal of 40 percent of overall benefits from 

certain federal investments flowing to disadvantaged communities and explained the related focuses at 

Hanford.  
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He reviewed stakeholder engagement efforts, explaining that DOE continued to maintain relationships 

with local, state, federal, and tribal governments. He noted that the HAB was one of many critical 

engagements in a broad spectrum of engagements with the goal to educate and maintain support. He 

reviewed recent engagement efforts, such as regular meetings with tribes. He noted that the Site tours had 

opened up again, allowing visits from congressional staff and city managers. He explained that every 

member of the DOE team was a member of the community and remained engaged in those communities.   

In conclusion, he stated that there was a lot to cover in a short time, but he hoped that he hoped that he 

was able to effectively convey the sense of optimism that he and the others on the DOE team felt. He 

acknowledged that there was a lot of work to come and challenges that would be encountered, but there 

was a collective commitment across all involved in the Site to make the Site safer and cleaner, as quickly 

as they could.  

US Environmental Protection Agency 

Dave Einan was glad to see everyone in person. He appreciated the energy and diverse viewpoints that 

members were bringing.  

He noted that much of EPA’s work was related to the risk reduction activities that Brian discussed earlier. 

He recalled a motto he heard: “cleanup delayed is cleanup denied.” He agreed with Brian’s sentiment that 

there was a lot of good energy toward cleanup. Though he anticipated that there might be disagreements 

on how to go about cleanup, there were mechanisms in place to resolve those without delays to cleanup. 

That all merited optimism. One of the things that EPA was working on was responses to a comment 

period on milestone changes. The intent was to set everyone up to be able to make the choices to advance 

cleanup.  

EPA Region 10 was increasing its focus on federal facilities, which meant that Dave’s organization was 

shifting to focus solely on Hanford. He was looking forward to that. However, a potential downside he 

noted, was that he would lose a project manager, Laura Buelow, who would instead become a supervisor.  

Laura explained that she had been with EPA for 15 years, nearly all of which was spent at the Hanford 

office under Dave. She explained that she was selected as the section manager for the new federal 

facilities section. She reviewed some of the personnel shifts that would be occurring within the region. 

The good news, as she stated it, was that Dave and his team would be able to provide greater focus on 

Hanford while, though she would no longer be with that office, she would be very aware of the needs of 

the Site in her position as federal facilities manager.  

Dave also noted that the EPA’s new regional manager, Casey Sixkiller, hoped to come to the Hanford 

region to meet with stakeholders. He hoped that timing could align with the next Hanford meeting.  

Washington State Department of Ecology 

David Bowen, Ecology, provided Ecology’s update. He noted that, as he looked at the outline for his 

presentation, he realized that the had not asked the HAB what it hoped to hear from Ecology. He asked 

that they let him know in the future. As it was, Ecology worked with EPA and the WADOH in regulatory 

roles and tried not to duplicate content.  

David discussed the agency’s recruitment efforts. More than half of its vacancies had been filled, with the 

remaining positions undergoing active recruitment. Knowledge transfer and mentoring were points of 

focus in order to prepare for long-term success.  
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He discussed Ecology’s recent outreach and education efforts, which included a science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics (STEM) “gala” at the Hanford Reach, visits to schools and local clubs, and 

others.  

David explained that there were Tri-Party negotiations underway, which included holistic negotiations 

regarding tank waste matters and negotiations related to the Central Plateau milestone changes. He 

explained that there was a confidentially aspect to holistic negotiations while they were underway, but he 

hoped that the results of the holistic negotiations would be available for public comment when available.  

He reviewed the inspections conducted and compliance reports issued since the previous HAB meeting. 

He noted that there were two opportunities for public involvement coming up, each of which were Class 3 

permit modifications.  

Finally, he discussed the Site-Wide Permit (Rev.9) renewal status. He explained that was one of the 

biggest things that Ecology was working on. There were as many as 76 permit ongoing, many of which 

were Ecology’s, and the Site-Wide Permit was the biggest among them. Ecology continued to hold 

workshops to move forward with the permit. Issues, when found, were elevated and resolved quickly. 

Ecology hoped to have it transmitted for public comment in January of 2024, requiring it to be finalized 

in May of 2023.  

Board Questions 

Jan Catrell invited questions from the Board.  

Miya Burke provided a preface for her question to DOE and Ecology, explaining the background behind a 

readiness assessment for the TSCR system where damage was discovered on an ion exchange column’s 

threaded connection. Following, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) evaluated the 

work done by Washington River Protection Solutions (WRPS) to restore operability and sent a letter to 

Secretary Granholm expressing concern with the process that WRPS used to repair the connections. Miya 

asked what actions DOE was taking to resolve those concerns that the DNFSB raised and if Ecology was 

aware of the damaged columns, repairs made by WRPS, and the DNFSB letter.  

Brian explained that DOE maintained a close relationship with DNFSB, both the local representatives and 

the team in Washington DC, and was presently working with the DNFSB to go through its planned 

actions. DOE intended to give a formal update on those plans once they were finalized. David explained 

that he personally was unaware of the letter to Secretary Granholm, but Ecology was briefed on the 

difficulties encountered and the process of reengineering the relevant parts by the leadership on WRPS. 

He noted that the presentation was more focused on how long the system would be down, rather than the 

extent of the damage.  

Pam Larsen thanked the TPA agencies for the presentations. She asked for more details on the recent visit 

by Secretary Granholm. Brian stated that the visit went well and was packed with events, including 

showing her some of the Site’s big projects such as the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant 

(WTP). The Secretary of Energy’s staff had the opportunity to visit the Site as well.   

Todd Meyers asked what the Site mission “choke points” were, other than funding. Brian emphasized that 

funding was by far the biggest impact and that DOE did the best it could with every dollar received. Other 

concerns included turnover in the workforce and the difficulty in replacing those workers, as the nuclear 

facility culture aspects were not common among most of the working world. There was considerable 

effort made to train workers to that culture as new workers were hired to work at the Hanford Site. 
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Additionally, supply chain issues were a concern due to its recent unpredictability. DOE challenged its 

contractors to think differently on the matter than they had, looking further into the future.  

Overall, Brian stated, DOE worked to maintain a team that had a connection to the mission, a team that 

had pride in ownership of that work and being part of a winning team. He stated that Site work offered a 

sort of nobility, in that the results of the work were something people could connect to. He hoped that 

would lead to high retention and successful recruiting. He expected that the Site would need to think 

about the post-pandemic world a bit differently, but culture would remain important.  

On the subject of funding, Chris Sutton asked for the status on the FY2023 budget. Brian stated that it 

was in continuing resolution. Chris asked for clarification on the status of the melter: had it cooled back 

down following the partial heatup? Brian confirmed that it had cooled back down with no damage to the 

melter.  

Todd asked about the Ecology compliance reports mentioned in David’s presentation. He wondered what 

a good starting point might be. David stated all of those were all available to the HAB online (distributed 

by email though the HAB weekly updates). In what areas might be of interest, those initially became part 

of Ecology’s update presentations to the HAB as it was important to show that Ecology’s work was 

during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Tim Kovis noted that the Site-Wide Permit was a large document and asked how long it would be valid 

for. David stated that typically Ecology permits were in place for five years, but the Site-Wide Permit 

would be in place for ten.  

Rose Ferri appreciated the advanced notice for review of the Site-Wide Permit, noting that was necessary 

for a small team such as the Yakama Nation Environmental Restoration Waste Management (YN 

ERWM) program. She was concerned about the length of time it had taken to develop, having initially 

been due in 2012, and wondered if the information would be outdated or had been updated throughout the 

process. David explained that the existing permit was continually updated to adapt to changes on the 

Hanford Site. The Rev.9 incorporated changes in addition to items that were not in the permit presently in 

place. He understood the concerns around limited review time and assured her that Ecology would do all 

it could to ensure ample time was given, including regular meeting on the topic. Finally, Rose 

congratulated Laura on her promotion, noting her appreciation for the work Laura had done with the 

Yakama Nation.  

Regarding the adaptive milestones approach, Rob David wondered how far in advance the team would 

know about the need for a milestone change. David explained that the process was still under 

development but expected there would be a three-year look-ahead. For David’s earlier request for what 

the HAB would like to learn from Ecology, Rob asked that Ecology notify the HAB on areas where the 

HAB could make a difference or things that it might want input on, preferably far in advance.  

Max Woods suggested that TPA agency updates be granted more time on Board agendas in the future. 

Additionally, he thanked DOE for hosting the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board for an on-site tour. He 

agreed with Brian that there was no substitute for seeing the Site in person. He asked if there were any 

thoughts or plan around starting high-level waste (HLW) treatment. Brian stated that there were and those 

were part of the ongoing holistic negotiations. He expected those discussions were their final stages but 

acknowledged that while there might be an agreement in principle, there was still a lot of writing and 

work ahead. He stated that there would be more information available on the subject when that work 

concluded.  
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Rob Parmelee asked if Rev.9 would impact DFLAW operations. David explained that it would not, as 

DFLAW permitting was on a separate path and Ecology was dedicating all necessary resources to ensure 

that DFLAW did not get impacted by permitting.  

Alfonso Contreras stated that the group was in an era where policy was difficult to change, so the 

definition of words might be changed instead. He asked about the potential for redefining HLW. Brian 

stated that was a complicated question. DOE was always looking for opportunities to safely accelerate the 

clean. Relative to the HLW definition, DOE continued to have discussions with Ecology on the matter, 

which were tangential to the holistic negotiations. In the near term, DOE did not have a need to apply it to 

its present plans. However, time was the “common enemy,” and DOE needed to continually evaluate 

means of moving the mission forward safety and intelligently in a manner that had support of the affected 

stakeholders, tribes, and communities.  

David noted that getting the needed budgets and resources for the Site was part of his role and the reality 

of the situation was that the present level of funding would not be sufficient to clean up Hanford by the 

end of the century. He stated that stance would not change. Brian contributed, stated that the Hanford 

team worked in the “virtuous circle” environment, where it needed to deliver taxpayer value and 

demonstrate that it was investment worthy, which put it in the best position for the congressional 

delegation to compete for funds on Hanford’s behalf. The Hanford team did its best to communicate both 

its successes and challenges, working towards safe, predictable progress and value. DOE could not lobby 

for funds, but it could provide updates to help the public and stakeholders understand what was being 

accomplished, putting them in the best possible position to do so.  

Hanford Leaking Tanks Agreed Order 

Delmar Noyes, DOE, and David Bowen provided a presentation on the Agreed Oder on tank leaks.  

Delmar explained that he worked closely with David and his team on the matter. The agreed order 

determined actions to be taken following discovery of leaking tanks, primarily tanks B-109 and T-111. He 

provided background on the tanks, noting that they were single-shell tanks (SSTs) built between 1943 and 

1944. Early in the TPA, it was determined that the tanks would undergo interim stabilization, an effort to 

remove the majority of their liquid waste content and move that to long-term storage. The tanks no longer 

had supernate, but interstitial liquid remained. He noted that the B and T tank farms were among the 

oldest farms, which had substantial waste dumping occur in the past.  

He explained that there were existing mitigation measures in place, including the groundwater treatment 

system, which was installed years prior to capture and move contamination resulting from past soil 

discharge and tank leaks. Those contaminants in the soil, both new and old, would be carried to extraction 

points for treatment, rather than allowing them to flow towards the river.  

Delmar reviewed the leak detection process, which included tank monitoring under the tank integrity 

program. He emphasized that double-shell tanks (DSTs) were used for operations and waste storage. Tank 

T-111 was identified as leaking in 2013 as the level of interstitial liquid was found to be moving over 

time. The B-109 leak was discovered as part of an assessment that began in July of 2020, with the formal 

announcement of a leak being made in April of 2021. That action “kicked off” the agreed order being 

discussed.  

David explained that there were processes within the TPA around how agencies would inform one 

another about leak discoveries, as well as determination on how to address a leaking tank. After six 

months, DOE and Ecology were unable to come to an agreement. David, Delmar, and others had gotten 
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together to discuss the matter and found through those conversations that each wanted the same result, but 

were using different terminology. Through those conversations, they came to understand one another.  

The agreed order was announced in August, which went above and beyond just addressing those tanks 

identified as leaking. There were measured to slow waste discharge and waste migration toward 

groundwater, as well as long-term actions such as development of a leaking tank response plan. Specific 

actions included installation of surface barriers over the T and B tank farms, viability evaluation for 

installation of ventilation in tank B-109, and evaluation and planning for other means to preventing water 

intrusion.  

David discussed the HAB’s previous advice on the matter of leaking tanks, explaining that the agreed 

order and advice were developed in parallel. The team found it helpful to learn where the actions being 

discussed as part of the agreed order were consistent with what the HAB would be asking for, and 

revaluated options where it was not consistent with HAB advice. He stated that was an indication of how 

useful the HAB process was.  

He reviewed the future stakeholder and public input opportunities, which in included public comment 

during the permitting for the leak response plan, selected leak response options, design of interim surface 

barrier, and, if needed, the intrusion response work plans.  

Finally, David explained that there was an appeal to the agreed order by Heart of America Northwest to 

the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB). He explained that if the appeal could not be resolved by 

settlement or briefing, it could go to trial. The discussion that could occur around the appeals progress 

would be limited due to legal sensitivity.  

Board Questions  

Rob Davis thanked those that worked on the related HAB advice. He asked if there was enough date to 

determine all the possible means of water intrusion and their contributions toward it overall. Delmar 

explained that there were multiple aspects to monitoring that intrusion and the difficulties in determining 

what the source of intrusion might by. One of the purposes of ventilation would be to move that aspect of 

moisture intrusion from the air. Barriers would be used to preclude surface water from driving 

contamination further or contributing to further water intrusion in the tanks. He reiterated that in each of 

those farms, contamination was impacted by past operations. He explained that one of the elements of the 

agreed order was going to reevaluate what kind of technology or opportunities might be available to 

measure and detect small leaks or variances. The Savanah River Site had some experience in that regard, 

but their tanks were “self-plugging” due to the material those contained.  

Chris Sutton asked if the nature of the appeal could be discussed. David could not comment as legal 

counsel was presently reviewing that.  

Dan Solitz asked if the barrier installation were integrated with or would impact closure efforts. Delmar 

explained that the barriers were interim measures designed specifically to preclude downstream actions. 

They were waterproof membranes and did not impact final closure.  

Miya Burke asked if the SST leak response plan would have a risk assessment portion for the remaining 3 

million gallons of leakable liquid across the SSTs. Delmar stated that would be in consideration for the 

path forward. He explained that risk evaluation meant a lot of different things to different people: risk to 

workers, public, and environment would each be a consideration in prioritization. David noted that the 

specifics of that plan would not come through him, but instead through his capable technical staff.  
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Miya referenced the related HAB advice, noting that there was an advice point related to development of 

new tools and capacity for responding to future leaks. She asked if there was a plan for more technology 

testing beyond evaporation, such as evaluating enhanced saltwell pumping. Delmar explained that DOE 

was constantly evaluating technologies and spend roughly $18 million in research and development the 

previous year. In the SST leak response plan, all potentially technologies, active and passive actions, 

would be evaluated for their applicability to the scenario and conditions at hand.  

Jeff Wyatt suggested some engineering methods for waste treatment and stabilization, such as removal by 

means of superheated steam. Delmar noted that he was familiar with the methods and had used them in 

his career. He discussed the challenges as they applied to Hanford, explaining the need for caution in 

approach as a result of those challenges. He stated that the team was continually evaluating methods and 

technologies that may be applicable, noting that there were more options available with DSTs than there 

were SSTs.  

Alfonso Contreras asked the presenters to define some of the terms used. Additionally, he asked if the 

location of the tank leak in B-109 was known. Demlar explained that the location was not known, which 

was why low volume detection was important. He explained that sludge was insoluble material from 

processing. Saltcake was solid, but dissolves in water. Supernate referred to liquid found above the solids, 

while interstitial liquid was liquid within the solids. He explained that the tanks had previously been 

pumped of liquid, but there would always be water that could leak due to intrusion, which was water from 

sources outside the tank that found its way in, such as from the ground or air.  

Todd Myers how long the Agreed Order appeal process might take and if that process would impact work 

while it was resolved. David stated that, in this case, the work would not slow down. How long the 

process would take was dependent on how long the parties involved were willing to discuss the matter. If 

there was an impasse after three to six months, it would go to a hearing. The process could take as long as 

eight months. The work elements within the agreed order were moving forward for implementation, 

regardless of the appeal.  

Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant Update 

Mat Irwin, DOE, and Chris Musick, Bechtel, provided a presentation on the status of the WTP and an 

overview of the DFLAW program.  

Mat explained that the goal of vitrification as to transform the liquid waste into glass in order to 

immobilize it, allowing safe storage. He explained that the vitrification was a proven process, used for 

other cleanup efforts such as those at the Savannah River Site.  

Mat discussed DFLAW program. He explained that, through Bechtel was DOE’s construction contractor, 

all contractors and workers on the Hanford Site were necessary for program success. He reviewed a map, 

pointing out significant facilities within the program. He stated TSCR was staging waste in tank AP-106 

in preparation for DFLAW operations with the goal of having 1 million gallons of waste ready for hot 

commissioning. He showed that pipelines pathing that sent waste from the tank farms to the LAW 

facilities, explaining related infrastructure such as offgas treatment, cooling, and contingencies for loss of 

power.  

He explained that most of the DFLAW program-related waste would be sent to the Integrated Disposal 

Facility (IDF), which was managed by Central Plateau Cleanup Company (CPCCo). Additionally, 

Hanford Mission Integration Solutions (HMIS) provided utilities for the program facilities, including 

electrical distribution, waster, sewer, and roads. Those examples were provided to demonstrate that all 
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contractors on site worked toward program success. Following, he reviewed the “day in the life of 

DFLAW” to explain how all the facilities worked together toward treatment of tank waste.  

Chris Musick reviewed a map that explained what facilities comprised the WTP, followed by a review of 

the facilities’ present status. He explained that, on October 8, melter heatup was initiated. Partway 

through that process, when the melter reached about 2,890F, operators saw abnormal activity in the 

electrical panel resulting in unexpectedly high temperatures. The team stopped power to the effected 

melter heaters and chose to use the remaining heaters to ramp the melter temperatures back down 

carefully.  

Subject matter experts from around the world were brought in to help assess the issue and were presently 

working to troubleshoot the issue. Chris stated that the conduct of operations was flawless. The team 

members did exactly what they were trained to do in returning the plant to a safe condition.  

He reviewed some additional photos, picturing the facility following construction completion, a container 

being loaded into the input bay following startup testing, and a change control box, which were used for 

bubblers and changed out every 28 days. 

He explained that, in establishing DFLAW readiness, the team had been methodical in establishing to 

components of people, plant, and paper. He stated that the partnership between DOE and its contractors 

and the community were just as important as the people, plant, and paper.  

In review of the “people” aspect, he showed the control room for operations. He explained that the 

workers were coached in conduct of operations. Those coaches were well experienced in working with 

operators, maintenance workers, and the like, and were passing along their experience. Emergency 

preparedness measures were in place. Emergency preparedness drills were consistently practiced and 

would continue to be, preparing that team to take the correct actions in any instance. He stated that the 

work could not be done without those people, and he was very thankful for everyone that had supported 

the effort.  

In review of “plant,” he reviewed additional photographs of components in the facility.  

He stated that, despite being the year 2022, the WTP was not paperless. The team was verifying 

procedures, drills, and other “paper” aspects. Those needed to be perfect to everyone knew their roles and 

actions to take. There was much attention dedicated to that subject over the previous 21 years.  

He reiterated that, in regard to melter heatup, the issue was being “swarmed.” He expected that the issue 

would be resolved quickly, and the melter would be restarted soon after. He reviewed additional 

photographs, showing the process for changing out, loading, and unloading containers, which would be 

sent to IDF for disposal. He explained that cold commissioning was a means to demonstrate the process, 

which would be assessed prior to radioactive operations.  

Chris showed an animation of the melter heatup process (https://vimeo.com/747785222/fad46e77f8) and 

provided narration as the video progressed.  

Mat reviewed the “road ahead” for DFLAW. He stated that the team liked to use an analogy where the 

engineering and construction represented the foothills of a journey, while the last 10% was a mountain 

climb. He discussed the remaining validation steps within the graphic.  

For the HLW facility, the team was “wrapping up” the overall design effort. Lessons learned from 

DFLAW were being systematically evaluated and applied. Preparations were being made for 

construction.  

https://vimeo.com/747785222/fad46e77f8
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Regulatory Perspectives 

Dan McDonald, Ecology, congratulated and expressed condolences on the melter heatup. He thought that 

it was beneficial that the abnormal event occurred when it did and agreed that the team did well in 

identifying the issue and taking appropriate action.  

He discussed the demonstration test aspect, noting that Ecology was involved for permit maintenance, and 

WADOH would be involved for air permitting. The community involved in that process would include 

everyone else as well, including the EPA and contractors. He said that startup had been a long time 

coming, and hoped they were starting to see “the corner turn” in that journey.  

Board Questions 

Pam Larsen noted that she heard from employees working on the HLW facility that progress was at a 

stopping point due to uncertainty in what the feed would be. She asked if the presenters could share 

details. Mat stated that it could not be discussed in detail due to its relationship with ongoing negotiations. 

Chris Musick noted that there was a flowsheet that evaluated feed to the HLW facility. In regard to design 

of the facility, the contractor worked closely with DOE on that flowsheet, ensuring that the design would 

support all alternatives. The team was getting ready to start procurement. There was a lot of progress on 

for the civil disciplines, but other engineering parts had a “big lift” remaining.  

Related to LLW facility, Pam asked if the bubblers could be replaced. Chris confirmed that they could 

and were regularly replaced on a 26-week cycle. Pam noted that HAB members, including those new to 

the Board, saw the facilities on a tour earlier that week, though were unable to enter the facilities as HAB 

members were able to do during construction. She stated that she was sad that DOE wanted to get rid of 

everyone that had historical knowledge on the Board. It was her opinion that historical knowledge was 

valuable.  

Rob Davis asked if additional pretreatment treatment would be needed following treatment by TSCR. Mat 

clarified that, for low-activity waste (LAW), there was no additional pretreatment needed. Rob asked for 

clarification on how the DNFSB was involved in DFLAW and the HLW facility. Chris Musick explained 

that DNFSB representatives were on site and involved in all aspects of nuclear safety, daily, including 

design, controls, and analyses, as with the other nuclear facilities on the Hanford Site.  

Chris Sutton noted that, in the last several monthly consent decree reports, the same issues were 

consistently being identified and attributed to work being done slower than expected and at greater cost. 

He asked for discussion of issues that Chris Musick was aware of, and if he saw them as major, minor, or 

standard when starting up a complex plant. Chris Musick classified those as “discovery items” as the team 

worked to start of plant of that level of complexity. As an example, he stated that there was a lot of 

controls and interfaces, where there were a number of errors that were found in functionality which 

required adjustment by instrumentation and controls technicians. That was considered normal to find in a 

facility of that sort. In some cases, equipment would require a small design change with assistance of the 

vendor, which would require additional controls adjustments. Following adjustments, there was a need to 

ensure that operators were proficient with the changes made. He thought those sorts of issues contributed 

to a lot of the schedule and cost variance seen on those reports.  

Mat noted that the Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) started construction in 2017. However, for other 

facilities, there was an obsolescence aspect where newer software might be incompatible with newer 

instruments.  
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Todd Meyers thanked the presenters for the animation, which he found helpful. He asked how long it took 

from introducing the frit into the melter to completion of heatup. Additionally, he asked about the 

difference between low activity and high activity in regard to waste. Chris Musick explained that heater 

startup to complete heatup, with no interruption, would take 20 days. Frit was introduced at day ten. He 

explained that LAW, compared to high-activity waste, was low in radioactivity. He stated that, with a few 

exceptions, the LAW waste was a “hands-on” facility. The HLW facility was fully remote handled, fully 

shielded facility.    

Tom Galioto thanked the presenters for an informative discussion. He asked about the melter treatment 

volume and how many containers might be expected for output. Chris Musick stated that 30 tons per day 

would be the high expectation for its capacity, with 24 tons being nominal. About three and a half 

containers of output would be the nominal expectation. At that design rate, about one tank’s work of 

LAW would be processed per year.  

Tom Galioto asked if the high temperature issue seen during startup was a major or minor issue, and what 

the process to resolve that would consist of. Mat explained that the high temperature was seen in a power 

supply cabinet, rather than the melter. There was nothing known to be wrong with the melter itself. That 

power supply cabinet was outside of the facility itself and part of the support system. The team would 

determine the cause, then look to see if that would affect to other cabinets as well. It was not a significant 

issue in regard to the melters. Chris Musick noted that the team would be working through the issue with 

the vendor to get a better understanding of what happened and documenting the results through their 

quality assurance and control tools.  

Jan Catrell asked is the LAW building was what was previously known as WTP. Mat explained that the 

WTP was a grouping of buildings, consisting of the entire footprint of all facilities involved in that 

treatment process, while the LAW facility was a single building in which the treatment took place. Jan 

asked what frit consisted of. Chris Musick stated that it was primarily silica, calcium, and sodium. Those 

components were combined into glass and them shattered so it could be added to the melters. Jan asked 

how anhydrous ammonia was used in the process, noting that it was toxic, and how it related to the offgas 

systems. Chris explained that it was used to treat nitrates in the offgas, preventing nitrogen oxides from 

being emitted. 

Closing 

Following conclusion of Board questions on the WTP, Jan Catrell adjourned the meeting. She explained 

that the remaining item on the agenda was a public meeting hosted by DOE, which the HAB membership 

was welcome to attend.  

Meeting Recording 

Day 1: https://youtu.be/g4xRY--7QW8 

Day 2: https://youtu.be/dMCnXt9rKm0 

Attachments 

Attachment 1: Meeting Agenda 

Attachment 2: Deputy Designated Federal Officer Slide 

Attachment 3: Draft Meeting Minutes for June Board Meeting 

Attachment 4: Draft Fiscal Year 2023 HAB Work Plan 

https://youtu.be/g4xRY--7QW8
https://youtu.be/dMCnXt9rKm0
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/1a_-_HAB_Full_Board_Meeting_221019-20_v4_FINAL21.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/2_-_DDFO_Slide-Final_12_7_2011.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/3_-_Full_Board_Meeting_Minutes_220629-30_Draft_v2.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/4_-_Draft_FY2023_HAB_Work_Plan_063022_v14_-_Clean.pdf
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Attachment 5: Draft Fiscal Year 2023 HAB Calendar 

Attachment 6: DOE Update Presentation 

Attachment 7: Ecology Update Presentation 

Attachment 8: Ecology and DOE Presentation: Agreed Order on Tank Leaks 

Attachment 9: DOE Presentation: Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant Update 

  

https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/5_-_Draft_FY2023_Calendar_v7.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/6_-_HAB_DOE_Update_10192022_FINAL.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/7_-_HAB_-_Ecology_agency_update_Oct_2022.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/8_-_ECY-USDOE_Tanks_AO_HAB_Oct_2022_FINAL.pdf
https://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/hab/files.cfm/9_-_Oct19_WTP_HAB_FINAL.pdf
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Meeting Attendees 

Day 1 

Board Members and Alternates: 

Bob Thompson* Chris Sutton, Primary* Denise Jones, Primary* 

Jacob Reynolds, Primary* Jan Catrell, Primary* Jeff Wyatt, Primary* 

Jessica Black, Primary* John Smart, Primary* Kristie Baptiste-Eke, Primary 

Laurene Contreras, Primary* LoAnn Ayers, Primary Maxwell Woods, Primary* 

Michelle Holt, Primary* Miya Burke, Primary* Rebecca Holland, Primary* 

Rob Davis, Primary* Rob Parmelee, Primary* Shannon Cram, Primary 

Steve Anderson, Primary* Susan Coleman, Primary* Tim Kovis, Primary* 

Todd Myers, Primary* Tom Galioto, Primary* Alfonso Contreras, Alternate* 

Dan Solitz, Alternate* David Reeploeg, Alternate* Marissa Merker, Alternate 

Mason Murphy, Alternate Michael Mays, Alternate Nikolas Peterson, Alternate 

Pam Larsen, Alternate* Rose Ferri, Alternate Simone Anter, Alternate 

Tracie Arnold, Alternate*   

Others: 

Brian Vance, DOE* David Bowen, ECY* Tyler Oates, Bechtel* 

Delmar Noyes, DOE* Dave Einan, EPA* Dieter Bohrman, CPCCo* 

Gary Younger, DOE* Ginger Wireman, ECY* Amber Peters, HMIS* 

Mike Berkenbile, DOE* Laura Buelow, EPA* Dana Cowley, HMIS 

Richard Valle, DOE Roberto Armijo, EPA* Debra Yergen, HMIS* 

Rob Hastings DOE Ryan Miller, ECY* Debbie Kelley, HMIS* 

 Tom Rogers, WADOH* Patrick Conrad, HMIS* 

 Earl Fordham, WADOH Stephanie Brasher, HMIS 

  Joan Lucas, WRPS 

  Liz Mattson, Hanford Challenge 

  Gerry Pollet, HOANW 

  Matt Hendrickson, ODOE* 

  Matthew Fountain, PNNL 
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  Li Wang, YN ERNW 

  Annette Cary, TCH 

  
John Stang, Weapons Complex 

Monitor 

  Kelsey Shank, TheEdge 

  Li Wang, YN ERNW 

  Liz Mattson, Hanford Challenge 

  Maeve Mallozzi-Kelly, Other 

  Matt Hendrickson, ODOE* 

  Matthew Fountain, PNNL 

  Josh Patnaude, Facilitation * 

  Lacey Mansius, Facilitation* 

  Olivia Wilcox, Facilitation* 

  Ruth Nicholson, Facilitation 

Day 2 

Board Members and Alternates: 

Bob Thompson, Primary* Chris Sutton, Primary* Denise Jones, Primary* 

Jan Catrell, Primary* Jeff Wyatt, Primary* Jessica Black, Primary* 

John Smart, Primary* Kristie Baptiste-Eke, Primary Laurene Contreras, Primary* 

LoAnn Ayers, Primary Maxwell Woods, Primary* Michelle Holt, Primary* 

Miya Burke, Primary* Rebecca Holland, Primary* Rob Davis, Primary* 

Rob Parmelee, Primary* Steve Anderson, Primary* Susan Coleman, Primary* 

Tim Kovis, Primary* Todd Myers, Primary* Tom Galioto, Primary* 

Alfonso Contreras, Alternate* Dan Solitz, Alternate* Erin Braich, Alternate 

Marissa Merker, Alternate Michael Mays, Alternate Pam Larsen, Alternate* 

Rose Ferri, Alternate Simone Anter, Alternate Tom Sicilia, Alternate 

Tracie Arnold, Alternate *   

Others: 

Gary Younger, DOE* Dan McDonald, ECY Chris Musick, Bechtel* 
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Jennifer Colborn, DOE* David Bowen, ECY Tyler Oates, Bechtel* 

Matt Irwin, DOE* Matt Williams, ECY Dieter Bohrman, CPCCo 

Mike Berkenbile, DOE* Ryan Miller, ECY Amber Peters, HMIS 

 Dave Einan, EPA Dana Cowley, HMIS* 

 Tom Rogers, WADOH* Patrick Conrad, HMIS* 

  Debra Yergen, HMIS* 

  Debra Kelly, HMIS * 

  Tracy Desmond, HMIS 

  Kermit Mankiller, NPT 

  Matt Hendrickson, ODOE* 

  Liz Mattson, Hanford Challenge 

  Matthew Fountain, PNNL 

  Thomas Brouns, PNNL 

  Annette Cary, TCH 

  Wayne Barber, Exchange Monitor 

  Jessica 

  Josh Patnaude, Facilitation* 

  Lacey Mansius, Facilitation* 

  Olivia Wilcox, Facilitation 

  Ruth Nicholson, Facilitation 

* Denotes that the individual signed in or was otherwise noted as attending the meeting in-person. 

Note: Remote participants for this hybrid meeting were asked to sign in with their name and affiliation in 

the chat box of Microsoft Teams, while in-person participants were asked to sign in on paper. Not all 

attendees shared this information. The attendance list reflects what information was collected at the 

meeting. 
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